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Abstract

This thesis is the first full account of Trotsky's writings penned between
August 1914 and March 1917. The source material used is almost
exclusively primary, both published and archival, some of which is
examined here for the first time. Each of Trotsky's concerns as a
thinker and publicist is illustrated, and each debate followed to its
conclusion.

The main findings of this thesis are as follows. Trotsky's analysis of
the causes of the war and his programmatic response to it were logical
and consistent. Second, although he hoped to unite all internationalists
around his war programme, differences of opinion with the Bolsheviks
and the Mensheviks meant that his plans on this issue remained
unfulfilled. Third, Trotsky's major concern of the First World War period
was to combat social-patriotism, i.e., socialists who argued that it was
the proletariat's duty to defend its respective homelands.

Finally, several areas for further investigation which arise out of this
thesis are suggested.
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CHAPTER ONE

Switzerland

1.1 From Vienna to Switzerland

On the 19th of July 1914 Germany declared war on Russia. Trotsky
was in Vienna and on the following day he went to the Wienzeille in
order to question socialist deputies on the likely position of Russian
emigrés. There he met Fritz Adler who informed him that the Austrian
government had just issued on order to its citizens to be on the look-out
for suspicious foreigners who should then be reported to the police.
Trotsky then travelled with Fritz's father, Victor, to the head of the
Austrian political police to ask for his advice. He was informed that an
order for the arrest and internment of all Serbs and Russians living in
Austria would possibly be issued on the next day:

It follows then that you recommend departure?

Certainly, and the quicker the better.

Alright...tomorrow I'll go to Switzerland with my family.

Well, it wouid be better to do this today.!

The above conversation took place at three o'clock in the afternoon.
At 6.10 p.m. Trotsky and his family were on a train bound for
Switzerland, that 'temporary political watch-tower from which several
Russian Marxists reviewed the development of those unprecedented
events.'2

1.2 The Diary in Zurich

Safe in Zurich Trotsky noted his first reactions to the events occurring
immediately after the outbreak of the First World War in his dairy; a
literary form he often employed when in difficult circumstances:
after two to three weeks, when the French and German
newspapers in Zurich gave a complete picture of the total political
and moral catastrophe of official socialism, the diary was a
substitute for a critical and political pamphlet.3
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In the 1914 diary Trotsky did not concern himself with elaborating an
explanation of the causes for the outbreak of the war. At this point he
focussed on the collapse of the Second International.

Referring to the 'collapse’ of internationalism Trotsky stressed that
this did not spring out of a vacuum. In the entry for the 10th of August
he noted that the question of the danger of war was raised in the
Second International every three years. During the discussions of this
issue disagreements had only arisen around the problems of how to
hinder war efforts and, if war actually started, how to prevent
'‘backward' elements from obeying mobilisation orders and how to
break the war 'with the heads of the ruling classes.' However, when war
looked likely the German Social-Democrat Party had entered into
secret negotiations with its government; the French establishment had
convinced its Socialist Party of its peace loving nature; and Austrian
Social-Democrats had announced Austro-Hungary's ultimatum to
Serbia to be justified. When the hostilities began German socialists in
the Reichstag voted for an extra five million in war credits and Austro-
Hungarian comrades became intoxicated with nationalism. For
Trotsky,

[t is absolutely clear that what happened was not simply

mistakes, or isolated opportunistic steps, or 'awkward'

declarations from the floors of parliaments, or the votes of the

Grand-Duchy Social-Democrats for the budget, or the

experiments of French ministerism, or the degeneracy of several

leaders - what happened was the collapse of the International in
the most crucial epoch, in relation to which all the foregoing work
was only a preparation.4

Elaborating upon this theme on the 12th of August Trotsky
highlighted Austrian Social-Democracy to illustrate his general point
that national contradictions were long ago evident in the Second
International. He cited Victor Adler as describing the International
Department in Brussels as 'decorative’, and remembered an earlier
article against the chauvinistic tendencies of the Austrian Social-
Democratic newspaper Arbeiter Zeitung, which he had felt compelled
to write and publish in the Neue Zeitung. He labelled Adler's statement
'short-sighted' in that in a multi-national country such as Austria, the
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external policy of the Austro-German Social-Democrats would always
have internal repercussions:

One cannot separate the 'German idea' and the 'German spirit'

from the 'Slav' idea as the Arbeiter Zeitung did everywhere and

at the same time unite the German workers with the Slavs. One

cannot day-in day-out slight the Serbs as 'horsethieves' and

expect to unite the German workers with the Austrian South-

Slavs.5
It was the above form of nationalistic spirit which, for Trotsky, had
directly led to socialists backing the war efforts of their home
governments:

The Social-Democratic deputy Ellenbogen said at a mass

meeting in Vienna: 'We are faithful to the German nation in good

times and bad, in peace and in war'...As a result of this policy the
party split onto different national groupings, and at the moment of

war the German Social-Democrats of Austria appeared as a

subsidiary detachment of the monarchy.6

For Trotsky, what was true of Austrian Social-Democracy was also
true of its equivalent across Western Europe. Thus, for instance, Bebel
of the German Social-Democratic Party, ' at some point promised to put
a gun on his shoulder for the defence of the fatherland against
tsarism.'” And, according to Trotsky, the only distinguishing feature of
German Social-Democracy was that it kept its formal affiliation to
internationalism hidden better than any other Western Social-
Democratic party.8

However, forever the revolutionary optimist, Trotsky did not fall into
a a mood of absolute despair. Indeed, he viewed the generally positive
reactions to the outbreak of war and the collapse of the Second
International as temporary phenomenon.

Trotsky explained initial feelings of joy by reference to the fact that,
for the workers, war arrives as a break from a routine of life which is
one of insufferable hell. Moreover, war brings with it promises of
change for the better. However, for Trotsky, the feelings of the masses
would go through the following general pattern of rise and fall: the first
months of the war are a period of hope; this stage is soon concluded
and followed by worry as the material hardships imposed by war begin
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to be felt; then news of the first 'blessed victories' renews hopes and
spirits; this tide of joy is then dissipated by a return of the hardships of
war. The accumulative effect of dashed hopes and privitations can
then create a situation which leads to a revolution:

War often brings about revolution. This is not so much because

the war was unsuccessful in a state sense, as because the war

did not satisfy all expectations.?

Furthermore, Trotsky noted several developments which put the
prospects for socialist revolution into a healthy light.

First, with reference to Germany, in the entry for the 15th August,
Trotsky reacted to the unconfirmed news that Liebknecht had been
killed in an anti-war demonstration in Berlin be writing that Liebknecht
had saved the honour and pride of German Social-Democracy. Them
on 17 August, Mol'kenbur told Trotsky that in the discussions on tactics
to be adopted in the Reichstag during the vote on the war credits, 36,
one-third of those present, had voted for a rejection and 15 had
abstained. Hence, the decision to go to the Reichstag and support the
govermment had been passed by a few votes only. For Trotsky, the
'shameful character' of the German SPD's war vote of 4 August had not
been removed by the objections of the 36. But, he said,

the figures for the groups inside the fraction are in themselves

very suggestive for the future: what upset could the vote [for war

credits] have brought forth among the masses if, even within the

fraction, the most opportunistic part of the party, almost half of

the members were against it.10
Furthermore, according to Trotsky, the war would break the link
between the German proletariat on the one side, and its Social-
Democratic organisations on the other. This was a positive
development since the latter had become influenced by bourgeois
opinion. According to the diarist, bourgeois influence had stemmed
from the nature of German Social-Democratic parliamentarianism, i.e.,
the creation of a bureaucracy which had daily contact with the leading
representatives of bourgeois society. This, in turn, had created an
atmosphere of compromise which had inevitably reflected on the
consciousness of the workers' representatives, making them
susceptible to bourgeois suggestions. For Trotsky, the consequence of
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this process was that in the epoch leading-up to the First World War the
German masses had received neither an international perspective, nor
a revolutionary temper, from their representatives. However,
mobilisation
mechanically and moreover at one blow rips the workers from
productive and organisational cages: from foremen, trade
unions, political organisations and so on...putting and uniting
them in the new fiery and iron cages of regiments, brigades,
divisions...11
Second, in a discussion of his homeland's prospects Trotsky
predicted that Russia would not withstand the pressures of war for long.
Dismissing the notion that the Russian army had put itself to rights after
the Russo-Japanese War of 1905, Trotsky turned to an evaluation of
the current condition of the constituent parts of Russia's armed forces.
To begin with he noted that the Russian peasant had broken with
patriarchal passivism. The events of the 1905 revolution had, he said,
awakened a new personality in the Russian peasant: a personality
which, given continual economic growth in the countryside could have
taken an individualistic bent, thus providing a support for a bourgeois
order; but, under the reality of economic uncertainty and 'shocks', was
still far from bourgeois norms and, as such, not a reliable ally. Then the
growing numbers of workers and national minority groups as a
percentage of the army provided a further force for instability. In
particular, Trotsky pointed to the strikes in St. Petersburg on the eve of
the war, mentioning their 'revolutionary character, and argued that the
workers would carry their hatred of the Russian ruling classes into the
army. And, once there, he predicted that the proletariat would
recognise its class enemy in the officer corps; a group which, he said,
had become an integral part of Russia's ruling elite, distinguished for its
'embezzlement, nepotism and terrible indifference.' For Trotsky, this
had all the makings of an explosive situation:
From all of this there flows an inevitable, awful disintegration
which, in its turn, unieashes the revolutionary energy of the
people. Hence one cannot exclude the possibility that we will be
returning to the homeland before the year is out.12
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Third, Trotsky thought that socialist planning would grow out of the
economic dislocation caused by the war. He reached this conclusion
through an analysis of a debate taking place in Switzerland over how to
guarantee the supply of essential foodstuffs for the duration of the
hostilities. Switzerland was not self-sufficient, supplying only one
quarter of its domestic consumer market. On the 12th August 1914 the
Zurich Social-Democratic newspaper Volksrecht proposed the
requisition of all grain and potatoes. These would then be distributed
through canton and communal organs. Finance was to come from the
state bank, which would act as a mediator between the state and the
agricultural sector. Describing this as only one step towards the
distribution of essentials Trotsky continued,

The more war introduces chaos into international economic
relations, the more it disorganises production and the means of
communication, the more one has to distribute the available
staple foodstuffs ahead of time and wisely. But one can only
produce and distribute in a wise and economic manner on
socialist beginnings...Humanity will not be destroyed under the
smoke of the militarism's wreckage. It scrambles out of this and
enters on to the real road. Beginning with a concern about the
planned distribution of potatoes, it moves toward a socialist
organisation of production.?3

Finally, Trotsky retained his revolutionary optimism, derived from his
belief in Marxism and the proletariat. This is best illustrated by the
following spirited, polemical entry of 11th August 1914:

One cannot doubt that even in the course of the next few months

the European proletariat will raise its head and show that the

European revolution lives under European militarism. Only the

awakening of the revolutionary socialist movement, which should

immediately take-on a very energetic form, can lay the basis for a

new International. One should not doubt that it will be created

through profound internal struggles, which will not only throw off
many old elements from socialism but will also widen its base,
recasting its political appearance. In any case, socialism will not
be forced to begin from the beginning. The Third International
will, in a principled sense, mark a return to the First International,
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but from the springboard of the organisational-educational
conquests of the Second International.

The coming years will be an epoch of socialist revolution. Only the
revolutionary awakening of the proletariat can stop this war,
otherwise it...will last until the total exhaustion of the world,
throwing our civilisation back by several decades...14

1.3 The War and the International

The diary in Zurich also served as a notebook for the writing of
Trotsky's first pamphlet of the war - The War and the International.
Despite some overlap between the two texts, the latter is distinguished
from the former in that one finds less talk of the death of the Second
International and more material relating to the war-aims of the Great
Powers. Indeed, for Trotsky,

The exposure of diplomatic trickery, cheating and knavery is one

of the most important functions of socialist political agitation.15

In a discussion of perceptions of the war as one of 'liberation' or
'defence’, Trotsky argued that each of the belligerents viewed the
hostilities from the standpoint of the power interests of the state. Thus,
for example, for Austria-Hungary the war was necessary as a way of
holding a multi-national state intact in the face of ethnic nationalism:

Austria-Hungary [as] a state organisation...is identical with the

Hapsburg monarchy...Since Austria-Hungary is surrounded on all

sides by states composed of the same races as within its

borders...[it] is compelled to extinguish the hearthfire that kindles

their political leanings - the independent kingdom of Serbia.?6

In turn, Austrian action was sanctioned by Germany which, for
several reasons, needed to preserve the Austro-Hungarian monarchy.
Most notably, the Austro-Hungarian monarchy provided an ideological
support to a German society dominated by the Junker class. Added to
this, the Austro-Hungarian army acted as a reserve military contingent
to Germany's disputes with the Entente.

Trotsky highlighted Germany's anti-democratic political structures to
ridicule the notion of Germany waging a war of liberation against
Russian despotism. This argument was used as a justification for



Switzerland 8

involvement in the war by German Social-Democracy but Trotsky
countered that Russia's autocracy would be preserved by a German
victory. This was because Russia was necessary to the Junkers in
much the same way as Austria-Hungary, i.e., tsarism, as a form of
government, was essentially the same as that of Germany's:

the existence of tsarism strengthens the Hohenzollern monarchy

and the Junker oligarchy since, if there were no tsarism, German

absolutism would face Europe as the last mainstay of feudal

barbarism.17
German imperialists also had one more reason for propping-up
Nicholas Il: since tsarism was inefficient in carrying-out its
administrative and governmental tasks, Russia was prevented from
developing into a real rival to German expansion. Thus, reasoned
Trotsky, in swallowing the 'liberation myth' German Social-Democracy
had been totally fooled into accepting the claims of German war
propaganda. It was, he stated, Germany's intention to retain tsarism as
a political structure after German economic hegemony had been
established through victory in battle. The real targets of German
aggression were the more developed and dangerous competitors -
France and Britain. A successful conclusion to the war for the Central
Powers would, according to Trotsky, pave the way for an alliance of the
anti-democratic forces of Germany, Austria-Hungary and Russia; an
alliance which would 'mean a period of the darkest reaction in Europe
and the whole world.'18

Revealing the real reasons for the causes of World War One in
terms of state-power interests followed from Trotsky's general analysis
why hostilities had broken out. He traced the origins of the war to 'the
imperialist antagonisms between the capitalist states.'1® By 'imperialist
antagonisms' Trotsky meant a situation in which colonies were
necessary for the further capitalist development of the advanced
nations, but there were no more areas remaining 'free’ for colonisation.
Thus, 'there was nothing left for these states except to grab colonies
from each other.'19 He cited from the recently published works of Arthur
Dix and George Irmer as evidence of Germany's imperialist ambition to
become the dominant world state power. In order to achieve this
Germany had to destroy the British economy. In turn, Britain had
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entered the war not so much as a point of principle over Belgium
neutrality, as a German victory there would threaten British domination
of the sea.2? _

Trotsky presented his most theoretical exposition of the
underpinnings of imperialist rivalry in the Preface to War and the
International. This was Trotsky's first formulation of the causes of the
war in terms of 'a revolt of the forces of production against the political
form of nation and state.'22 According to Trotsky, capitalism had
transformed the world economy into ‘one economic workshop'.23 This,
in turn, demanded international political structures to reflect the nature
of the economic base. One can see how this approach is in harmony
with the base/superstructure model of society, outlined by Marx in his
Preface to A Contribution to a Critique of Political Economy24 But,
Trotsky objected, it was not in the nature of capitalism for this task to
be solved by peaceful, organised cooperation across national
boundaries. Rather, the capitalist response was to fight for hegemony
on the world market. Hence, the current imperialist rivalry in which the
question on the order of the day was: 'which country is by this war to be
transformed from a Great Power into the World Power [?]'25 However,
for Trotsky, it was already impossible for a single capitalist country to
establish a hegemonic position over the world's productive forces. In
short, the war was a last gamble on behalf of a system which could not
resolve its own internal contradictions which had developed to the
full.26 The destruction and chaos introduced by the war would, he
predicted, lead to economic collapse:

The economic rivalry under the banner of militarism is
accompanied by robbery and destruction which violate the
elementary principles of human economy. World production
revolts not only against the confusion produced by national and
state divisions but also against the capitalist economic
organisations, which has now turned into barbarous
disorganisation and chaos.27

For Trotsky, the only solution to the current crisis was proletarian
revolution and socialism. The tasks for socialism were to overcome the
nature of imperialism and the make good the inadequacies of
capitalism. To begin with, there had to be a socialist organisation of the
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world economy. In order to attain this the international proletariat would
have to establish what the national capitalist state could not; namely, a
harmonisation of political forms with productive forces, i.e., an
international political order. To this end, Trotsky advanced the idea of a
'republican United States of Europe, as the foundation of the United
States of the World.'28 At this point Trotsky did not say why Europe
should be the foundation rather than Africa, America or Australia and
so on, but he did stress that the Russian revolution would be 'an
integral part' of the European revolution. Of course, Trotsky had
emphasised that the Russian revolution could only survive if a wider
European revolution came to its aid in Results and Prospects.
However, in this earlier work of 1906 this point was made through an
argument based on necessity, i.e., the contradictions facing a workers'
government in a predominantly peasant country could only be
overcome if help was received from the victorious proletariat of the
advanced West. Now Trotsky related this link between revolution in
Russia and in France, Britain and Germany to the creation of a
republican United States of Europe, the urgency of which flowed out of
the revolt of the productive forces against the limitations of national
boundaries.

A final point of note in the War and the International is that
imperialism is viewed as a source both of working-class support for the
imperialist state and of eventual working-class rebellion. Initially the
workers back their home government in its imperialist designs as this
meets the immediate needs of their economic position: the more
successful the imperialist ambitions of the capitalist state, the more
wealth in that society; some of which would go to the workers. When the
imperialist state engages in war, however, the chance arises that the
workers will revolt because of the hardships imposed by the military
situation. Most notably, the violent behaviour of the imperialist
competitors acts as lesson to the working-class. Any former allegiance
to bourgeois legality would, Trotsky stated, by smashed:

Is it not clear that all these circumstances must bring about a

profound change in the mental attitude of the working class,

curing them radically of the hypnosis of legality in which a period

of political stagnation expresses itself?...the terrible poverty that
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prevails during this War and will continue after its close, will be of

a sort to force the masses to violate many a bourgeois law.2°
For socialists to win over the workers to their side during the then
current hostilities Trotsky recommended them to adopt the slogan of
Peace.30

1.4 Conclusion

Trotsky's stay in Switzerland was brought to a close by an invitation he
received from the Ukrainian newspaper Kievskaya Mys!' to work as its
war correspondent in France. Although he spent less than three
months in neutral Switzerland he could leave for Paris feeling that he
had made several accomplishments. He had formulated his response
to three very important questions: Why had the Second International
collapsed?; What had caused the war?; and, finally, What slogans
should socialists advance to reunite the proletariat around a
revolutionary programme of action? Most importantly, he had arranged
for his pamphlet War and the International to be translated and
published in German.3' Trotsky thought this to be of supreme
importance, especially given that the German Social-Democratic
movement had been the most powerful section of the Second
International. In later years Trotsky remained proud of the fact that he
had been sentenced by a German court for the contents of his Zurich
pamphlet.32 The ideas expressed in it will also feature in subsequent
chapters, which examine the articles penned by Trotsky while a
resident of Paris during World War One.
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CHAPTER TWO

Trotsky & Kievskaya Mysl'

2.1 From Switzerland to Paris

On the 19th of November 1914 Trotsky crossed the French border as
war correspondent for the newspaper Kievskaya Mysl. He
subsequently summarised his initial impressions of the situation he
found in Paris in several texts: first, in 1917 in a series of articles taken
'from a notebook' and published in the Russian émigré newspaper
Novyi Mir'. These articles were then reprinted by Trotsky, with some
additions, in War and the Revolution, issued in 1922. Finally, Trotsky
included a brief account of his arrival in Paris in his autobiography of
the late 1920s, My Life. These sources are interesting when
juxtaposed, as Trotsky took some sections from the 1917 and 1922
texts and placed them unaltered in his autobiography. Other parts were
changed or omitted altogether. One can illustrate this process with the
example of Trotsky's explanations of why he accepted the job offer
from Kievskaya Mys!'. In War and Revolution he wrote that 'l accepted
Kievskaya Mysl"s offer the more willingly as it gave me the possibility to
become better acquainted with France's political life in that critical
epoch.'' Later, in My Life, Trotsky changed the account of his
motivation to a ‘chance to get closer to war."
Whatever the real reason for his acceptance, Trotsky, according to
his reminiscences, discovered a subdued Paris:
Paris was sad. The hotels stood empty...There were many
women in black everywhere...Children played at war and many of
them had been dressed in military uniforms by their mothers.
Wounded convalescents with fresh crosses on their chests
walked the streets. Old men...talked respectfully and ingratiatingly
with them. There were many of those uncompromising
supporters of 'war to the finish' who walked the streets then: too
young for military service in 1870 and now too old...3
Trotsky describes the mood in his hotel during a Zeppelin attack.
Arriving there after walking through the streets during a black-out, in
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which he had witnessed a searchlight pointing to the sky from the Eifel
Tower, he found the guests sitting by candles reading, talking, or
playing cards. Later the alarm bells rang to signal that the raid was
over. Those who had bothered to go to the cellars returned to their
floor. Trotsky laconically recounts that, 'on the next day the
newspapers said on which part of the town the bombs had fallen and
how many people had died."4
However, even when painting such a sombre picture Trotsky did not
permit the possibility of workers' unrest to slip totally from view:
the cafes closed towards eight o'clock on an evening. 'What
explains the last measure,' | asked people in the know, - 'lt's very
simple: General Gallieni, the Governor of Paris, does not want the
public to gather there. In such an epoch as ours cafes, for the
working class who are occupied during the day, can easily
become centres for the expression of criticism and
dissatisfaction.5
Trotsky was, though, particularly pessimistic about the state of
French politics. He spoke of the possibility of a Bonapartist coup d'etat
when Joffre's authority stood on the highest possible level after the
German attack had been repulsed at Marne. However, for a
Bonapartist uprising one needs a Bonapart and, according to Trotsky,
'never had mediocrity reigned so brightly in the Third Republic as at
that tragic time.'® For Trotsky, the most prominent politician was
Aristide Briand, an 'instigator of bribery and corruption, the clearest
mockery of a "great", "national”, "liberating war".'” Among the Russian
émigrés Trotsky met the light of patriotism shining brightly. The
Russian workers in Paris were 'disorientated and confused.'® In his
summary of these impressions we find Trotsky at his bleakest:
Individual opposition elements were scattered about here and
there, but they showed almost no signs of life. It seemed as if
there were no gleams of a better future.®

2.2 Trotsky as War Correspondent for Kievskaya Mysl..

Trotsky had previously worked as a war correspondent for Kievskaya
Mysl' during the Balkan Wars:
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At the time of the Balkan Wars, when the imperialist mood had
still not captured wide petty-bourgeois circles, including the
intelligentsia, | was able on the pages of Kievskaya Mys!l' to
conduct an open struggle against the raids and crimes of the
union of diplomats in the Balkans and against that neo-Slav
imperialism on the soil of which the Kadet opposition signed an
agreement with the third of June monarchy.10
In The Prophet Armed Isaac Deutscher pointed out that Trotsky's
writings have either been ignored or given attention depending upon
the extent to which they were bound up with his political fortunes.’* He
further claimed that if this situation had not been so, then Trotsky would
have been given a place in literature on the basis of his contributions
for the newspaper Kievskaya Mysl' during the First World War.12
However, although Deutscher was right to draw attention to the
Kievskaya Mysl' articles, he provided only a brief exposition of these
writings.13 Moreover, Deutscher's evaluation of the nature of these
texts is at variance with that given by Trotsky himself. This difference of
opinion has, not surprisingly, been ignored by subsequent Trotsky
biographers. After all, Deutscher himself did not realise that his own
interpretation was at variance with Trotsky's.'4 This has meant that
Trotsky's own view of his writings for the newspaper Kievskaya Mys!'
during World War One has been overlooked in scholarly accounts of
his life; Deutscher's version standing alone as 'orthodoxy'. The rest of
this chapter has two aims. First, to fill the lacuna left by Deutscher's
exposition. Second, to evaluate the conflicting interpretations of author
and biographer.

2.3 Trotsky, Deutscher and Kievskaya Mysl!'

In the 1922 introduction to War and Revolution Trotsky explained why a
non-Marxist publication such as Kievskaya Mys!' should have hired a
Marxist. This he did with reference to the social, political and economic
structure of Kiev.15 According to Trotsky, Kiev had a weak industry and
this meant that the class struggle did not take on such an open form
there as in places like Petrograd. This, in turn, resulted in a gentry-
intelligentsia led democratic opposition movement. This movement
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acquired a radical element in response to Tsarist political oppression
which, in the Kievan context, had the additional burden of measures
directed against nationalities:

. This explains the general policy of the editors, who associated
themselves neither with Social-Democracy nor with the working
class, to set aside a very wide space for Marxist contributors and
allow them to explain events, especially foreign, even from a
social-revolutionary point of view.16
From November 1914 to December 1916 Trotsky wrote a total of

sixteen articles for Kievskaya Mysl' By the end of this period the
newspaper had, according to Trotsky, 'under the pressure of bourgeois
social opinion and the prods of social-patriotic contributors gone over
to patriotism, aspiring only to preserve "allusions of the great
homeland."17

One thus learns that Trotsky was able to continue to work for the
newspaper, which had previously hired him at the time of the Balkan
Wars, until it changed its character.

Isaac Deutscher, however, makes no such distinction in the nature
of the newspaper as it developed over time. Deutscher highlights two
particular constraints which Trotsky had placed upon his reportage by
becoming an employee of Kievskaya Mysl'. First, the newspaper
supported the war and this meant that,

Trotsky could tell his readers in Russia only half the truth as he

saw it, that half which somehow fitted in with official Russian

policy. He tried on occasion to tell it in such a manner that the

shrewd reader should guess the suppressed half of the story.?8

This view could be used to explain Trotsky's later reluctance to
elaborate on his contributions for Kievskaya Mys!l' in his
autobiography, My Life. In My Life Trotsky focused exclusively upon his
work for the political newspapers Golos and Nashe Slovo.19 If
Deutscher's view is correct then Trotsky's omission would be
understandable. After all, why bother with a series of articles, written for
a newspaper over which one had no editorial control, which did not
reflect the full range of one's views?20

However, Deutscher's commentary is true of only a tiny proportion
of Trotsky's articles. For example, 'The Bosnian Volunteer'
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(14.12.1914) does end on an enigmatic note: 'You say that the war has
deeper reasons? Certainly, one does not doubt this.'2' But on other
occasions there is no room for doubt on the author's exact intended
meaning. Thus, for example, in 'The Seventh Infantry Regiment in the
Belgium Epic' (4&6.3.1915) it is argued that the positions of the pro-
and anti-German sections of the Belgian bourgeoisie had nothing to do
with the rights of nations, but everything to do with the rights of
property:

Could one allow the Germans through Belgium? Nobody

permitted this, apart from small commercial and industrial circles

who were directly dependent upon German capital. For the

peasantry and for the petty-bourgeoisie the issue was absolutely

clear: one could not allow the Germans. Certainly this was not

because it was contrary to international law but because a

German army entering Belgium would not want to leave it.

Moreover, an army on the march grabs and ruins everything that

it comes across. One had to fight.22

The economic interests underpinning military action were further
illustrated in "Two Armies' (4.12.1914). Here Trotsky argued that,
initially, Germany did not want to attack France and Belgium. These
countries posed no economic threat to Germany and Germans could
even admire certain aspects of the French 'character'. However, 'sad
necessity' dictated the military defeat of France and Belgium in the
struggle against 'the deadly enemy of German imperialism,
England...one had to defeat France to get to England, and the shortest
path to the heart of France was through Belgium.'23

Moreover, if Trotsky did not always engage in explicit Marxist

analysis, he was still able to bring Marxist conclusions to the attention
of the reader. For example, in 'From whence it came' (22.3.1915) he
highlighted the futility of individual terrorism in the struggle to liberate a
nation.24 The division between mental and manual labour under
capitalism was criticised in 'War and Technology' (21.12.1915). Trotsky
pointed out that the development of the machinery of war takes place in
the intellectual atmosphere of laboratories and this deprives research
of the actual and real physical test of action, something which happens
comparatively rarely:
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If the exclusiveness of the division between mental and manual

labour shows itself to be strongly negative in all contemporary

production, then it shows itself to be directly fatal in the military

sphere where arms are applied only in the comparatively short

period of war.25
According to Trotsky, one thus enters a situation in which the beginning
of a campaign is characterised by the failure of technology going
through its first real test. In the course of the war technical problems are
continually solved until a full success rate has been achieved by its
conclusion. A new period of peace then condemns military
inventiveness to return to the laboratory where it is once again subject
to the limitations of the division between mental and manual labour.
The smooth operation of the best developed technology by the end of
one war is totally outdated by the time of the next. Indeed, the article
ends by suggesting that the nature of modern technology would like
wars to occur more frequently: 'Is one not brought to the conclusion
that war happens too rarely for present-day technology?'26

'All Roads Lead to Rome' (20.1.1915) serves to illustrate the futility
of religious belief. The article outlines the desires of Catholics of various
countries to receive the Pope's blessing for their campaign of national
defence. However, the Pope's response is shown to be a series of
political manoeuvres with two basic 'unholy' intentions. First, to secure
the role of broker in any future peace negotiations for the Pope.
Second, to attain maximum advantage in such negotiations for the
papacy: 'in such a way universal neutrality is turned into a tool of
political bargaining.'27

The primacy of social conflict was the subject of Trotsky's first

article of 20 November 1914. Here he discussed the war as a political
moratorium; a temporary suspension of national contradictions which
would once again resurface. He presented this thought through an
analysis of Austria-Hungary, although his underlying idea could easily
be generalised as true for many countries. He begins by describing a
patriotic demonstration outside the War Ministry in Vienna on 2nd
August and asking what made people behave in this way. After all,
Austria-Hungary, unlike Switzerland and the United States, had not
successfully solved the problem of nationality in a multi-national state.
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The Swiss population might be split in loyalty towards France and
Germany, but if either country attacked Switzerland then all cantons
would rush to its defence. For Trotsky, this was due to the fact that life
in Switzerland offered so many advantages. The same could not be
said of Austria-Hungary. Formed as a central-European defence
against Turkey, the Austro-Hungarian state had not yet fallen prey.to
the centrifugal tendencies that had destroyed Turkey for two negative
reasons: the weaknesses of the various nationalities and the strength
of reactionary forces. Furthermore, this situation also prevented
Austria-Hungary from becoming another Switzerland:
It is true that capitalism brings about a meeting of tendencies to
economic unification. But the capitalist development of Austria,
exhausted by landowners and militarism, developed very slowly.
A real exit for the Danube peoples onto the great historical road
would be the reconstruction of their state structure on the Swiss
model: not only would this make Austria-Hungary invulnerable, it
would also turn it into a focus of overwhelming attraction for all
those national fragments spread along its periphery. But the
cultural backwardness of a large part of the population and
especially those reactionary historical forces which today are still
the bearers of the Austro-Hungarian state stand as obstacles to
the path of regeneration. Hence the national chaos which forms
the internal life of the Danube monarchy.28
In the absence of positive feelings towards the state Trotsky focused
on two factors in explaining the rise of patriotic feelings. First, war
breaks the normal routines of life. In such a worrying situation the state
- armed from head to foot - seems to be the most stable institution to
which one can turn for comfort. Second, in the immense changes which
war causes people hope for the better, the state becomes the
repository of these hopes. However, Trotsky made it clear that this
harmony between the population and the state would only be
temporary. His warning to patriots and to any supporters of the existing
order was clear; national and social contradictions would return:
In relation to the first epoch of the war placing one's hopes on
radical, national and social movements...was, at root, unfounded
when the government, even while shaking completely from
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centrifugal forces which it had only managed to suppress

mechanically, immediately became master of the

situation...Mobilisation and the declaration of war appear to wipe

all national and social contradictions in the country from the face

of the earth. But this is only an historical adjournment, a political

moratorium. The promissory note has been rewritten for a new

time, but they will still have to pay forit...29

In the biographical essay 'Jean Jaures' (12.7.1915) Trotsky clearly
delineated reformist and revolutionary approaches to the solution of
social conflict. Reformism is shown to be a compromise with the
bourgeoisie which had not been able to prevent neither the exploitation
of the workers nor the outbreak of war. However, according to Trotsky,
the war amounted to a break with the previous era of conservatism and
reform. The future belonged to revolution:

The working classes, in the last decades grasping the idea of

socialism, are only now in the terrible ordeals of war acquiring a

revolutionary temper. We are entering a period of unprecedented

revolutionary tremors. From out of its ranks new organisations

will be advanced by the masses and new leaders will stand at its

head...When the European revolution turns to the liquidation of

the war it, along the way, will also open the secret of Jaures'

death to us.30

Even in seemingly neutral, factual accounts Trotsky managed to
include something related to Marxism. For instance, the problem of
class is raised in the short biography of the commander-in-chief of the
British forces, Sir John French. Ireland, French's place of birth, is
referred to as that place where 'landlords rule over an emaciated
country like demi-gods, where in the ruling strata there reigns a most
conducive atmosphere for raising military leaders of the old "heroic”
type.'31

In "'Two Armies' Trotsky compared the economic and social origins

of the German and French armies and how this affected their
respective strategies. For Trotsky, the German army possessed the
mightier technology, a reflection of Germany's higher level of capitalist
development:'...in the last analysis war techniques are dependent upon
a country's general technical-industrial development.'32 However,
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militarism is not only technology, but also the skill of humans who
control the machinery. According to Trotsky, Germany also had an
advantage in the field of human resources. This was in two senses.
First, again as a result of its industrial development, Germany had a
greater quantity of workers who, as a class, were 'not only more
intelligent and more able to adapt to conditions than peasants, but had
greater powers of endurance."33 A second, and more important factor,
was the German officer class; a united group whose whole lives and
thoughts were dedicated to the practice of war. German social
development had, for Trotsky, been characterised by a lack of
revolutionary traditions and the late development of a strong and
independent bourgeoisie. The tasks of capitalist development had
therefore been handed to the Junkers:

The liberal bourgeoisie did not go beyond the boundaries of a

'loyal opposition', forever commissioning the Junkers to bring

order into the capitalist society and spreading its military might.

Finally, when capitalist development placed new tasks of a world

character before the German bourgeoisie it, as before,

commissioned the Junkers united around the monarchy to lead

the military nation.34

This, in turn, led to the development of an offensive strategy:

All German strategy was built on attack. This corresponds to the

basic conditions of Germany's social development: to the rapid

growth of the population and richness on the one hand and to the

backward state structure on the other. The German Junkers have

a "will to power" and in directing this will the nation provides the

highest technology and qualified human material.35

France, according to Trotsky, had a totally different tradition and
had thus developed a different strategy. Formed through a series of
revolutionary periods France's petty-bourgeois republican régime did
not consider itself to be compatible with the foundation of a standing
army. However, the petty-bourgeois radicals thought one needed
some type of army to guarantee order. So, an army was retained but in
conditions of disputes over which exact form its military organisation
should take and without the status of the German army. Thus, there
arose a situation which Jaurés called 'the bastard regime', in which old
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and new forms collided and neutralised each other. The former French
major Drian is cited as comparing a German army united in the spirit of
attack and a French army whose officers were split in a struggle
between monarchists and masons. Furthermore, Drian declared that
the masons had separated the state and the church and had thus
deprived the French army of the psychological cement of religion. For
Trotsky, all of this had the consequence that France developed a
defensive strategy which corresponded to its social structure:

The country's petty-bourgeois and strongly conservative

economic structure did not permit imperialist desires on a world

scale. A halting population growth demanded caution in relation

to human material.36

The second constraint which Deutscher pinpoints follows on from
the first. As Kievskaya Mysl' supported official Russian policy Trotsky
was forced to focus upon a critique of Germany:

in his articles he had to tack about cautiously to avoid a breach

with the paper. The Kievan editor was only too glad to publish the

Paris correspondent's denunciations of German imperialism, but

his criticisms of the Entente were unwelcome.37
However, Trotsky did write about the problems of the Entente and in
such a way that could not have been particularly reassuring for those
who supported it. Moreover, the newspaper did publish these
contributions. For instance, the 'Japanese Question' (6.1.1915)
portrays a desperate France in dispute over whether it should enlist
Japanese help in the immense task of forcing German troops from its
territory. The problems facing the French government were not only
related to how much compensation they would have to give to Japan
and if they could afford it, but also concerned the fact that they did not
have total control over this issue. Apart from inability to meet any
demands that Japan might set, there existed only two paths for any
Japanese forces travelling to Europe: by land across Russia and by sea
under British protection. However, 'Japan has formal ties only with
Britain and...it is precisely Britain who is less than others interested in
quickening the pace of military operations.'38 Moreover, if Trotsky did
have a bias, then he also gave an explicit warning to his readers to be
wary of war reports for this very reason:



Trotsky & Kievskaya Mysl' 25

The correspondent himself is not objective. He is a passionate
agent in this drama: a national wire between the battle and
society. He aims to cheer up his own people and to terrorise the
enemy. Correspondents paint their judgements, conclusions and
factual accounts in certain colours.39
Furthermore, if the role of the First World War correspondents was to
boost national morale then Trotsky certainly did not fulfil his duties.
Morale could hardly have been increased by the following description
of a war-weary Europe after 12 months of hostilities:
| remembered clearly that cold autumn morning when | arrived in
France from Switzerland. Then the war was still new...people
were a lot more generous than they are now. In the past months
everybody has become poorer in money, enthusiasm and hopes
- the rich moumn. Then, in that autumn...everyone spoke anxiously
about the winter campaign and of hopes for a great spring
offensive...Winter and spring came and now summer is already
rushing towards autumn. Once again people in wagons and in
families talk anxiously about the coming winter.40
In several articles Trotsky wrote moving accounts of the horrors of
war, both for civilians and for soldiers. In, for example, 'The Seventh
Infantry Regiment in the Belgium Epic' the military career of a Belgian
law student, De Baer, provides the background against which Trotsky
presents a brilliant exposition of human lives thrown into turmoil by the
fall of Belgium. The article begins by portraying the university town of
Leuven - small, quiet, provincial. There the happy, moderately hard
working De Baer studied law. The war caught him totally unawares; at
that time procrastinating over whether to join the ruling clerics or the
liberal opposition. However, at this stage confidence was high that,
together with the French, the Belgians would reach Berlin in several
weeks. These illusions were soon shattered in the face of rapid
German victories. In depicting De Baer's first taste of battle and a
defeated army on the retreat, Trotsky vividly illustrates the cruelties of
war. During the hostilities around the town of Aerskot De Baer stumbles
across a dead woman: 'both breasts were cut off, below the stomach
was a gaping wound.'4! Over the next months the regiment retreated,
engaged on several occasions with the enemy, was promised rest and
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then immediately recalled to battle, and was even once victorious. In
retreat the army was in confusion, feeling shame for what they were
leaving behind:

A stream of retreating army mixed with a whirlpool of people full of
desperation...Women roamed the town carrying children...An old
woman, loudly wailing, pushed an armchair with an old paralysed man
in it...Children ran between the soldiers ranks, crying and searching for
their parents..."Colonel!", cried a grey clean-shaven old man...,"you are
leaving us to the tyranny of the Germans!" The colonel...silently moved
ahead.42

For De Baer his personal fate had fallen along with that of his
country. What use would a knowledge of Belgian law be in a country
dominated by Germany? However, this mood was soon to be replaced
by one of self-preservation. Surviving while his comrades fell De Baer
was tortured by the thought of whether he would be one part of that
group of people who survived war without a scratch: his life was ruled
by this 'law of statistics.' This turned out to be the case but, in the
meantime, he was a witness to the dehumanising experience of war. As
a law-student De Baer was twice called-upon to defend soldiers
accused of a breach of discipline. One of those he defended (Ekkhaut)
was acquitted and later befriended De Baer in the trenches. At night it
was cold and while the soldiers slept, anxiously awaiting a German
attack, Ekkhaut would carefully cover De Baer with half of his clothes.
On the dawn of their last day in the trenches in lzer, De Baer was
suddenly awoken by the familiar sound of attack. He sensed a
movement to his right and he recoiled in horror: 'under the shared
clothes lay Ekkhaut's motionless body: the bullet had entered right
between his eyes leaving a small accurate hole.'43 The craters left by
enemy shells would be modified into graves by the same shovels that
had dug the trenches. When the Germans attacked De Baer shot
mechanically at a seemingly mechanic procession of bodies moving
towards him: 'it did not have anything tragic in itself because there was
already nothing human in it.'44 After losing his glasses in battle De Baer
was sent to a military hospital. There it was discovered that he was too
short-sighted for military service and he was discharged. The dead
bodies, danger and filth of the trenches were behind him. Trotsky



Trotsky & Kievskaya Mysl' 27

stressed the futility of war in reporting the final reward that De Baer
received for his courage: 'A new life started for De Baer. He roamed
without connections, almost dishevelled and always hungry...'45

Trench warfare was a new phenomenon and Trotsky devoted
several (negative) articles to this subject. In 'Fortresses or Trenches?'
(1.10.1915) he addressed the question of whether the trenches had
replaced the medieval fortresses of old. Reviewing opinions both for
and against, Trotsky argued that modern warfare had rendered
fortresses anachronistic in two ways. First, as witnessed in Northern
France and Belgium, it was able to reduce them to rubble. Second, one
needed large stocks of shells to protect a fortress. Trenches also
demanded huge quantities of shells, but from the attacking side only.
Trotsky painted a picture of future wars in which underground defences
would play an even greater role: 'a refuge, warehouses, workshops,
electrical stations...spread along a wide space...not open to heavy
enemy artillery fire.'46 In the meantime, the triumph of the trenches was
so clear that both militarists and pacifists worshipped them:

One [pacifist], apparently Swiss, arrived at the happy thought that

one could abolish war if one strengthened the state borders with

trenches protected by mighty electrical currents. The poor golden
pacifist who seeks refuge in the trenches!4?

In "'The Trenches' (20.9.1915) Trotsky moved from a macro-analysis
of the general role of trenches in war to a micro-view of the everyday
life of the soldiers in them. This experience is portrayed as one of
physical and mental monstrosity. The trenches are described as
'decisive boundaries, the smallest crossing of which by either side is
paid for with numerous victims.'48 Constructed from whatever material
at hand ('tree trunks...haversacks filled with earth, greatcoats of dead
Germans'49) the trenches become an underground 'temporary
sanctuary.'s0 Trotsky answered the cries of the French press that the
Germans had forced the French into 'disgusting dumps' by stressing
that soldiers from all nations shared a similar experience: 'the originality
of the national genius is still safequarded by one field: the French sit in
the trenches like the Germans, like the Russians, like the ltalians.'s1
Arriving at the trenches the soldier enters the zone of military danger,
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his closest contact with the enemy. This in itself induces order into the
ranks; all thoughts are of self-preservation:

Here, in the trenches, there is very little thought about the general

tasks of the war and, although this may seem paradoxical, even

less about the enemy. Certainly the enemy trenches which send
death...are always at the centre of the soldier's attention. But here
he thinks not about Germany, not about the Emperors's plans,
not of German exports, not of the historical enemy - he thinks of
the pieces of lead or metal from which one has to save oneself
and return the compliment to the enemy trenches...The enemy
lives the same life, experiences common events with the same
feelings...In incessant struggle they imitate one another: raising
periscope against periscope, grenade against grenade...Equally
uncertain whom destiny promises to blow-up first.52
The trenches and the war become so intertwined that the removal of
the former leads to the cessation of the latter. For example, Trotsky
quotes from a Russian volunteer's letter - written at the time of the July
floods - which reports how all soldiers, as if in silent agreement, did not
fire at each other. It was only after the common task of pumping out the
water and returning to the trenches had been completed that the war
resumed.

The trenches are also the means by which the soldier orientates
himself. After a period of time and increasing familiarity the soldier
looks upon the trench 'not only as a defence, but also as a flat.'s3 |f
enemy fire is not too heavy then one company can occupy the same
trench for a long period and life becomes regulated. For each soldier
this underground life induces feelings of isolation. According to Trotsky,
these feelings are expressed in two ways. First, a process already
observed in barracks, prisons and boarding-houses. The soldiers
develop their own language to describe old and new phenomena as
they appear to them from the point of view of their own trench. Fresh
soldiers from the latest levy are called 'Marie-Louise'; the biggest
enemy shells are labelled 'pots’ and so on. Second, the soldiers
become self-centred and feel themselves to be cut-off from civilian life.
Letters from home awaken half-forgotten thoughts and anxieties.
However, the trenches soon recapture their thoughts and domestic
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concerns are blotted out. Trotsky follows a group of soldiers home on
leave to illustrate the extent of the psychological effects of trench
warfare on the soldier to the reader:
In the family, in the home village...despite all joy at not meeting
danger they do not feel right. There is no longer that former
equanimity between them and home. Psychological contact is not
immediately renewed...The four days soon pass...the returning
soldiers meet their comrades. They chatter about leave but the
trenches have already captured their thoughts. They talk about
them, remember and foresee. Isolation absorbs them more
psychologically than they are physically entrapped in it.54
Trotsky often focussed upon the psychological effects of war. His
article entitted 'The Psychological Mysteries of the War' (11.9.1915) is
perhaps his strongest attack on the futility of the then current events.
He argues that individuals had had no control over the origins of the
war. Indeed, people had struggled to come to terms with a reality thrust
upon them:
...great events do not arise from the springs of consciousness but,
on the contrary, events arise from the combinations, mutual
actions and intersections of great objective historical forces, only
later forcing our inert, lazy psychology...to accommodate itself to
them. All the united voices of guns and rifles cry out this fact in the
fate of contemporary culture and nations in general...The war
came without their knowledge and against their consciousness: it
revealed itself to them and subordinated to itself not only the
whole material-social life in all of its complexity but also the
nation's spirit of survival, separate social groups, small collectives
and individuals, the feelings and thoughts of the rulers and the
ruled...workers' organisations and universities, mothers and
lovers.s5
According to Trotsky, all of this amounted to nothing less than the
waste of a whole generation of creative talent:
Current events have...placed the question of those
degenerations, which have occurred and are occurring in the
psychological light of the European nations, its most lively and
artistic generation which is presently entrapped in...divisions...and
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through barracks, depots, camps, and trenches go through all
the stages which bring them closer to the focus of contemporary
events: to physical clashes with the enemy, attacks, defence,
retreat, so that part of one's cadres can be crossed-out from the
books of the living and the other part, through medical textbooks,
field hospitals and homes for convalescents again return to
society blinded, ammless and legless...56

2.4 Conclusion

Trotsky's articles for Kievskaya Mysl' not only covered a wide range of
topics - war and technology, religion, psychology, biography, the
origins of history etc. - they were also rich in anti-war sentiment.
Moreover, he was able to write from a Marxist perspective. It is true that
Trotsky published his more overtly political and polemical writings on,
for example, social-patriotism among 'Left' groupings in Golos and
Nashe Slovo; but then such articles were more suited to the nature of
those newspapers. A survey of his contributions published in Kievskaya
Mysl' support Trotsky's own claim that he was able to write freely for
the newspaper until it went totally over to the side of patriotism, rather
than Deutscher's account of a Trotsky continually forced into half-
truths. The next chapter will examine what effect, if any, the censor in
Paris had upon Trotsky's writings for the Russian internationalist press
published in the French capital.

However, before moving on, it is worth noting that Trotsky's work as
war reporter for Kievskaya Mysl' was also significant for his future
career as military commander. It is true the Trotsky's first stint as war
correspondent for the Ukrainian newspaper of 1912-13 afforded him
better opportunities to become acquainted with war; in 1914 Kievskaya
Mysl' did not demand that he accompany the army to the front, nor
were war correspondents permitted to do so by the authorities.
However, he was able to visit Marseilles, Menton, Boulogne and Calais
where he spoke with British and Belgian soldiers about their
experiences of battle.57 It was this knowledge of war and its participants
which was later used by the founder and leader of the Red Army in the
Russian Civil War.
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CHAPTER THREE

Trotsky and the Censor in Paris
during World War One

3.1 Introduction

On the 12th of November 1914 Leon Trotsky crossed the French
border as war correspondent for the newspaper Kievskaya Mysl'
However, the vast majority of his journalistic writings of his stay in Paris
during World War One did not appear in the Ukrainian publication, but
in Golos and its successors, Nashe Slovo and Nachalo; socialist
newspapers produced by Russian émigrés residing in the French
capital. Nashe Slovo contains the richest store of Trotsky's writings of
this period: it survived longer than its predecessor and successor, and
its production coincided with Trotsky's time in Paris.

In The Prophet Armed Trotsky's most famous and most influential
biographer gave the following account of Nashe Slovo:

Nashe Slovo began to appear on 29 January 1915. This was a

modest sheet of two, rarely four, pages abundantly strewn with

white spaces marking the censor's deletions, and yet packed with

news and comment. The paper was constantly in danger of being

killed off by the censor and by its own poverty.!
Deutscher's emphasis upon the censor's far from helpful interference
followed Trotsky's own interpretation. In the introduction to War and
Revolution, for example, Trotsky mentioned two particular difficulties in
the production of a radical Russian newspaper in war time France; first
fiscal and second the censor:

The newspaper was published with great material and technical

difficulties. Before the issue of the first number there were

approximately 30 francs in Antonov's and Manuil'skii's 'cash

register'. It goes without saying that not one so-called common

sensical man could have believed that one could have published

a daily revolutionary newspaper with this basic 'capital’; especially

in conditions of war, chauvinist fury and the censor's brutality.2
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In tum, when Trotsky came to write his autobiography at the end of the
1920s he said of Nashe Slovo, 'under the blows of deficit and the
censor, disappearing and soon appearing under a new name, the
newspaper survived in the course of 2 years, i.e., until the 1917
February Revolution. And thus the matter has stood until this day;
Deutscher's and Trotsky's claims about the censor have not be en
examined.

However, some of the articles which were completely or partly
censored when they were sent for approval were later published in
fuller form when the two volume War and Revolution was issued in
Moscow and Petrograd between 1922-1924. When Trotsky gathered
his writings of the First World War period he obviously checked their
contents for suitability of publication. It was most likely during this task
that he seized the opportunity of filling in some of the gaps left by the
censor's white marks. This was probably a hit and miss process.
Trotsky was proud of his excellent memory,4 but even he could not
reconstruct all of the censored articles as exact reproductions of their
original. When one compares the versions published in War and
Revolution against Nashe Slovo one can see that the text
subsequently inserted by Trotsky is not equal to that removed by the
censor.

However, despite the fact that Trotsky's reconstructions are not as
accurate as one would like, his efforts do enable us to do several
things. First, we learn what Trotsky wanted to say to his readership at
the time but was prevented from doing so. Second, we can check
whether the censor cut certain themes consistently. We thus enter the
mind of the censor and discover what he consider ed to be 'sensitive'
subjects. Third, because Trotsky left some articles in their cut versions,
we can see if we can make any sense of what remains. This should
lead us to draw some conclusions about the overall effectiveness of the
censor, and thus test Deutscher 's and Trotsky's ‘orthodoxy'.

3.2 Trotsky and the Censor

The governments of warring nations not surprisingly like to ensure that
only the most optimistic reports of military operations reach the civilian
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population and soldiers in combat. The fact that this consideration
ranked high on the censor's list of sensitive subjects can be deduced
from the alterations made to several of Trotsky's pessimistic
evaluations of the state of the war.

In, 'The Key to the Position', for example, the censor cut the
statement that the Russian assault on the Galician front would not alter
the general stalemate.5 Moreover, the censor was so keen to avoid any
recognition that Europe had fallen into a hopeless situation that he
deleted sentences expressing this thought, even when their absence
did not prevent the essential point from being made. Thus, in the same
contribution, Trotsky discussed the possibility of American intervention
as the deciding factor, guaranteeing the victory of one side over the
other. At the outset of this section the censor cut the thought that the
European powers were turning to America in self-recognition of their
own powerlessness:

[In consciousness of that terrible dead-end into which the war has

gone], in the past few months the ruling groups and parties of

Europe have again concentrated their gaze on America.6
Trotsky then explained why America would not involve itself in the war
by reference to the profits American capital was making: 'Europe is
breaking-up and America is enriching itself.”” However when, in the
concluding sentences, he summarised this argument by linking it to a
Europe floundering in a hopeless blood bath, the censor once again
reached for his eraser:

[while the American bourgeoisie has the opportunity of warming

its hands on Europe's bones it will not alter its attitude. 'The key to

the position' in America? But in the meanwhile it thinks that the

most advantageous position for it is supporting the bloody

European dead-end.]8

In other instances the censor seemed more perturbed by the
strength of the language employed than by the message Trotsky was
attempting to express. In 'A Year of War' the censor revealed his
sensitiveness to harsh critiques of capitalism's responsibility for
Europe's hopeless military situation. It was the use of the word dead-
end (tupik) that the censor most objected to:
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On the Gallipili peninsula, as on the new Austro-ltalian front, the
line of the trenches was immediately designated [as a line of
military hopelessness]...In this picture [brought about by the blind
automanism of capitalist forces and the conscious
dishonourableness of the ruling classes]...[The European
strategic situation gives a mechanical expression of that historical
dead-end into which the capitalist forces have driven
themselves].?
Nevertheless, despite these cuts, Trotsky was still able to put across
his less than optimistic appraisal of the state of the war and his moral
condemnation of the ruling class:
In this picture...there are no decisive points of support which, from
the military point of view, would permit one to connect any plans
and hopes for a decisive victory for one of the sides. Even if the
European ruling forces had as much historical good will as they
do evil, then even then they would be powerless to resolve by
their means those problems which brought about the war.10
If the censor was unreceptive to overtly harsh condemnations of the
war situation, he was also careful to avoid allowing discussion of the
likely spoils of the war to appear in print. This applied at a general as
well as at a specific level. Thus, in an appraisal of the group centred
around Nasha Zarya, the censor cut Trotsky's sarcastic response to
the claim that the Entente was fighting for the most worthy aims:
One has to find that group of powers whose victory would be
more beneficial for world development. So judge the authors of
the document analysed by us. [Such a group of powers turns out,
by a fortuitous concurrence of circumstances, to be the 'Western
democracies' in struggle with the 'Junker monarchies.' Tsarism?
It acts as a subsidiary force of democracy]...This...is the official
French point of view... Theoretically and politically this is a return
to the most banal ideological democratism - without social flesh,
without historical perspectives, and without a trace of the
materialist dialectic.1?
A reader of the above passage would not have known what view
Trotsky was criticising. In a report of Milyukov's visit to Paris of May
1916 Trotsky was prevented from referring to negotiations between the
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Entente powers concerning Russia's claims to Constantinople, the
Bosporus and the Dardanelles:

[April 1915 remains as a memorable date in Russian history, for

in this month our relations with the allies about the Straits were

precisely regulated: in the world struggle the East was put aside

to our advantage (nous a été assign comme domaine)]2

The fact that France was allied to Russia and Great Britain also had
consequences for what the censor would look for when he checked an
article for publication. The French censor was keen to expunge any
remarks which may have caused embarrassment to people engaged in
the leading posts of the Allied governments. In ‘Wonders the Wise did
not dream of' an accusation that the Russian ambassador in Paris had
had a hand in the appearance of an announcement in Intransigent
attacking Nashe Slovo was appropriately cut.13 On other occasions the
censor removed references to the '[ungovernable appetite of Tsarist
diplomacy]';'4 and while the censor was happy to see Trotsky criticise
the imperialism of the Central Powers, he did not permit similar
remarks about Russia: 'lf Austro-Germany seizes Poland, this is
imperialism by them; [if Russia seizes Galicia or Armenia, this is
national liberation of the oppressed.]'1s

The censor's alterations did not protect only Russia. On two
occasions Trotsky's remarks concerning Lloyd-George did not appear
in print. The first time Trotsky was discussing accusations that the
Russian socialists in Paris were panGemanists: '[But see w e are not
for Syria and we are not for Constantinople. But see we are not with
Lloyd-George and we are not with Plekhanov.]''® On the second
occasion Trotsky's prognosis of the overthrow of Lloyd-George in the
wake of the Dublin Uprising was deleted:

The historical role of the Irish proletariat is only beginning...[This

rebellion from now on will not fade away. On the contrary, it finds

a response across the whole of Great Britain...Lloyd-George's

executions will be severely revenged by those same workers who

Henderson now attempts to chain to the bloody wheels of

imperialism.]17

This, of course, left France itself and the censor's patriotism was an
undoubted criterion for resolving what to erase. The censor twice
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deleted uncomplimentary references to 'bourgeois France' helping
tsarism to crush the 1905 Russian revolution.'® However, the censor
objected most of all to any critique of the French government during the
war. Thus, for instance, in 'A Convent of Confusion and Hopelessness'
the censor removed the following appraisal of the sorry state of French
democracy:
[However, the historical development of the last decades has
finally undermined the social foundation of democracy.
Imperialism is not compatible with it. And because it is stronger
than it, it has ravaged it. The formal universal general rights give
us a parliament, parliament gives us a ministry; but the ministry
has now fallen into the mess of secret diplomatic obligations, the
bank's influence and the will of finance capital, which showed its
political face at the elections, reigns. Clemenceau is not happy
with the powerless parliament.}19
But in the light of Clemenceau's then opposition to the French
government for its poor conduct of war policy, Trotsky's portrayal of
Clemenceau as an opportunist was allowed to appear in Nashe Slovo:
The utopian thought that capitalist imperialism should
subordinate itself to the democratic regime is, however,
completely alien to the 'Jacobin' Clemenceau. He wants to
preserve only a democratic shell, the rejection of which would be
too risky an experiment for the French bourgeoisie, and at the
same time he attempts to use the parliamentary mechanism for a
struggle with the excesses or deficiencies of militarism.20
The censor's desire to protect the French government's image of a
government of national unity impinged upon Trotsky's account of
Longuetism. The Longuetists derived their name from Jean Longue
(1876-1938), son of Charles Longue and Jenny Marx, editor of Le
Populaire and leader of the pacifist minority of the French Socialist
Party. The censor was quite content for Trotsky's critique of
Longuetism to see the light of day, but the Longuetists'demand for
French Socialist Party leaders to resign from their ministerial portfolios
was kept in the dark:
Hence the necessity for the Longuetists to advance a new
programme. [Now they insist - with that indecisiveness that
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composes their nature - on the exit of socialists from the

composition of the French government. However] undoubtedly

logic and thoroughness is not on the side of the Longuetists; a

party which supports the war and participates in the union sacrée

has no principled foundations to refuse to serve in the
government.21
In making the above alteration the censor managed to publicise the
view of the French Socialist Party leadership without affording a similar
service to the Longuetists; work he must have been proud of.

During the First World War contact between citizens of the warring
nations was outlawed. This meant that any socialist in Paris who
wanted to report efforts to retain links with comrades in the Central
Powers would most likely collide with restrictions to be imposed by the
censor. This was certainly behind the prohibition placed upon any
immediate reference to the Zimmerwald Conference of September
1915, while one of Trotsky's reports on the proceedings of the Second
Zimmerwald Conference was also censored.22 Although it was possible
to mention Zimmerwald by name by October 1915, in the summer of
1916 the censor was still attempting to ensure that only negative
accounts of Zimmerwald appeared in Nashe Slovo. He did this by
cutting any specific piece of information Trotsky might want to pass on
to the reader while leaving Trotsky's general position intact. Thus,
Trotsky's use of Karl Liebknecht's campaign against social-patriotism
on both sides of the Rhine was cut from his rejoinder of August 1916 to
representations of Zimmerwald as 'Pan-German intrigue'.23 This did
not discourage Trotsky from submitting further articles in which he
continued to struggle against patriotic misrepresentations of
Zimmerwald, but the censor once again deleted direct reference to
Liebknecht as supporting evidence:

As soon as Liebknecht was locked-up...the servile spirits of the

established Entente socialists decided that the hour had come to

use Liebknecht's name for a struggle against his ideas on the soil

of the Entente itself....[How they lie about the restrained as about

the dead...Is this really not clear? Liebknecht himself struggles

with the enemy above all in his own country. Liebknecht is ours
and not yours.}24
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Thus the censor consistently cut several themes from Trotsky's
writings. Their list contains no real surprises: the Entente in a hopeless
military situation, negotiations between Entente diplomats on what they
expected from a successful conclusion to the war, unflattering
accounts of high politics in the Entente countries, and the activities of a
united international Marxist leadership. However, the fact that the
censor often deleted only the most outspoken of Trotsky's statements,
while overlooking others which expressed the same thought in a more
restrained language, suggests that the censor's regime was not as
harsh as it could have been. Moreover, the censor's alterations were
probably made less effective by the fact that the readership knew that
he checked the paper. On several occasions Trotsky wrote accounts of
his battles with the censor.

For instance, in an article of August 1915 Trotsky began by
declaring that now Russian setbacks in Galicia, Poland and the Baltic
had become general knowledge, perhaps the censor would permit him
to explain why the Russians had not been so successful. After all, he
pointed out that he had predicted this outcome but had been silenced
by the censor: 'the privilege of free judgement is utilised only by those
who foresaw nothing and understood nothing.'25

In an (admittedly censored) contribution of October 1915, Trotsky
argued that the censor's work could not blot-out the significance of the
Zimmerwald Conference.26 In any case, Trotsky's reports from
Zimmerwald had already appeared in Nashe Slovo under the cloaked
heading of 'From a Notebook'.27 In January 1916 the censor kept only
his protection of the French Socialist Party from Trotsky's pen secret
when Trotsky listed his grievances against the censor's deletions:

We have been prevented from distressing not only French

ministers but also Russian governors. [Moreover: the censor took

the French Socialist Party under his protection], and only recently
we were not allowed to speak of the ideological banality of that
socialism which Pierre Renaudel heads. We are nearly always
not able to print the Social-Democratic deputies' speeches in the

Duma, in the course of several weeks we could not mention the

name Zimmerwald, and now we are not able to publish the

resolutions of the Foreign Section of our party...In all of those
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cases when the censor may have had doubts he decided against

us: what is the sense of standing on

ceremony with an émigré newspaper published in the Russian

language!28
At least the reader could become very well acquamted with most of the
topics he was not supposed to know of!

Furthermore, Trotsky twice published articles under the rubric of
censorship. In 'There is still a censor in Paris!' he reported that the
French government liked to profess that there was no censorship in
Paris, only a 'special regime' for the press. He conceded that there may
have been some justification for this view. After all, pieces had been
published which contained such revelations as Russian bureaucrats
taking bribes, the fact that Russian Jews were not living in heaven on
earth, that Alexander Ill was not a republican and so on. However, the
censor had only just rejected two large articles and this should serve as
warning to all that, 'under a special regime things are just the same as
under a censor.'29 Trotsky enjoyed the freedom not only to complain of
his lack of freedom, he was also permitted to write a critical account of
the arbitrariness of the censor's judgement. In an article of September
1916 the censor was teased with the following questions:

Can one say that the All-General Conference of Labour is feeling

the 'dizziness of nationalism'? We have written this dozens of

times. Now we are suddenly stopped from speaking of this. What
happened? The Temps which, it seems, should be sufficiently
loyal writes of the necessity to renew the political struggle - in
particular the struggle against royalism, conducting at the time of
war tireless agitation 'for the phantom of the past'. Can one in
view of this say that the struggle of Bonnet Rouge against Action

Francaise is the forerunner to the battle of a new republican

'concentration' against a royalist reaction? It appears that one

can. But yesterday we were not allowed to say this. What does

this mean? What happened, Mr Censor!30

Trotsky was quite right to point out that the censor sometimes
objected to material which he had previously passed. Occasionally the
censor's apparent arbitrariness could be explained by the wider
context in which Trotsky submitted his articles. In the light of hightened
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attention on the working class during the 1 May celebrations, for
example, the censor became more sensitive to revolutionary appeals
to the masses. Thus, Trotsky's article '1st May 1916' is full of white
spaces inserted by the censor, with Zimmerwald again falling victim to
the censor's prejudices:
[In this time there occurred the conference in Zimmerwald which
was possible only thanks to the awakening of revolutionary
indignation on the left-wing of the official parties and which gave
this process banners and a first organisational form...The
publicists and theoreticians of the International applied all of their
efforts to lower socialist thought to the level of its political role.]
The previous May 1st [was the lowest point in this process of
decline, fall and betrayal...bourgeois society was able to take the
class organisations of the proletariat captive. This was revealed
in such a scale and form that nobody expected...For part of the
socialist leaders frightened by events pacifism means self-
imposed exile and a wait and see passiveness. For the masses
pacifism means a moments reflection, a stage on the path from
slave patriotism to international action..We have become
stronger. In the coming year we will be stronger than we are now.
Nothing and nobody can delay the growth of our strength].31
Perhaps the most telling evidence for evaluating the effect the
censor had on distorting the meaning of Trotsky's writings is an
examination of the articles censored in Nashe Slovo, which appeared
in their censored form when they were reprinted in later publications.
Can one make any sense of these articles? Are they devoid of any
material which might have hurt the sensibilities of a patriot supporting
the war? The answer to the first question is 'yes' and to the second 'no'.
In several censored pieces Trotsky's critique of the ruling classes as
cynical and hypocritical manages to reach the reader. In 'On the
beginnings of Reciproc: .ity' Trotsky began by recounting Withelm Ii's
\ 4
offer to Nicholas |I: Russian prisoners heid in German camps would be
allowed to celebrate their monarch's name-day if a reciprocal right
were bestowed upon German prisoners in Russian camps. The censor
deleted Trotsky's concluding sentences, but the Russian
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revolutionary's disgust at the niceties of the monarchical club while
their respective subjects suffered remained:

On the beginnings of reciprocality! The German and Russian

human meat is blown up and destroyed by shells, frozen in cold

filth and falling to pieces; but the holy flame of monarchical
enthusiasm, despite everything, is carefully upheld in the hearts

of the armoured

priests in Berlin and in Petrograd.32

The censor removed twenty lines of text from 'A Law of
Mechanics'.33 However, it would be hard to claim that the missing
sentences would have made any radical difference to the article's
meaning. In the context of a relatively small contribution, Trotsky
makes his point. At the outset he reminds the reader that press
censorship during the Balkan War had led many to doubt the apparent
war aim of '‘peasant democracy'. Clemenceau is then presented as a
man who objected to press censorship - he changed the name of his
newspaper from L'Homme libre to L'Homme enchainé as a protest
against censorship - while remaining silent when Golos was closed.
Clemenceau's apparent hypocrisy is explained by his position as a
politician: eventually he wants to gain power to silence others so cannot
afford the luxury of general principles. However, even when acting
under dubious political motivations Clemanceau could still be
perspicacious. Thus, in a recent article he had raised the issue of the
likely reaction of returmning soldiers, discovering what the state of affairs
had been at home while they had been fighting for freedom.
Clemenceau warned of the law of mechanics which states that
resistance grows as applied pressure increases. Trotsky pointed out
that Clemenceau was hoping that this 'law of mechanics' would one
day transfer power into his hands; but he had provided a useful service
in foreseeing a 'catastrophic upheaval in the mood of the people'.34
The implication was clear; the prerequisites for revolution were in the
offing. -

Twenty sentences were also cut from 'Stages', published in Nashe
Slovo of 6 July 1916, but Trotsky was still able to express his views on a
number of sensitive issues; including, the hopelessness of the present
war and of the incompatibility of social-patriotism with the interests of
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the working class. The rest of the article was devoted to a review of the
growing successes gained by the revolutionary section of the
international proletarian movement; from the first to the second
Zimmerwald Conferences and onwards to the establishment of a Third
International .35

In 'On what the French Press is silent about' Trotsky discussed
Sturmer's programme for Poland.36 Although the censor cut over thirty-
five sentences from this two-column article, Trotsky's rejection of the
Russian Foreign Minister's plans for a united Poland under Russian
protection is clear.

Finally, despite censorship in ‘Wager on the Strong' this article
stands as an open assault on notions of the First World War as a war of
liberation. The fate of small nations (Belgium, Serbia, Turkey, Bulgaria,
Roumania, Greece and Portugal) is likened to the fate of small
businesses crushed in the competition between large trusts:

In the field of international relations capitalism carries-over those

methods by which it 'regulates’ the internal economic life of a

separate nation. The path of competition is the systematic

destruction of small and middle enterprises and the domination of
large capital. The world competition of capitalist forces means the
systematic subordination of small, middle and backward nations

to the large and largest capitalist powers....The 'liberation' of

Belgium does not stand as an independent aim. In the further

course of the war, as after it, Belgium will enter as an integral and

subordinate part of the great play of the capitalist giants.37
Hardly an inspiring picture for those engaged in a war to free Belgium.

3.3 Conclusion

Although Trotsky's Paris writings for Golos and its successors did not
always appear in the exact form that he may have wished, one cannot
say that the censor was patrticularly 'brutal' when he doctored Trotsky's
work. Out of a plethora of articles submitted for approval between
November 1914 and December 1916 only three were rejected
outright.38 One can read the partially censored articles without feeling
that Trotsky's revolutionary socialism was being too heavily repressed
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or, even worse, being turned into reactionary social-patriotism. From a
comparison of partially censored contributions against their fuller
versions one discovers that Trotsky managed to say most of what he
wanted to say, if not always in the language he wanted to employ.
Trotsky himself was even able to reprint one of his partially censored
articles in its censored form as an illustration of the theory of
permanent revolution as he conceived of it during the First World War
when the book Results and Prospects was issued in Moscow in
1919.39 As the following several chapters will show, his contributions to
the radical Russian émigré press in Paris during World War One are a
rich source for discovering his views on a whole range of issues as the
'war to end ail wars' was being fought.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Trotsky, Lenin & the Bolsheviks,
August 1914-March 1917

4.1 Introduction

In 'The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte' Karl Marx wrote that
the 'tradition of the dead generations weighs like a nightmare on the
minds of the living'.? Marx's view is particularly pertinent to the political
biography of Leon Trotsky (1879-1940). Trotsky's pre-1917 relations
with Lenin and the Bolshevik fraction of the RSDLP were to haunt him
after he joined the Bolsheviks in 1917. This was especially true during
the disputes which surrounded the struggle to be Lenin's successor.
For the overriding consideration of the protagonists was to present
themselves as closer to Lenin than anyone else. In these
circumstances the nature of an individual's history with Lenin was a
factor of supreme importance. It was in the interests of each to
construct a picture of harmony between themselves and Lenin, and to
accentuate disharmony between others and Lenin. '

Those Bolsheviks who wished to oppose Trotsky had a rich store of
material from which they could draw upon: starting with the spilt
between Lenin and Trotsky at the Second Congress of the RSDLP of
1903, and ending with disagreements between the two during the
years of Bolshevik rule. Stalin and his supporters did not waste this
opportunity and attacked Trotsky for his anti-Leninism and non-
Bolshevism. In turn, Trotsky responded by defending his Leninist
pedigree.

The use of Leninism as a criterion of correctness also left its mark on
subsequent writings by historians of this period. In Trotsky's case this
has resulted in some historians writing accounts of a strong line of
demarcation between Lenin and Trotsky.2 Others interpret relations
between the two as those of a gradual convergence. Disputes are
explained away or softened by references to circumstances which
were made irrelevant by the 1917 Revolution.3 The suspicion remains,
however, that whatever the interpretation, an honest evaluation of
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documents has not been the overriding consideration in reaching
conclusions. This is for several reasons. First, until recently, Soviet
historians were limited either in access to documents or to what they
could publish openly.4 Second, Trotsky is a figure who arouses political
passions and many Western interpreters have written their accounts
more from a political point of view than from any other.5 Third,
translations of many of Trotsky's writings have been long available and
this has permitted several non-Russian reading researchers to
produce biographies of Trotsky, but without the ability to incorporate
obscure, untranslated and often crucial documents into their versions.6

Of course these remarks do not apply to all historians who have
addressed this topic in the recent period. Brian Pearce, for example,
has written an excellent piece on one aspect of the subject-matter of
this chapter.” However, this chapter differs from Pearce's contribution
in two respects. To begin with, its focus is wider than the issue of
'revolutionary defeatism in Lenin and Trotsky'. Indeed, the current work
will present the first full account of relations between Trotsky, Lenin and
the Bolsheviks from the outbreak of war in August 1914 to the March
Revolution of 1917 in Russia. Furthermore, although Pearce noted
Trotsky's difficulties post-1924 in presenting his pre-October relations
with Lenin, he gave no account of how this sensitive topic was
approached in the very first years of Bolshevik rule. In contrast, this
chapter will illustrate how the actual content of the polemics which
raged between Trotsky and Lenin and the Bolsheviks during World War
One became obscured first by the Bolsheviks in collaboration and then
in dispute, and how, in turn, these distorted positions entered the
accounts of historians writing on the 1914-1917 period. It is therefore
both a history and a historiographical analysis of its topic.

4.2 Trotsky, Lenin and the Bolsheviks, August 1914-March
1917

During the war the main forums for communication between Russian
Social-Democrats continued to be the publication and distribution of
newspapers, journals and pamphlets. This form of intercourse was
obviously complicated by conditions of war. However, apart from
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circulation and financial problems, Russian socialists enjoyed a
relatively free environment for the pursual of debates. The Bolsheviks
published Sotsial'Demokrat’, Kommunist’ and Sbornik
‘Sotsial'Demokrata in neutral Switzerland; Novyi Mir was produced in
America; and even in Paris, where Trotsky wrote for Golos, Nashe
Slovo and Nachalo, the censor was not particularly concerned by the
appearance of articles contributing to polemics raging between various
fractions of Russian Social-Democracy; especially as they were of
interest to a minority audience and written in a foreign language.8
Russian Social-Democrats were already split along fractional lines
at the outbreak of World War One. In the months prior to August 1914
Trotsky had continued his campaign for unity, most notably in the
journal Bor'ba® Events of such magnitude as war can interrupt a
settled pattern of debate and throw people and groups into alliances
which, up until that point, they would not have seriously considered.
Thus, an opportunity arose for a realliance of Russian Social-
Democratic fractions around a common programme on the war.
Trotsky outlined his political response to the war in a series of four
articles of January and February 1915, published in Golos and Nashe
Slovo. Here he continued his analysis of the war as a revolt of the
productive forces against the narrow confines of state boundaries,
which he had first argued in the Preface to War and the International.
According to Trotsky, one had to have a clear understanding of the
causes and nature of the then world conflict in order to construct a
viable political programme. It was of no use to merely call for peace;
one had to have real solutions which could act as a rallying call for
revolutionary action for a just peace:
It is absolutely naive to say that we should not complicate our
struggle for peace with slogans of a wider character. We would
not want a peace in which Belgium, Northern France...etc went to
the victorious country and thus becoming a source of new
catastrophe. We are not intending to remove the questions of
Poland, Alsace-Lorraine and Serbia from the order of the day -
we want to resolve them. We do not believe these solutions can
come through the forces of militarism, and we express this
disbelief in our demands for a cessation of the war. To call for
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peace while sweeping its programme aside would be a call for a

step back, in to the blind alley. Precisely therefore such a political

posture is powerless to win over to its side that enthusiasm, that

heroism, that ability to self- sacrifice which is now being exploited

by militarism.10

For Trotsky, the war was being fought across two geographical
centres which were situated at different stages of historical
development. In South-Eastern Europe - Russia, Austria and the
Balkans - the main issue was the creation of nationally independent,
stable states as a prerequisite for capitalism. This area was thus beset
by problems of the first stage of bourgeocis development. In Western
Europe - Britain, France and Germany - the nation state had been
created over the previous three centuries. These countries were
grappling with the major problem of the final stage of imperialist
development: the need to abolish artificial state boundaries. The
productive forces demanded the extension of the economic base. In
terms of the policies of the Great Powers of the day this me ant one of
two things: either victory and domination by Britain or by Germany.
Trotsky realised that Britain was allied to France, but he asserted that
the antagonism between Britain and Germany was 'the basic moving
force of the present war.'' 1 He argued that Britain and France had been
united \by the 'German danger', but he also claimed that perceptions of
this danger were rooted in different concerns. France's main worry,
due to its 'halting population growth and extreme slow-down in the
tempo of economic development','2 was to preserve its existing
position on the world market and as a world power. Britain's interest
was to ensure that no continental power, France or Germany, became
so powerful in Europe so as to be able to launch an attack on British
expansion, which was to be achieved on the basis of its colonial
acquisitions. According to Trotsky, Germany pursued the most
aggressive foreign policy at that time as this corresponded to the
condition of its industry, the most quickly developing in Europe. In this
way the expansionary plans of Britain and Germany lay at the heart of
the world conflict:

capitalism saturated in the framework of the national state and

the rebellion of the productive forces against this framework,
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aspiring to a greater and greater widening of the economic base

to the inclusion of backward peoples into the sphere of economic

activity of the national mother country, is the essence of the

imperialist policy of the great powers. The collision of national
imperialists brought about the present war.13

For Trotsky, the combination of tasks of different historical origin
gave the then present war its peculiar character. Specifically, this
situation gave rise to the possibility of illusions being held about the
war. The struggles of the advanced countries could be seen as part of
the ostensibly liberating struggle for national independence taking
place in the backward countries. However, Trotsky argued that the
dominating factor was the concerns of the Great Powers. He
recognised the importance of the national pretensions of, for example,
Serbia and Belgium as playing an important part in the conflict, but he
also perceived them as secondary issues. Thus, Serbia and Belgium
had become involved in the war only because they were geographically
situated on the map of the expansionary plans of the Great Powers.
Moreover, the peoples struggling for national independence could not
follow the route taken by the advanced nations when they faced tasks
of a similar nature. The nation state was already an anachronism. For
example, Trotsky claimed that each Balkan nation had too narrow a
base for economic development. Even an enlarged Serbia would mean
that other nationalities would fall into dependence upon Germany,
Russia or even Serbia itself, and this could only give rise to a prospect
of further 'liberation' conflicts. For Trotsky, the only answer to the
peculiar combination of tasks of a pre-capitalist nature in an
environment dominated by the needs of the final imperialist stage of
capitalism was the enlarged state form of a Federative Balkan
Repubilic.

According to Trotsky, the establishment of a Federative Balkan
Republic would have several significant advantages. First, it would
answer the need of a wide territorial base for economic development.
Second, it would be a democratic state structure in which various
nationalities would be able to express their individuality without
threatening the cultural requirements of others. Trotsky combined
these two points thus: 'lIt neutralises nationalism in the economic sense,
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freeing economic development from dependence up on the distribution
of separate ethnic groups on the map of Europe.''4 Finally, the
Federative Balkan Republic would be better equip ped to defend the
interests of the Balkan peoples from possible aggression from Russia
or Germany.

Trotsky also argued for the establishment of a transnational state
structure, specifically a Republican United States of Europe, for
Western Europe. In this area the interests of further economic
development demanded an integrated economy organised under a
single European state. Obviously, Trotsky did not see national
problems as particularly pressing in West Europe as in South-Eastern
Europe; his case for a United States of Europe remained at the level of
economic considerations. For Trotsky, this urgent task could be
realised in one of two ways. First, German imperialists had planned the
forceful unification of Europe under their domination. Trotsky
acknowledged that this represented a genuine attempt to resolve an
issue that had to be resolved; it was a 'progressive historical need
refracted, however, through the junker-militaristic, reactionary-caste
state apparatus of Germany.'t5 However, this attempt was bound to
fail. One could not bring about the cohabitation and cooperation of
peoples through militarism. Furthermore, what chance had plans for a
Europe under the tutelage of the Central Empire when this Empire itself
was disintegrating?: 'The wonderfui professor-junker-stock-market
utopia is the plan to turn the whole of Europe into a new Austria-
Hungary at the same time as the old Austria-Hungary is being ripped to
pieces.'1® Second, the European proletariat could arise and create an
all-European dictatorship of the proletariat in the form of a Republican
United States of Europe. For Trotsky, not only was this the only way to
achieve the desired goal, but the preconditions for it had been
prepared by the very process which demanded the formation of a
United States of Europe:

Destroying the framework of the national state as too narrow for

the development of productive forces, the war also destroys them

as a base for social revolution...In our time the problem of social

revolution stands before us if not as a world problem in the direct

and immediate sense of the word, then in any case as a
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European problem. In present circumstances all proletarian
movements in their very first steps will inevitably aspire to expand
the framework of their national limitness and in the parallel
movements of the proletariat of other countries seek to find a
guarantee of their own success.!7

Thus, Trotsky's analysis and prognosis envisaged a struggle for
peace under the slogans of the creation of two federative republican
state structures; the first in the Balkans and the second across Europe.
In his concluding remarks in the final article he did add however that the
responsibility for the further economic development of backward
regions would rest upon the United States of Europe.18

While Trotsky was expounding his views Lenin and the Bolsheviks
were publishing their reaction to the war in their newspaper
Sotsial'Demokrat’, issuing their first manifesto of the war in number 33
of 1 November 1914.

This manifesto shared several assumptions of Trotsky's writings of
the time. First, the war was characterised as a struggle of the advanced
imperialist nations for markets in which the dynastic interests of the
backward nations were also involved. Second, and probably most
important from Trotsky's point of view, the manifesto called for the
formation of a Republican United States of Europe as the 'immediate
political slogan of European Social-Democracy.''® Like Trotsky, the
manifesto distinguished between 'proletarian' and 'bourgeois' versions
of a United States of Europe, declaring that:

the formation of a Republican United States of Europe, distinct
from the bourgeoisie which is prepared to 'promise' whatever is
demanded if only to include the proletariat in the general
chauvinist group. Social-Democracy will explain the falsehood
and the foolishness of this slogan without the revolutionary
overthrow of the German, Austrian and Russian monarchies.20

However, the manifesto also departed from Trotsky's analysis in
several ways. First, it expanded the basic aims of the war from pure
imperialist antagonisms to a desire to 'distract the attention of the
working masses from the internal political crises of Russia, Germany,
Britain and other countries.'2? Second, although Sotsial'Demokrat’
viewed the battle as one of the British and French bourgeoisie against
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their German counterparts, no distinction was made between British
and French interests. For Sotsial'Demokrat’ both countries wished to
'seize German colonies and ruin the competition of a nation
distinguished by more rapid economic development.'22 Third, and here
begins what were to be the most significant differences, the manifesto
made no mention of a struggle for peace with a defined peace
programme. Instead, Sotsial'Demokrat’ called for 'turning the
imperialist war into a civil war',23 and referred to a resolution of the
1912 Basel Conference as authority for the correctness of this stance.
Fourth, the manifesto considered the defeat of one of the two warring
camps from the perspective of whose defeat would be the most useful
for socialism. The conclusion reached was that,
for us, Russian Social-Democrats, there can be no doubt that
from the point of view of the working class and the labouring
masses of all peoples of Russia the least evil would be the defeat
of the tsarist monarchy, the most reactionary and barbaric
government, oppressing the highest quantity of nations and the
greatest mass of population of Europe and Asia.24
Finally, Sotsial'Demokrat’ did not call for the establishment of a
Republican United States in the Balkans as well as in Europe. For
Sotsial'Demokrat’, the main cleavage was between advanced and
backward countries. Socialists in backward countries were told to
struggle for the defeat of their governments in order to introduce
democratic changes: 'democratic republics (with full equal rights and
self-determination of all nations), the confiscation of landowners' land
and the eight-hour working day.'25 It would be the task of socialists in
the advanced countries to bring about the defeat of their country so as
to stage a socialist revolution:
in all advanced countries the war places as the first slogan a
socialist revolution, which becomes more urgent the more the
difficulties of the war are put upon the shoulders of the proletariat,
and the more active its role should become in the rebuilding of
Europe after the horrors of modern 'patriotic' barbarism in
conditions of massive technical successes of large capital.2é
The Bolsheviks were to return to the issue of their programmatic
response to the war at the Conference of the Foreign Section of the
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RSDLP, held in Bern between 14-19 February 1915. The resolutions of
this Conference widened the differences between the Bolsheviks and
Trotsky; most notably, the notion of a 'United States of Europe' was
omitted. The only idea advanced under the resolution 'Slogans of
Revolutionary Social-Democracy' was that of 'turning the imperialist
war into a civil war', and five points of action were listed as the first
steps needed to attain this goal.2” Moreover, Nashe Slovo was not very
favourably reviewed in the resolution 'Relations to other Parties and
Groups":

elements grouping around Nashe Slovo vacillate between

platonic empathy to intemationalism and aspirations of unity at

any cost with Nasha Zarya and the Organisational Committee.28

At this stage, i.e., between November 1914 and the end of February
1915, both Trotsky and Lenin and the Bolsheviks developed their
programmes knowing the stances adopted by the other. In early
November 1914 Eintracht, a section of the Swiss Social-Democratic
Party, held a meeting in a large hall in Zurich. Trotsky attended and
delivered a speech, although when he subsequently made reference
to this meeting in two of his published writings he did not expound upon
its contents.29 However, Lenin was also present and his notes made at
the conference were published in volume 14 of Leninskii sbornik
(1930). These notes enable us to reconstruct some of the themes
addressed by Trotsky's speech. First, he declared his solidarity with
Eintracht's resolution, which called for a struggle to end the war with the
aim of implementing a 'peace programme' - i.e., no forced annexations,
no war indemnities, the right of nations to self-determination and a
United States of Europe free of standing amies, secret diplomacy and
feudal castes.30 He then considered the relationship between his
insistence on the necessity of a struggle for peace and the resolution of
the 1912 Basel Conference. For Trotsky, there was no contradiction
between the two:

in order to begin the war of the German proletariat against the

German bourgeoisie one has first to end the war of the German

proletariat with the French proletariat. The first slogan for a civil

war is an end to the impernalist war.31
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Lenin highlighted this section of his notes with a square bracket down
the left-hand side and labelled Trotsky's argument 'sophistic .'32
Further in his notes he commented, 'Let the speaker declare his
opposition to the Basel Conference.'33 Later, when writing of S.
Vainshtein's view that little separated the positions of Lenin and
Trotsky, Lenin registered his contempt by writing of 'rebellious
anarchism' (Trotsky) and 'scientific socialism' (Lenin).34

However, Trotsky also made somewhat of a favourable impression
on Lenin. Thus, for example, when Trotsky announced his
disagreements with Kautsky Lenin wrote of a 'firmer tone and more
profound considerations.'35 Moreover, when M. Ratner declared his
intention to argue against Trotsky Lenin found his tone to be
'‘demagogic and very distasteful.'36

Indeed, at the beginning of 1915 the idea of cooperation between
Trotsky and Nashe Slovo on the one side and Lenin and
Sotsial'Demokrat' on the other was broached. The cause was the
decision to call a conference of socialist parties of the Entente
countries, to be held in London in February 1915 and organised by the
Belgian social-patriot Vandervelde.37

The initiator of the correspondence was the editorial board of Nashe
Slovo, who approached the Bolishevik Central Committee and the
Menshevik Organisational Committee, among others, in an attempt to
forge an anti-social-patriotic bloc. The full text of this approach was not
published in the newspaper, and the editors of volume 17 of Leninskii
sbornik (1931) claim that the Institute of Marxism-Leninism does not
possess a copy of Nashe Slovo's letter.38 We are thus forced to rely
upon references made to the letter to learn of its contents. From
Lenin's reply, written in Bern on 9th February 1915, we discover its
date and basic intentions:

In your letter of 6th February you propose a plan of struggle with

'official social-patriotism' to us regarding the London Conference

of socialists of the 'allied countries' of the Entente.3°
Lenin responded favourably, declaring that he accepted the offer of joint
action 'with pleasure.'40 He then stressed the necessity of utilising all
opportunities of conducting this struggle and outlined a draft declaration
on the London Conference, to be signed by Sotsial'Demokrat' and
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Nashe Slovo. The draft declaration announced the present war to be an
imperialist war, a product of an age in which the bourgeois state in
national boundaries had outlived its time. Lenin listed an eight-point
programme of action, which was intended to fulfil the Basel resolution: 1)
the break-up of national blocs in all countries; 2) a call to workers of all
countries to use political and economic means to struggle against their
own bourgeois governments; 3) a harsh condemnation of all voting for
war credits; 4) socialists should leave the governments of Belgium and
France, and it should be recognised that joining governments and voting
for war credits is as big a betrayal of socialism as that perpetrated by
German and Austrian Social-Democracy at the outbreak of war; 5) the
formation of an international committee for agitation of the idea of
revolutionary mass action against one's own government; 6) all attempts
at the establishment of fraternal relations between the soldiers of
warring countries should be supported; 7) women scocialists of warring
countries should strengthen their efforts to propagandise the
aforementioned points; and 8) Russian Social-Democracy should be
supported in its struggle against tsarism. The letter from Nashe Slovo
must also have mentioned the possibility of teaming-up with the Bund
and the Organisational Committee, as Lenin felt it necessary to warn that
they stood for 'official social-patriotism.' However, he also asked to be
kept informed of how these organisations responded to Nashe Slovo's
suggestions.

Thus, the overall tone of Lenin's reply was positive, and he even
went so far as to make concrete suggestions for continuing along the
path of cooperation. However, this positive tone was at odds with the
pessimism he expressed on the likelihood of the success of the Nashe
Slovo project in a letter to A. Shiyapnikov of 11 February 1915:

We answered Nashe Slovothat we are happy with its suggestion

and we sent our draft declaration. Hopes for agreement with

them are small, for Aksel'rod, it is said, is in Paris and Aksel'rod is

a social-chauvinist, hoping to reconcile Germanofiles and

Francofiles on the soil of social-chauvinism. We wiil see which is

dearer to Nashe Slovo - anti-chauvinism or Aksel'rod's

friendship.41
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In the meantime, Nashe Slovo published three separate
declarations on the London Conference. The first was signed by
Martov on behalf of the Organisational Committee and Lapinski
representing the Polish Socialist Party.42 This statement criticised the
calling of the London Conference for several reasons. First, it was a
mistake to invite socialists on the basis of their nationality, a criteria
underpined by imperialist assumptions: 'We refuse to recognise the
principle of grouping the proletariat along the lines of the temporary
coincidence of the interests of their class enemies.”*3 Second, by
limiting invitations to a select group the organisers were accepting and
strengthening the splits in the Second International which had occurred
at the outbreak of the war. Third, only an internationalist stance,
considering the views of socialists of all countries, could restore the
International. For Martov and Lapinski, socialists had to avoid aligning
themselves with any of the warring nations in order to pursue a socialist
policy of exposing the imperialist roots of the war, and to struggle for
peace. It was only in this way, the authors were convinced, that
socialists could guarantee for themselves an influence on determining
the conditions of a future peace. They requested that delegates at the
London Conference should refrain from passing any resolutions which
could only play into the hands of the class enemy. In a footnote to the
declaration, which appeared after the Conference had ended, Martov
and Lapinski announced that they would have voted against the
resolutions eventually adopted by the meeting.

The second declaration to be published was that elaborated by
Nashe Slovo itself, in the form of a mandate accepted at a meeting of
the editorial board of 13 February 1915. This seven-point programme
was censored when it appeared in the newspaper; half of point two and
all of point six were lost.44 However, Lenin and other socialists had
access to the full text which was published in Berner Tagwacht of 20
February 1915, and later translated into Russian from the German in
Volume 17 of Leninskii sbornik.45 Nashe Slovo also declared the
London Conference a betrayal of the principles of socialist
internationalism, and called for socialists to attend the Conference so
as to call for a conference of socialists of all countries. Then, using the
contents of Lenin's letter to the editorial board, a programme of action



Trotsky, Lenin & the Bolsheviks,
August 1914-March1917 64

was listed not in order to turn the imperialist war into a civil war but as
part of a struggle to end the war.46

Third, in Nashe Slovo of 4 March 1915, the declaration of the
Bolshevik Central Committee was published. This text was also
censored; points 2-4 and the concluding sentences were blank. The
declaration began by pointing out that the London Conference was
supposed to be for socialists from Belgium, Britain, France and Russia,
but Russian Social-Democrats had not been invited to attend. The
hope was then expressed that Russian Social-Democracy's hostility to
the Conference had been made clear to delegates gathering in
London; otherwise 'we would have grounds for accusing you of a
misrepresentation of the truth.'47 The Central Committee made
demands similar to those outlined in their letter to Nashe Slovo which
had then been used by Nashe Slovo itself: the immediate withdrawal of
socialists from governments; a condemnation of voting for war credits;
and, finally, the recognition that Austrian and German Social-
Democracy had committed terrible crimes against socialism and the
International, and that Belgian and French socialists had hardly acted
any better.

Nashe Slovo followed the publication of these declarations with an
article enlightening readers on the steps it had taken to coordinate the
actions of Russian socialists on the London Conference.48 An editorial
outlined its intentions in approaching the Bolshevik Central Committee
and the Menshevik Organisational Committee thus:

Not long before the Conference the editorial board of our

newspaper sent to representatives of our party in the

International Socialist Bureau, Aksel'rod and Lenin, letters in

which it was proposed to them that in the interest of struggle with

‘official social-patriotism' steps should be taken to ensure that no

accidental invitations could be sent to a social-patriot to speak on

behalf of Russian Social-Democracy not expressing the views of
the RSDLP, and that any invitation to the Conference should go
through official representatives of our party in the Internationalist

Socialist Bureau. Our offer, obviously, also proposed a

coordination of action of internationalist elements of Russian

Social-Democratic delegates.49
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Readers were then informed that both Aksel'rod and Lenin had agreed
to coordinate activities, and that the basic points of Comrade Lenin's
draft declaration had been incorporated into Nashe Slovo's mandate.
The editorial concluded with a confident statement of the success of
the Nashe Slovo initiative to date:
In this way we see that maintaining an internationalist socialist
position, unifying Social-Democratic internationalists of all
fractions - a stable base for joint revolutionary action is created
and we express our deep belief that the coordination of action of
all revolutionary internationalist elements of Russian Social-
Democracy is not only possible and desired but also strongly
necessary.so0
This optimistic mood was also reflected in an article of 18 March 1915,
'Where is the majority?'S? This editorial took issue with Plekhanov's
assertion that a majority of Russian workers and socialists supported
his patriotic stance on the war. Nashe Slovo reported that Plekhanov
had spoken of two pieces of evidence which he thought confirmed his
belief. First, Martov had declared that his own supporters did not share
his views on the war. Second, Lenin had published a worker's letter
which stated that the Russian proletariat did not wish to hear talk of
Russia's defeat. These two points were then dismissed as insufficient
grounds for drawing such a conclusion. First, it was pointed out that
Martov was speaking of the editorial board of Nasha Zarya; a group
which did not represent a majority of Russian workers and which had
no organisational base. Second, it was argued that just because
workers did not wish to support Russia's defeat they wanted instead to
support a victory of the Entente. It was claimed that Russian socialists
could disagree over the correctness of the call for Russia's defeat and
all the same unite around the issue of opposing social-patriotism; a
possibility which was in fact occurring. The editorial listed the party
groups (including the Bolshevik Central Committee, the Menshevik
Organisational Committee and the Bund) which occupied a position
hostile to Plekhanov; while a footnote highlighted the fact that different
tendencies had united around Nashe Slovo's initiative at the London
Conference. Two further processes of unification around points of view
opposed to Plekhanov's were mentioned: first in Petersburg and
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second among Social-Democratic deputies in the State Duma. The
editorial concluded that the only way in which Russian Social-
Democracy could prevent one single voice from claiming to represent
the movement as a whole was for fractional groups to unite around a
stand against social-patriotism.

It was this article, combined with Nashe Slovo's evaluation of the
negotiations surrounding the London Conference, that Lenin found
objectionable. In his reply to Nashe Slovo Lenin had stated that he
considered the Organisational Committee to be social-patriots. Now
Nashe Slovo was claiming that he was agreeing to join a coalition of
which arch social-patriot Aksel'rod was to be a member. Moreover, he
was probably annoyed that Nashe Slovo, with its claim of having
tncorporated the fundamental points of his draft declaration into its
programme, appeared to be pulling the ground for his party's own
individual stance from under its feet. Indeed, to be fair to Nashe Slovo,
its mandate and Lenin's draft project were very similar in content and in
the language employed to express that content. However, afraid of
being steamrollered into an alliance of which he wanted no
participation in, Lenin went onto the offensive.

On 23 March 1915 Lenin sent a letter to the editorial board of Nashe
Slovo32 He began by expressing support for the idea of the unification
of all Social-Democratic internationalists. However, he also pointed out
that there had to be sufficient ideological agreement to make
unification possible. In order to discover whether this condition existed
Lenin asked for clarification of Nashe Slovo's position on several points.
First, he stated that one had to struggle against Plekhanov and
Aleksinskii not through declarations, but through real work in which one
clearly understood that, in order to qualify as an organisation, one
needed to have had years of contact with the masses and not simply
issue a newspaper. Second, Lenin questioned why Nashe Slovo had
included the Bund in its list of internationalists. After all, he argued, their
newspaper the Informatsionnyi Listok' undoubtedly stands on the point
of view of German chauvinism.'s3 Third, he claimed that one could not
consider any supporter of an '‘amnesty', i.e., that socialists should
regroup after the war without accusations of guilt against one another,
an intemationalist:
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No concessions, no agreements with Kautsky and the
Organisational Committee are absolutely not permissible. The
most decisive struggle against the theory of 'amnesty' is the
conditio sine qua non of internationalism...And here we ask - is
there agreement between us on this crucial question?54
Why, Lenin continued, did Nashe Slovo think that the Organisational
Committee was internationalist? Was it not obvious from its most
prominent representative Aksel'rod, for example, that it was full of
chauvinists? Lenin did not rule out further cooperation with Nashe
Slovo, but he emphasised that, 'We will be very glad to receive a full
and clear answer on all of these questions from you. Then it will be
possible to think of the future.'sS
These sentiments were expressed in a slightly harsher tone in the
article 'On the topic of the London Conference', published in
Sotsial'Demokrat’ of 29 March 1915.56 Here Lenin emphasised the fact
that he had labelled the Bund and the Organisational Committee
social-patriots in his letter of 9 February 1915 to Nashe Slovo: 'Why
does Nashe Slovo lie to itself and to others, keeping silent on this in its
editorial of issue 327'S7 Furthermore, in an attempt to take control of
the negotiations and to preserve his party's distinctive stance, Lenin
stressed differences between his draft project and Nashe Slovo's
declaration:
Why keep quiet on the fact that in our draft project we also spoke
of the betrayal of German Social-Democrats? Nashe Slovo's
declaration left out this important 'fundamental’ point; neither we
nor Comrade Maksimovich accepted this declaration nor are we
able to agree to it. Therefore, united action between us and the
Organisational Committee did not happen. Why then does Nashe
Slovo fool itself and others, believing that there is a base for
united action?58
In this (public) article Lenin made it absolutely clear that if there was to
be joint action, then it would be a case of Nashe Slovo coming to share
Sotsial'Demokrat”s position and not vice versa: 'lit remains only to
express the desire that from vacillations between 'platonic empathy
with internationalism' and reconciliation with social-chauvinism Nashe
Slovo moves to a more determined position.'s9
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In reply to Lenin's letter of 21 March 1915, the editorial board of
Nashe Slovo defended its inclusion of the Organisational Committee
and the Bund in the ranks of intemationalists.60 For Nashe Slovo, all of
the groups to which it had appealed were united in their opposition to
the war and it was this fact that, in its opinion, enabled joint action.
Moreover, Nashe Slovo argued that it was possible to exaggerate
differences and in this way fall into the trap of condemning
internationalists as social-patriots. So, for example, it would be correct
to say that the Organisational Committee was wrong in its view of the
newspaper Nasha Zarya; but, at the same time, it would be incorrect to
conclude from this that the Organisational Committee supported
social-chauvinism. According to Nashe Slovo, Sotsial'Demokrat' had
also made this mistake in its evaluation of the Duma fraction as social-
chauvinist: 'fthe Duma fraction] did not balk at excluding Man'kov from
its ranks because of his militaristic speech.'6' Furthermore, Nashe
Slovo continued, it was possible for undoubted internationalists to be
unsure about crucial matters: 'witness (including Sotsial'Demokrat’) the
uncertain position in relation to the slogan of struggle for peace, under
the banner of which all activity of internationalists is now taking place.'62
Finally, on the issue of an amnesty, Nashe Slovo stated that it was
against the reformation of the International based on the principle of
mutual forgiveness for nationalist positions occupied during the war.
However, at the same time, Nashe Slovo argued that it did not want to
exclude cooperation with any group at too early a stage:

....it would have been a mistake, in the beginning of the war when

both Liebknecht and Rihle were one with the rest of the majority

of German Social-Democracy, to have called for an abyss

between them and us and to have built our party tactics on this

call...we find that the fraction of the revolutionary minority which
we, the internationalists, now constitute should resolve questions

of the preservation of party unity or its converse, sacrificing it,

from the point of view of expediency, i.e., depending upon what

type of organisational form will guarantee us the most influence

over the course of the class movement in each separate case.83
Nashe Slovo concluded by expressing the hope that its letter would
remove any doubts which the Central Committee had had on the
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viability of further cooperation. However, we have no record of a
response from the Central Committee to Nashe Slovo. Indeed, we
cannot even say for certain when Nashe Slovo replied to Lenin's letter
of 23 March 1915; the editors to Volume 17 of Leninskii sbornik dated
Nashe Slovo's letter 'after 25 March.'64 What we can say is that Trotsky
blamed Lenin for the breakdown of the negotiations and for harming
the cause of internationalism. The following is from his letter to Radek
of 8 June 1915; :

The meeting which Nashe Slovo proposed (Ts.K, O.K. and NS)

could have played an important role now. The internationalists

would have been the decisive force and the vacillating O.K. would
have been forced to subordinate itself...Lenin destroyed this
meeting. Why? From pure fractional considerations, not allowing
collective authority into that place which he reserved for his own
personal authority, seeing in himself, in the last analysis, the axis

of world history. This is a terribly egocentric person...and this

terrible egocentricism causes us no less difficulties than the

Menshevik's vacillations.65

The next development of note was an offer from the Central
Committee to Trotsky of cooperation on its new journal Kommunist',
the first (double) issue of which appeared in August 1915. No copy of
this offer has ever been published so we have to guess the time of its
composition and reconstruct its contents from Trotsky's response
which appeared in Nashe Slovo of 4 June 191566 The Central
Committee's offer was probably made sometime towards the end of
May 1915. This date is the most likely as the Central Committee
included a copy of its introduction for the new journal, which was dated
20 May 1915 when it was published later that year.67 Assuming that
Trotsky would not leave this letter without a reply for a long time, such a
dating would also fall nicely into the timescale of Trotsky's printed reply
of early June 1915.

In the 'Open Letter to the editorial board of the journal Kommunist’
Trotsky declined the offer of participation for several reasons. First, he
highlighted serious programmatic differences between himself and the
Bolsheviks: the Central Committees's rejection of the slogan struggle
for peace; the Bolshevik's espousal of the defeat of Russia as the
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'lesser evil' which, for Trotsky, shared the same methodological
grounds as social-patriotism; and, finally, Trotsky did not agree with the
way in which the Bolsheviks delineated social-patriotism in
organisational terms. Second, Trotsky claimed that these differences in
themselves would not be an obstacle to cooperation if the Bolsheviks
were establishing an open discussion journal. However, for Trotsky,
Kommunist' was 'sad evidence of the fact that you subordinate your
struggle against social-patriotism to considerations and aims for which
l'in any circumstances do not consider myself to have the right to take
responsibility for.'"88 Most annoying for Trotsky was the fact that in its
introduction to Kommunist' the editorial board had included a list of
those people and groups which it considered to share a stance of
opposition to social-patriotism; a list which included the five deputies
who had been sent to prison in Russia but which excluded Trotsky and
Nashe Slovo. According to Trotsky, this list represented 'a decisive
distortion of the real state of affairs from the point of view of fractional
perspectives.'89 After all, he pointed out, the views of the five
condemned Social-Democratic deputies were the same as the Social-
Democrats remaining in the Duma. If there was any lack of
revolutionary clarity in the first statements issued by Social-Democratic
deputies then, for Trotsky, this was the responsibility of all deputies -
both in and out of prison. Moreover, recent speeches by Social-
Democratic representatives in the Duma were a 'rebuff to all attempts
to introduce social-patriotic depravity into the ranks of the masses.'70
The fact that the Bolsheviks could ignore the Social-Democrats in the
Duma while welcoming Monat and the Independent British Socialists
into their ranks merely testified to the fact that their conclusions were
drawn 'neither by the demands of palitical clarity nor in the interests of
the International [but] in those interests which they call forth and which |
cannot support.7! Trotsky concluded by stating that in actual fact
Nashe Slovo was closer to the Bolsheviks than any of the groups
named in Kommunist'. For Trotsky, one could conclude one of two
things from this: 'you keep silent about [Nashe Slovo] because of
considerations of a non-principled character; and if not then it looks as
though you have no allies in the International.’72
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Trotsky's unequivocal reply, based upon the differences which
clearly separated him from the Bolsheviks at that time, raises the
question 'Why did the Central Committee appeal to Trotsky?' There are
several possible reasons for this.

First, there had long existed the suspicion in the Bolshevik camp that
Trotsky's calls for unity were a form of 'non-fractional fractionalism', i.e.,
a device to strengthen Trotsky's own influence in Russian Social-
Democracy. This could be demonstrated if Trotsky were to turn down
an offer of cooperation from the Central Committee. Second, some
Bolsheviks may have looked upon Trotsky as occupying the most
internationalist stance of all in the Nashe Slovo editorial board. They
had no doubt followed his dispute with Larin concerning Trotsky's
relation to the Organisational Committee,”3 and they may have desired
to push Trotsky, through participation in the production of Kommunist,,
further into the Bolshevik camp. Third, if Trotsky was perceived as
being closer to the Bolsheviks than to anyone else in his views and as
being the main figure behind Nashe Slovo, then coopting Trotsky could
have been seen as a way of increasing Bolshevik influence over a daily
newspaper - something the Bolsheviks were not producing but clearly
wanted to produce.”4 Thus, there might have been tensions among
Bolsheviks - between those supportive and dismissive of Trotsky.
Trotsky's response to a letter sent directly to him could provide
evidence for the validity of the views of one side or the other, and in this
way end what might have been (or threatened to be) a long running
dispute. Certainly this was the claim made in Kommunist'itself when it
was issued in August 1915. In a footnote to his article 'Russian Social-
Demaocracy and Russian Social Chauvinism'75 Zinoviev described the
events surrounding the offer to Trotsky as a successful and amusing
‘experiment’:

Regarding the letter Trotsky involuntarily gave the editorial board

of Kommunist' several minutes of real mirth. Part of our editorial

board had predicted Trotsky's pompous vacuously-phrased

answer to other editorial colleagues word for word. (Trotsky, like

Turgenev's well-known hero, is even silent in vacuous

phrases)...The result of the 'demonstration' was supremely

transparent. After Trotsky's open letter it became clear to all that
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it was more important to him to be allied to the liquidationist
Organisational Committee than to Russian internationalists.76
Whatever the reason, or combination of reasons, for the Central
Committee's approach Trotsky was certainly annoyed. On the day
following the publication of his 'Open Letter' he further attacked the
views of Sotsial'Demokrat’ in the third instalment of a series of articles
published between 15 May and 24 July 1915 under the heading of 'Our
Position.'”7 In earlier contributions to this series Trotsky had criticised
Sotsial'Demokrat’ for its opposition to the slogan struggle for peace:
Parliamentary declarations of various socialists of various
countries, international women's conferences and so on testifies
to the huge role of the slogan 'struggle for peace' in mobilising the
left and what a huge political mistake was made, and to a
significant degree continues to be made, by Sotsial'Demokrat’
attempting to put this slogan in the camp of pacifists and
papists.78
Now Trotsky turned his attention to the problems of splits and unity
among Russian Social-Democrats. In particular, he answered
Sotsial'Demokrat"s accusation that Nashe Slovo was not drawing the
necessary conclusions from a struggle against social-patriotism, i.e., a
split with the Organisational Committee. For Trotsky, internationalists
should remain within organisational structures, even if they were in the
minority, in order to win people over to the side of internationalism:
'Split is not our slogan but the winning of organisations as such.'7¢ He
highlighted the cases of Liebknecht, Monat and the Independent
Labour Party as examples of people and organisations who had
remained within old groupings to win them over to their aims. However,
at the same time as rejecting the 'artificial splits' proposed by
Sotsial'Demokrat’, Trotsky stated that splits were permissible in certain
circumstances. For instance, he wrote that splits should arise from the
process of struggle for internationalism itself. However, in such cases
'the proletariat should realise the necessity of split as a political
conclusion and the responsibility for it on those who now use discipline
in service of the class enemy.'80
In the fourth, and final, instalment of 'Our Position' Trotsky applied
his general arguments on unity and splits to the specific case of
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Russian Social-Democracy.8? He began by distinguishing Russian
Social-Democracy from its Western European equivalent. For instance,
he pointed out that Russian socialists had split into organisational
fractions long before the war during disagreements over specifically
Russian issues (most notably the nature of any forthcoming Russian
revolution), whereas German socialists coexisted within one broad
organisation. According to Trotsky, stances adopted on the war had led
to a regrouping in Russian socialism which, as elsewhere, had cut
across old allegiances. However, so strong was the tradition of
ideological and organisationali fracture that, among Russian socialists,
three groups had survived into the war: Sotsial'Demokrat’, the August
Bloc, and Nashe Slovo.82 For Trotsky, several dire consequences for
the cause of internationalism in Russia followed from this situation.
First, the proletariat had been thrown into confusion by the outbreak of
the war and organisational disunity only added to this confusion.
Second, although internationalists were objectively closer in their
outlook to one another than to anyone else, various organisational
interests mitigated against a general coming together in order to speak
with one voice, i.e., negotiations for unity tended to be swamped by a
struggle for the dominance of one's own organisation. For Trotsky, the
urgent task was to unite all intermationalists (here Trotsky mentioned
the Organisational Committee, the Central Committee and Nashe
Slovo) so that henceforth there would be two identifiable groups in
Russian socialism: Social-Demaocrats and social-patriots. He illustrated
how this could be achieved through a scenario of the possible
unification of three proletarian organisations in Petrograd: the
Petrograd Committee, the Unification Group, and the Initiative Group.
Those people who supported the merger of the three organisations
into one were urged to remain within their current organisation and
argue their case. If this was done Trotsky hoped that the Initiative and
Unification groups would become more decisive in their campaign
against social-patriotism and the Petrograd Committee would free itself
of fractional arrogance. In this way the three groups would converge
politically and this would provide the prerequisite for their reformation
into one organisational structure. By not calling for the formation of a
fourth 'progressive' fraction Trotsky claimed that he was refuting the
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accusations of 'organisational platform' and 'non-fractional
fractionalism' made by Sotsial'Demokrat’' and the August Bloc. Despite
a lack of success to date Trotsky saw the future as belonging to his
position:
We have taken upon ourselves the initiative to call, appealing to
the 'leaders', for the joint elaboration of a common effective
platform of the internationalist majority of Russian Social-
Demacracy. So far there have been no practical results from our
efforts. But we do not intend to despair. The ideological logic of
this attempt penetrates a lot deeper than the official leaders. In
the same direction there acts the far mightier logic of the situation
itself. We shall repeat our attempt and no doubt more than once.
Tomorrow we shall meet face to face at an international
gathering of internationalists. We hope that it will....bring us
together and make easier our further coming together in the
framework of Russian Social-Democracy. Working in this
direction we do not doubt of the vitality of this position - far both
from ideological-political formlessness and from organisational-
fractional absolutism.83
However, Trotsky's arguments cut no ice with with the Bolsheviks.
For Zinoviev, for example, Trotsky's plans for unity were doomed to
failure because his political platform was the most,
idealess and unprincipled ever to have existed in Russian Social-
Democracy. Taking a piece from the liquidationists and a piece
from the Pravdists, 'to worm oneself' between the Central
Committee and the Organisational Committee - in this consists
the simple philosophy of 'Trotskyism'. It is absolutely clear that
no-one can look at this system with respect.84
Zinoviev argued that one had to avoid eclecticism if one wanted to
remain a socialist. Thus, Russian Social-Democracy had passed the
test of the outbreak of war because the Bolshevik Central Committee
had pursued a policy of splitting from revisionists over the course of
many years. The retention of ideological purity in the past had enabled
the Central Committee to occupy a principled position against social-
chauvinism. Trotsky's policy of reconciliation of all tendencies within
Russian Social-Democracy could only lead to the burying of Russian
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socialism, in the same way as socialism had been buried with the
triumph of opportunism in Western Europe:
Opportunists reduced Social-Democracy to the level of a national
liberal workers' party. Now the question is should we assimilate
the social-chauvinists, can one somehow cohabitate with social-
chauvinists in one party; or is our feeling of socialist self-
preservation still so alive in us that we can muster enough
strength to split with bourgeois corrupters of socialism and walk
along our own path? The issue is should there or should there not
be socialism.85
Zinoviev cited several facts which illustrated Trotsky's support of
opportunism and social-chauvinism. First, Trotsky located the collapse
of the Second International solely to the peculiarity of the previous
epoch.86 For Zinoviev, this was a one-sided and confused formulation
of the issue. After all, Trotsky had said nothing of the nature of
opportunism as such. Why should Trotsky omit any reference of the
ideological side of the matter? Because, Zinoviev answered, his call for
the formation of a single party from various tendencies was a cover for
the pursual of his political intention of reconciliation with social-
chauvinism. Second, despite his espousal of the permissibility of split
when political expediency demanded, after a year of war Trotsky had
still not split from Russian social-chauvinists. Third, Trotsky insisted
that there were no differences which separated the five sentenced
Social-Democratic deputies from the rest of the Duma fraction. How
could this be, asked Zinoviev, when Chkheidze and others rejected
everything that the five stood for? Did Trotsky not know that Chkheidze
supported the line of the social-chauvinist publication Nasha Zarya?
Was Trotsky unaware of Chkheidze's participation in meetings at which
the question of how best to supply the army was discussed? Was
Trotsky blind to the fact that Man'kov had been expelled because his
open avowal of social-chauvinism was harmful to a cause which
needed to hide its true intentions so as not to alienate workers? Had
Trotsky not read Plekhanov's patriotic justification of Chkheidze's
refusal to vote for war credits: that one could not give money to a
government unfit to ensure the defence of the homeland? Did Trotsky
really not know why tsarism itself had distinguished the five for 'special’



Trotsky, Lenin & the Bolsheviks,
August 1914-March1917 76

treatment? According to Zinoviev, Trotsky knew all of this but he lied
because he was 'chained to the Organisational Committee and to
social-chauvinism like a convict to a wheelbarrow.'87 The attack on
Trotsky concluded with a prediction of the subsumption of Trotsky's
brand of eclecticism under full-blown social-chauvinism:

At the present moment, under the influence of an optical illusion,

it is possible that Trotsky's newspaper appears to be an organ of

a particular, independent direction. In order to create a

newspaper of Nashe Slovo's type in Paris one need not have any

connections with the Russian workers' movement. When the

matter comes to a serious struggle before the masses in Russia

then it will once aga in become clear that we have only two

serious independent platforms: our party and the party which

forms Nasha Zarya, behind which Trotskyism will always be

forced to keep up with.88

Lenin also went on to the offensive against Trotsky at this time, most
notably in two articles which appeared in Sotsial'Demokrat’ of 26 July
1915. In 'On the defeat of one's own government in the Imperialist War'
Lenin declared defeatism to be the axiom o f a revolutionary class
during a reactionary war.89 Trotsky was labelled a 'hopeless servant of
the social-chauvinists' for his claim that defeatism shared the same
methodological grounds as social-patriotism.90 Lenin argued that the
Bern Resolution had made the issue absolutely clear, even for people
like Trotsky who lacked the ability to think: 'the proletariat should desire
the defeat of their own government in all imperialist countries.’®1 For
Lenin, Trotsky's views were expressed in the same 'puffed-up phrases
by which [he] always justifies opportunism.'92 This analysis of Trotsky
as social-chauvinist was pursued by Lenin in 'On the state of affairs in
Russian Social-Democracy.'93 Here Lenin listed three groups which
coexisted in Nashe Slovo: first, two editors who were close to
Sotsial'Demokrat’, second, Martov and the okisty; and, finally, Trotsky
who 'as always does not agree with the social-chauvinists but is in all
practicalities at one with them (thanks, by the way, to 'lucky mediator' -
it seems as though this is how to call it in diplomatic language? -
Chkheidze's fraction).'94
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Trotsky did not respond directly to either of Lenin's articles.
However, in early September 1915 he published what was his fullest
case against defeatism to date.®S He acknowledged that Russian
Social-Democrats had agreed even before the hostilities that Russian
engagement in a war would fatally weaken its state order. However, he
also pointed out that none of the Russian socialists had called for war
as a means to further the cause of revolution. According to Trotsky,
they had not done so for several very good reasons. First, war
becomes a substitute path to revolution only when there is no class
able to act as a revolutionary force; a condition not met in the Russian
context. Second, war is too uncertain a factor to place at the centre of
one's strategy; it could give the necessary push to revolution but one
had no guarantees that one could then stop the war. Third, the
consequences of war and defeat are a disrupted and often ruined
economy; not the best starting-point for a new revolutionary order.
Fourth, the defeat of one country presupposes the victory and
strengthening of another, and 'we do not not know of such a European
social and state organism in the strengthening of which the European
proletariat would be interested; and, at the same time, we in no way
assign Russia the role of an elected state whose interests should be
subordinated to the interests of the development of other European
peoples.'96 Finally, military defeat, as well as stirring a population to
action, can also paralyse a nation and 'perhaps in first place the
revolutionary movement of the proletariat.'s7

So, relations between Trotsky and the Bolsheviks were far from the
state of harmony which Trotsky hoped would be achieved at a meeting
of internationalists to take place in Zimmerwald, starting on 5
September 1915. In his first reports from Zimmerwald which, because
of restrictions imposed by the censor, appeared in Nashe Slovo of
early October 1915 Trotsky devoted several articles to an evaluation of
the activities of Lenin and the Bolsheviks.

In 'Our Groupings' Trotsky reported how the Bolsheviks, together
with the Polish Opposition, held a pre-conference meeting to decide on
a joint programme.98 The article began with the claim that Lenin was
isolated in his views from the others in attendance . According to
Trotsky, Lenin had argued that the slogan struggle for peace had no
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revolutionary content. However, he 'did not succeed in attracting the
support of any of the participants.'®® The reader was then informed that
the 'Leninist tendency' put forward two documents in draft form: a
tactical resolution and an appeal to the masses. The tactical resolution
consisted of a denunciation of the war as an imperialist war; a
condemnation of Kautsky and of the notion of 'civil peace'; the demand
for a struggle for peace and for a break with legalism. Trotsky
welcomed this resolution, viewing it as 'whole number of "retreats" from
the point of view of Sotsial’'Demokrat'; arguing that to the extent that
this represented a move towards Nashe Slovo's position there was now
an absence o f 'all that demarcates the position of Sotsial'Demokrat’
from the positions of Golos and Nashe Slovo.'100 He also emphasised
the fact , in block letters, that if Sotsial'Demokrat' was to continue to
adopt a more internationalist stance then it would be forced to abandon
its fractionalist position:
We can only a hundred times note with satisfaction that IN SO
FAR AS THE GROUP SOTSIALDEMOKRAT ENTERS ONTO
THE INTERNATIONAL ARENA | T WILL BE FORCED TO A
GREATER OR LESSER EXTENT TO THROW TO ONE SIDE
THAT SECTIONALIST LANGUAGE UNDER THE HELP OF
WHICH IT HAS ATTEMP TED TO ARTIFICIALLY SPLIT
RUSSIAN INTERNATIONALISTS. 101
After expressing regret that the tactical resolution was defeated when it
was put to the vote, Trotsky expressed a cautionary note: the slogan of
struggle for peace had not been written into the resolution in a
sufficiently decisive and principled manner. For Trotsky, ‘the social
revolutionary political perspectives were formulated with too confused
and superficial features and so on.'102
Three days later Trotsky published an article which painted a far
more pessimistic picture of Lenin's machinations. Events occurring on
the eve of the conference illustrated just how far a mood of hostility had
set in between the two. In 'The Russian Section of the Internationalists'
Trotsky recounted how Lenin had tried to prevent Nashe Slovo from
having its own representative at the conference.103 According to
Trotsky's report Lenin had argued that since half of the editorial board
of Nashe Slovo belonged to the Organisational Committee there was
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no need for a separate place to be set aside for Nashe Slovo. Lenin
also claimed that this had already been agreed with the Organisational
Committee. The Organisational Committee objected and stated that
they had never concluded such an 'agreement’; while Trotsky attacked
Lenin's assertion of the links between Nashe Slovo and the
Organisational Committee - had not Sotsial'Demokrat’ itself written
that the Organisational Committee had decided to boycott Nashe
Slovo? Lenin dropped his proposal amid all of this wrangling, but there
was obviously no love lost between Lenin and Trotsky; the latter
claiming that the proposal would have been rejected if it had been put
to the vote.

In this and in other articles written from the Zimmerwald Conference
Trotsky proudly defended the achievements and 'non-fractional'
stance of Nashe Slovo. Thus, for example, he emphasised that it was
now entering its second year of existence, continuing to play a crucial
role as an organ used by revolutionary internationalists struggling in
the Balkans, Russia, Italy and especially in Germany where the fact
that Nashe Slovo (unlike other socialist publications produced in
neutral countries) was produced in Entente-aligned France had special
significance.104

In 'Basic Theses' Trotsky reported the steps taken which led to the
adoption of the Zimmerwald Manifesto.105 Lenin put forward a
resolution which called for the adoption of a programme of struggle to
launch a civil war against imperialist governments. Trotsky criticised
this plan as ignoring the need first of all to unite the proletariat against a
war which was exhausting vital human and technical resources: 'So
that the German proletariat should want to turn their cannons 42
against the class enemy they should first of all desire not to turn them
on their class brothers.'106 He acknowledged that Lenin considered
Trotsky's espousal of a struggle for peace as a half-retreat to pacifism
but, for Trotsky, it was exactly this that made Lenin's position
'sectionalist.' Furthermore, Trotsky argued that the Leninists were
inconsistent in their evaluation of pacifism; sometimes correctly
identifying it as a desire to ensure that war would not occur again while
retaining capitalism and, at others, calling pacifism part of the
'revolutionary-class struggle for peace as a central task of the
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moment.'107 However, Lenin's proposal was rejected. A Commission of
the Conference asked Grimm and the 'representative from Nashe
Slovo' to elaborate a programme acceptable to all. This was done and
passed unanimously. The Leninists attempted to attach an amendment
to the Manifesto, criticising Kautsky's position and approving
Liebknecht's. This was also rejected as a personification of views taken
by various German socialists and thus deemed inappropriate for a
document bearing a general appeal. Trotsky made it clear that he was
not satisfied with the Manifesto. For him, it did not outline a full
programme of peace and its relation to a revolutionary struggle. From
this he concluded that the Manifesto had a pacifist tone which, given
the critical and not creative mood which existed among parties
dominated by social-patriotic leaderships, he accepted as an inevitable
compromise. Nevertheless, Trotsky viewed the Manifesto as a step
forward in the right direction at a time when many socialist parties were
still in a state of crisis after their recent capitulations.

Lenin also produced his own version of what had happened at
Zimmerwald. He seized this opportunity to continue his struggle against
Trotsky. Sotsial'Demokrat' No 45-46 of 11 October 1915 carried the
Zimmerwald resolution in full on its front page, with Lenin's signature of
approval on behalf of the Russian delegation.108 However, in several
articles in the same issue Lenin and his comrades stressed that the first
'internationalist' conference of the war had not issued a true
internationalist manifesto. Zimmerwald was evaluated in a manner
similar to Trotsky's: it was a necessary compromise which would
eventually lead to the victory of a real revolutionary Marxist appraisal of
the then current events.19® However, Trotsky and the Boisheviks
differed over the meaning of a real Marxist approach. In a back-page
report of the activities of the 'also-internationalists' at Zimmerwald
Trotsky was criticised for his opposition to Radek's theses of a struggle
against opportunism and the centre and for mass revolutionary
activity.110 The report claimed that French and German delegates were
the first to object to Radek's views. Trotsky then supported them,
declaring that he did not know what Radek meant by 'mass
revolutionary activity.' Sotsial'Demokrat’ retorted by saying that
Trotsky's 'revolutionary activity' never went beyond the idea of voting
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on war credits. Although it was admitted that Trotsky had voted for
Lenin's resolutions to be submitted to the commission which would
elaborate a common statement, the Nashe Slovo correspondent was
described as having 'struggled with all his might against a revolutionary
Marxist appraisal of issues.'1 11

The same issue of Sotsial'Demokrat’ contained one further assault
on Trotsky's views. In 'The War and the Revolutionary Crisis in Russia'
Zinoviev criticised Trotsky's evaluation of the nature of the coming
revolution in Russia.’’2 In a series of articles entitled 'Military
Catastrophe and Political Perspectives' Trotsky had argued that recent
changes in Russian society meant that the proletariat was the only
class willing and able to carry out a revolution.113 The peasantry had
become even more stratified and conservative, and the proletariat
could hope to attract only proletarian and semi-proletarian elements
from peasant ranks. For Trotsky, the revolution would not only be
proletarian in content but also in form, i.e., it would be a socialist
revolution. According to Zinoviev, Trotsky's schema ignored the
importance of Russia's bourgeois-democratic movements as well as
underestimating the peasant's potential to play a revolutionary role.
Furthermore, he argued that Trotsky was wrong to call for a socialist
revolution in Russia. Zinoviev repeated the view outlined in
Sotsial'Demokrat’s manifesto of November 1914: in backward
countries, including Russia, there should be a democratic revolution;
socialist revolution was possible only in the advanced countries of
Western Europe.

Trotsky responded to only one of the above articles. He summarised
the criticisms of his actions at Zimmerwald in an article in Nashe Slovo
of 5 November 1915.114 Sotsial'Demokrat”s version of events was
objected to as a distortion of what had really happened. After all,
Trotsky had stated that he considered the Manifesto to be deficient
from a revolutionary Marxist point of view. More over, elaborating the
Manifesto in conjunction with Grimm hardly amounted to a full-blown
struggle against Marxism. Trotsky also responded to an 'extremist’
critique of Zimmerwald advanced by the Dutch tribunists.115 He wrote
that it was easy to preserve one's purity when one had the support of
five hundred people in a country that was not involved in the war and
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which would not become a centre of revolutionary activity. The point
was, however, that if one remained in the confines of one's own fraction
one lost a sense of perspective of what could possibly be achieved at
any particular moment. Trotsky added that one could have written of
Zimmerwald as a capitulation to social-chauvinism in Paris. He used
this thought as a background against which he ridiculed Zinoviev:

In mood it would be in the same tone by which Zinoviev writes his

articles (Zinoviev, as is well-known always writes one and the

same article) and would not have been distinguished from

ZinovieV's article - well, apart from a better literary style!116

By the end of November 1915 both Lenin and Trotsky were levelling
criticisms at the other but over different issues. Lenin chose to
concentrate on the differing perceptions of what type of revolution
would occur in Russia. Trotsky had once again stated his case for the
establishment of a socialist workers' government in a polemical article
directed against Aksel'rod and the Organisational Committee.'17 Lenin
seized the opportunity to express his view on the debate and went on to
the offensive against Trotsky.118 His main criticism was that Trotsky
was blind to the crucial role of the peasantry in a revolution which would
lead to a 'revolutionary democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and
the peasantry.'11® For Lenin, Trotsky's arguments could only help the
cause of liberal politics in Russia which 'by "denying" the role of the
peasantry understand a disinclination to urge the peasantry to
revolution !

Trotsky, however, was still focussing his attention on how the
Zimmerwald Manifesto was produced, in two articles in which the
author polemicised with Martov.120 The dispute centred around
Martov's evaluation of Trotsky's reportage of the Zimmerwald
Conference. For Martov, Trotsky had been wrong to identify three
groups at the conference: the extremists (Lenin) who called for a civil
war; the right (Ledebur) who demanded peace but without any clear
plan of how to achieve it and who refused to condemn social
nationalism; and the centre (Nashe Slovo) who put forward the slogan
struggle for peace which would act as a rallying call for the
revolutionary mobilisation of the proletariat. Trotsky defended his
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classification of the various political tendencies at the conference and
included a damning characterisation of Lenin and the Bolsheviks:
misunderstanding of the significance of the slogan struggle for
peace as a slogan of mass proletarian struggle; subordinating
questions of political action to questions of organisational
splitting; hostile relations to those who do not share the basic
principles of their political programme and to those who do not
bow down before all points of their sectionalist programme. If this
group was the more organisationally formed then this would fully
correspond to its tendency of exclusion.121
However, as well as presenting the Bolsheviks as a closely knit
sectionalist group Trotsky also pinpointed friction within the Bolshevik
camp. In particular, he (once again) claimed that Lenin was out of step
with his supporters. Thus, he pointed out that Lenin had initially refused
to sign the Zimmerwald Manifesto unless it was amended. Then Lenin
backtracked and signed. For Trotsky, the message was obvious: 'even
[Lenin's] closest friends were not prepared to go that far down the path
of sectionalism.'122
Trotsky's insistence of the sectional nature of Lenin's politics was
not only based upon his experiences at Zimmerwald. At some point in
1915 Trotsky resigned from his membership of the Intemationalist Club
in Paris because he thought it run by Lenin's extremist sectionalists. In
1921 Tanya Lyudvinskaya, the secretary of the Paris section of the
Bolshevik fraction during the First World War, sent a copy of Trotsky's
letter of resignation to Istpart. In her covering letter she informed the
Party historians that the Club was established by the Paris section of
the RSDLP(b) with the intention of 'uniting all groups occupying an
internationalist position on the war.'123 She dates Trotsky's letter at
May or June 1915, but it was clearly written after Zimmerwald. Thus,
Louis Sinclair's dating of December 1915 is probably the more
accurate.124
In the letter Trotsky claimed that the Paris Club could not fulfil its aim
of uniting internationalists since it clearly was a sectionalist
organisation. After all, he pointed out, the Club's practice of passing
resolutions would inevitably alienate some comrades. Thus, the
resolutions which were passed, 'receiving a completely accidental
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majority’', supported the Zimmerwald extremists and this meant that
Trotsky had to resign:

Since | did not agree with the behaviour of the Leninist delegation

at the Zimmerwald Conference; since | supported-the Leninist

delegation at the conference only in so far as its basic line

corresponded in general with the line of revolutionary
intemationalism and with all my energy struggled against it in so
far as it attempted - true, unsuccessfully - to place its sectionalist,
fractionalist, extremist stamp on the conference, even
threatening not to sign the conference manifesto - then naturally,
not uniting with the Leninists in Zimmerwald, | am even less able

to unite with them through the auspices of the Paris Club.125
For Trotsky, the fact that the majority of the Club's members supported
Lenin's resolutions at Zimmerwald without even considering those of
other groups' 'even more illustrates the fractional character of the
Club's decisions."126 In his concluding remarks Trotsky stressed that
the reasons for his resignation were principled, and not sour grapes.

In November and December 1915 Lenin and Trotsky made
conflicting claims about which of their programmes was receiving most
support among the Petrograd workers. They were given this
opportunity by the tsarist government which, in the summer of 1915,
decided to allow the workers to elect their representatives to the War-
Industries Committees. The elections were held in September 1915.127
In Sotsial'Demokrat’ of 20 November 1915 Zinoviev reported that the
Bolsheviks had gained a majority of ten votes, i.e., ninety against the
social-chauvinists' eighty. He informed the reader that, in the election
campaign, Nashe Slovo and Trotsky had whitewashed the social-
chauvinists, labelling their publication Utro 'intemationalist." However,
according to Zinoviev, Trotsky had paid the consequent price. With no
clear policy of his own Trotsky

again turned out to be a dead-end. There is simply no place for

him among the workers' movement in Russia. Either you are with

Chkheidze and this means with Plekhanov and Guchkov or you

are with the RSDLP and this means against Chkheidze. Life itself

places the question in this way.128
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In his rejoinder to Zinoviev Trotsky did not claim the ninety
internationalists for himself. He said that nobody had exact information
regarding the ideological-fractional breakdown of the internationalist
majority. However, it was clear the Mensheviks and the internationalist
minority of the narodniks had been counted in the ninety. Trotsky
admitted that the Bolsheviks were a significant group among the
worker deputies, but even they had not supported specific slogans
advanced by Sotsial'Demokrat'. On the contrary,

There was a repetition only on a much larger scale, and not at the

start but in the fifteenth month of the war, of that which occurred

at the trial of the five S-D deputies: the defeatist slogan, i.e.,

nationalism turmned inside out, was rejected not by 'chauvinists'

and 'government lackeys', as Sotsial'Demokrat' labels all its

opponents, but by the whole revolutionary-internationalist

vanguard of the Russian proletariat. We hope therefore that

Sotsial'Demokrat’ will not force us to retumn to this sad ideological

and political confusion.129

Whatever misgivings Trotsky had about the compromise which lay
at the centre of the Zimmerwald Manifesto, he clearly viewed it as more
of a success for his position than for the Leninists. In a series of articles
published in Nashe Slovo between 29 January and 13 April 1916
Trotsky attempted to fill what he saw as the main lacuna left by
Zimmerwald: the absence of a detailed programme of peace. In the first
instalment Trotsky repeated his view that the Leninists had been forced
to give ground at Zimmerwald:

Opponents of the struggle for peace (Leninists) capitulated at the

Conference without a struggle: they could not but see that the

movement arises everywhere under the slogan struggle for

peace.130
Lenin's alternative to struggle for peace of turning the war into a civil
war was then dismissed as 'putting the question abstractly-extremly
and not revolutionary politically.'131

A central component of Trotsky's peace programme was the need
to establish a United States of Europe. In their first Manifesto of the war
the Central Committee had also expressed support for this idea. Lenin
had then divided the United States of Europe into a political and an
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economic aspect. He accepted the term politically but he also said that
the it must be evaluated more fully from the point of view of economics.
He then came out against the slogan both politically and economically.
Trotsky discussed the developments in Lenin's position in the fourth
and fifth contributions to 'A Programme of Peace.'

First, he examined the arguments expounded in a footnote to
Zinoviev's and Lenin's brochure Socialism and the War, published in
the Summer of 1915. Here Zinoviev and Lenin stated that:

In No. 44 of the central organ of our party, Sotsial'Demokrat’,

there appeared an editorial article in which the economic

incorrectness of the slogan 'United States of Europe' was
illustrated. Either this is a demand which is unrealisable under
capitalism, proposing the establishment of a regulated world
economy with the division of colonies, spheres of influence and
so on between separate states. Or this slogan is reactionary,
signifying a temporary alliance of the great powers of Europe for
the more successful exploitation of the colonies and for robbing
the more quickly developing Japan and America.132
Trotsky dismissed these arguments as an 'administrative dispatch’
written in a 'telegraph style.'133 He used the example of industrial trusts
to illustrate how the two Bolsheviks had concentrated on only one
(reactionary) side of the issue. He pointed out that trusts were also a
means to more exploitation. However, to stop one's analysis at this
point could be done 'only by a Chelyabinsk narodnik.'134 Marxists also
viewed trusts as a progressive measure in that they would be utilised
as part of a future socialist organisation of production. Trotsky hoped
that, 'the authors of the aforementioned brochure themselves make
from this analogy the necessary conclusions in applying them to the
United States of Europe.'135

Trotsky devoted a whole article to a consideration of Lenin's
arguments which he had expounded against the slogan of a United
States of Europe in Sotsial’'Demokrat’ of 23 August 1915.136 Here Lenin
rejected the United States of Europe for two reasons: 'first because it
combines with socialism; and second, because it can lead to the
incorrect thought of the impossibility of the victory o f socialism in one
country and of the relation of this country to the rest."'37 Trotsky
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criticised Lenin's objections on four grounds: logical, logistical,
methodological and empirical.?38

Trotsky likened Lenin's view that the United States of Europe would
be combined with socialism and therefore any talk of it in the present
couid only give rise to the aforementioned illusions to the reason why
the Dutch tribunists rejected the slogan of the rights of nations to self-
determination, i.e., that this problem would be resolved under socialism
and any mention of it now could only create the impression that it could
be resolved under capitalism.139 He also pointed out that Lenin did
think that the nationality problem was a task for the then present epoch.
According to Trotsky, Lenin was left in the contradictory position of
assigning the national democratic demarcation of states to imperialism
while denying that imperialism could bring about the democratic
unification of states, i.e., a United States. For Trotsky, 'such a picture is
absurd whether one takes it politically, economicalily or synthetically.'140

Trotsky's second objection to Lenin's critique of a United States of
Europe was that Lenin had ignored an important logistical
consideration, i.e., he had leaped over the bridge which linked the
present (capitalism) to the future (socialism). In assigning the United
States of Europe to the future Lenin, according to Trotsky, had omitted
social revolution. And, for Trotsky, 'the European Republican
Federation is the state instrument of social revolution and outside this it
turns into a democratic abstraction.''41 In other words, the formation of
a United States of Europe was the means by which the coming
revolution would realise itself, so to ignore the slogan of a United States
of Europe meant that one was out of step with reality and left with an
empty and meaningless analysis.

Trotsky linked Lenin's logistical error to his methodological
shortcomings. Thus, for instance, he characterised Lenin as a thinker
in whom 'revolutionary democratism and socialist dogma live side by
side without ever having been amalgamated into a living Marxist
whole."142 On the issue of Lenin's thoughts on the issue of the rights of
nations to self-determination, Trotsky saw the victory of the
revolutionary democrat over the socialist doctrinaire; the latter 'did not
have time to express his doubts regarding the realisation of self-
determination on a capitalist basis."143
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Trotsky's final assault on Lenin went right to the heart of their
differing perceptions of the nature of the epoch and of the coming
revolution. Lenin had stated that the time when socialism was only a
European problem had disappeared into the past, never to return. For
Lenin, uneven political and economic development meant that a
socialist revolution would occur first in one or in several states. There
would then follow a whole epoch of struggle in which the remaining
capitalist states would be conquered until the establishment of a United
States of the World. Lenin did not predict where or when this process
would begin, but he emphasised that one could not separate out
Europe as a special entity in itself.144 In response, Trotsky outlined a
diametrically opposed scenario. While he accepted Lenin's assertion of
a law of uneven development under capitalism which 'it is useful and
necessary to repeat'; he also insisted that 'in comparison with Africa or
Asia, all of these countries are a capitalist 'Europe’ ripe for socialist
revolution.'145 Ultimately, Trotsky viewed Lenin's worry of the
impermissibility of a successful revolution taking place in one country
under Trotsky's outlook as sharing the same theoretical ground as
social-patriotism:

To look at the perspective of social revolution in the framework of

the nation state would be to fall victim to the same national

limitness which is the essence of social-patriotism....One should
not forget that in social-patriotism there is that vulgar reformism
and national revolutionary messanism which thinks that its
state....is the one to lead humanity into socialism. If the victory of
socialism was possible in the limits of one more prepared nation
this messanism, connected with the idea of national defence,
would have its relative historical justification. But in actual fact it
does not have this. Struggling for the preservation of the national
base of the social revolution by such methods which undermine
the international ties of the proletariat means to undermine the
revolution which has to start on a national basis, but which cannot
stop on it under the present economic and military political
interdependency of the European states, never before revealed
with such force as precisely in this war. This interdependency,
which will immediately and directly condition the coordination of
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action of the European proletariat in revolution, is given
expression by the slogan of a United States of Europe.146
In the midst of all this wrangling one further attempt was made to
bring Trotsky and Lenin together. The mediator was Henrietta Roland
Holst who wanted Lenin and Trotsky to contribute to the journal
Vorbote, two issues of which were published in January and April of
1916. Trotsky replied to Holst's offer after he had received the first
number of the journal.147 He refused to be in any way connected with
the journal as it stood. Trotsky's main objection was that Holst wanted
the journal to be a coalition journal, whereas in reality it was firmly in the
hands of the Leninists. As such the journal was notable mainly for its
paucity of content, for 'Russian extremism is the product of an
amorphous and uncultured social environment where the first historical
movement of the proletariat naturally demands a simplification and
vulgarisation of theory and politics.'148 Furthermore, Trotsky excluded
the possibility of bringing the Leninists over to the side of cooperation.
After all, he pointed out, had they not criticised Holst's (the coeditor's)
contribution for its opposition to the Dutch extremists? According to
Trotsky, he 'knew this public too well to be surprised by anything.'149
For Trotsky, the journal's base was far too narrow for it to be able to
attract wide support and to be successful:
| do not think that such a journal can group around itself serious
forces in the sphere of the German and French workers'
movements. | know too well with what contempt they referred to
the leaflet of the Zimmerwald Left here in order not to have any
doubts about this. In the last analysis you should not forget that
the Leninists do not have - and in my view cannot have - any
supporters either in Germany or in France or in Britain. The
Russian and Dutch extremists together cannot found the
International.150
Trotsky was to refer to his disagreements with Lenin and the Central
Committee one more time on the pages of Nashe Slovo before the
newspaper was closed by the French police on 15 September 1916.
This concerned Lenin's assertion in Sotsial'Demokrat’ No. 50 that
there were no differences separating Chkheidze from the social-
patriotic newspaper Prizyv.
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Trotsky can rant against our fractionalism, hiding by these
rantings (the old recipe of Turgenev's...hero!) of his supposed
non-fractional 'appearance' that some so and so from
Chkheidze's fraction 'agrees' with Trotsky and swears his leftism
and intemationalism and so on. But fact remains fact. There is no
hint of serious political differences not only between the O.K. and
Chkheidze's fraction but also between both these institutions
and...Prizyv.151
In the first instalment of 'Our Duma Fraction’, which appeared in
March 1916, Trotsky criticised Chkheidze for not making it clear that
imperialists and social-patriots were guilty of propagating a 'defencist’
ideology.'52 However, at the same time he praised the deputy for
disrobing social-patriotism, and he cited the following extract from
Chkheidze's speech: 'what for them [the social-patriots] is holy is lying
and deceitful.'153 In view of this Trotsky claimed that it was simply
nonsense to equate the two. One month later Trotsky was far more
critical of the Social-Demaocratic fraction, claiming that the deputies
were 'passive internationalists.''54 This more damning appraisal was
further developed in September 1916. Here Trotsky labelled
Chkheidze's call for the setting up of mutual aid organisations as a
response to high prices as 'deplorable.''55 However, Lenin was not
overly impressed with Trotsky's critique of Chkheidze:
Nashe Slovo and Trotsky....have more and more been forced by
the pressure of facts to struggle against the O[rganisational]
Clommittee] and Chkheidze....but to this day they have not yet
uttered the decisive words. Unity or split with Chkheidze's faction.
They are still afraid to think of this!156
After being deported from France to Spain at the end of October .
1916 Trotsky's circumstances were not conducive to the steady
production of polemical articles. He was to regain contact with a readily
available forum for the expression of his views only after he landed in
New York on 13 January 1917. There he quickly became involved with
the publication of the Russian émigré journal Novyi Mir, edited by
Bukharin, Kollontai and Volodarsky. His attention was soon to be
absorbed by the news of the outbreak of the March Revolution in
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Russia and he wrote no articles in which he directly polemicised with
Lenin and the Central Committee.

However, this does not mean that hostility between the two had in
any way receded. Thus, for example, in a letter of 17 February 1917 to
Kollantai we learn of Lenin's continuing contempt for Trotsky. Kollantai
must have informed Lenin that Trotsky had attempted to forge an
alliance against Bukharin:

It was just as wonderful to learn from you of N. |. Bukharin's and

Pavlov's victory in Novyi Mir...asit was sad news of Trotsky's bloc

with the right for a struggle against N. |. Bukharin...- left phrases

and a bloc with the right against the whole left!! One has to

unmask him (by you) although with a short letter in S-D!157
So, despite attempts at the establishment of cooperation relations
between Trotsky and Lenin and the Bolsheviks from the August of 1914
to the March of 1917 remained fraught with suspicion and hostility. This
mood seems to have continued right up to the time of Trotsky joining
the Bolshevik Party. After all, during the negotiations between the
Bolsheviks and the Inter-Districters Trotsky stipulated that, 'l cannot
call myself a Bolshevik.'158

The subsequent problem for Trotsky was how to represent these
war time relations when he came to compose his collected works
around the beginning of the 1920s, i.e., when he was a member of the
Bolshevik government.

4.3 Conclusion: Trotsky, the Bolsheviks and post-
revolutionary historiography

The first post-revolutionary reference made by Trotsky to his First
World War disputes with Lenin was in the Introduction, first written in
1919 and then revised in 1922, to the first volume of War and
Revolution.158 Here Trotsky did two things. First, he acknowledged that
Nashe Slovo and Sotsial'Demokrat’ had adopted different stances
during the war. However, he limited these disagreements to three:
Nashe Slovo rejected defeatism; Sotsial'Demokrat' rejected the
slogan of struggle for peace and supported the notion of civil war; and,
finally, Nashe Slovo declared that the coming revolution would be a



Trotsky, Lenin & the Bolsheviks,
August 1914-Marchl1917 92

socialist revolution whereas Sotsial'Demokrat’ insisted that it would be
a 'democratic’ dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry.160 Thus, he
made no mention of the disputes concerning the United States of
Europe and those centring around accusations of fractionalism.
Second, Trotsky claimed that Nashe Slovo and Sotsial'Demokrat’
were poles apart at the outset of the war and then gradually moved
closer together. Credit for this convergence was given to
Sotsial'Demokrat’, whose criticism:

was...undoubtedly correct and helped the left-wing of the editorial

board to oust Martov and in this way give the newspaper, after

the Zimmerwald Conference, a more defined and irreconcilable

character.161
Of course, the pattern of relations between Trotsky and the Bolshevik
Central Committee had not foliowed the curve which Trotsky drew in
the above scenario. In fact, there had been initial agreement on the
need to establish a United States of Europe; then negotiations of joint
action during the London Conference; and after this the onset of a
stable course of opposition and occasional acrimonious outbursts.
However, in War and Revolution Trotsky constructed a picture of
increasing harmonisation in two ways.

First, as Bukharin pointed out in the mid-1920s, he simply left out
most of the articles in which he had polemicised with Lenin and the
Bolsheviks.162

Second, Trotsky falsified other articles to make them conform to his
convergence thesis. For example, in Volume 2 of War and Revolution
one finds an article entitled 'Conclusions', ending a section devoted to
the Zimmerwald Conference and claiming to be from Nashe Slovo of 3
and 6 October 1915.163 The impression is given that 'Conclusions' is a
coherent article spread over two issues of the newspaper. It begins by
talking of a pre-conference Bolshevik meeting and throughout the
piece one reads 'meeting' as signifying that reference is still being
made to this gathering of Bolsheviks. The evaluation of the meeting is
very favourable and it is claimed that the differences between Nashe
Slovo and Sotsial'Demokrat’' had been eliminated. However,
'Conclusions' was in fact made-up from two separate and unconnected
reports; one (discussed above) in which Trotsky noted that
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Sotsial'Demokrat’ was moving closer to Nashe Slovo but significant
differences remained, and another in which Trotsky presented a
glowing account of the success of Zimmerwald in general.164 Trotsky
also changed the whole thrust of his original analysis of some
convergence between Nashe Slovo and Sotsial'Demokrat' by omitting
crucial sentences when he merged the two articles to form
'‘Conclusions.' The first paragraph of '‘Conclusions' ends with the claim
that Lenin had 'showed that the slogan of struggle for peace was
deprived of revolutionary content.'165 The subsequent sentence in the
original that Lenin had not attracted any support was simply cut; as was
the text in block capitals in which Trotsky had emphasised that
Sotsial'Demokrat’ would have to abandon its fractionalism if it were to
adopt an even more internationalist position, together with the footnote
which stated that the Bolsheviks had not formulated the slogan struggle
for peace in a sufficiently decisive way. Thus, from the 1924 text one
would think that Trotsky had recognised Lenin's persuasiveness in
October 1915!

When Trotsky falsified his writings of the First World War his
sensitivity extended beyond Lenin. Thus, for instance, in a piece
entitled 'Dutch Extremists' he dropped the paragraph where he had
ridiculed Zinoviev for his vacuousness and poor prose style.166

At this stage Trotsky's endeavours to present past disputes in a
more favourable light received some backing from his Bolshevik
colleagues. When Zinoviev gathered his war time writings for
publication in the fifth volume of his collected works he cut his more
taunting references to Trotsky. For example, the claim that the
Bolsheviks had written to Trotsky offering cooperation on Kommunist'
as part of an 'experiment' did not appear in the reprint of 'Russian
Social-Democracy and Russian Social-Chauvinism.'167 Zinoviev did
retain the part of this article which was very critical of Trotsky, but he
added an explanatory footnote which stated that:

During the war L. D. Trotsky attempted to occupy an intermediary

position and 'reconcile' the Central Committee and the social-

chauvinists, advancing his usual view on the necessity of
patience in relations towards each other. The events of the war
pushed him more and more to the left. None the less the
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characterisation of his position during the war remains true and

factual.168

This equilibrium was upset by Trotsky's publication of his essay
'Lessons of October', used as an introduction to volume 3 o f his
collected works.169 This essay became a contentious issue as it was
interpreted as part of a Trotsky campaign to become the new leader of
the party and state.170 Trotsky had not referred to the First World War
in this essay, but this did not prevent this period from being brought into
the remit of the debate. Many leading figures in the party wrote
rejoinders to Trotsky's 'Lessons of October'. In their contributions to the
debate Kamenev and Bukharin gave expositions of the disputes which
raged between Trotsky and the Central Committee during the war.171
These accounts highlighted the issues of civil war or struggle for peace,
defeatism, unity with Chkheidze, the Zimmerwald Left and the role of
the peasantry in the Russian Revolution; and this approach was to
become the standard version of Stalinist historiography.

Trotsky returned to the positions taken by Russian socialists during
the First World War in My Life , History of the Russian Revolution and
in The Stalin School of Falsification, all of which stressed the gradual
convergence of Lenin's and Trotsky's views. In his autobiography, for
example, Trotsky claimed that the 'secondary, in essence,
disagreements which still separated myself from Lenin in Zimmerwald
disappeared into nothing in the coming months.'172 Both My Life and
the History state that, by April 1917, only Lenin and Trotsky shared the
same evaluation of the future development of the Russian Revolution -
the former expounding his view in his famous April Theses and the
latter in his articles of March 1917 in Novyi Mir.173

In this way the ground was laid for the approaches subsequently
adopted by historians of this period. Deutscher followed Trotsky's
interpretation and his willingness to do so must be set against a
generally accepted view of the falsity of Stalinist historiography. Indeed,
given the nature of Stalinist oppression one can well understand
Deutscher's inclination to believe Trotsky; as one can well understand
Soviet historians repeating the views taken by Trotsky's protagonists
following the publication of 'Lessons of October'. Now, in the aftermath
of the most full-blown process of deStalinization to have occurred in the
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former Soviet Union, one can witness a further twist of the tale. For now
some Russian historians accept Trotsky's version of events. Thus, for
example, Pantsov argues that the analyses produced by Trotsky and
Lenin in March/April 1917 are 'obviously identical.''74 However, an
examination of the documents written during the First World War
reveals a story of almost continuous opposition between Trotsky and
Lenin and the Bolsheviks.

The next chapter will examine whether Trotsky was able to establish
and maintain better relations with the Menshevik section of the RSDLP.
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100, 29 May 1915, pp 1-2; No. 106, 5 June 1915 p 1 ; No. 107, 6
June 1915, p 1; No.146, 23 July 1915, p 1; and No. 147, 24 July
1915, p 1. In a letter to Radek of 13 May 1915 Trotsky informed
the former that, 'The day after tomorrow there begins in Nashe
Slovo a series of articles under the heading of 'Our Position'.
These articles, written by me, will appear as editorials. In them
there is a rejection of both Lenin's barbarous splitting and the
social-patriot s'and Aksel'rod's political concealment.'
(RTsKhIDNI, F. 325,0. 1, D. 394).

-3, '"Nasha pozitsiya', No. 100, p 1.

-;, 'Nasha pozitsiya', No. 106, p 1.

Ibid.

-;, '"Nasha pozitsiya', Nos. 146 & 147.

-1, '"Nasha pozitsiya', No. 146, p 1. This was the first time that
Trotsky had differentiated Nashe Slovo from the August Bloc.
Previous to this, he had maintained that sections of the August
Bloc, specifically the members of the group Bor'ba, considered by
Trotsky to be an independent organisation but according to the
Organisational Committee part of the August Bloc (see fn. 73),
were supporters of Nashe Slovo. See N. Trotskii, 'Diversii', Nashe
Slovo, No. 137,11 July 1915, p 2.

-;, 'Nasha pozitsiya', No. 147, p 1.

G. Zinov'ev, 'Rossiskaya sotsial-demokratiya i Russkii
sotsial-shovinizm', p 141.
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Ibid, p 144.

Trotsky stated this view in 'Nasha pozitsiya’, No. 89, p 1.

G. Zinov'ev, Op. cit, p 145.

Ibid, p 146. Lenin carefully edited Zinoviev's articles to ensure
that they conveyed a sufficiently anti-Trotsky message. Thus, for
example, in his notes to Zinoviev's 'Pacifism or Marxism' Lenin
changed the phrase 'one demand is lawless’ as it ‘'smells of a
concession to Trotsky'; and added a sentence which said that
'"Trotsky and the Ofrganisational] C[ommittee] put themselves on
the level of popes.' Leninskii sbornik, Vol. 39, Moscow, 1980, p
149.

-;, 'O porazhenii svoego pravitel'stva v' imperialistskoi voine’,
Sotsial'Demokrat’, No. 43, 26 July 1915, p 1.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

-3, 'O polozhenii del' v' Rossiiskoi Sots-Dem-Tii', Sotsial'Demokrat’,
No. 43, 26 July 1915, pp 1-2.

Ibid, p 1. Here Lenin had L. Bezrabotnyii and Anton' Gla'skii in
mind. (see 'K' organizatsionnomu voprosu', Nashe Slovo, No. 107,
6 June 1915, pp 1-2). Deutscher suggests that Manuilskii,
Lozovskii and Lunacharskii were the 'almost Bolsheviks' on
Nashe Slovo (see Deutscher, The Prophet Armed, p 224). Trotsky
polemicised with Lozovskii on two occasions in Nashe Slovo. In
April 1916 they clashed over the appropriate response to
Camille Huysmans's attempts to convoke a meeting of the
International Socialist Bureau in the Hague. Lozovskii insisted
that Zimmerwaldists should attend. After all, he pointed out,
Zimmerwald had not declared itself a Third International, but
had the goal of winning the existing from within. He therefore
recommended a list of demands to be taken to the Hague by
Zimmerwaldists with the aim of achieving their aims; in the
event of non-attendance, he claimed Huysmans would be able to
declare the Zimmerwaldists 'splitters' and the International
Socialist Bureau, a mighty organisation, his own. Trotsky, on the
other hand, thought the main duty of revolutionary
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internationalists consisted of clearly counterposing Zimmerwald
to Hague so that the proletariat could make a choice between
the two. He preferred to leave the issue of tactics aside until it
became clear whether Huysmans's plans would get off the
ground or not. By declaring his hand ahead of time, Trotsky
thought Lozovskii was confusing the proletariat. (See A.
Lozovskii, "Tsimmervald i Gaaga', Nashe Slovo, No. 96, 22 April
1916, pp 1-2 and -;, 'Dva printsipa. Po povodu stati' t. A.
Lozovskago', Nashe Slovo, No. 97, 23 April 1916, p 1. Deutscher
manages to misrepresent Lozovskii's and Trotsky's views on this
matter. See Deutscher, The Prophet Armed, p 235). Then, in
August 1916, Lozovskii and Trotsky argued over Nashe Slovo's
anti-Longuetist resolution to the Comité pour la Reprise des
Relations Internationales. (See -:, 'V' komitete dlya
vosstanovleniya internats svyazei', Nashe Slovo, No. 188,17
August 1916, p 1; A. Lozovskii, '"Po povodu odnoi deklaratsii’,
Nashe Slovo, No. 189, 18 August 1916, p 1 ; and 'Ot' Redaktsii',
Ibid., pp 1-2).

-: 'Voennyi krizis' i politicheskaya perspektivy. II. Porazheniya i
revolyutsiya', Nashe Slovo, No. 179, 1 September 1915, p 1; No.
180, 2 September 1915, p 1.

Ibid., No. 179, p 1.

Ibid., No. 180, p 1.

N. T., 'Nashi gruppirovki [iz' zapisnoi knizhki]', Nashe Slovo, No.
209, 6 October 1915, p 1.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

N. T., 'Rossiskaya sektsiya internatsionalistov [iz' zapisnoi
knizhki], Nashe Slovo, No. 212, 9 October 1915, p 1.

Ibid. It is obvious that Trotsky was referring to the fact that the
Central Committee produced their publications in neutral
Switzerland.

N.T., 'Osnovnye tezisy [iz' zapisnoi knizhki]', Nashe Slovo, No. 215,
13 October 1915, p 1; No. 216, 14 October 1915, p 1.
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Ibid, No. 215, p 1.

Ibid.

-;, '"Mezhduranodnaya sotsialisticheskaya konferentsiya v'
tsimmerval'de’, Sotsial'Demokrat’, No. 45-46, 11 October 1915, p
1.

See, for example, -:, 'Pervyi shag", Ibid., p 2; -:, 'Pervaya
mezhduranodnaya konferentsiya’', Ibid., pp 2-3.

-, 'Nashe russkie tozhe-internatsionalisti na internatsional'noi
konferentsii', Ibid, p 4.

Ibid.

-;, 'Voina i revolyutsionnyi krizis' v' Rossii', Ibid., pp 1-2.

-: 'Voennyi krizis' i politicheskaya perspectivy. IIl. Sotsial'naya
sily Rossiskoi revolyutsii', Nashe Slovo, No. 181, 3 September
1915, p 1; -: 'Voennyi krizis' i politicheskaya perspectivy. IV.
Natsional'nyi ili internatsional'nyi kurs'?', Nashe Slovo, No. 182, 4
September 1915, p 1.

N. T., 'K' Tsimmerval'dskoi konferentsii. III', Nashe Slovo, No.
232,5 November 1915, p 2.

N. T., 'K' Tsimmerval'dskoi konferentsii. IV', Nashe Slovo, No. 244,
19 November 1915, p 1.

Ibid.

N. Trotskii, 'Osnovnye voprosy', Nashe Slovo, No. 217, 17 October
1915, pp 2-3.

-;, 'O dvukh liniyakh revolyutsii', Sotsial'Demokrat’, No. 48,

20 November 1915, p 1.

Ibid.

N. Trotskii, 'Pod' bremenem' ob’ektivizma', Nashe Slovo, No. 248,
24 November 1915, pp 1-2; No. 249, 25 November 1915, pp 1-2.
Ibid., No. 248, 24 November 1915, p 1.

Ibid., p 2.

RTsKhIDNI, F. 325, 0. 1, D. 444.

L. Sinclair, Trotsky: A Bibliography, Aldershot, 1989, p 72.
RTsKhIDNI, Op. Cit.

Ibid.

For a good analysis of the events surrounding the election of
worker representatives to the War-Industries Committees see,
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Robert B. McKean, St Petersburg Between the Revolutions, New
Haven and London, 1990, pp 380-385.

-;, 'Nasha pobeda’, Sotsial'Demokrat’, No. 48, 20 November 1915,
p 2.

-, 'Fakti i vyvody (eshche o petrogradskikh' vyborakh')', Nashe
Slovo, No. 270, 19 December 1915, p 1.

N. Trotskii, 'Programma mira. 1. Nuzhna-li programma mira?',
Nashe Slovo, No. 24, 29 January 1916, p 1.

Ibid.

G. Zinov'ev and N. Lenin, Sotsializm' i voina, Geneva, 1915, p 40.
N. Trotskii, 'Programma mira. IV. Soedinennye shtaty Evropy’,
Nashe Slovo, No. 29, 4 February 1916, p 2.

Ibid.

Ibid.

-, 'O lozunge soedinennykh shtatov Evropy', Sotsial'Demokrat’,
No. 44, 23 August 1915, p 2. :
Ibid.

N. Trotskii, 'Programma mira. V. Pozitsiya "Sotsialdemokrata'”
Nashe Slovo, No. 86, 11 April 1916, pp 1-2, No. 87, 12 April
1916, pp 1-2.

Ibid., No. 86, p 2.

Ibid.

Ibid., No. 87, p 1.

Ibid.

Ibid.

-, '0 lozunge soedinennykh shtatov Evropy'.

N. Trotskii, 'Programma mira...', No. 87, p 2.

Ibid.

L. J. van Rossum, 'Ein unverffentlichter brief Trockijs von anfang
1916', International Review of Social History, Vol XIV, 1969, p
256.

Ibid., p 258.

Ibid.

Ibid., p 257. For further evidence of Trotsky's view of Vorbote as
a Leninist fractional publication see his letter to Radek in
RTsKhIDNI, F. 325, O. 1, D. 394 and his correspondence with D. B.



151.

152.

153.
154.

Trotsky, Lenin & the Bolsheviks,
August 1914-March1917 107

Ryazanov in Ibid., F. 325, 0. 1, D. 396 & F. 325, 0. 1, D. 399. Lenin
was probably quite satisfied that Trotsky had declined Holst's
offer of cooperation. After all, in a letter to Holst of 8 March
1916 he had outlined his differences with Trotsky regarding
unity with Chkheidze (V. L. Lenin, Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii,
Vol. 49, pp 191-192); while in a letter to I. F. Armand of 15
January 1916 he exclaimed that 'Trotsky has lost still one more
ally!" (Ibid., p 174). Indeed, Lenin had consistently stressed his
opposition to Trotsky on a number of issues in his personal
correspondence from the beginning of the war onwards. See, for
example, 'A. G. Shlyapnikovu' (28 November 1914, Ibid., pp 36-
37);'G. Gorteru' (5 May 1915, Ibid., pp 74-75); 'G. E. Zinov'evu'
(After 11 July 1915, Ibid., pp 91-93; 'D. Vainkopu' (After 24 July
1915, Ibid., pp 104-106); 'A. M. Kollantai' (August 1915, Ibid, pp
117-118); 'A. G. Shlyapnikovu', (23 August 1915, Ibid., pp 132-
134; 'A. G. Shlapnikovu' (September 1915, Ibid., pp 141-142); 'G.
E. Zinov'evu' (August 1916, Ibid., pp 288- 289); 'A. G.
Shlyapnikovu' (After 3 October 1916, Ibid, pp 298-302); and 'A.
M. Kollantai' (17 March 1917, pp 401-403). See also, 'A.
Shlyapnikovu' (January 1915, Leninskii sbornik, Vol. 2, Moscow,
1914, p 216); 'A. Kollantai', (July 1915, Ibid., p 231); and 'A.
Kollantai' (Summer 1915, Ibid, p 235).

-;, 'Est-1i svoye liniya u O.K. i u fraktsii Chkheidze?',
Sotsial'Demokrat’, No. 50, 18 February 1916, p 2.

-: 'Nasha Dumskaya fraktsiya', Nashe Slovo, No. 77, 31 March
19106, p 1.

Ibid.

-: '"Nasha Dumskaya fraktsiya. 1. revolyutsionnaya i
passivno-vyzhidatel'naya politika', Nashe Slovo, No. 94, 20 April
1916, p 1. However, this did not mean that Trotsky saw himself
as now sharing Lenin's view of the Duma fraction. Thus, for
example, in the second instalment of 'Our Duma Fraction' Trotsky
defended Nashe Slovo from Martov's accusation that 'the fraction
has gained one more enemy which does not balk at using
Leninist methods to struggle against it.' (cited in -:, 'Nasha
Dumskaya fraktsiya. 2. "druz'ya" i "vragi" dumskoi fraktsii’,
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Nashe Slovo, No. 95, 21 April 1916, pp 1-2).

-: 'Poezdka deputata Chkheidze', Nashe Slovo, No. 203, 3
September 1916, pp 1-2. See also, -: 'K' poezdke deputata
Chkheidze', Nachalo, No. 29, 3 November 1916, p 1.

N. Lenin 'Fraktsiya Chkheidze i eya rol", Sbornik’
Sotsial'Demokrata, No. 2, December 1916, p 69.

V. L. Lenin, 'A. Kollontai', Leninskii sbornik, Vol. 2, p 282. See
also Lenin's letter to Armand of 17 February 1917 (V. I. Lenin,
Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, Vol. 49, p 390). From Lenin's letter to
Armand of 22 January 1917 we learn that Trotsky had written
to Lenin. Trotsky never referred to this letter in his later
writings. We do, however, know Lenin's feelings: 'Trotsky sent a
stupid letter: we will not publish or answer him.' (V. L. Lenin,
Ibid., p 374). In his autobiography Trotsky tried to discredit
Kollantai's letter to Lenin thus: 'In the New York period nothing
was revolutionary enough for her. She corresponded with Lenin.
Interpreting facts and ideas through the prism of her then ultra-
leftism Kollantai provided Lenin with information from America,
in particular about my activities.In Lenin's letters of reply one
can come across echoes of this consciously mischievous
information.' (L. Trotskii, Moya zhizn', pp 265-266).

Leninskii sbornik, Vol. 4, Moscow, 1925, p 303.

L. Trotskii, Voina i Revolyutsiya, Vol. 1, Petrograd, 1922, pp. 7-
29.

Ibid., pp 25-26.

Ibid., p 25.

N. I. Bukharin, K Voprosu O Trotskizme, Moscow, 1925, p 53.
Thus notable by their absence were: 'Nash' politicheskii lozung'';
'Otkrytoe pis'mo v' redaktsiyu zhurnala Kommunist"; '"Nasha
pozitsiya'; 'Diversii'; 'Rossiskaya sektsiya internatsionalistov [iz'
zapisnoi knizhki}; 'K' Tsimmerval'dskoi konferentsii. I1I'; 'Pod’
bremenem' ob'ektivizma'; 'Programma mira. V. Pozitsiya
Sotsialdemokrata'; and 'Nash Dumskaya fraktsiya' (No. 77).

L. Trotskii, 'Vyvody', Voina i Revolyutsiya, Vol. 2, Moscow, 1924,
pp 55-59.

N. T., 'Vpechatleniya [iz' zapisnoi knizhki]', Nashe Slovo, No. 207,
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3 October 1915, p 1; N. T., 'Nashi gruppirovki [iz' zapisnoi
knizhki}', No. 209.

L. Trotskii, Op. cit., p 55. Cf. also N. T., 'Osnovy tezisy [iz' zapisnoi
knizhki]', No. 215 & L. Trotskii, Voina i Revolyutsiya, Vol. 2, p 49.
In the latter text Trotsky cut the sentence in [] from the original:
'in Sotsial-Demokrat's project, as in all of its platform, the slogan
of peace figured not as the main cry of the proletariat at the
present moment, maobilising against militarism and chauvinism,
but as a semi retreat of pure revolutionary spirit to pacifist
human fruit. [This is one of the features which gave its position a
sectionist-grotesque character].' Also omitted was the footnote

in which Trotsky had criticised the Leninists for inconsistency in
their understanding of pacifism.

Ibid., p 62.

G. Zinov'ev, Sochineniya, Vol. 5, Moscow, 1924, pp 105-211.
Ibid., p 211 n 17.

L. Trotskii, Sochineniya, Vol. 3, Part 1, Moscow, nd, pp XI-LXVIL
See, for example, L. Kamenev, 'Leninizm ili Trotskizm', in L. D.
Trotskii, Uroki Oktyabrya, St. Petersburg, 1991, p 187; L. Stalin,
'"Trotskizm ili Leninizm’, in Ibid., p 206; G. Zinov'ev, 'Bol'shevizm
ili Trotskizm?', in Ibid., p 213; and E. Kviring, 'Lenin,
zagovorshchichestvo, Oktyabr", in Ibid., p 269.

L. Kameneyv, 'Leninizm ili Trotskizm', pp 148-151; N. Bukharin,
'Kak ne nuzhno pisat' istoriyu Oktyabrya?', in L. Trotskii, Uroki
Oktyabrya, pp 313-318. Trotsky responded to the charge that he
opposed Lenin during the First World War in a letter of 27
October 1927 to IstPart. This source became well-known in the
West when Trotsky included it in The Stalin School of
Falsification. In the letter, without mentioning that he had
altered some of the original articles, he pointed to the collection
Voina i Revolyutsiya as evidence of his 'Leninism' during World
War One: 'The reviews of War and Revolution in all of the party
press - Russian and foreign - a dozen and a thousand times
showed that looking at my work during the war as a whole, one
has to admit and understand that my differences with Lenin had
a secondary character, and that my basic line was revolutionary
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which all the time brought me closer to Bolshevism, not only in
words but also in reality.' (L. Trotskii, Stalinskaya Shkola
Fal'sifikatsii, Moscow, 1990, p 15). Trotsky even cited cases from
the early process of the dressing-up of past disputes to serve
the then current political purpose of presenting a united
Bolshevik face as genuine accounts of the past. (See, for instance,
his quote of the following extract from the notes to volume 14 of
the first (1921) edition of Lenin's collected works, 'From the
beginning of the imperialist war [Trotskii] occupied a clear
internationalist position', in L. Trotskii, Stalinskaya Shkola
Fal'sifikatsii, p 15).

. L. Trotskii, Moya zhizn', pp 244-245.
. L. Trotskii, Moya zhizn', p 318; L. Trotskii, Istoriya Russkoi

Revolyutsiya, Vol. 1, Berlin, 1931, p 522. In his 1927 letter to
IstPart he was not so bold: 'l participated together with
Bolsheviks on the editorial board of Novyi Mir, where I gave a
Leninist evaluation of the first stages of the February
Revolution.' (L. Trotskil, Stalinskaya Shkola Fal'sifikatsii, p 14).
Trotsky's claim of the identity of his and Lenin's analyses is in
fact quite spurious. To cite just a few examples: for Trotsky the
March Revolution had resulted in a shift of power to an evil
imperialist bourgeoisie, whereas for Lenin Russia had become
the freest country out of all the warring nations; Trotsky spoke
of the need to create a workers' government, whereas Lenin
emphasised the role of the peasantry and so on. For an account
of the polemical underpinnings of Trotsky's Istoriya see James
D. White, 'Trotsky's History of the Russian Revolution', Journal of
Trotsky Studies, 1, 1993, pp 1-18.

A. V. Pantsov, '<<Demon revolyutsii>> ili proletarskii
revolyutsioner?', Politicheskie issledovaniya, 1991, No. 1, p 91.



CHAPTER FIVE

Trotsky and the Mensheviks

At the outbreak of World War One the leading Mensheviks found
themselves on various sides of the new military frontiers, and did not
have a central organ through which they could inform each other of
their respective responses to the war. They could, however,
communicate by mail, not all of which was confiscated by the military
censorship.? In 1924 the Russian Revolutionary Archive in Berlin
published Aksel'rod's and Martov's letters. This correspondence
enables us to trace Martov's efforts to orientate himself in the new
environment of war.

He first of all worried about the fate of comrades spread across
Europe, mentioning Uritskii, Semkovskii and Trotsky,2 and was not
himself happy at being trapped in Paris. First of all he was devoid of any
means of support and, furthermore, he felt there was nothing for him to
do there. Above all, he wanted to go to Zurich and discuss matters with
Aksel'rod. Vorwarts, the newspaper of the German Social-Democratic
Party, continued to reach Paris, but reading of its support of the vote for
the war credits only convinced him that German comrades had
'‘brought shame upon the banner of Marxism and in a scandalous
manner ended their hegemony in international socialism."3 For Martov,
only the Mensheviks possessed the personel versed in Marxism to
save the honour of revolutionary socialism. In letters to Aksel'rod he
soon raised the issue of how and with whose participation a journal
could be established. The possibility of working with Plekhanov and
Lenin was broached and dismissed, Martov declaring that 'l would
prefer if we, the Mensheviks, spoke for ourselves.'4 He insisted that
only a combative publication could answer the needs of the moment:
'we have to try to exert a moral influence on the Russian public abroad,
in order to prevent it from falling into despair and disappointment with
social-democracy, under the impression of the sinful fall of the latter.
For this, we need to seize a harsh tone of struggle against illusions and
opportunism of both a German and Slavonic origin.'s Indeed, Martov
had the chance to fulfil this aim when he was asked to take overall





































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































