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R. H. McNeal

A LETTER FROM TROTSKY TO KRUPSKAYA,
17 MAY 1927

The relations between L. D. Trotsky and N. K. Krupskaya were never
very friendly, although Trotsky, in his emigrant writings, tried to
create the impression that they were close comrades.! They first met
in London in October, 1902 when Trotsky arrived shortly before
dawn, direct from Siberian exile. Although they became acquainted,
they were hardly close associates in the nine months between Trotsky’s
arrival and his split with Lenin at the Second Party Congress in
July-August 1903. During the years of enmity between Lenin and
Trotsky, 1903-1916, Krupskaya was anything but friendly with
Trotsky, reserving some of her sharpest critical comments for him in
her correspondence with comrades.

After the October Revolution she naturally accepted her husband’s
political reconciliation with Trotsky, but had little contact with him,
except for a brief time when the two households shared a dining room
in the Kremlin. During Lenin’s illness Krupskaya favored the ruling
troika of Kamenev-Stalin-Zinoviev, partly because of her close
personal association with Kamenev and Zinoviev in emigration. In
early January, 1924, she specifically supported the ruling group and
criticized Trotsky’s “New Course” article. No doubt Trotsky con-
sidered her an opponent, and a particularly inconvenient one, because
of her close association with the image of Lenin.

It seems, however, that Krupskaya was not completely committed
in the factional struggle. No doubt her quarrels with Stalin played a
major role in persuading her that the troika could not by itself replace
Lenin, that Trotsky’s continued role as a party leader was necessary.
Very shortly after Lenin’s death on January 21, 1924, Krupskaya
wrote a personal note to Trotsky, telling him of Lenin’s continued
high esteem for him until the end of his life and implicitly offering a

! A fuller narrative of their relationship than that which follows may be found
in my book Bride of the Revolution: Krupskaya and Lenin (Ann Arbor, Michigan
and London, 1972). This work provides source references concerning the partic-
ulars that follow in this introductory note.
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personal reconciliation. Trotsky later took great pride in this letter,
but at the time he seems to have given it not even the courtesy of a
reply. Perhaps this was simply part of his physical or psychosomatic
iliness, which rendered him apathetic even to the need to rush from
his resting spot in the Caucasus to Lenin’s funeral. Perhaps he was
not ready to forgive Krupskaya for her support of his enemies. Trotsky’s
silence at the special meeting on May 22, 1924, the eve of the Thirteenth
Party Congress, at which the question of distributing Lenin’s testa-
mentary letters to the Congress was discussed, and rejected, was
another instance of Trotsky’s unwillingness to offer Lenin’s widow his
encouragement. At the Congress itself she nevertheless came to his
defence, and was fairly successful in silencing the troika’s anti-
Trotsky polemics.

Trotsky still made no overture to Krupskaya, and her own opposi-
tional stance became linked with Kamenev and Zinoviev in 1925. Only
after the formation of a united opposition, in mid-1926, linking
Kamenev-Zinoviev with Trotsky, did Krupskaya find herself in the
same camp with Trotsky, and even then it seems that she had very
little direct contact with him. Her most dramatic contribution to the
united opposition was the smuggling of Lenin’s testament to Max
Eastman in the fall of 1926, and this she undertook on her own, not
long before the temporary capitulation of the opposition leaders to
the Central Committee in October, 1926. This retreat, which con-
trasted sharply with Krupskaya’s act of defiance, seems to have ended
once and for all her willingness to work with the leaders of the united
opposition, Trotsky included. On November 3, 1926, Stalin told the
Fifteenth Party Conference that Krupskaya had left the opposition.

This did not mean that she had already become a supporter of the
Central Committee (Stalin). In public she was silent on the entire
matter, and the following document suggests that her position was
sufficiently neutral that the united opposition, making its final effort
in 1927, believed that she could be won back. It appears that Zinoviev,
her closest friend in the opposition, wrote to her first, attempting to
persuade her to rejoin the opposition.! The date was probably between
the middle of April and the middle of May, the period in which the
united opposition resumed vigorous activity in response to the Shanghai
massacre of Communists by Kuomintang forces. The internal evidence
of the following document also indicates that Krupskaya’s reply was
less an argument against the opposition than a brief dismissal of their
position on the ground that the issues they had chosen were not vitally
important — “a fuss”. This fits in with her past record of opposition,

1 See second paragraph of the following document.
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which had emphasized domestic issues rather than foreign policy.

Having been shown Krupskaya’s letter to Zinoviev, Trotsky now
attempted to bring his eloquence to bear. The letter which follows
is preserved in the original typescript (with handwritten corrections)
by Trotsky in the Trotsky Archive of the Harvard University Library.1
While Trotsky presumably thought that there was some chance to
persuade Lenin’s widow to lend her prestige to the opposition once
again, it also seems that he regarded this as a useful tract for circu-
lation in the opposition underground, which at that time was still
able to reproduce and disseminate modest quantities of propaganda.
This is suggested by another document in the Trotsky archive, a
retyped copy of the letter to Krupskaya, bearing the title K voprosu
“samokrittki” (Concerning the Question of “Self-Criticism”).? This
version omits the salutation and closing expression of personal good
wishes, but is otherwise the same. The copy sent to Krupskaya
evidently did not contain any explicit indication that it might be
disseminated to a wider audience, although the titled copy surely
seems to have been intended for such a purpose.

“Open letters” to this or that person have their function, but it is
rarely to win agreement from their ostensible addressee. Usually that
person is being implicitly accused of something, and the arguments are
aimed more at a wider public than the addressee. Trotsky does not seem
to have been very sensitive to this problem. His handwritten, closing
personal note strongly suggests that he thought that Krupskaya might
in fact read the letter sympathetically, but most of it is couched in
accusatory tones. With incredible insensitivity to her pride as the first
Leninist and incredible blindness to his own erratic record as a Leninist
(as it must have appeared to Krupskaya, and anyone who was not a
Trotsky disciple), he berates her for her alleged mistakes and seems
to expect a simple capitulation in accepting the opposition line.

This technique was doomed to futility. It appears that Krupskaya
did receive the letter, for an implicit answer appeared in Pravda as a
letter to the editor on May 20, 1927 — three days after the dating of the
Trotsky letter. No personal reply exists in the Trotsky archive, possibly
because Krupskaya felt that this was irrelevant once open letters had
become the medium of exchange. Her letter to the editor was not
dated, a somewhat puzzling detail. She did not specifically defend the
Central Committee line, but stressed the need for restraint in “self-
criticism”. The opposition, she said, had gone too far, “quantity was

1 The present writer is greatly indebted to the Harvard University Library and
the late Merle Fainsod for permission to publish the text of this letter. It bears
the Trotsky Archive number T950.

2 Harvard University, Trotsky Archive number T951.
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transformed into quality, comradely criticism became factionalism”,
the workers would feel that the “basic principles of the party and
Soviet power” were in question.

As a self-styled “Bolshevik-Leninist”, Trotsky did not wish to
acknowledge that Lenin’s widow had rebuffed him on this occasion,
and his letter was never published by him or his followers. It is time
that it is made available, as a concise summation of Trotsky’s ideo-
logical position at this critical juncture and a record of Trotsky’s
inability to understand Nadezhda Krupskaya.

A. Tpo[uxknit] ITucemo Kpynckoit

17.V.27.

Aoporas H.K.I
My Bam na Mammmake, yro0bl HEe 3aTpPYJHSITH pasbopoM Iodepka,
KOTOPBIA C TOAAMM HE CTaA Aydlle.

Yuranr Baure mitcsmo. Xots ono agpecosano anuno I'.E. [3unosbesy],
HO BeAb JEAO COBCEM HE AUYHOE, TIOSTOMY IIO3BOAIO cefe BBICKasaThes.?

Boaee Bcero MeHs mopasuro CAOBO ,,6y3a’. DTO CAOBO yHOTpeOuA
Ha nocaegHeM Ilrenyme Kaccuop no noroay Hamumx peueit o pasrpome
KuTalickux pabounx m 06 Hamell KanmuTyAsSQu IepeJ aHTAUMCKHM
menbmesnsmMoM.> Kro B stux Bompocax mpas: Ml uau Craaun? Mam
€CThb KaKasi-TO TPEThA mosunua’ Passe MOKHO rosoputh o ,,6yse”, He
OTBETUB, IO A€HMHCKH, Ha BTOT KOopeHHo# Bonpoc?! , Bysa” — sto0
SHAYUT CKAOKA II0 HUYTOXKHOMY IIOBOAY MAM coBceM 6e3 nosoza. Uro
JKe, pasrpoM kuTaiickux pabounx HamuMm , coosHukom’’ Yan-Kaii-1ln,
KOTOPOTO MBI IUTAAH, OA€BaAM, OOYBAAH, PEKAAMIPOBAAH, IPUKA3LIBAS
KUTAICKIM KOMMYHHCTaM MOJAUUHATBCA €My, — UTO K€ BTO, MEAOUb,
IyCTAK, MUMO KOTOPOTO MOKHO NPOHTH? A TO, 4TO MBI IPEJ, AHLOM
BCETO MMPA 3afBUAM O HaleM eJuHodyuuu C HACKBO3b IMPOCTUTYHPO-
BaHHBIMM AHTAMMCKMME MEHBHICBUKAaMU B CaMblii pasrap MX MHOZAOU
paboTsl O OTHOLICHUIO K AHTAUIHCKOMY mpoAerapuaty, Kurawo n nam?
Yro ke sTO: Wyrouka, Meaous? W Hama kputnka — sro ,,6ysa’?!

MosxuO 6LIAO eIIe COMHEBATHCA, B KAKOW MEpE CHMITOMATHYHBI W
TpeBOXHBI Takhe (GaxkTel, Kak H30HMpaTeAbHas UHCTPYKUMA, Kak
»oboramgaiitecs” n mp.* Ho moxer Au GbITh, B CBeTe HOCA€AHMX
COOBITHIE, XOTh MaAeHiiee COMHEHNE HACUeT Toro, 9ro Cmanun u Byxapun
usmensrom Gonvuiesusmy 6 camoti e2o0 cepduesune — B TIPOAETAPCKOM PEBO-
AIOIIHOHHOM HHTEpHagHOHaAusMc. Bedb B Bompoce 06 OTHOUIEHHU K
KUTalCKOM ,,HAIMOHAABHOI® OypxKyasuu 6ca ucmopus Oomvuesusma,
Hauunasn ¢ 1904 200a, xoeda enepevie scman no-HACMOAWEMY IMOm 60npHoc,
udem Ha cMapxy.
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H.K., Bor Hur croBa He roBopure o ToM, BepHa An nosugus Craruna
HAHM Halla — B BOIPOCE, OT KOTOPOTO 3ABUCHUT BECh XOJ KHUTANCKOH
pesoaloguu n Bech Kypc Komunrepna. Ber Toasko mosropsere 6Gpo-
wrennoe Kaccuopowm caoso ,,6y3a”.

Bor roBopuTE, YTO CAMOKPHTMKA OJZHO, 4 KPDUTHKA CO CTOPOHSBI —
Apyroe. Ho Beaw Bor xe uren LHKK, nouemy xe Bor He oBecneunte
YAEHAM MapTUHX BO3MOXKHOCTH caMOKpuTukn? Beap MpI ke mpocuam
IToaut6ropo n Hpesuanym ITKK cobparts sakpserroe sacesanue Ilae-
Hyma 6e3 cTenorpamm, 9ToGer OGCYAMTH I[IOAQKCHHE IO CYIUECTBY.
KouneuHo, M1 cOGHPAAKCH TaM ApaThCi A0 HOCACAHEH BOSMOKHOCTH 32
OCHOBHBIC TIDUHIMITHL GOABIIEBU3MA B OCHOBHBIX BOIIPOCaX MHPOBOM
pesoatouun. Ho Begp Ham B sTOM oTkasarn. Ilouemy sxe He BhIXOAMT
»camokputukn’’? Eige coscem HezaBHO Mpl BMecTe ¢ Bamu rosopuau,
4TO CAMOKPHUTHKH HE BBIXOZUT IIOTOMY, 4YTO Y HAC #e300poewil pewcum,
epyovui u meaouamuvil.® UTo ke, peruM cran Aydme sa mocaegHee
noayrogue? Viau Borpocsl, Tpebyiome caMOKPUTHKHI CETOAHS, CAMLI-
KOM MEAKY ¥ HUYTOXHEI? ,,Bysa’?

MEeI, peBOAIOLIMOHHOE KPBIAO NAPTHH, TepnuM mopaxenusa. Ja,
6eccnopro. Ho MBI TeprnuM MmopaskeHHs TOrO sKe THII, Kakue GOAbLIe-
BuaM Tepiea B 1907-1912 r.r. [lopaxenne nHemeukoil pepoatogun 1923
r., mopaxenue B boarapum, B DcToHMU, NOpaskeHHME TeHEPAABHO
CTayku B AHIAMM, MOPa’KEHUE KUTAHCKON PEBOAIOUMM B alpeAe —
9pesBbIYaiiHO OCAAGMAM MexAyHapoJHbIH koMMmyHu3M. IIpouecc sror
MMeET ABOWHOE BBIPAXKEHME: C OZHOH CTOPOHKI — UPE3BRUAHHO YMEHB-
HIMAOCH 32 ®TH TOABl UMCAO YACHOB KOMMYHHUCTHYCCKHX NapTUil U
YUCAO TIOAYYAEMBIX IIMH TOAOCOB, a C JApPYroif CTOpPOHBI, BHYTPH
KOMMYHHCTHYCCKIX NapTHH YPesBbIYAHHO YCHAHUAOCH OINOPTYHHCTH-
yeckoe KpPhIAO. Passe MBI BHIKAIOUEHBI M3 STOTO MHUPOBOTO IIpoiecca’
Tarvaliimne nmopaxeHUs MMPOBOH PEBOAIOLUYN M MEAACHHOCTb HALIETO
pocta 6blOT, pasyMmeeTcd, W IO HAllEMy [POACTApPHATY. DTOrO He
HOHUMAIOT OIOPOKPATUYECKHUE TYNUUEl, KOTOPBIE JAYMAalOT, 4TO IIPO-
A€TAapUaT HACTPAUBAETCA 110 MIITAPraAKaM aruTIIpoIa, a He 110 MUPOBBIM
COUMAABHBIM ¥ MOAMTHYECKHM npoyeccaM. Hlonmkenne MexayHapoa-
HO-PEBOAIOIMOHHBIX HACTPOCHHI HAIIETO IPOACTAPHATa €CTh (PaKT,
KOTOPBIH yCHAMBACTCH MAaPTUHHBIM PEKUMOM M AOKHOM BOCIIHTATEAb-
HOlt paboToii (,,counarusM B oaHoii crpaHe’ u np.). Myapeno Au, 9to
B ®THX YCAOBHAX AE€BOMY, PCBOAIOLMOHHOMY, AEHUHCKOMY KPBIAY
HapTUM TPUXOAUTCA MABITh HpOTHB TeueHusn? Hac epomam mem bonece
oncecmovenns, uem bonee naw npoenos nodmeepmcoaemca paxmamu. DTO
COREPUIEHHO 3AKOHOMEDPHO H HEN30eKHO JAS HOJAMHHO MAPKCHCTCKOTO
KDBIAQ B ITEPHOJ BPEMEHHOTO, HO TAYOOKOTO CHIDKEHHA PEBOAIOHOHHOM
Kpusoii. Ho MbI, 1 TOABKO MBI, COXpaHAeM UAEHHYIO IPEEMCTBEHHOCTh
PEBOAIOIMOHHOrO OOABLICBI3MA, Y4MMCS M y4UM — 6e3 J\eHMHA —
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IPUMEHATh AGHHHCKMI MeTOJ aHaAM3a TOTO, HYTO COBEPIIAETCH U
NpeABUJCHUA TOTO, 4YTO TOTOBUTCA. PasBe MBI He IpeAyNpeKaru
HapTUIO O HEM3GEHKHOM PasrpoMe Ge30pPYyKHOTO IPOAETAPHATA BOOPY-
sxeaupiM Hamu Yan-Kai-11lu? Pasege Mb1 He mpeAckasbiBan NOYTH To/
TOMY Ha3aJ IMO30PHOH GEPAMHCKOI KAIUTYAALIMU Tepej TeMH IPHH-
gunamu, 6opeGe ¢ KoTOpbIMU OBIAA IOCBALEHA TOYTH BCA SKUSHD
Bragumnpa Masuua? V1 pasBe HermpaBMABHEI Halli yKasaHUS Ha To,
UTO ROMCHBUL KYPC eHymperHel noumuxu moxcem 0GHapymcumsca é 2posnvix
onn nac gopmax ¢ cayuae eoune? V1 passe He o6A3aHBI MBI CO CTOKPATHOM
sHeprueil KpudaTs 06 9TOM ceifdac, noka eige He nozauo? I passe sto
,,0ysa”’? Heyxean sto ,,6y3a”?

,,DOPEOY Ha HCTOeHue IPOTHB OIIMO3UIIMH, BEALIYIOCS 3a IMO-
caeanee moAyrogue, CraAvH PEIIMA TENePh 3aMEHMUTDH ,,00pnboit Ha
ncrpebrenue’”. lTouemy? Iloromy utro Craamm crar caabee; ero
6aHKPOTCTBO B KUTAWCKOM M AHTAO-PYCCKOM BOIIPOCE OUEBUAHO, KAK U
TKKUE TIOCAEACTBUS 5TOTO HaHKPOTCTBA AT HALIETO MEXAYHAPOLHOTO
moroxkenus. Ha Craamna paxxmMmaeT pacTyiiee [IPaBoe KPHIAO: 3aueM
A€3 B TeHEPaAbHyIo cTauky u B Knrait? 3auem apasHuts Yembepaena,
BBI3BIBATH OMACHOCTH WMHTEPBEHUUH? — 6yJeM CTPOWUTh COLUMAAMSM B
oaHOil crpaHe. BoT TO ocHo8Hoe, nousennoe, KopenHoe meueHue OAHHO20
Momenma, Komopoe ,,nobemcoaem’ ac cetivac. Vimenno noromy, uro Crarun
CTaA HeusMepumo caabee — 04 yJapaMy TAYXOH KPUTHKM COpaBa u
Haueil [TOAY3aAYIIEHHOW KDUTHKU CA€BA — OH M BBIHYXKJCH CBOIHO
6opsGy Ha HCTOIgeHHe 3aMeHATH Oopnboil Ha ucrpebaeHue. Bompoc
HJET HEe 0 MEAOYAX U He O IONPABOYKAX, a 06 OCHOBHO AMHMK BOABLIE-
BU3Ma B OCHOBHEIX Borpocax. Kto roropur ,,0ysa’’, TOT npejAaraer HaMm
[IABITH IO TEYCHUIO B TAKHX YCAOBHAX, KOI/A TEYEHHE HANPABACHO
pOTHB GOABIIEBH3MA.

Her, H.K., na sto Mu1 He notizem. M1 6y aeM 1IABITE TPOTUB TeueHuUs,
Aaxe ecAu Ber Bcayx mosropure 3a Kaccmopom caoeo ,,6y3a”. U un-
KOrZa MbI HE 9yBCTBOBAAH Tak TAy6oko u 6e3omm6GoYHO CBOEH CBA3U CO
BCcelt Tpaaunmeit 60AbHICBU3MA, KaK ceffdac, B 5TH TAXKHE AHH, KOTJa
MBI ¥ TOABKO MBI TIOJTOTOBAsIEM 3aBTpaluHuii gzens maprun u Komun-
TepHa.

Ot ayumm xeaaro Bam go6poro 340poBei.®

[Translation)
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L. Tro[tsky] Letter to Krupskaya

17.v.27.
Dear N.K.,1
I am writing you on a typewriter so that you won’t have to bother
deciphering my handwriting, which did not improve with the years.

I read your letter. Although it was addressed personally to G. E.
[Zinoviev], its subject is, to be sure, far from personal so I therefore
permit myself to speak out about it.2

Most of all, I am struck by the word “fuss”. Kosior used this word
at the last plenum in relation to our speeches on the crushing of the
Chinese workers and our capitulation before English Menshevism.?
Who is right in these questions: we or Stalin? Or is there a third
position? Can one really speak of a “fuss” not having answered, in
accordance with Lenin, to this essential question?! “Fuss” — this
signifies a squabble of little or no importance. What is this, the
crushing of the Chinese workers by our “ally” Chiang Kai-shek, who is
fed, clothed, shod, and acclaimed by us, while we order the Chinese
Communists to subordinate themselves to him — is it a detail, a trifle,
which we can pass over? Or again, that we declared before the whole
world our unity with the thoroughly prostituted English Mensheviks
while their foul work in relation to the English proletariat, China and
ourselves is in full swing? What is this: a joke, a trifle? And our criti-
cism — is this a “fuss”?!

Perhaps it is still possible to doubt the extent to which such facts
as the electoral instruction, “enrich yourselves” and so forth, are
symptomatic and alarming.? But, in the light of the recent events, can
there be even the slightest doubt that Stalin and Bukharin ave betraying
Bolshevism at ils very core — proletarian revolutionary internationalism.
In the question of our relations with the Chinese “national” bourgeoisie,

1 In Trotsky’s handwriting to this point.

2 This letter is lost or inaccessible.

3S. V. Kosior (ancient spelling Kassior) was a rising Stalinist in the mid-
twenties, a member of the Central Committee and Secretariat. The Central
Committee plenum at which he spoke of a “fuss” must have been that of April
13-16, 1927. No resolutions of this plenum dealing with the disputed issue are
available, but the communiqué of the meeting (Pravda, April 19, 1927) states
that it “heard and considered the Politburo communication concerning the
decisions that it adopted in connection with recent international events (events
in China and others)”.

4 The “electoral instructions” may be the party resolution “On the Re-election
of Soviets”, in: Spravochnik partiinogo rabotnika, Vol. 6, Part 1, p. 631. The
slogan “enrich yourselves” was proposed by N. I. Bukharin in April, 1925 with
respect to the peasants under the New Economic Policy.
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surely the entive history of Bolshevism, starting with 1904 when this
question was first actually posed, goes for naught.

N. K., you do’nt say a word on this point: is Stalin’s position or
ours correct concerning the question on which the whole course of the
Chinese Revolution and the whole course of the Comintern depend.
You merely repeat the word that Kosior tossed off, “fuss”.

You say that self-criticism is one thing and criticism from the
outside another. But are you not a member of the Central Control
Commission, so why do you not secure for party members the possibil-
ity of self-criticism? Have we not asked the Politburo and Presidium
of the Central Control Commission to convene a closed session of the
plenum, without taking the minutes, in order to discuss the essence of
the situation. Of course, we intended to make a last-ditch fight there
for the basic principles of Bolshevism in the basic issues of world
revolution. But they have not denied us this request. Why indeed is
there no “self-criticism”? Not so long ago we both said that self-
criticism does not develop because we have an unhealthy regime, crude
and disloyal.s Do you really think that the regime improved during
the last half year? Or are the questions that require self-criticism
today too petty and insignificant? “A fuss”?

We, the revolutionary wing of the party, have suffered a defeat.
That is indisputable. But we have suffered a defeat of the same sort
that Bolshevism suffered in 1907-1912. The defeat of the German
revolution in 1923, the defeat in Bulgaria, in Estonia, the defeat of
the general strike in England, the defeat of the Chinese revolution in
April have severely weakened international communism. This process
has a two-fold expression: on one hand, in these years the number of
members of communist parties, and the number of votes they received
were severely diminished, and, on the other hand, the opportunist
wing was greatly strengthened. Are we really excluded from this
world-wide process? The grave defeats of the world revolution and the
slowness of our growth surely have an impact on our proletariat, too.
The bureaucratic blockheads do not understand this. They think that
the crib sheets of the agitprop and not the world-wide social and politi-
cal processes determine the outlook of the proletariat. The subsidence
of the international revolutionary mood of our proletariat is a fact,
which is reinforced by the party regime and deceitful educational
work (“Socialism in one country” and so forth). In these conditions is
it any wonder that the left, revolutionary, Leninist wing of the party
has to swim against the stream? The more our forecast is sustained by
the facts, the move furiously they rant against us. This proceeds entirely

5 This is an allusion to the famous “Postscript” to Lenin’s testamonary letter.
See Lenin, Sochineniia (4th ed.), pp. 545-546.
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from social laws and is inevitable for the genuinely Marxist wing in a
period of a temporary but deep dip in the revolutionary curve. But
we, and only we, preserve the ideological succession of revolutionary
Bolshevism, learning and teaching — without Lenin — to apply the
Leninist method of analysis to that which is being done, and of pre-
vision of that which is being prepared. Did we not warn the party
about the inevitable defeat of the unarmed proletariat by Chiang
Kai-shek, whom we armed? Did we not predict almost a year ago the
shameful Berlin capitulation before those principles that Vladimir
Ilyich dedicated almost all his life to struggling against? And were we
wrong in stating that the deceitful course of internal policy might take
on forms that are a menace to us in case of war? And now, while it is
still not too late, are we not obliged to raise an outcry about this
with one-hundred-fold force? Is this really a “fuss”? Can it possibly
be a “fuss”?

Stalin has now decided to change the “war of attrition” that has been
waged for the past half-year against the opposition to a “war of
annihilation”. Why? Because Stalin has grown weaker. His bankruptcy
in the Chinese and Anglo-Russian question is obvious, as are the heavy
consequences of this bankruptcy for our international situation. The
growing right wing is bringing pressure on Stalin: why get involved in
the general strike or in China? Why excite Chamberlain, calling forth
the danger of intervention? We will build socialism in one country.
That is the basic, fundamental, essential tendency of the present moment,
which is “defeating” us now. Precisely because Stalin has become
immeasurably weaker under the blows of muddled criticism of the
right and our half-stifled criticism from the left, he must change his
war of attrition into a war of annihilation. The question is not one of
details and not one of small modifications, but of the basic line of
Bolshevism in basic questions. Whoever says “fuss” is proposing that
we swim with the stream in conditions where the stream is flowing
against Bolshevism.

No N. K., that we will not do. We will swim against the stream,
even if you repeat aloud after Kosior the word “fuss”. And we never
felt as deeply and unmistakably our ties with the entire tradition of
Bolshevism as we do now, in these difficult days, when we and only
we are preparing the morrow of the party and the Comintern.

From my soul I wish you good health.®

¢ The last sentence was inscribed in Trotsky’s hand. In his draft he originally
continued the sentence: “and equally unshakable confidence in the rightness
of the line that you will defend.” Evidently he had second thoughts on this,
because he crossed out the words following “health”. Was it that his confidence
concerning Krupskaya’s choice of lines was all too shakable?
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