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“The main weapon of the Soviet was a political strike of the masses. The power of the
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strike lies in disorganizing the power of the government. The greater the “anarchy”
created by a strike, the nearer its victory. This is true only where “anarchy” is not
being created by anarchic actions. The class that puts into motion, day in and day out,
the industrial apparatus and the governmental apparatus; the class that is able, by a
sudden stoppage of work, to paralyze both industry and government, must be organized
enough not to fall the first victim of the very “anarchy” it has created. The more
effective the disorganization of government caused by a strike, the more the strike
organization is compelled to assume governmental functions.

The Council of Workmen’s Delegates introduces a free press. It organizes street patrols
to secure the safety of the citizens. It takes over, to a greater or less extent, the post
office, the telegraph, and the railroads. It makes an effort to introduce the eight hour
workday. Paralyzing the autocratic government by a strike, it brings its own democratic

order into the life of the working city population”
sl Ed A thel % vigow st <ulebAel JFNeA

o
)
R

1907-1914¢l] AW A} Rlo 2 o)Fsto] e Egol ARG ol ofF AF4ow 3ol
Ack. =FHAR AR T Al <zEhets B on, (Gl EANTIE 7197



3N

OJES “EgrYUTL ERzT >

o},

1912\ - <Kievskaya MysI’>2] Ft 7|22 w7k AL FHAsto] @71x o] A3, A A
A, Al A A4 55 ol AT

1914-191793 298] 2, T Ad 9, ua Sx|oA] ukd F%8 svjr 23 19174d2¢
FolApEe] A Qo
A ddEn 2 o FEAo|dTh dA e gk wr SHHA A2xE JAETUIA E 9
A AF wers WA st =HAY. GdRy 24 7zbo] ta dgstn 22 g <«

rlr
o

) B Al oA EA7IER FE3

e

w5

fu)
OO
!
X

7}
e s ARG = g A, A AREFe] sl REE S < AR
eI BAE BA o =

1917 A gol BAH7I Sl A FHste] 19179108 S A FEdaL, 9 o5
A7) 5 2 AR S AbE Y] <A e AT S widglen, ddat iR 1

A g,

= 2 @& b
ol
tlo

EZ=7]= 1918d3€7bA] o F- 5 A (fF I ) AWon, sy A3t &4
UolA AA mE AFAS T4 QS FHA SdATHe] FAS WS ORXA AH|of
E AHe] o & AFAIH Ea, Aok 5] HAoA A E7] she] 5U WAF A}
olo] A Mo THE FAL (F, 5L g FHIA= Aol =, <A
Aol A AojA e T “mAlFe] A o]tk aRH U AL S o] =olA]
Ax Yol Atg=E st JAHS WS Futol] IS, o] st AL EAu7IE] Hul
84 Bis IA AFATIAL A9 ALY 5 vFE Y AEERY fd HAE
¥ skA gl

1918 3YH-E] 192030 7HA] AH(A T - AW E T332 79 A3 (I FhH=
o] “A b E A=Y 7 AR Fa AdE (WA A ARG A S F
A WA FEae] AX), A, A sl We AR g9 e mAs A%l W S
T ER=7|= “RIFAQ wea A oS AWM FRAAAINE Gyl Wt
(F1H - Whsaholv Ao d7ke] el AFolA “aii 4 A5 =5k ojd 4 ¢l
U= AMES F3hete] «d Ao B S g Aot AA “wromA e ERxT|=

=
FHze T =4S ARG

19201 9] E@=oke] AN = JEZS Q) 5 “gHo] 37 A=E A=,
Gl

A=y, 19208 el WpEARE el AlE=7E s vy 2id 1920210 ER =T} <
29| FH7P7 Rl o] wARSP(eEAte]l A% ol W] wvtE ¥ =7 )l %
FARH A, DA Tbed)E TSt 53 mEaA 2419 AT $3b, aF pFER
B B 498 Hh % AR ASE v, AR AdaRA, 5 iguaEA E
227 94 MR, Exxrle Al StedM wmEAt S7be] WHe v
o7k flow =7bE Fefeld obd olfivh flubvar shef, “mmpvel] wiEk oA ®l= o
we BTk ] AT EAN7IES] w7hAY HFo| Fue EAnEo
e AN

k%)
i
Rl
=
x
m
Lo
o
offt



=7)¢h= FE53 ZPHA T 192395 28d, AxHleE Fo] Exx7|¢} ke B R
=5 FAANE 5 ERzT|s AYd FE =R delad, o] A <A
AE WFFo e s EIAB AT FEIUALR ] HH 5ol =nit

19231 1049 8 ER=7]= S L3d AAE B “FU RFFo AT e SESA
i, Al M7IEEe] SYeRFE dHEE AaEs “Fe BRI dder A4
% 1927970 ARl F RFF wiu R Vs Aot

1923 ~ 259 ®bjobrh 2 oS <zZebgts> FollA wRete] e =4s & 9l
FARE, FFHom A= AYGreldTt. A4Fel T 3], FojolA thEAS] AESHE ol
ARFE dWE Ao AZFel gAY Wi, “F TS wstes oW A% v
°of AAE ¥ F itk ExxY] e Bo 953 ¥4 AA A4 (sEsdrs 7
A k), “d= *MTJ” B7bs A Al 89 A =4 5 B2 WA &sikrt 8
I o] %7}54 HE 797 © Belds Aol ST FA 2 oW A= s
A ERAY Exxr] 90 AWA oy, vt <9y WFFe]o Rars FHPAN G
WEF (] e AS|Fe A AEe] wWAH7] o FWMA EF &)l s T

A AL, “EAH 7] 7Pl digk WHAale] A <Lol gt
19260 Al At 7k 2" d¥o] 5’ Ao Z, JhHy|Zr ER =79 Ho|
wZIAT 192735 2gdo] widjake] s HD G #] ©@gS o] &38| Al 1927
W B dhgiaEe] g4 S wEelal, 19289 7] ER2XI)V) MRS 2] gulolElE A
G TloF Jlon, A 22 Y “FAS SA7Y ATt HYo.
19291 ~1940d ER=7]E H7|, T, =290], WA A oA e Uy
Agols & Fro INHEN “AA ety shA] Fdvhrh, vl ZTE Eo
SdoAe] FAS WA A Eetal YA 1938 d “A4x; AJE UM LS
“le” %*154 T JUA TFxE JA 1 ERzTFYH Eiso] AE
E (THhHE ol 2 Foll S «aFREFeret wxFo, 7
o] Yol «AF9o” (entrism)e] A7} AATE WS 93] A AAH
A AAE Ha e AMNE, T A FoeRA T
O~ =

o

"y
H oo
>,

%)
L &

mwop
o, o
9:‘{1
v

S
ofl ¥

érm_\?—]‘
o\ Mz oX Mo mN

rr
N
=
)
9

T O,

FEg R wEa FoR vk shvte

fu o 2 pR o X

rII.

EZxY] QA 71F & 2&L, FHoEE HAEL AUE FASA £ & AHY
HFAT £ JFHOZE «AH|NE F7pe} «3ro] AY S B3, szl 740121“
U, AL F 2d9 I71E B <B1gE =52 /PP $3dgt. 2uF998 ZX
A9 A2 A olH&27], AL “9AY =& AMAITE FA”, AY A9 «2l9
A9 APz BE YAo|Un, AF 19233 o]F e EZx7| wtAg2dFF FAo]
@3] «a-(o. 1= B k2893 ¥y g F3}R FAh

EZx7] ALY 83
“Z|4& H” (permanent revolution): 190572 F-=

AN RaFolesL nFIAY Al o]Fod £ ¢l7]d v Wd
Fol FEHz A&EHQ ALEFe] o] o]ejx

7bol M ERxv)e] gige «BiHoln i



uneven development), &7 0] 2 A] & yelsEo] @ AAMH AAAE 74
AAR ez flde]= koA «ofg arg]” (7F Aol 9

A BAE e =3

“The first and most general explanation is: Russia is a backward country, but only a
part of world economy, only an element of the capitalist world system. In this sense
Lenin solved the enigma of the Russian Revolution with the lapidary formula, “The

chain broke at its weakest link.”

A crude illustration: the Great War, the result of the contradictions of world

imperialism, drew into its maelstrom countries of different stages of development, but

made the same claims on all the participants. It is clear that the burdens of the war

would be particularly intolerable for the most backward countries. Russia was the first

to be compelled to leave the field. But to tear itself away from the war, the Russian

people had to overthrow the ruling classes. In this way the chain of war broke at its

weakest link.

Still, war is not a catastrophe coming from outside like an earthquake, but, as old
Clausewitz said, the continuation of politics by other means. In the last war, the main
tendencies of the imperialistic system of “peace” time only expressed themselves more
crudely. The higher the general forces of production, the tenser the competition on the
world markets, the sharper the antagonisms and the madder the race for armaments, so
much the more difficult it became for the weaker participants. That is precisely why the
backward countries assumed the first places in the succession of collapse. The chain of
world capitalism always tends to break at its weakest link.”
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“While peasant agriculture often remained at the level of the seventeenth century,
Russia's industry, if not in scope, at least in type, reached the level of progressive
countries and in some respects rushed ahead of them. It suffices to say that gigantic
enterprises, with over a thousand workers each, employed in the United States less than
18 per cent of the total number of industrial workers. In Russia it was over 41%. This

fact is hard to reconcile with the conventional conception of the economic backwardness

of Russia. It does not on the other hand, refute this backwardness, but dialectically

complements it.

The same contradictory character was shown by the class structure of the country. The
finance capital of Europe industrialised Russian economy at an accelerated tempo. The
industrial bourgeoisie forthwith assumed a large scale capitalistic and anti-popular
character. The foreign stock-holders moreover, lived outside of the country. The workers,

on the other hand, were naturally Russians. Against a numerically weak Russian




bourgeoisie, which had no national roots, there stood confronting it a relatively strong

proletariat with strong roots in the depths of the people”
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“In accordance with its immediate tasks, the Russian Revolution is a bourgeois

revolution. But the Russian bourgeoisie is anti-revolutionary. The victory of the
Revolution is therefore possible only as a victory of the proletariat. But the victorious
proletariat will not stop at the programme of bourgeois democracy: it will go on to the
programme of socialism. The Russian Revolution will become the first stage of the

Socialist world revolution” (<In Defence of October>, Denmark, 1932).
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“What state regime corresponds to workers’ control of production? It is obvious that the
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power is not yet in the hands of the proletariat, otherwise we would have not workers’

control of production but the control of production by the workers’ state as an

introduction to a regime of state production on the foundations of nationalization. What

we are talking about is workers’ control under the capitalist regime, under the power of
the bourgeoisie. However, a bourgeoisie that feels it is firmly in the saddle will never
tolerate dual power in its enterprises. workers’ control consequently, can be carried out
only under the condition of an abrupt change in the relationship of forces unfavorable
to the bourgeoisie and its state. Control can be imposed only by force upon the
bourgeoisie, by a proletariat on the road to the moment of taking power from them,

and then also ownership of the means of production. Thus the regime of workers’

control, a provisional transitional regime by its very essence, can correspond only to the

period of the convulsing of the bourgeois state, the proletarian offensive, and the failing

back of the bourgeoisie, that is, to the period of the proletarian revolution in the fullest

sense of the word.

If the bourgeois is already no longer the master, that is, not entirely the master, in his



factory, then it follows that he is also no longer completely the master in his state.
This means that to the regime of dual power in the factories corresponds the regime of
dual power in the state.

This correspondence, however, should not be understood mechanically, that is, not as
meaning that dual power in the enterprises and dual power in the state are born on one
and the same day. An advanced regime of dual power, as one of the highly probable
stages of the proletarian revolution in every country, can develop in different countries
in different ways, from differing elements. Thus, for example, in certain circumstances
(a deep and persevering economic crisis, a strong state of organization of the workers
in the enterprises, a relatively weak revolutionary party, a relatively strong state keeping
a vigorous fascism in reserve, etc.) workers’ control of production can come
considerably ahead of developed political dual power in a country” (<Workers’ Control
of Production>, 1931).

EZRIE FE “FE2Fo I71 939 A NN =FAd g% Y4 FAQ HeES
qohpm «gare] =FAEC] FF 29 A9NNA FPF WFF FPL HE oo
R FBYSRAL FEAIUE (AFS) F2) AP “wFAY /UL 59 du
aeERe] 7t 9% FTRAVE BE BASE AFYE AAY A¥eL, “wER FAb
EAE, “eFA I7P AAA Y Be BAE BA EdE, HEITHA AaE THo

7k ARHE FAH GTE BEd] BN Exzy)e) v

“With the exception of one country, state power throughout the world is in the hands
of the bourgeoisie. It is in this, and only in this, that, from the point of view of the
proletariat, the danger of state power lies. The proletariat’s historical task is to wrest
this most powerful instrument of oppression from the hands of the bourgeoisie. The
Communists do not deny the difficulties, the dangers that are connected with the
dictatorship of the proletariat. But can this lessen by one iota the necessity to seize
power? If the whole proletariat were carried by an irresistible force to the conquest of
power, or if it had already conquered it, one could, strictly speaking, understand this or
that warning of the syndicalists. Lenin, as is known, warned in his testament against the

abuse of revolutionary power. The struggle against the distortions of the dictatorship of

the proletariat has been conducted by the Opposition since its inception and without the

need of borrowing from the arsenal of anarchism.

But in the bourgeois countries, the misfortune lies in the fact that the overwhelming

majority of the proletariat does not understand as it should the dangers of the bourgeois

state. By the manner in which they treat the question, the syndicalists, unwittingly of
course, contribute to the passive conciliation of the workers with the capitalist state.
When the syndicalists keep drumming into the workers, who are oppressed by the

bourgeois state, their warnings about the dangers of a proletarian state, they play a



purely reactionary role. The bourgeois will readily repeat to the workers: “Do not touch
the state because it is a snare full of dangers to you.” The Communist will say to the
workers: “The difficulties and dangers with which the proletariat is confronted the day
after the conquest of power — we will learn to overcome them on the basis of
experience. But at the present time, the most menacing dangers lie in the fact that our
class enemy holds the reins of power in its hands and directs it against us.” (<The

Errors in Principle of Syndicalism>, 1929)
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“Dissertations upon “the dictatorship of the bureaucracy over the proletariat” without a
much deeper analysis, that is, without a clear explanation of the social roots and the
class limits of bureaucratic domination, boil down merely to high-faluting democratic

phrases so extremely popular among the Mensheviks. One need not doubt that the

overwhelming majority of Soviet workers are dissatisfied with the bureaucracy and that

a considerable section, by no means the worst, hates it. However, it is not simply due

to repression that this dissatisfaction does not assume violent mass forms; the workers

fear that they will clear the field for the class enemy if they overthrow the bureaucracy.

The interrelations between the bureaucracy and the class are really much more complex
than they appear to be to the frothy “democrats.” The Soviet workers would have
settled accounts with the despotism of the apparatus had other perspectives opened
before them, had the Western horizon flamed not with the brown color of fascism but
with the red of revolution. So long as this does not happen, the proletariat with
clenched teeth bears (“tolerates™) the bureaucracy and, in this sense, recognizes it as the
bearer of the proletarian dictatorship. In a heart to heart conversation, no Soviet worker
would be sparing of strong words addressed to the Stalinist bureaucracy. But not a
single one of them would admit that the counterrevolution has already taken place. The
proletariat is the spine of the Soviet state. But insofar as the function of governing is
concentrated in the hands of an irresponsible bureaucracy, we have before us an
obviously sick state. Can it be cured? Will not further attempts at cures mean a
fruitless expenditure of precious time? The question is badly put. By cures we

understand not all sorts of artificial measures separate and apart from the world



revolutionary movement but a further struggle under the banner of Marxism. Merciless
criticism of the Stalinist bureaucracy, training the cadres of the new International,
resurrecting the fighting capacity of the world proletarian vanguard — this is the essence
of the “cure.” It coincides with the fundamental direction of historical progress” (<The
Class Nature of the Soviet State>, 1933)
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