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Vil. Meeting of the Enlarged E. C. €. I.

Full Report.

Seventeenth Session.

The Inner-Party Questions of the C. P. S. U.

(7th December, morning.)
The seventeenth session of the Enlarged E.C. C.1. is opened
on Tth December at 11,30 a. m. by the Chairman, Comrade
Remmele. — Agenda: The Russian Question.

Comrade Stalin who is received with prolonged and enthu-
siastic applause and the singing ot the “Internationale”, pro-
ceeds to deliver his report.

Report of Comrade Stalin.

I. PRELIMINARY REMARKS.

Comrades, before taking up the question itself I want tc*
make a few preliminary remarks.

INHERENT ANTAGONISMS OF PARTY DEVELOPMENT.

First this question, — this is the question of the struggle
inside our Party. The struggle did not commence yesterday,
nor has it ended yet. If we examine the history of our Party
from the time it arose in the form of a group of Bolsheviks ir®
1903 and trace its subsequent stages right up to our times,
we may say without exaggeration that the history of our Party
is a history of the conflict of antagonisms within the Party,
the history of the efforts to overcome these antagonisms and’
the gradual consolidation of our Party on the basis of over-
coming these antagonisms. It may be said that the Russians
are too quarrelsome, that they love polemics; that they create’
differences and for that reason the development of the Russian
Party is a process of overcoming internal Party antagonisms.
This would not be true, comrades. This is not a matter of
quarrelsomeness; it is a matter of differences over principles,
arising in the process of the development of the Party and the
process of the struggle of the proletariat. Antagonisms may b€
overcome only by lighting for principles, for certain aims oft
the struggle, for certain methods of the struggle which lead to
the ultimate goal. We may, and should, compromise with op-

ponents in the Party on questions of current policy, on purely
practical questions, but if these questions are connected with
differences over principle then no compromise is possible; no’
“middle course” can save the situation. There is and there cam
be no “middle course” in questions of principle. Either one
set of principles or another must lie at the basis of the work
of the Party. A “middle course” on questions of principle is a*
“course” of confusion, a “course” of concealing differences, a°
“course” towards the intellectual death of the Party. -

How do, the Bocial Democratic Parties in the West live
and develop? Are there any internal antagonisms and differen-
ces over principles in those Parties? Of course there are. Do
they expose these antagonisms and fry to overcome them
honestly and frankly before the eyes of the masses of the Party?
No, of course they do not, It is the practice of the Social
Democrats to conceal these antagonisms, it is the practice of
the Social Democrats to convert their conferences and congres:
ses into masquerades, into official parades intended to show
that all is well within the Party; every effort is made to con:
ceal and gloss over the differences within the Party. But nothing
but confusion and the intellectual impoverishment of the Party
can result from such practices. This is one of the causes of the
decline of Western European Social Democracy, which at one
time was revolutionary, but is now reformist.

We, however, cannot live and develop in this way. The
aidurid jo suorsenb wo 2sinod sjpprur,, v Surpuy o Ld1jod



2 International Press Correspondence

No. 1

.

is not our policy. The policy of finding a “middle course” on
questions of principle is the policy of declining and degenera-
ting parties. Such a policy cannot but result in the Party be-
coming a mere bureaucratic apparatus beating the air, and de-
tached from the masses. This path is not our path.

The whole history of our Party confirms the postulate that
the history of our Party is the history of overcoming internal
Party differences and the steady consolidation of the ranks of
our Party on the basis of overcoming these antagonisms.

Take the first period of ‘the history of our Party, the period
of “Iskra”, the period of the Il Congress of our Party, when
differences arose for the first time between the Bolsheviks and
the Mensheviks, and when the leading group of our Party split

up into two sections, the Bolshevik section (Lenin) and the”

Menshevik section (Plekhanov, Axelrod, Martov, Zasulitch, Po-
tresov). Lenin at that time stood alone. If you would only know
comrades what a howl was raised at that time about the “indis-
pensibles” leaving Lenin! However, the experience of the fight,
the history of the Party has shown that these differences were at
bottom differences of principle, that these differences were a
necessary stage for the rise and development of a real revolu-
tionary and real Bolshevik Party. The experience of the struggle
of that time showed that first, it is not a question of quantity but
quality, and secondly, it is not formal unity that is important,
but it is important that unity shall be based on principle. Hi-
story has shown that Lenin was right and that the “indispen-
sibles” were wrong. History has shown that if these antagonisms
between Lenin and the “indispensibles” had not been overcome
we could not have had a real revolutionary Parity.

Take the next period. The eve of the 1905 revolution, when
the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks stood against each other but
were still within a single Party, as two opposite camps having
entirely different platforms; when the Bolsheviks stood on the
threshold of a formal split in the Party and when in order to
maintain the line of our revolution they were obliged to convene
their own congress. (Third Congress.) In what way did the
Bolshevik section win out at that time? In what way did it win
the sympathies of the majority in the Party? By refusing to con-
ceal the differences of principle in the Party, and by fighting to
overcome these differences, by isolating the Mensheviks.

I might also mention the third stage of the development of
our Party, the period after the defeat of the 1905 Revolution, the
period of 1907 when one section of the Bolsheviks, the so-callect
“Otzovisti” (recallists”)*) headed by Bogdanov departed from
Bolshevism. This was a critical period in the life of our Party.
This was a period when a number of Bolsheviks belonging to
the old guard abandoned Lenin and his Party. The Mensheviks
at that time loudly proclaimed that Bolshevism was doomed. But
they were wrong. Bolshevism lived, and the experience of the
struggle lasting about 18 months proved that Lenin and his
Party were right in conducting the fight to overcome the an-
tagonisms within the ranks of Bolshevism. These antagonisms
were overcome, not by concealing them, but by exposing and
fighting them out for the benefit and the advantage of our Party.

I could also refer to the fourth period in the history of our
Party, the period of 1911-12, when the Bolsheviks restored the
Party which had been almost crushed by the Tsarist reaction and
expelled the liqquidators from t¢he Party. In this, as in provious
periods, the Bolsheviks set to work to restore and consolidate
the Party, not by concealing their differences on principle with
the liquidators, but by exposing these differences and overco-
ming them.

I could also mention the fifth stage in the development of
our Party, the period before the October Revolution in 1917,
when a section of the Bolsheviks, led by certain leaders of the
Bolshevik Party, wavered and refused to agree to insurrection,
and regarded it as an adventure. It is well known that this an-
tagonism was also overcome by the Bolsheviks not by conce-
aling differences, but by a frank and open fight in favour of the
October Revolution, The experience of the fight has shown that
had we not overcome these differences we might have placed
the October Revolution into a critical position.

Finally, I could mention the later periods of the development
of our international Party struggle, the period of the Brest Pe-
ace; also the period of 1921 (the trade union discussion) and the

*) The section of the Bolshevik Party that demanded the
recall of the socialist deputies in the Duma. Translater.

other periods which are already known to you and upon which
I will not dwell in detail. It is well known that throughout all
these periods, as in the past, our Party grew and became strong
in the fight to overcome internal antagonisms.

What follows from all this?

It follows that the C.P.S.U. grew and became strong in
the fight to overcome internal Party antagonisms.

It follows that the fight to overcome :internal Party differences
is the law of development of our Party.

It may be said that this is the law for the C.P.S.U. and
not for other proletarian Parties. This would not be true. This
law is the law of development of all Parties of any considerable
size, irrespective of whether it is the proletarian Party of the
U.S.S.R. or Parties of the West. While in small Parties in small
countries it may.be possible to gloss over differences, to cover
them up by the authority of one or several persons, it is im-
possible to do so in a large Party with diversified districts. In such
Parties development by overcoming antagonisms is an inevitable
element of growth and consolidation of the Party. This is how
development proceeded in the past, this is how it proceeds a
the present day. I would liké here to call in the authority of
Engels, who in conjunction with Marx, guided the proletarian
Parties in the West through several decades. I refer to the eigh-
ties of the last century, when the anti-socialist laws were in opera-
tion in Germany, when Marx and Engels were in exile in
London, and when the Social Democratic organ “The Social
Democrat” was published illegally abroad, and really guided
the work of the German Social Democracy. Bernstein at that time
was still a revolutionary Marxist (he had not yet gone over to
reformism). Engels kept up a lively correspondence with “Bern-
stein on current questions of Social Democratic policy. This is
what he wrote to Bernstein in 1882:

“Apparently, all labour parties in big countries can
develop only in the process of internal struggle, in com-
plete accordance with the laws of dialectical development.
The German Party became what it is in the struggle bet-
ween the Eisenachers and the Lasalleians, in which the very
friction played the principal role. Unity became possible
only when the riff-raff, deliberately fostered by Lassalle as
instruments in the struggle, became worn-out, and this was
brought about with too great haste on our part. In France,
those who, while having sacrificed their Bakuninist theories,
continue to employ Bakauninist methods of fighting, and at
the same time desire to sacrifice the class character of the
movement to their social aims must also become worn out
before unity will again become possible. To advocate unity
under such conditions would be sheer stupidity. Moralising
sermons will not prevent infantile sicknesses which under
modern conditions must be experienced.” (The Marx and
Engels Archive Book I, pp. 324—325).

Far, says Engels in apother passage:

“Antagonisms cannot be concealed for long. They are
settled only by fighting them out.” (Ibid.)

This is how the existence of antagonisms within our Party
and the development of our Party through overcoming these an-
tagonisms by fighting them out is to be explained.

THE SCURCES OF THE ANTAGONISMS WITHI
PARTY. v

Where do these antagonisms originate from, what are their
sources ?

I think that the antagonisms within proletarian parties ori-
ginate from two circumstances. What are these?

These are, first: the pressure of the bourgeoisie and of bour-
gecis ideology upon the proletariat and its party in the course
of the class struggle, the pressure to which the more irresolute
sections of the proletariat, and that means the wavering sections
in the Party, not infrequently succomb. We must not think that
the proletariat is completely isolated from society, or that it
stands apart from society. The proletaniat is part of society
and connected with it through its diversified strata by numerous
threads. The Party is part of the proletariat, and for that reason
the Party cannot escape the contacts and influence of the dive--
sified strata of bourgeois society. The pressure of the bourgeoisie
and its ideology upon the proletariat and upon its Party results
in bourgeois ideas, morals, habits and moods, not infrequently
penetrating into the proletariat and its Party through the medium
of certain strata of the proletariat connected in one way or ano-
ther with bourgeois society.
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Secondly, it is the diversilied character of the working dass,
the fact it is made up of various strata. I think that the prole-
tariat as a class may be divided up into three strata: The first
stratum: the principal mass of the proletariat, its main core its
constant part; this is the mass of the “thoroughbred” proletarians
who have long ago cut off all contacts with the capitalist class.
This stratum of the proletariat is the most reliable support of
Marxism.

The second stratum: this stratum is composed of those pro-
letarians who have recently emerged irom non-proletarian clas-
ses: from the peasantry, petty bourgeoisie and intelligentsia.
This stratum, having just emerged from non-proletarian classes
has brought into the proletarian class its old habits and ocustoms,
its wavering and wvacillation. This stratym represents the most
favourable soil for all sorts of anarchist, semi-anarchist and
“ultra-Left” groupings.

Finally there is a third stratum. This is the aristocracy of
labour, the upper stratum of the working class, the most secure
in its conditions compared with the other sections of the prole-
tariat; it strives to compromise with the bourgeoisie; its pre-
dominating mood is to adapt itselfi to the mighty of the earth
and to be “respectable”. This stratum represents the most favou-
rable soil for avowed reformists and opportunists.

In spite of their apparent difference on the surface, the last
two strata of the working class represent a more or less com-
mon milien which fosters apportunism: frank and avowed op-
portunism when the mood of the aristocracy of labour prevails,
and the concealed opportunism of “Left” phrases when the mood
of that stratum of the working class prevails which has not
completely cut itself off from petty bourgeois contacts. There
is nothing surprising in the fact that avowed opportunism very
frequently coincides with “ultra-Left” moods. Lenin has said
more fthan once that “the wultra-Left” opposition is  the reverse
side of Right Wing, Menshevik, avowedly opportunist opposition,
and this is absolutely correct. If the “ulira-Left” stamds for revo-
lution because it expects the immediate victory of the revolution,
then naturally it must fall into despair, it must become disappoin-
ted in revolution if a hitch takes place and the revolution is not
immediately victorious.

Naturally, at every turn in the development of the class
struggle, on every occasion that the struggle becomes more acute
and difficult, the differences of views, the differences in the habits
and moods of the various strata of the proletariat must tell in
the form of differences in the Party, and the pressure of the
bourgeoisie and its ideology upon the Party must inevitably
cause these differences to become more acute and to find an
outlet in the form of a struggle within the proletarian Party.

These are the sources of the inberent antagonisms and dif-
Yferences within the Party.

Can we turn our backs on these antagonisms and differences?
No, we cannot. To turn our backs on them would mean to de-
ceive ourselves. Engels was right when he said that it is im-
possible to conceal differences within the Party for long, they
can be settled only by fighting them out.

This does not mean that the Party be converted into a de-
bating society. On the contrary, the Party of the -proletariat is,
and must remain, a fighting organisation of the proletariat.
I merely wish to say that we must not shut our eyes to diffe-
rences within the Party if these differences are over questions of
principle. I want to say that only by fighting for principle can
the proletarian Party withstand the pressure and influence of the
bourgedisie. Only by overcoming internal Party antagonisms
can we guarantee the soundness and strength of the Party.

H. THE SPECIAL FEATURES OF THE OPPOSITION
OF THE C. P. S. U.

Having made these preliminary remarks, permit me now to
take up the question of the opposition in the C.P.S.U.

First of all 1 would like to indicate certain special features
which the opposition in our Party has, I have in mind the super-
ficial features, which immediately catch the eye, and not for the
time being the actuwal points of difference. 1 think that the special
features can be reduced to three main features. Firstly: that the
opposition in the C.P.S.U. is a combination of oppositions,
and not simply an opposition. Second: that the opposition
strives to conceal its opportunism by “Left” phrases and by
flaunting “revolutionary” slogans. Third: in view of its amor-
phous principles, the opposition complains that it is not under-
stood; the leaders of the opposition in fact represent a faction
of the “mis-understood” (laughter).

I will start with the first feature. How is it to be explained
that our opposition comes before us as a combination of oppo-
sitions, as a bloc of all kinds of tendencies which have bezen pre-
viously condemned by the Party? How is it that it comes out
not merely as a “single” opposition, but an opposition led by
Trotskyism?

This is explained by the following circumstances.

First: that all these tendencies which have combined into
a bloc — the Trotskyists, ithe “new opposition”, the remnants of
“democratic centralism” and the remnants of the “workers’ oppo-
sition” — are all more or less opportunistic tendencies which
have either fought against Leninism from the first moment oft
their existence, or have commenced to fight against Leninism”
recently. It goes without saying that this common feature helped
them to combine in a bloc to ight the Party.

Second: the fact that the present period marks a turning
point and brings up once again very acutely the fundamental
questions of our revolution. As all these tendencies differed and
stili differ with our Party on various questions concerning the
revolution, naturally, at the present time, when all our differences’
are being summarised and balanced, all these tendencies are
drawn together into a single bloc directed against the fun-
damental policy of the Party. It goes without saying that this
circumstance could not but help to combine the diversified oppo-
sition tendencies into a single camp.

Third: the circumstance that the mighty strength and com-

pactness of our Party on the one hand, and the weakness and

isolation from the masses of all the opposition tendencies without'
exception on the other hand, obviously made the fight of each’
of these tendencies separately absolutely hopeless, and for that
reason the opposition tendencies were compelled fo combine
their forces in order in this way to compensate for their indi-
vidual weakness and on the surface at least increase their chan-
ces of success.

How is it to be explained that Trotskyism comes forward
as the leader of this opposition bloc:

First: by the fact that Trotskyism is the most rounded off’
and complete tendency of opportunism 'in our Party as com-
pared with all the other tendencies (the V Congress was right
when it described Trotskyism as a petty bourgeois deviation).

Second: by the fact that not a single opposition tendency in
our Party is able to camouilage its opportunism by means of
“Left” and revolutionary phrases as cleverly as the Trotskyist
tendency (laughter).

This is not the first time iin the history of our Party that
Trotskyism has come out at the head of opposition tendencies’
directed against the Party. I would like to mention the well'
known precedent fin the history of the Party which occurred in
the period of 1911—1914 when the so-called “August bloc” was
formed of opposition anti-Party tendencies led by Trotsky. I
would like to mention this precedent because it represents the
prototype of the present opposition bloc. At that time comrades,
Trotsky combined against the Party the liquidators (Potresov,
Martov and others) the “otzovists” (represented by the paper
“Forward”) and his own group. Now he has tried to combine
into an opposition bloc the “workers’ opposition”, the “new
opposition” and his own group. It is well known that Lenif
fought against the “August bloc” for three years. This is what
Lenin wrote concerning the August bloc on the eve of iits esta-
blishement:

“In the name of the Party as a whole, we declare that’
Trotsky is conducting an anti-Party policy; — that he is
discrupting Party legality, is taking up the path of adven-
tures and splits . . . Trotsky is silent about this undoubted
truth because for the real aims of his policy, truth is iato-
lerable. And the real aims are becoming miore and more
clear and obvious even to the least farsighted members of
the Party. These real aims are — an anti-party bloc of
Potresovs and the Viperod-ists*) and Trotzky is supporting
and organising such a bloc . . . This bloc of course will
support Trotsky’s “fund” and the anti-Party Conference
which he is convening, for Messieurs the Potresovs and the
Vperod-ists will in this way obtain what they want: freedom
to form fractions, to have these fractions consecrated, to’
have their activities screened and to be able to put up a
lawyer’s defence of these activities before the workers. From

*) The followers of the paper “Vperod” = “Forward”. Tr.
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the point of view of fundamental principles we must regard
this bloc as adventurist in the strict sense of the word.
Trotsky does not dare to say that he regards the Potresovs
and the Otzovists as real Marxists and real champions of
the principles of Social Democracy. Herein lies the adven-
turist character of his position. Trotzky must permanently
wriggle . . The bloc between Trotzky, the Potresovs and
the Vperod-ists is an adventure from the point of view of
“fundamerttal principles”. Not less true is it from the point of*
view of Party pelitical tasks . . . The experience of the past
year, since the ‘Plenum, has shown that the Potresov group

and the Vperod fraction are the embodiment of the bour-

geois influence upon the proletariat . . . Thirdly and finally,
the policy of Trotsky is an adventure irom the organisation
point of view because as we have already shown it disrupts
Party legality and in organising a conference in the name
of single group abroad (or 'in the name of the bloc of two
anti-Party fractions, the Golos-ists*) and the Vperod-ists) is
.directly aiming for a spht ? (ct. Lenin, Vol. I, ‘Part 2,
pp. 180—104.)

This is what Lenin said regarding the first bloc of anti-
Party tendencies led by Trotsky.

The same thing must be said, but with greater em hasis
concerning the present bloc of anti- Party tendencies also’ led ‘by
Trotsky.

These are the reasons why our opposition comes forward

at the present time in the form of a combinafion of oppositions
{and not as a simple opposition), and led by Trotzkyism. This
is the first special feature of the Opposition.
' I will now deal with the second feature. I have already
said that the second speciel feature of the opposition is in its
tense sfriving to comceal its opportunism by “Left” and “evolu-
tionary” phrases. I cannot deal here in detail with the facts
which demonstrate the permanent divergence between “revolu-
tionary” words and opportunist deeds in the activities of the
opposition. It is sufficient to examine the thesis on the opposition
passed by the XV. Conference of ‘the C. P. S. U. to.understand
how this camouflage is arran%ed 1 would like, however, to
quote a few examples from the history of aur Party to illustrate
the fact that all the opposition tendencies in our Party have
tried 'to conceal their unrevolutionary action by “revolutionary”
phrases and by constantly criticising the Party and its policy
trom the “Left” ever since we captured power.

Take for example, the “Left” Communists who opposed
the Party in the period of the Brest Peace (1918). It is well
"known that at that time they criticised ‘the Party ‘from the
“Left”, opposed the Brest Peace and described the policy of
the Party as bemg opportunistic, mon-proletarian and directed
towards - compromise with the imperialists. It turned out that
in practice the Left Commumists, by opposing . the Brest Peace
opposed the possibility of “our Party obtaining a respite in
which to organise and consolidate the Sowiet Government; it
turned out - that they aided the socialist revolutionaries and
Mensheviks, who were at that time opposed 1o the Brest Peace,
and ‘worked for the benefit of the imperialists, who were stri-
ving to crush the Soviet Goverrniment at its' birth.

Take the “Workers’ Opposition” 10921, It is well known
that this opposition also criticised the Party from the “Left”,
strongly attacked the policy of NEP. and “shattered” Lenin’s
argument that the restoration of 1ndustr\ must be commenced
from the development of agricultire which will provide the
food and raw material basis for industry. They attacked this
argument on the ground that it left out of account the interests
of the proletariat and that it was a deviation towards the
peasantry. In practice, it turned out that unless we adopted
the policy of NEP., wunless we developed. agriculture, which
provides “the raw materials and fdod basis for industry, we
would” ‘have had no industry whatever and the proletariat
would have become de-classed. Moreover, it is well known now
in which direction the: “workers” opposition began to develop,
to the right or to the left.

Finally, let us take Trotskyism, which has been crxtlc:lsmg
the Party from the “Left” for several years now, but which
the V. Congress of the Commfern has’ descr.‘bed as a petty

*) The followers of the paper “Nash Golos” — “Our

Voice”. Tr.

bourgeois deviation. What can there be in common between
petty bourgeois deviations and a real revolutionary? Is it not
clear that “revolutionary” phrases in this case serve merely as
a screen to cover petty bourgeois deviations?

I will not mention the “new opposition”, the “Left” out-
cries of which are intended to conceal its captivity to Trotskyism.
Of what do all these facts speak?

They show that the “left” camouflage of opportunist
actions 1s one of the most characteristic features of all opposition
tendencies in our Party since the time we took power.

How: can these things be explained?

They are explained by the revolutionary character of the
proletariat of the U. S. S. R, by the great revolutionary tradi-
tions with which our proletemat is imbued. They are to be
explained by the positive hatred the workers of the U. S. S. R.
entertain towards anti-revolutionary- and opportunist elements.
They are to be explained by the fact that they positively refuse
to listen to avowed opportunists and consequently, “revolu-
tionary” camouflage serves merely as a decoy to attract the
attention of the workers and to win thelr confidence for, the
opposition.

Our workers, cannot, for example understand why 11 has
never entered the Heads of the British workers up till now
to take such traitors like Thomas and throw them down a
well and drown them (laughter). Eveéryone who understands
our workers would realise that the lives. of opportunists like
Thomas would be positively intolerable among our workers,

and yet the British workers not only do not drown traitors like

Thomas, but.even re-elect them to the General Council and not
cnly simpty re-elect, but elect them: demonstratively.. Clearly,
such workers do not require to have opposition camoudlaged
in the form of revolution, they do not-object to taking it un-
gilded. How is this:to be explained? By the absence of ‘the re-
volutionary :traditions antong ~the British workers. These re-
volutionary traditions are omly just beginning to. arise and
develop, and there is not the slightest doubt that the British
workers will become hardened in the .revolutionary struggle.
But until that hardening has taken place, the difference between
the British workers and the Soviet -workers will remain, This
explains why it is a risky thing -for. the opportunists in our
Party to come before the workers of the U. S. S.-R. unless
they are camouilaged as revolutionaries. Herein, lies the cause
of the “revolutionary” camouflage of the opposition bloc.
Finally, 1 will deal with'the third special feature of our
opposition. T have already said that this feature is the amorphons
principles of the opposition bloc, in fact the absence of prin-
ciples in the opposition, its amoeba like form and the continual
complaints that this gives rise to charges on the part of the
leaders of the opposition that they are “misunderstood” ‘that their
arguments are “distorted”, that things. are ascribed ‘to them
which they “never said”, ‘ete. Surely, this is a faction of the
“misunderstood”. The hlstory of proletarian Parties teaches that
this special feature (of being “misunderstood”) is quite a wusual
and most widespread feature of opportunism in general. You
ought to know comrades, that exactly the same thing “happened”
with the mnotorious opportunists Bernstein, Volmer, Auer, and
other German Social Democrats in the ‘O0’s of the last century
and the beginning of this century, when German Social Demo-
cracy was revolutionary and the out and out opportugists for
many years complained that they.were “misunderstood” and
ihat their arguments were distorted. It is a well known fact
“that the German revolutionary Social Democrats described the
ernstein faction as the faction of the “misundersfood”. Tt is
nort an accident that the present opposition bloc must be placed
in the category of the “misunderstood” factions.
. These are the principal special features of the opposition
oc.

HI. THE DIFFERENCES IN THE C. P. 8. U."
We now come to the deferefnoes thamselves

I think our differences can be reduced to several funda-
mental questions. 1 will not deal with these questions in detail
because I have not sufficient time. for that - ‘purpose, apd my
speech is already drawn out too.long. Moreover, you' have
the material on the questions in the C. P. S. U, in which. it
is ‘true there are defects in translation, but which in the nrain,
gives you a correct picture of the differences in our Party.
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QUESTIONS OF SOCIALIST CONSTRUCTION.

- First. Question: The first question is the question of the
‘possibility of wictory of socialism in a single country, the
question of the possibility of the victorious construction of
socialism.. Of course we are not discussing: Montenegro or even
Bulgaria, but ourcountry, the U. S. S. R. We are discussing
a country-in which imperialism existed and developed, in which
there is.a certain minimum of- a proletariat, in which there is
4 Party which leads the: proletariat. Hence, the question ' is:
is the victory of socialism possible in the U. S. S. R.? Is it
possible to construct socialism in the U. S. S. R, on the basis
of the internal forces of our country, om the. basis of the
possibilities at the command of the proletariat of the U. S. S.R?
But what is meant by constructing socialism, if this term is to
be formulated in ¢oncrete class language? To construct socialism
in the U. S. S. R. means:to.overcome our Soviet bourgeoisie,
in the course of the struggle by our own forces. Consequently
the .question amounts to this: Is the proletariat: of the U: S, S. R.
<apable of overcoming its'own Soviet bourgeoisie? Hence, when
we ask: is it possible to construct socialism. in the U. S, S. R,
we mean: Is the proletariat of the U..S. S. R. capable, by its
own efforts, of overcoming the bourgeoisie of the U. S, S R.?
This is; the only manner in which the question is. presented in
solving the problem of the construction of socialism in our
country. : : :

The Party’s reply to this question is in the affirmative, for
it bases .its reply on the faet that the proletariat of the U. 8. S. R.,
dhe. proletarian dictatorship in the U. S. S. R. commands the
possibilities to overcome the bourgeoisie of the U. 8. S.'R. by
its omwmn foroes. U L ;

If this were incorrect, if the Party had no grounds for
asserting that the proletariat of the U. S. S: R. was. -capable
of constructing socialist society in spite of the relative technical
backwardness of our country, then our Party would have no
justification for remaining in. power; it should give up power
in one way -or another and become an opposition Party. For,
we have to choose between one of two things, either we can
build socialism and finally complete it by overcoming ouf
“national” bourgeoisie, — in that case the Party must remain
in power and guide the workof socialist construction in the
country for the sake of the wvictory of . Socialism all over the
world, or we are unable by our own efforts to- overcome our
bourgeoisie, — then, bearing in mind the absence of immediate
aid from outside, from victorious revolutions in other countries,
we. must honestly and frankly give up power and set our course
towards. organising another revolution in the U. S. 8. R in
the future. Would it be permissible for a Party to deceive
its own class, in this case the working class? No it would
not. A Party -that, did that should be hanged, drawn and
quartéred. But precisely ‘because our Party has no:right to de-
ceive the working class’ it should say frankly that, because it
is not sure of the possibility of constructing” socialism jifr our
oountry -it must abandon power, cease being the governing Party
and | 1€ an opposition Party. ,

We established the dictatorship of the proletariat, and by
that we laid down the political basis for the advance towards
socialism. Can we by our own -forces lay: down the ecomomic
basis of socialism? Can we lay down the economtic foundation
necessary for the construction of socialism by our own forces?
What is the economic content and economic ‘basis of socialism?
Is it to establish a paradise and amiversal happiness? No, it
is not. This is a petty bourgeois idea of the econemic content
of socialism. To lay down the  economic basis . of * socialism
means to' combine agriculture ‘with, socialist industry into one
economic. whole; to subordinate agriculture to the guidance of
socialist industry; to establish relations betwieen town and
country on the basis of a direct exchange of the products of
agriculture with the products of industry; to close and abolish
the channels through which classes arise and primarily capital,
and in the last resort to create such conditions of production
and distribution as will lead directly to the abolition .of classes.

Lenin said the following in this connection when we intro-
duced NEP. and when the ‘question. of the construction of the
socialist foundation of our national economy confronted us in
all its scope. . :

“The substitution of requisitions by a tax signifies in

principle: the transition from ‘war Communism’ to a

proper socialist foundation. Not requisitions nor the tax,

but the exchange of the products of large scale (social;i_sgt_ﬁzl’)
industry for the produce of peasant agriculture represeqts
. the economic content of socialism, represents. jts basis.”
Lenin, Collected (supplementary) Works, Vol. IV., p- 372,

« . This-is. how: Leniin: understood the question-of the establish-
ment of the ecomomic basis of socialism. i S

But in order to. weld together agriculture with the ‘sogiali-
sed industries: it isnnecessary first. of all to have a.broad net-
-work of organs of ‘distribution, a' broad net-work of otgans<of
co-operation: consumers’ co-operatives as well - as ‘agricultural
co-operatives and producing: co-operatives.. This is Precisely: what
Lenin had in’'mind when, in his pamphlet, “On :Co-operation”,
he wrote: ; g SR

“Co-operation in our conditions svery often is'‘abso-

lutely identical with -socialism.”: :Lenin, Vol. 18,7 Patt 2.

Therefore, can the proletariat of the U.S.S. R, by.its own
efforts lay down' ithe ecomomic basis of socialism at;a time
when our country is in a capitalist environment? O N

The Party replied to'this question in the affirmative. , (cL.
Resolution of the XV. Confere ce. of fhe C,P.S.U.). Lenin re-
plied to this qiiestion’ in the affirmative (cf ‘at least his pamphlet
“On Co-operation”). The whole experience of qur work of con-
struction replies to this question in the alfirmative. For the
share of 'the socialist sector of our economy is increasing, year
by yedr, at the expense of ithe private capital sector, both. in
the sphere of production ‘and in the sphere of circulation; the role
of private capital in pr portion to the role of the socialist ele-
ments of our ecorfomy is declining ‘from year to year,” i’

How  does ‘the opposition reply to' this question?

The opposition replies 4o this question in the ‘negative.

It follows then' that the victory of socialism in our coufitry
is possible; that the' possibility of constructing the ecotiomic
basis .of socialism may be regarded as guaranteed. . Does . this
mean that such a-victory may be regarded as complete victory,
as the final victory guaranteeing the country ‘which is comstriic-
ting socialism against all external dangers, against the ddanger
of imperialist intervention and the danger of restoration , c6n-
nected with it? No it does not. While the question’ of con-
structing socialism in the U.S'S. R.is a question of “over-
coming our own “national” bourgeoisie, ‘the fuestion of the’
final vietory of socialism is a question of overcoming 'the. worl
Bourgeoisie. The Party says that the proletariat of a. single
country is incapable of overcoming the world bourgeoigie by
its own - efforts. The Party says that in order to achievé the
final victory of socialism ir a’single country it is necessary to
overcome, or. at least'to “neutralise the world bourgeoisie, The
Party says that this ‘is- a’task- that can ‘be ’fulﬁiled ‘only by the
proletariat of several countries. Therefore, final victory in one
country or .another means the victqll_-% of the prdletarian 'revo:
lution at least in several countries. Itiis ‘question does not give
rise to any particular differences ' of opinion in our Party .and
for that reason I will not dwell ‘upon  it. at length. T would
refer those who are interested 1o the material which has been’
distributed to- the Menibers of the Enlarged Plenum of the
E.C.C.L : N b T L

THE FACTOR OF THE “RESPITE”.

Second question: The second question concerns - the
problems of the ‘present international situation of the U.S. S. Ry
of the’ conditions of the period of “respite” during which the
work of constructing socialism was commenced and began ' to
deyelop in our country. We: can.and must construct socialism
in ‘the U.S.S.R. 'But in order to construct socialism, *first of
all we must exist, we must have a “respite” from war; there
must be no attempts at intervention; it s necessary to win a
cerfain minimum of international conditions in order to- exist
and construct socialism. The question then arises, what main-
tains the present 'international position of the Soviet Republic;
what determines the present- “peaceful” period of development
of our country in ifs relations with capitalist countries; upon
what is this “respite” based? If it is proved that the danger .of
Intervention exists and will continue to exist- and that . this
danger can only be removed as a result of the victory of the
proletarian revolution in a number of countries, then wha#
maintains’ the present period of “respite” which we have gained*
and "which prevents the capitalist world from making imme-
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diate attempts at serious intervention and which creates the
necessary conditions for ithe construction of socialism in our
country? ) )

Phe present period of “respite” is based at least on four
fundamental facts. o )

First: the antagonisms in the camp of the imperialists, which
continue to remain acute-and prevent them irom coming to an
understanding against the Soviet Republic. L

. Secomd: the antagomisms between imperialism and the
colomnial countries; the growth of the movement for liberation in
the colomial and dependent countries.

Third: the growth of the revolutionary movement in ca-
pitalist countries, and the growing sympathy of the proletarians
of all countries to the Soviet Republic. The proletariat in
capitalist countries as yet is wunable to support the proletariat
in the U:S.S.R. by direct revolution against their capitalists,
but the capitalist imperialist states already are unable to move
“their” workers against the proletariat of the U.S.S.R., for
the sympathy of the proletarians of all countries towards the
Soviet Republic is increasing and must inevitably increase from
day to day. And nowadays, it is impossible to conduct war
without the “vorking class. '

Fourth: the strength and power of the proletariat of the
U.S.S.R.; achievements in socialist construction; the strength
and organisation of its Red Army. ‘
" The combination of these and similar conditions create
the period of “respite” which is the characteristic feature of
the present international position of the Soviet Republic.

THE “NATION AL” AND INTERNATIONAL TASKS OF THE
REVOLUTION ARE ONE AND .INDIVISIBLE.

Third. question: The third question is that of the problem

of the “natiopal” and international tagks of ‘the proletarian revo-
tution in one .country or another.: The Party holds the view
that the “natiopal” and international tasks .of the . proletariat
of the U.S.S.R. merge into the one general, task of emancipating
the proletariat of all countries-from: capitalism, that the interests
of the construction of socialism. in our. country wholly and com-
pletely merge with the interests of the revolutionary movement
in all countries, into one common interest of the victory of the
revolution in, all countries. ‘What would happen if the pro-
Jégdriat of all countries did not sympathise with and support the
%\;iét Republic? There would be intervention, and the Soviet
Republic would be destroyed. Dot PR
- " What ‘would happen i the, capifalists managed to destroy
the Soviet Republic? A period of the blackest reaction would
set in in all capitalist and colonial countries. The working class
and “the oppressed nations ‘would; be crushed. The .positions
5t ir&«y’zmatit‘)ml Communism - would -be. destroyed. :
“. What will happen. if.the 'suport and sympathy of the pro-
Qﬁg;'i;i?tloi all countries; towards the; Soviet Republic will increase
and, ‘%‘rqw?f This -will copsjderably. . facilitate -the .construction of
Soctalismy.in the U.$.§. R. What. .will happen;if the achievements
oI “sorcialist construction will sincrease in- the U.S.S.R.? This
will! immeasturably  improve the revolutionary positions of the
proletariat 'of. all cpuxggxes in their light against capital; it will
undermine the positions of international capital in its fight
against the proletariat and increase the chances of world Com-
munism to the highest degree. 5 EES

From this it lollows that the interests and tasks of the pro-
letariat of the U.S.8:R. are interwoven and inseparably con-
nected with the interests and the tasks of ‘the -revolutionary
movement in all countries, and vice versa, the tasks of the re-
volutionary proletariat of all countries are inseparably connected
with the tasks and achievements of the proletariat of the U.S.S*R.
on the front of socialist comstruction. ‘

Consequently, to contrast the “national” tasks of the pro-
‘etariat of one country or another to its imternational tasks,
means to commit a profound error in policy.

~Consequently, to describe the zeal and passion displayed
oy the proletariat in their struggle on the front of socialist
construction as a symptom of “national insularity” and “narrow
nationalism”, as the opposition sometimes does, is nothing but
madness or decrepitude. )

Consequently, the assertion that the interests and the tasks
of the proletariat of one country are one and indivisible with the
interests of the tasks of the proletariat of all countries is the
surest guide to the victory of the revolutionary movement of

the proletariat of all countries. .

It is precisely for this reason that the victory of the revo-
lution in a singie country is not an end in itself, but a means,
a lever of the development and the victory of the revolution in
all countries.

Therefore, to construct socialism in the U.S.S.R. means 10
serve the common cause of the proletariat of all countries. It
means to forge the victory over capitalism, not only in the
U.S.S.R., but in all capitalist countries as well; for the revo-
lution. in the U.S.S.R. is part of the world- revolution, it is
its beginning and the base for its expansion.

THE HISTORY OF THE QUESTION OF CONSTRUCTING
SOCIALISM.

Fourth question: The fourth question refers to the history
of the question we are discussing. The opposition asserts that
the question of censtructing socialism in a single country came
up for the first time in our Party in 1925. At all events Comrade
Trotzky openly stated at the XV. Comgress: “Why do you
demand the theoretical recognition of the comstruction of so-
cialism in a single country? Where did you obtain this per-
spective? Why did no ome raise this question prior to 1925?”

It would sppear therefore, that prior to 1925 this question
was not raised in our Party. It would appear from this that
Bukharin and Staling raised this question in our Party in 1925.

Is this true? No, ‘it is not.

1 assert that the question of constructing socialist economy
in a single country was first brought up in the Party by Lenin
as far back as 1915. I assert that none other objected to Lenin
at that time than Comrade Trotzky himself, I assert that since
that time, i. e. since 1915, the question of constructing socialist
economy in a single country has been dealt with in our press
and in our Party more than once. .

Let us examine the facts:

a) 1915. An article by Lenin in' the Central organ of the
Bolsheviks (in the “Social Democrat”) entitled “The Slogan
of the United: States of Europe”. This is what Lenin wrote in
that article: , '

“As an independent slogam, the slogan of the “United
States of the World” would hardly be correct however,
firstly because ‘it merges- with socialism; secondly, because
it may give rise to ‘incorrect interpretations of the im-
possibility of the victory of socialism in a single country
and- of the relations between such a country and the others.
Uneven economic and political development is an ‘absolute
faw of capitalism. From this it follows that the victory of
socialism at first in a few, or even in a. single capitalist
country taken separately; is possible. The victorious pro-
letariat of that country, having expropriated the capitalists
and organised socialist production in its own country would
rise against the rest of the capitalist world, attract to itself
the - oppressed. classes of other countries, rouse in those
countries rebellion against the capitalists, and in the event
of necessity come out with armed force against the ex-
ploiting classes and their states” ... For “the free combination
of nations under socialism, without a more or less prolonged
and stubborn struggle on the part of the Socialist Republics
-algaliggt)the other States, is impossible.” (Lenin, Vol. XIIJ,
. ). .o
The following is- Comrade Trotsky’s reply made in the same

year; 1915, in “Nash Golos” (“Our Voice”) the paper which
Trotsky directed: - '

“Uneven economtic and political development is an ab-
solute law of capitalism. From this, ‘Social Democrat’ (the
central organ of the Bolsheviks in 1915 in which Lenin’s
article to which reference is made was published. J. Stalin),
draws the conclusion that the victory of socialism in a single
country is possible, and therefore, it is unnecessary to make
the establishment of the United States of Europe a condition
for the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat in
each separate country . . . That no country need ‘wait’ for
the others in its struggle is an elementary idea which it is
useful and necessary to repeat in order that the idea of si-
multaneous international action shall not be substituted by
the idea of a waiting policy of international inaction. With-
out waiting for the rest we commence and continue our

*) Italics mine, J. Stalin.
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struggle on a national scale with the complete conviction
that our initiative will stimulate the struggle in other co-
untries; but if the latter does not take place, then it is ho-
peless to think — as the experience of history and theoretical
reasoning proves — that for example revolutionary Russia
could successfully stand up against conservative Europe or
that socialist Germany could stand isolatedly in a capatalist
world. To regard the perspectives of the social revolution
from the national outlook is to fall a prey to narrow na-
tionalism which in fact is social patriotism”, (L. Trotsky,

“1917” Collected Works, Vol. III, Part 1, pp. 92—93*).

As you see, the question of “organising socialist production”
was raised by Lenin already in 1916, on the threshold of the
bourgeois democratic revolution in Russia, in the period of the
imperialist war, when the question of the bourgeois democratic
revolution merging into social revolution was on the order of
the day.

You see from this that none other than Comrade Trotsky
replied to Comrade Lenin, and Comrade Trotsky must have
known that Lenin’s article dealt with ‘the question of “the
victory of socialism” and of the possibility of “organising so-
cialist production in a single country.”

We see that the charge of “narrow nationalism” was first
made by Comrade Trotsky already in 1915, and this charge was
made not against Bukharin or Stalin, but against Lenin.

Now, Comrade Zinoviev repeatedly puts forward this ridi-
culous charge of “narrow nationalism”, but he apparently fails
to understand that by this he is repeating and reviving Comrade
Trotsky’s phrase directed against Lenin and his Party.

b) 1919. An article by Lenin entitled “Economics and Po-
litics in the Epoch of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.” This
is what Lenin wrote in this article.

“However much the bourgecisie of all countries and
their tacit and avowed accomplices (the ‘socialists” of the
II International) may lie and slander, one thing remains
beyond a doubt: From the point of view of fundamental
economic problems, the victory of the dictatorship oi the
proletariat in our country, the victory of communism over
capitalism is assured. It is precisely for this reason that the
bourgeoisie of the whole world raves against Bolshevism
and organises military crusades, conspiracies, etc., against
the Bolsheviks. For they perfectly weli understand that our
victory in the reconstruction of social economy is inevitable,
unless they crush us by military force. But this they will fail
to do!” (Lenin, Vol. XVI, p. 350.) '

You see that Lenin here deals with the “economic problems

of the dictatorship of the proletariat” with the “r~onstruction

of social economy”, in the direction of the “victory of Com-
munism”. What are the “economic problems of the dictatorship
of the proletariat” and the “reconstruction of social economy”
under the dictatorship of the proletariat? They are nothing more
nor less than the construction of socialism in-a single country,
in our country. :

c) 1921. Lenin’s pamphlet on the “Agricultural Tax”, the
well known passage in which it is said that we can, and must
construct “a socialist foundation for our -economy”. (cf. Lenin,
“The Agricultural Tax”.)

d) 1922. Comrade Lenin’s speech at the Moscow Soviet
where he said that we have “dragged socialism into everyday
life”, that “N. E. P. Russia will become socialist Russia” (Lenin,
Vol. 18, Part. 2, p, 108). Comrade Trotsky replied to this speech
in his “Addendum” to the “Peace Programme” written in 1922,
without indicating that he was replying to Lenin. This is what
Comrade Trotsky says in his “Addendum”: , '

“The assertion repeated several times in the “Peace

Programme” to the effect that the proletarian revolution

cannot be victoriously completed within the boundaries of

a single country, may seem to some readers to have been

refuted by the almost five years experience of our Soviet

Republic. Such a conclusion, however, would be groundless.

The fact that the Workers’ State has maintained itself against

the world in a single country and a backward country at'

that, is evidence of the colossal power of the proletariat,
which 1in other, more advanced, more civilised countries
would be able literally to perform miracles. But, although
we have maintained ourselves politically in a military sense,

*) Italics mine, J. Stalin.

maintained ourselves as a State, we have not arrived or
even approached to the task of constructing socialist society.
‘The struggle for revolutionary political seii-preservation du-
ring this period, has resulted in the extreme diminution of
productive forces. Socialism, however, is conceivable only
on the basis of flourishing growth. The commercial nego-
tiations with bourgeois States, concessions, the Genoa
Conference, etc., is all too striking evidence of the impossibi-
lity of isolated socialist comstruction within national state
boundaries . . . The genuine rise of socialist economy in*
Russia will become possible only after the victory of the
proletariat of the most important countries in Europe.
(L. Trotsky “1917”, Collected Works, Vol. 3. Part 1;
pPp. 92—93.%)

To whom does Comrade Trotzky reply, when he talks about
“the impossibility” of isolated socialist construction within na-
tional state boundaries? Surely, not to Bukharin or to Stalin!
Comrade Trotzky replies to Lenin and on no other question than
the Jundamental question of the possibility of “socialist con-
struction within national state boundaries”. . .

e) 1923. Lenin’s pamphlet “On Co-operation” which re-
presents his political will and testament. This is what Comrade

- ILenin says in this pamphlet:

“Indeed, the power of the State over all the large means
of production, the power of the State in the hands of the
proletariat, the alliance between this proletariat with the
many millions of small and minute peasant farmers, the
guarantee that the proletariat will maintain the leadership
of the peasantry, etc, — is this not all that is necessary,
so that co-operation, and co-operation alone, which was
formerly sneered at as huckstering, and which, irom a cer-

" tain aspect we will still have the right to sneer at as such,
under N.E.P., is not this all that is necessary for the con-
struction of cemplete socialist Sociely? This is not yet the
construction of socialist society completed, but it is all that
is mecessary and sufficient for this construction.” (Lenin,

Vol. 18, Part 2, p. 140%).) ‘

It seems to me that it would be difficult to express the thing
more clearly. ‘According to Comrade Trotzky, “socialist con-
struction within national state boundaries” is impossible. Lenin,
however, asserts that we, i. e. the proletariat of the U.S.S. R,
now, in the period of the dictatorship of the proletariat, possess
“all that is necessary and sufficient for the construetion of com-
plete socialist society”. These are completely opposite views.

These 'are the facts. T

You will see, therefore, that the .question of constructing
socialismin a single country was raised im our Party already in
1915 by Lenin personally and that none: other than Comrade
Trotzky argued with Comrade Lenin -over. this question and
charged him with “narrow nationalism’.

. You will see that since then, this question has never left
the agenda of the work of our Party right up to the very death
of Comrade Lenin.

You see that this question has been discussed on several
octasions and in ditferent forms by Comrade Trotzky, in a con-
cealed but very definite controversy with Comrade Lenin, and
each time Comrade Trotzky dealt with the question, not in the
spirit of Lenin and Leninism, but against Lenin and Leninism.

You see that Comrade Trotzky utters a deliberate untruth
when he says. that the question of the construction of socialism
in.a single country was never bronght up prior to 1925.

THE SPECIAL IMPORTANCE OF THE QUESTION OF THE
CONSTRUCTION OF SOCIALISM IN THE U. S. S. R. AT
THE PRESENT TIME.

Fifth question: The fifth question has to deal with the ur-
gency of the task of constructing Socialism at the present time.
Why has the question of the construction of Socialismi acquired
such urgency precisely at the present time? Why is it that in
1915, 1918, 1919, 1921, 1922, 1923 the question of the construction
of Socialism in the U.S.S.R. was discussed only from time
to time and in separate articles, whereas in 1924, 1925 and 1926
this 'question occupied an extremely prominent place in Party
practice. How is this to be explained? ’

*) Italics mine, ;. Sialin.
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In my opinion it is explained by three principal causes.

First, by the fact that the rate of development of the revolu-
tion in -other countries has slowed down, a so-called “partial
stabilisation of capitalism” has set in. This gives rise to the
question: Is not this partial stabilisation of capitalism leading to
the diminution or even to the disappearance of the possibility
of constructing Socialism in our country? This is the cause of the
increasing interest that.is being displayed in the fate of Socialism
-and of Socialist construction 1 our counmtry. =

Second, by the fact that we introduced N.E. P. we permitted
the existence of private capital and retreafed to a certain extent
in order to regroup our. forces so that-we might resume the
offensive later on. This gives rise to the question: May not the
introduction of N. E. P. facilitate the diminution of the possibility
of Socialist -construction in our coumtry? This is another cause
for the growing interest displayed in the question of the pos-
sibility of Socialist construction in our coumtry.

- Third: by the fact that we have won the civii war, that we
have driven off the interventionists and gained for ourselves a
respite from war which created favourable conditions in which
to remove the - state of economic’ ruin, restore the productive
powers of the country, and start on the work of constructing a
new economy in our country. This gives rise to the question:
In what. direction should the construction of economy be con-
ducted? In the direction of Socialism or in some other direction?
This gives rise to another question, viz: If we are to direct
this construction: towards Socialism, then have we grounds for
caleulating that we have the possibility of constructing Socialism
under the conditions of NEP. and in view of the stabilisation
of capitalism? This is another cause of the enormous interest
that 'is displayed by the whole Party and the whole of the
working class in the question of the fate of Socialist construction
in our country, This is the cauyse for the annual summing up
of all sorts of statistics by the organs of the Party and of the
Soviet. Government from the point of view of increasing the
specific gravity of the Socialist forms of economy in the sphere
of industry, in the sphere of trade, and in the sphere of
agriculture.

 These, then are the three principal causes which indicate
ihat the question of the construction of Socialismt has become
an urgent question for our Party, for our proletariat, as well
as for the Comintern.

The opposition believes that the question of the construction
of Socialism in the U.S.S.R. has only theoretical interest. This
is not correct. It is a profound error. The fact that the opposi-
tion interprets the question in this manner may be explained only
by its' complete detachment from our Party ‘work, from our
economic construction and from our co-operative- construction.
At the ipresent time, when we have removed the economic ruin,
restored industry, and have entered the zone of reconstructing
the whole of our national economy on a mew techrical basis,
— the question of the construction of Socialism has acquired
enonmous practical significance. In what direction shall we con-
duct this economic construction? What shall we construct? What
should be the perspectives of our construction? Unless these
questions are solved, honest and thoughtful business managers
cannot proceed a single step forward, that is if they wish to
take up the work of construction seriously and .conscientiously.
Are we building in order to prepare the ground for bourgeois
democracy, or are we building in order to comstruct Socialist
society? This is now the root question of our work of construc-
tion. Have we the possibility of constructing Socialist economy
now, under the conditions of NEP., under the conditions of the
partial stabilisation of capitalism? This is one of the most im-
portant questions that conironts our Party and Soviet work.

Lenin replied to this question in the affirmative (see at
least his pamphlet “On Co-operation”). The Party replied to
this question in the affirmative (see resolution of the XIV Con-
ference of the C.P.S.U.). But what about the opposition? I
have already said that the opposition replied to this question
in the negative. I stated in ‘my report to the XV Conference of
the C.P.S.U. and I am obliged to repeat it now, that Com-
rade Trotsky, the leader of the opposition, only quite recently,
in September 1926, declared in his notorious appeal to the
members of the opposition that he considered that the “theory
of Socialism in a single country was the theoretical justification
of narrow nationalism”. (See Stalin’s report to the XV Conference
-of the C.P.S.U)).

Compare this quotation from a declaration made by Trotsky
in 1926 with the article he wrote in 1915 in his controvery with

Lenin on the question of the possibility of the victory of Socialism
in a single country, in which he, for the first time, raised the
question of the “narrow nationalism” of Comrade Lenin and
the Leninists, and you will understand that Comrade Trotsky
retains his old ‘position of Social Democratic negation on the
question of the construction of Socialism in a single country.

It is precisely for this reason that the Party asserts that
Trotskiysm is a Social’ Democratic deviation in our Party.

THE PERSPECTIVES OF REVOLUTION.

Sixth question: The 'sixth ‘question concerns the problem
of the jperspectives of proletarian revolution. Speaking at the
XV Conference, Trotsky -said: “Lenin considered that we can
not construct Socialism in 20 years; in view of the backwardness
of our peasantry country we shall not construct it in thirty
years. Say 30—50 years as a minimum.” »

I must say comrades that this perspective, invented by
Comrade Trotsky, has nothing in common with the perspectives
of the revolution in the U.S.S.R. outlined by Comrade Lenin.
Almost in the very next breath following the statement I have
just quoted, Comrade Trotsky begins to contradict his own
perspectives, But that is his business. I must say that neither
Lenin nor the Party can accept responsibility for the perspectives
which Comrade Trotsky has invented and the conclusions that
logically emerge from . thest. The fact that Comrade Trotsky, the
inventor. of these perspectives, begins to contradict them in the
same speech in which be outlined them, merely indicates that
Comrade Trotsky has got himself hopelessly mixed up and has
placed himself in a ridiculous - position,

Lenin did not say that “we cannot construct Socialism” in
the course of 30 or in the course of 50 vears. As a matter of
fact Lenin said the following:

“Ten to twenty years of proper relations with the
peasantry and victory is-guaranteed on a world scale (even

‘if proletarian revolutions, ‘which are growing are delayed);

othierwise 'we shall” have 20 to 40 years of the forture of

White Guard terror”. (Collected Works, (Supplementary),

Vol. WV, p. 374)." , 4 v

Can we draw the conclusion from the above postulate of
Lenin that “we shall not comstruct Socialism in 20—30 or
even in 50 years”? No, we cannot. From, the above postulate
we can draw only the following conclusions: a) with proper
relations ‘with the peasantry, victory is assured (i. e., the victory
of Socialism) in 10 or 20 years; b) this will be a victory not
only for the U.S.S.R, but a victory “on a world scale”’; ¢) if
we do mot secure victory in that time, it will be a symptom of
the fact that we have been defeated and that the regime of the
dictatorship of the proletariat has beex supplanted by the regime
of White Guard terror which may last from 20 to 40 years.

Of course, one may agree or not agree with Lenin’s postulate
and the conclusions that follow from .it. But no one has the right
to distort it. as Trotsky does.

What does victory “on a world scale” mean? Does it mean
that such a victory is- tantamount to the victory of Socialism
in. a single country? No,.it does not. Lenin, in his writings
draws a sharp distinction between Socialism in a single country
and victory “on a world scale”. By victory “on a world scale”
Lenin means that the success of Socialism in our country, the
victory of Socialist construction in our country is of such
enormous international significance, that it (the victory) cannot
be confined to our country, but must give rise to powerful
movements toward Socialism in all capitalist countries. Moreover,
it this victory. does not synchronise with, the victory of the
proletarian revolution in other countries, it should at least serve
as the Deginning for a powerful movement of the proletariat
of other countries fowards the victory of world revolution.

" These are. the perspectives of the revolution according to
Lenin, that is if we have in mind the perspectives of the victory
of revolution, which indeed is the subject of our discussion in
the Party. _ : :

To contuse this perspective with Comrade Trotsky’s perspec-
tive of 30—50 years means to slander Lenin.

HOW THE QUESTION ACTUALLY STANDS.
Seventh question: The -Opposition says: We will admit this
for the sake of argument, but with whom is it better in the last
resort to maintain an alliance, — with the world proletariat or
with the peasantry of our country? Who should be given pre-
ference, the world proletariat or the peasantry of the U.S.S.R.?
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They try to make it appear that the proletariat of the U.S.S.R.
has two allies before it — one, the world proletariat, who is
ready to overthrow their Dbourgeoisie without delay, but is
wiiting for us to give them our consent first — and the other,
our peasantry, which is preépared to help the proletariat of the
U.S.'S.R. but is not quite sure that the proletariat of the
U.S.S.R. will accept this aid. Comrades, this is a childish
way of presenting the question. This method of presenting the
question has nothing in common with the general progress of
the revolution in our country or with the correlations of forces
on the front of the fight between world capitalism and Socialism.
Pardon the expression, but I think that .only a boarding school
girl would present the question in this way. Unfortunately, the
situation is not as it is described by some of the Opposition.
There is not the slightest doubt that we would gladly aceept
the aid from both sides if it merely depended upon us, but in
real life the situation is not like that,

The question stands as follows: the rate of progress of the
world revolution has slowed down, the victory of Socialism in
the West has not yet been achieved; but the proletariat of the
U.S.8.R. is in power and is strengthening its power from year
to year, rallying around itself the principal. masses of the
peasaniry; it has already achieved important successes on the
Aromt’ of Socialist construction and is successfully . strengthening
- its' ties of friedship with the proletariat and the oppressed nations

oi all countries, — does this. provide grounds for denying that
the proletariat of the U.S.S.R. can overcome its bourgeoisie
and. continue wvictoriously to construct Socialisnt in our country
in spite of the capitalist environment? \
: This . is how the question stands, that is, of course, if we
start out not from fantasies as does. the Opposition bloc, but
from the actual correlation .of forces on the iront of the struggle
between Socialism and capitalism.

The Parfy’s reply to this question is that the proletariat of
the U.S.S.R. is able under such. conditions to overcome its
“national” bourgeoisie "and successfully construct Socialist
economy. o ’ o o

The opposition, however, says:

“Without the direct state aid of the Etitgpean proletariat,
the working class in Russia’ cannot maintain power and
convert its temporary domination into a prolonged Socialist
di¢fatorship”. (Ttrotsky, “Our Revolution” 'p. 278).

What is the meaning of the above quotation from Comrade
Trotsky’s book? What does “the state aid of the European
proletariat” mtean? It means that unless the victory of the prole-
tariat takes place in the West beforehand, unless the proletariat
in:the West seizes power belorehand, the, proletariat in the
U.S.S.R. not only is unable to overcome its own bourgeoisie
and construct Socialism, but is even unable to maintain power.

This is -how the question stands, and herein lies the root
of our differences. .

. What is the difference between the position of Comrade
Trotsky and the position of Otto Bauer? '
Unfortunately, there is no difference.

THE CHANCES OF VICTORY.

Eighth question: The .apposition says: we will ‘admit this
for the sake of agument, but who has the most chances of
victory — the proletariat of the U.S.S.R, or the world
proletariat? S ; .
o  “Can we imagine”, said Comrade Trotsky in.the course
.of his speech at the XV. Conference oi the C. P. S. U., “that
during the next 30—50 years European capitalism will decay
and that the proletariat will not be able to make revolu-
tion? I ask: Why must I take this prenise, which cannot be
. described otherwise than a Ppremise of unfounded black
pessimism with regard to the FEuropean proletariat? ... I
assert that I have mno theoretical ‘or political grounds for
thinking that it will be easier for us to ‘construct Socialism
jointly with the peasantry than for the European proletariat
to seize power”. (Trotsky, Speech at the XV. Conference of
the C.P.S.U.). '
. First of all we must absolutely reject the perspective of
stagnation in Europe “for a period of 30—50 years”. No one
has compelled Comrade Trotsky to ‘start out from this perspec-
tive of the proletarian revolution in the capitalist countiries in
the West, a perspective which has nothing in common with the
perspective of our Party. Comrade Trotsky tied himself up with
this imaginary perspective and must himself be responsible for

.

the consequence of-such an operation. 1 think that this period
must be reduced at least by hali, that is, if we have in view the
real perspective of the proletarian revolution in the West,

Secondly, Comrade Trotsky decides, without reservation, that
the proletariat ‘of the West has more chances of -overcoming
the world bourgeoisie, — which is now in power, than the
proletariat of the U.S.8.R. has of overcoming its “national”
bourgeoisie — which is politically crushed and economicaliy is
compelled to retreat before the pressure of the dictatorship of
the proletariat and the socialistic forms of our economy. I think
that such a presentation ot the question is incorrect. I think that
in presenting ‘the question in this manner Comrade Trotsky
exposes hitnself. Did fiot the Mensheviks tell us exactly the same
thing in October 1917, when they shouted from the housetops
that the proletariat of the West has more chances of overthrowing
the bourgeoisie and seizing power than the proletariat of Russia,
where technique is inadequately developed and where the pro-
letariat is $mall in -numbers? And is it not a fact that in:spite
of the lamentations of the Mensheviks it turmed out that in
October 1917, the Russian proletariat had more chances of seizing
power and overthrowinig the bourgeoisie than the proletariat of
England, France, and Germany? And has not the practice of the
revolutionary struggle in all the world shown and proved that
it is ‘impossible 10 ‘vresent the question as -Comrade Trotsky
presents it? ' ‘ v

The ‘question as to who has most chances ifor a' speedy
victory is not answered Dy contrasting the proletariat of one
country to the proletariat of other countries, or by comtrasting
the peasamtry of our coumiry to the proletariat of-other countries.
To make such contradts is 10 engage in childish ‘games. The
question a$” to who has the ‘most chance for a speedv wvictory
is determinied by the actunal international situation, but the actual
correlation' ‘of forces on the front of the struggle between capi-
talism and“-socialism. 1t may happen that the ‘proletariat of the
West will conquer its bourgeoisie -and seize power sooner than
wé' manage to construet the socidlist foundation of our economy.
This is not excluded in the least. But it may. happen also that
the proletariat 6f'the U.S.S.R. will manage {o construct the
socialist foundation of our economy sooner than the proletariat

‘in the West will overthrow ‘its bourgeoisie. This too, is not

exclirded. :

"The solution of the question of the chances for the speedy
victory depend (ipon the actual situation on the iromt of the
struggle between capitalism and socialism, and upon nothing else.

PRACTICAL-POLITICAL DIFFERENCES.

These then are the differences on principle between us.

From these principles differences arise ot a practical-political
character both in the sphere of home and -foreign politics as
well as in the purely Party sphere. These differences comprise
the subject .of the ninth question. i i

a) Starting out from the fact of the partial stabilisation of
capitalism, the Pariv considers that we are in an inter-revolu-
tionary period, that in capitalist countries we are proceeding
towards revolution, and that the fundamental task of the Com-
munist Parties is to 13y down a road to; the masses, t0 strengthen
the ties with the masses, to capture the mass organisations of
the proletariat and to prepare the ®road -masses of the workers
for the forthcoming revolutionary battles. :

The Opposition, however, having no faith in the internal
forces of our revolution and. being scared by the partial stabili-
sation of capitalismt as a fact which may seal the doom oi our
revolution, considers (or considered) it possible to deny the fact
of the partial stabilisation of capitalism,. considers (or con-
sidered) the British strike as a symptom of the end of the stabili-
sation of capitalism. When after ‘all it turns out that stabilisation
is a fact, the opposition asserts that it is all the worse for the
facts, and that thegefore it is possible to leap over these facis
and by clamorous slogans demonstrate the revision of the tactics
of the united front, the disruption of the trade union movement
in the West, etc. But what does it mean to ignore facts, to ignore
the objective progress ol affairs? It means to abandon science
and resort to. witcheraft.

This gives rise to adventurism .in the policy oi.the Oppo-
sition bloc. o

b) Taking a stand on the position that industrialisation is
the principal road of Socialist construction and that our home
market is the principal market for our Secialist. industry, the
Party considers that industrialisation must develop on the basis
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of the steady improvement of the material conditions of the
principal ‘masses of the peasantry (and it goes without saying
of the workers) that the link between industry and peasant
economy, between the proletariat and the peasantry and the
maintenance by the Proletariat of the leadership of the peasantry
is, as Lenin expressed it, the “alpha and omega” of the Soviet
rule and the victory of our construction, and consequently, that
our policy generally and our taxation and prices’ jpolicies in
particular, must be so constructed as to work in the interests of
this link between the proletariat and the peasantry,

The Opposition, however, having no confidence in the jpos-
sibility of atiracting the peasantry to the tasks of Socialist con-
struction and apparently assuming that industrialisation can be
carried on to the damage of the principal masses of the jpeasantry,
turns on to the road of capitalist methods of industrialisation, to
the road of regarding the peasantry as a “colony” to be “ex-
ploited” by the proletarian State and proposes such measures
for industrialisation (increasing the burden of taxation upon the
peasantry, raising the wholesale prices of manufactured goods,
etc.), which can result only in breaking the link between industry
and peasant economy, disrupt the economic position of the poor
and middle farmers and destroy the very foundations of indu-
strialisation.

This gives rise to the scepticism of the Opposition towards
the idea of a bloc between the proletariat and the peasantry and
the hegemony of the proletariat in this bloc — an attitude which
is characteristic of the Social Democrats.

¢) We take our stand on the dact that the Party, the Com-
munist Party is the principal instrument of the dictatorship of
the proletariat; that the leadership of a single party which does
not and cannot share its leadership with other Parties is the
principal condition for anything like a durable and developed
dictatorship of the proletariat. Unless this condition prevails, this
dictatorship is ‘impossible. In view of this, we consider that the
existence of factions inside our Party cannot be tolerated because
it is perfeotly clear that the existence of orgamised factions in our
Party will lead to splitting the single Panty into parallel organi-
sations, to the formation of the embryo and nuclei of a new
Party, or new Parties in the country and cousequently, to the
disintegration of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

The Oppposition, however, while not openly objecting to
these postulates, nevertheless, in their practical work, take their
stand on the necessity for weakening the unity of the Party,
on the necessity for the freedom of factions within the Party
and consequently on the necessity for forming the elements for
a new Party. .

This is the source of the schismatic policy in the practical
work ot the Opposition bloc.

Hence, the howls of the Opposition about the “regime” in
the Party which, as a matter of fact are the reflection of the
protests of the non-proletarian elements in the country against
the regime of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

This is the origin of the question of two Parties.

These, comrades, are the sum of our differences with our .

Opposition.
IV. THE OPPOSITION AT WORK.

We will now take up $he question as to how these dii-
ferences revealed themselves in practical work.

What did our Opposition really look like in its practical
work, in its fight against the Party?

It is known that the Opposition operated not only in our
Party, but in other sections of the Comintern, for example, in
Germany, France, etc. For that reason the question must be
put in this ‘way: What did the practical work of the Opposition
and of its followers actually look like in the C. P. S. U. and in
the other Sections of the Comintern?

_a) The Practical Work of the Opposition and its Followers
in the C.P.S.U. The Opposition commenced its “work” by
bringing forward a serious charge against the Party. The Op-
position declared that the Party “was slipping on to the rails of
opportunism”. The Opposition declared that the policy of the
Party “was running counter to the class line of the revolution”.
The opposition declared that the Party was denegerating and
was proceeding towards Thermidor. The Opposition declared
that our State is “far from being a proletarian State”. These
charges were made either in the open declarations and speeches
of the representatives of the Opposition (the Plenum of the
Central Committee and Central Control Committee, July 1026)

or in secret documents distributed by the Opposition among 1ts
adherents.

But in bringing forward these weighty charges against the
Party, the Opposition by that prepared the ground for the or-
ganisation of new, parallel centres in the Party, for the establish-
ment of a new Party. One of the adherents of the Opposttion
Mr. Ossovsky, stated openly in his articles that the existing
Party defended the interests of the capitalists, and that in view
of this it was necessary to organise a new Party, “a purely pro-
letarian party” which would exist and operate side by side
with the existing Party. The Opposition may say that they are
not responsible for the position taken wup by Ossovsky,
but this would not be true. The Opposition is wholly and com-
pletely responsible for the “acts” of Mr. Ossovsky. It is known
that Ossowvsky openly counted himself among the adherents of
the Opposition and never once has the Opposition ever objected
to this. It is known also that Comrade Trotzky defended Os-
sovsky at the July Plenum of the Central Committee against
Molotov, and finally, it is known that in spite of the unanimous
opinion of the Party against Ossovsky, the Opposition on the
Central Committee voted against Ossovsky’s expulsion ‘from the
Party. ANl this goes to show that the opposition accepted moral
responsibility for the “acts” of Ossovsky.

Deducation: The practical work of the Opposition inside the
C.P.S.U. revealed itself in the position of Ossovsky, in his
position that the establishment of a new party was permissible.

Nor could it be otherwise. One of two things: either the
Opposition, in bringing forward these weighty charges against
the Party did not itsell believe that these charges were serious
and that they brought them forward merely as a demonstration,
— in that case they misled the working class, which is criminal,
or the Opposition believed and continues to believe that these
charges are serious — in that case it should set a course, and in
fact did niaintain a course towards the break up of the leading
cadres of the Party and for the formation of a mew Party.

This is the face presented by our Opposition in its practical
work against the C.P.S.U. in October 1926.

b) The Practical Work of the Followers of the Opposition
of the Communist Party of Germany. Starting out ifrom the
charges brought against our Party by our Opposition, the “ultra-
Left” in Germany” headed by Herr Korsch drew “further” com-
clusions; they dotted the i’s and crossed the t’s. It is known that
Korsch, the ideologist of the “ultra-Lefts” in ‘Germany asserts
that our socialist industry is “purely capitalist industry”. It is
known that Korsch describes our Party as a “kulakised” Party
and the Comintern as an “opportunist” organisation. It is
known also that in view of this, Korsch advocates the necessity
for a “new revolution” against the existing rule of the U.S.S.R.
The Opposition may say that it cannot be held responsible for
the position of Korsch, but that would not be true. The Op-
position is wholly and completely responsible for the “acts”
of Herr Korsch. What Korsch says is the natural deduction
to be made from the premises which the leaders of our Op-
position preached to their adherents, in the form of certain
charges against the Party. For, if the Party is slipping on
to the line of opportunism, if its policy runs counter to the
class line of the revolution, if it is degenerating and proceeding
towards Thermidor, and if our State is far from being a pro-
letarian State, then, one and only one deduction can be made
from all this, and that is, the mecessity for a new revolution
against the “Kulakised” government. Moreover, it is known
that the wultra-Leits in Germany, including the Wedding group,
voted against the expulsion of Korsch from the Party and by
that accepted moral responsibility for the counter-revolutionary
propaganda of Korsch. Who does not know that the ultra-Lefts
support the Opposition in the C.P.S.U.? .
~¢) The Practical Work of the Followers of the Opposition
in France. The same thing must be said of the followers of the
Opposition in France. I have in mind Souvarine and his group
which expresses its views in a certain journal in France.
Starting out from the premises laid down by our Opposition
in its charges against the Party, Souvarine comes to the oon-
clusion that the principal enemy of the revolution is the Party
bureaucracy, the leading stratum of our Party. Souvarine asserts
that there is only one road to “salvation”, and that is a new
revolution against the leading stratum in our Party, in our
Government; a new revolution, first of all, against the Secre-
tariat. In Germany they advocate a new revolution against the
existing rule of the U,S,S.R, In France they advocate a new
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revolution against the Secretariat of the Central Committee. Well,
and how is this mew revolution to be organised? Can it be
organised without a special Party devoted to the aims of a new
revolution? Of course not. Hence, the question of forming a
new Party. The Opposition may say it is not responsible for
what Souvarine writes. That would not be true. It is known
firstly, that Souvarine and his group are adherents of the Op-
position, particularly of the Trotzkyist section; secondly, that
only very recently the Opposition planned to secure the appoint-
ment of Comrade Souvarine as a member of the editorial board
of the central organ of the Communist Party of France. it
is true that this plan did not succeed; but that was not the fault
but the misfortune of the Opposition.

It follows therefore that the Opposition in its practical work
— if we take it not in the form in which it describes it to
us, but as it appears in the progress of work — in the U.S.S.R.
as well as in France and Germany, — it follows I say, that
the Opposition in its practical work came right up to the
question of destroying the existing cadres of our Party and the
formation of a new Party.

V. WHY THE ENEMIES OF THE DICTATORSHIP
OF THE PROLETARIAT PRAISE THE OPPOSITION.

Why do the Social Democrats and Cadets praise the oppo-
sition, or in other words, whose moods does the Opposition
reflect?

You have no doubt observed that the so-called ,Russian
question” has recently become the question of the day in the
Social Democratic and bourgeois press in the West. Is that an
accident? Of course it is not an accident. The growth of So-
cialism in the U.S.S.R. and the unfolding of the Communist
movement in the West cannot but rouse great alarm in the ranks
of the bourgeoisie and its agents in the working class — the
Social Democratic leaders. 1he dividing line between the re-
volution and the counter-revolution now runs along the line bet-
ween the malicious hatred of some and the comradely friendship
of others towards the proletarian Party in the U.S.S.R. The
extreme international significance of the “Russian question” is
now a fact, which the enemies of Communism cannot ignore.
Two fronts have been formed «in connection with the Russian
question: The front of the enemies of the Soviet Republic and
the front of its loyal friends. What do the enemies of the Soviet
Republic desire? They are striving to establish the intellectual
and moral pre-requisites in the broad masses of the people for
a fight against the proletarian dictatorship. What do the iriends
of the Soviet Republic desire? They are trying to establish the
intellectual and moral pre-requisites among the broad masses of
bheblproletariat for the support and defence of the Soviet Re-
public. :

Let us see now why the Social Democrats and the Russian
emigre Cadets praise our Opposition. :

The following for example, is what Paul Levi, the well
known Social Democratic leader in Germany says:

. “We were of the opinion that the special interest of the
workers, and in the final analysis, the interests of Socialism®
contradict the existence of peasant private property, that the
identity of interest of the workers and peasants were only
apparent and that the further development of the Russian
revolution would make this contradiction more obvious and
more acute. We consider that the idea of the community of
interests is only another form of the idea of coalition. If
Marxism generally has any grounds at all, if history is de-
veloping dialectically, then this contradiction should have
smashed the idea of coalition in the same way as it has
smashed it in Germany . To those of us who are
watching events in the U.S.S.R. from the outside, from the
West, it is clear: Our views coincide with the views of the
Opposition. The fact is that in Russia an independent anti-
capitalist movement is commencing anew on the lines of
the class struggle.” (“Leipziger Volkszeitung, July 30, 1926.)

Th# there is a certain amount of confusion in this quo-
tation concerning the ,Identity” of interests of the workers and
peasants, is obvious. But that Paul Levi is praising our Oppo-
sition for fighting against the idea of a bloc between the workers
and peasants, against the idea of the alliance between the wor-
kers and peasants, is also beyond a doubt.

The following 1is what Dan, the well-known leader of
“Russian” Social Democracy, the leader of the “Russian” Men-~

sheviks who are fighting for the restoration of capitalism in the
U.S.S.R. has to say: : ' ’

“By their criticism of the existing system which is al-
most a literal repetition of the criticism made by the Social
Democrats, the Bolshevik Opposition is preparing the pe-
ople’s minds . . . for the adoption of a positive platiorm of
Social Democracy.”

Further on he says:

“The opposition is cultivating, not only among the
workers, but also among the Communist workers, the young
shoots of such ideas and moods which, with proper nur-
sing, could easily produce social democratic fruits.” (“So-
zialisticheski Vestnik” Nos. 17—18.) :

This seems to be clear enough.

And this is what the Central organ of the Miliukov Party,
“Posledniye Novosti” has to say about our Opposition:

“Today the Opposition is undermining the dictatorship,
In every new publication the opposition gives utterance to
more and more ‘frightiul’ words. The Opposition itself is
evolving in the direction of sharper and sharper attacks’
against the prevailing system and this, for the time being,
is sufficient to be gratefully accepted as a megaphone for the
broad masses of the politically discontented population.”

- (Posledniye Novosti”, No. 1990.)

And further: )

“The most dangerous enenty of the Soviet rule now is
he who will steal up to it unobserved, embrace it on all
sides with his tentacles and liquidate it sooner than it itself
realises that it is liquidated. It is precisely this role, ine-
vitable and necessary irom the preparatory period from
which we have not yet emerged, which the Soviet Opposition
is playing.” (“Posledniye Novosti” No. 1893, August 27,
1926.) v

I think that comment here would be superfluous.

I will limit myself only to these. quotations in view of the
shortness of time, altough I could quote tens and hundreds more
like them.

" This then is what the Social Democrats and the Cadets are
praising the Opposition for. o

Is this an accident? No, it is not.

From this it is clear that the Opposition reflects not the
mood of the proletariat of our country, but the mood of the non-
proletarian elements who are dissatisfied with the dictatorship
of the proletariat, who are angry with the dictatorship of the
proletariat and are thirsting impatiently for its disintegration
and ocollapse. '

Thaus, the logic of the factional struggle conducted by our
Opposition has led to this, that the front of our Opposition has
merged -objectively with the front of the opponents and the
enemies of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Did the Opposition want this? Of course the Opposition did
not want this. But it does not depend upon what the’ Opposition
wants, but upon what the factional struggle is objectively lea-
ding to. The logic of the factional struggle is stronger than the
desires of individuals. And precisely for this reason, things have
worked out in this way that the front of the opposition has in
fact merged with the front of the opponents and enemies of the
dictatorship of the proletariat.

Lenin taught us that it was the fundamental duty of the
Communists to defend and strengthen the dictatorship of the
proletariat. But things have turned out so that the Opposition,
owing to its factional policy, found itself in the camp. of the
opponents of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

That is why we say that the Opposition has broken with
Leninism, not only ‘in theory, but also in practice.

Nor could it be otherwise. The correlation of forees on the
front of the struggle between capitalism and Socialism is such
that only one of two policies can be adopted. in the ranks of the
working class, i. e, either a policy of Communism er a policy
of Social Democracy. The attempt of the Opposition to occupy a
third position at a time when the fight against the C.P.S. U. is
beconting acute, could only end in the Opposition, in the pro-
gress of the struggle, being thrown into the camp of the oppo-
nents of Leninism.



12 International Press Correspondence

No. 1

This is what happened as can be seen irom the facts quoted.
That is why the Social Democrats and the Cadets praised the
Opposition. .

VI. THE DEFEAT OF THE OPPOSITION BLOC.

I have said already that in its struggle againsi the Party,
the Opposition brought weighty charges against the Party. |
said that in its practical work, the Opposition came right on to
the threshold of the question of a split and formation of a new
Party. This raises the question: how long was the Opposition
able to maintain this schismatic position. The facts say that they
managed to hold on to this position only for a few months, The
facts say that towards the beginning of October of this year, the
Opposition was compelled to admit defeat and retire. What
caused the retreat of the Opposition?

1 think that the retreat of the Opposition was due to the
following causes. S :

First, the fact that the- Opposition found that it had no army
in Russia.” It is quite possible . that the. establishment of a new
party is a very entertaining task. But since it turned out after
the discussion that there was no miaterial from which to form a
new party, then obviously retreat was the only way out that
was left. : ) .

Second, the fact thatin the course of the factional struggle
all sorts of shady elements attached themselves to the Opposition,
both in the U.S.S.R. and abroad and that the Social Democrats
and Cadets began to laud the Opposition to the skies, shaming
and degrading it in the eyes of the workers by their kisses. The
Opposition had to make its choice: either to accept the praises
and kisses of the enemies as their due, or else to make a sharp
turnabout and retreat in‘order to shake off all the shady hangers-
on that had attached themselves to it. In signing their order of
retreat, the Opposition admtitted that the second choice was the
only way out left open for them. '

Third, the fact that the situation .in the U.S.S.R. proved to
"be much better than the Opposition assumed; that the masses
of the Party proved to be much more intelligent and compact
than it may have seemed to the Opposition at the beginning of*
the fight. Of course, had there been a crisis in the country, had’
there been growing discontent among the workers, and had the
Party been less compact, the Opposition would have . taken
another path, it would not have decided on retreat. The facts
have shown however, that the calculations of the Opposition®
collapsed in this sphere. -

This is the cause of the defeat of the Opposition. This is the
cause of its retreat. )

The. defeat of the Qpposition passed through three stages.

The first stage, This is the “declaration” of the Opposition
of Octeber 16, 1926. In this. document the opposition abandoned
the theory and practice of freedom of factions and factional
methods of struggle and frankly and unambiguously admitted
its errors in this sphere. But the Opposition not only abandoned
this. In se far as in its “dedlaration” it dissociated itself from
the Workers’ Opposition and from all the Korsches and
Souvarines, the Opposition also abandoned its ideological posi-
tions whioh recently linked it with these tendencies.

Second stage. This is the practical withdrawal of the charges
which the Opposition recently brought against the Party. It must
be admitted, and in admitting it, 1t must be emphasised, that
the Opposition in fact abandoned its former charges against the
Party at the XV Conference of the C.P.S.U. If we compare
the minutes of the July Plenum of the C.C, and C.C.C. with
the minutes of the XV Conference of the C.P.S.U., we cannot
fail to observe that at the XV Conference no trace was left of
the charges of opportunism, Thermidorism, slipping from the
class line of the revolution, etc. I in addition to this we bear in
mind the fact that a number of delegates put questions to the
Opposition concerning the former charges and that the Ciposi-
tion remained obstinately silent, it cannot but be admitted that
the Opposition in fact abandoned its former charges against the
Party. Can this be described as the actual abandonment by the
Opposition of a number of its ideological positions? It can and
must. be so described. It is the deliberate furling.of the fighting
flag of the Opposition in. view.of its defeat. Nor could it be
otherwise. The charges that were brought against the Pariy

were based on calculations for forming a mew party, but since
these calculations collapsed, the charges had to coilapse also, at
least for a time. ' )

Third stage. Tthe complete isolation of the Opposition at
the XV Congress. It should be observed that the Opposition did
not receive a single vote at the XV Conference and thus proved
io be absolutely isolated. Comparé the noise and bustle which the
Opposition raised at the end of September this year when it
started out on its campaign for its apen attack ipon the Party,
with the fact that at the XV Conference it remained as it were
in a minority of one; it will be understood then that a “better”
defeat of the Opposition could not be desired,

Can the fact be denied that the Opposition really abandoned
its charges against the Party and dared not repeat them at
the XV. Conference in spite of the fact that they were challenged
to do so by the delegates?

No, it cannot, because facts cannot be denied.

Why did the Opposition take this path? Why did it furl
its flag? y

Because the unfurling of the -ideological flag of the Oppo-
sition absolutely and inevitably implied a theory of two parties,
the reanimation of all the Katzes, Korsches, Maslows, Souva-
rines and thie other shady elements, the release of the anti-
proletarian forces in our couirtry, praises ‘and kisses from the
Social Democrats and the Russian, emigre, liberal boungeoisie.

The Ideclogical Banier of the Opposition kills the oppo-
sition. This is the fact comirades.

Therefore, to prevent its utter decay the Opposition was
obliged to retreiat and throw dway it banner.

This is the cause of the defeat of the Opposition bloc.

VII. THE PRACTICAL SENSE AND SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE XV. CONFERENCE OF THE C. P. 8. U.

I will now conclude, comrades. It remains for me to say
only a few words about the deductions to be made from the
point of view of the sense and significance of the XV. Conference
of the C.P.S.U. )

The first deduction to be made is that the Conference sum-
miarised the internal Party struggle that followed the XIV. Con-
gress, defined the victory which the Party won over the Oppo-
sition and, isolating the, Opposition, put an end to the factional
Bachanalia which the Opjposition had let loose in the Party in

the preceding period.

The second. deduction 1is that the Conference rallied the
ranks of our Party more than it had ever been before on the
basis of the Socialist perspectives of our constructions, on the
basis of the idea of the struggle for the victory of Socialist con-
struction, against the Opjposition tendencies in our Party and
against all deviations in our Party. The burning question that
confronts our Party today is the question of the construction of
Socialism in our country. Lenin was right when he said that the
eyes ol the whole world are turned on us, on our economic con-
struction, upon our successes on the front of construction. But in
order to achieve successes on this front it is necessary that the
principal instrument of the dictatorship of the proletariat, our
Party, shall be prepared for this task, that it shall recognise the
importance of it and be in a position to serve as the lever of
victory of Socialist construction in our country. The sense and
significance of the XV. Conference lies in that it defined and
crowned the task of arming our Party with - the idea of the
victory of socialist -construction in our country.

The third deduction to be made is that the Conference put
up @ stern resistance to all ideological wavering in our Party
and by that facilitated the complete triumph of Leninism in the
C.P.S. U.

It the Enlarged Plenum of the Executive Committee of the
Comintern will approve of the resolution of the XV. Conference
of the C.P.S.U. and will recognise the policy of the Party in
relation to the Opposition as being correct, of which I have
no reason to doubt, it will lead to the fourth deduction, namely,
that the XV. Conference prepared the necessary conditions, of
no little importance, .in order that Leninism may triumph in the
whole of the Comintern, in the ranks of the revolutionary pro-
letariat of all countries and all peoples. (Loud and prolonged
applause.)
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