NEW STATESMAN

Was the Revolution Betrayed?

T ue other day I received by post the latest issuss
of two Soviet journals Kommumst and Voprosy
Istorii, together with an English paper-back edi-
tion of Leon Trotsky's The Revolution Betrayed.
It was enough to scan the two journals for a few
moments 1o see how much the ghost of Trotsky is
once again haunting the ruling circles of the
USSR, Kommunise attacks Shepilov for the in-
dulgence he has shown towards “revisionists® in
literature and the arts and says that Shepilov drew
inspiration from Trotsky who allegedly held that
weriters and artists should aveid all political ‘com-
mitment.’ The other journal, Vopresy Istori,
makes a fresh and rather feeble effort 1o exorcise
Trowsky from the history of the Red Army and of
the civil war, which s not as easy a job as it used
to be in Stalin's days.

These new attempts 1o lay Trotsky's ghost do
not alier the fact = indeed they confirm it—that a
new generation of the Sovier intelligentsia are
grappling with the significance of Trotsky's
struggle against Sualin and with s relevance tothe
problems of the post-Stalin cra. The issue of
Trotsky's rehabilitation lurks behind some of the
current political conflicts as well. The downfall of
Molotov and Kaganovich has certainly Lrought
the rehabilitation nearer. To be sure, Krushchey,
who was a very zealous Swlinist for over 15 years,
does not favour it; but he is no more likely oo have
the last say in this matter than Molotov and
Kaganovich have had it,

What is involved here is not merely history or
the rendering of posthumous justice to the reputa-
tion of a great revelutionary leadsr, If this were
all, Trotsky would not eccupy as much place in
Soviet discussions a3 he does = 17 years after his
assassination and 30 after his deportation from
Moscow. The intelligentsia of Moscow, Warsaw,
Prague, East Berlin (wide Harich's ‘testament’),
and perhaps even of Peking, are wondering
whether they can learn snything from Trotsky, Do
his writings convey any message to Communists
who are [recing themselves from Stalinism and
trying to shape an alternative to i?

Tite, Gomulks, Mao, and Krushchev have,
cach in his own way, provided some of the short-
t2rm practical answers 1o questions raised by de-
Stalinisation, But none of them has provided any
serious theoretical generalisation; none has offered
a broader historical perspective; and none has even
tried to explain the origing and the nature of
Stalinism and o facilitame thereby the proper ap-
proach to i legacy, They have all been more
lucky than Trotsky was in resisting Swalinism -
they have resisted it during its decline. But of all
Sulin’s opponents Tromky alone has proguced a
systematic and comprehensive critigue.

In The Revolunuir Berrmyed e 8fcckd the final
version of that critigue. He wrote the book in
Morway in 1936, just before the Great Purges; and
it has since become the bible of the lauer-day
Trotkyist sects and chapels. However, the work also
made its impression far beyond these circles, In a
curious way, it has been one of the most influential
books of this cenwry, Soufne of Iis 1dess, torn dut
of context, have pecome widely popularised by a
host of writers whe have lived on crumbs (and not
the best crumbs) from Trotsky's rich table. James
Burnham, for instance, has based his Managerial
Revolution on a few fragmems of Trousky's
theory. The Revolution Betrayed re-echoes
through much of Koestler’s writing. Orwell was
steongly impressed by iv: the fragments of The
Book, which take up s0 many pages in [984, are a

paraphrase of The Revolution Betrayed, just as
Emanuel Goldstein, the author of The Book and
Big Brother's enigmatic antagonist, is modelled on
Trotsky. Finally, some of the intellectually ambi-
tious propagandidls of the cold war have also
drawn their arguments from this source,

Despite the adventitious use made if it, The
Revolution Berrayed remains a classic of Marxist
literature. There are admittedly various layers of
thought in it: not all of them are of equal value
and not all have stood the test of time equally
well, Bur this is enly natural, Trotsky's fertile mind
grappled here with & vast, complex, and nowvel
problem, He threw ou various, sometimes con-
tradictory, hypotheses; and he sought to facilitate
analysis by means of somewhat shaky historical
analogies. He dealt with his subject matter in his
various capacities: a3 a detached and rigocously
objective sociologist and analyst; as & fghter and
exiled leader of a suppressed opposition; and as a
passionate pamphleteer and polemicist. The
polemicist's contribution, bis brilliaot  ant-
Stalinist invective, forms the more ephemeral and
exoderic part of the work; but it has, naturally,
tended to overshadow Trousky's profound, strictly
analytical argurnent.

Mothing is easier than to compile from this
book a list of errors and false prognostications.
Trotaky argued gravely that the Stalinist bureau-
cracy strove to abolish public ownership and
that its members might soon become the share-
holding owners of the Soviet industry—he even
saw in the ‘Stalin Constitution’ of 1936 ‘the
political premises’ for such & change in pro-
perty relations. He forecast that in the course of
the second world war the collective farms would
dissolve, the Soviet monopoly of foreign trade
would collapse, and western (allied) capital
would penetrate into Russia. He did not see bow
Stalin®s Russia could emerge victorious, with its
social structure intact, if the war was not brought
to an end by preletasian revolutions in the West;
and he was strangely confident thar such revalu-
tions would stop the second world war much
more decisively and much earlier than they
stopped the first.

But there is perhaps more to be leamned even
from Trotsky's mistakes than one can learn from
the ‘correct’ platitudes of most political writers.
Even his erroncous hypotheses and predictions
contain important elements of truth and most
often follow from premisses which retain full
validity. He is in this respect not unlike Man:
his thought is ‘algebraically’ correct even when
his "arithmetical’ conclusions are wrong. He over-
rated the ‘bourgeois’ element in the Stalinist
bureaucracy; but he was absolutely justified in
exposing it, and this at a time when so many
Triends of the Soviet Union' were utterly blind
to it. His specific forecasts about revolutionary
developments in the course of the second world
war have been falsified by the events, largely
because he viewed the second world war too
miuch in terms of the first; but his general insights
into the mutusl relationship between war and
revolution were deep and still offer the clues
{but mot more than the clues) to an understand-
ing of the revolutionary altermath of the second
world war,

What gives to Thl Rtw]‘umn Berrayed its

L;I:l B5 & &ucm:tnidmlmuth:muuﬂf
critical panorame of Stalinist society during its
early and middle periods which Leon Trotsky
drew here, While the polemicist denounces the

ploes’ of the bureaucracy and, above all, of Sulin,
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the sociologist sees Stalinism and its growth as a
historical process determined by objective circum-
stances, by the isolation of the Russian revolution
and the appalling poverty and backwardness of
ﬂwmwmmnummh:hnﬁrn'uwm state’
had set our to build Socialism:

The justification for the existence of a Sowiel
state as an appantus of compulsion lies in the fact
that the present transitional structure is still full
of social conwadictions, which in the sphere of
contumprion—most close and sensitively felt by
all=are exwremely fense.

The hmud!buruumn:nnb:hu:mmui
sociery in objects of consumption, with the result.
ing struggle of each against all. When there it
enough goods in a store the purchasers can come
whenever they want 1o, When there is Linde goods
the purchasers are n'npellmd 10 queus up, whes
the queves are very long, it is necessary 1o sppoinl
& policeman to keep order. Such is the starting
point of the power of the Sovier bureancracy. I
knows' who Iammwmmud\ﬂmhﬂm
wit, . Thus out of & social necessity there has
dﬁdwdmmwhm has far outgrown its
soclally er’ fi and become . . . the
source of grest danger . pwm‘r and mltun.l
backwardness of the masses has again become in-
carmate in the maligane figure of the ruler with a
great club in his hand . . .

Trotsky does not content himself with expos-
ing inequality and bureaucratic domination
against their peculiarly Russian background.
From the experience of his time he draws a
wider conclusion which miay be read as a warn-
ing w Communists and Socialists everywhere:
“The 1endencies of bureaucratism, which strangles
the workers' movement in capitalist countries,
would everywhere show themselves even after
a proletarian revolution *, although they are moat
unlikely to assume the barbarous forms they had
assumed in Russia, He held that this danger
was all the greater because inequality was bound
to persist ‘even in the most advanced countries,
even in the United States” after a Socialist up-
heatal, for even American capitalism had not
developed the nation’s economic resources sulffi-
ciently to prepare the ground for-an cgalitarian
sociery. This statement contradicts facile assump-
tions to the contrary which are widespread in
Marxist literature; and it may serve as a starg-
ing point for a new Marxist analysis of the state
of weatern capitalism and of Socialism.

An article in a weekly review cannot do justice
to the wealth of ideas that are found in this
bock, to the burning Socialist faith that informs
it, and to its imaginative force and literary dlon,
Some of Trotsky's conclusions are open to doubt,
He cerminly underrated to some extent the
vitality that Socialist institutions and traditons
retained even under the Stalinist regime and
by implication also the reformist potentialitics
inherent in the Sowviet Union. He insisted
that the conflict between burcaucracy and
workers cannot- be resolved in s reformist
manner and that it necessitated a new praletarian
revolution, although he himself had most vigor-
ously combated this view in the course of many
years. Was he right in abandoaing the reformist
and adopting a ‘revolutionary’ attitude towards
the Stalinist regime? Only further developments
within the Soviet Union can pnmd: the answer
o this question. But history is already proving
him profoundly right in this his imspiced
prophesy:

, the actual establishment of a Socialist society
mndw:llbemm ot by these humiliating
measures of a bw:l:wardupuﬂum o which the
Soviet government is resorting, but by methods
mare worthy of a liberated humanity —and above
all not under the whip of a bureaucracy. For this
very whip is the most disguning Inheritance [rom






