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Comrade ROY (Chairman):

The Twenty-First Session is open. Comrade Doriot is the
next speaker. .

Comrade DORIOT' (France):

Comrades, when the members of the Opposition c¢ame here
I wondered, what would be the results of the speeches of Com-
rades Trotzky and Zinoviev in the Western European countries
and in the capitalist world in general? ‘ ‘

I must go into this question from five angles.

I. From the angle of the factional struggle. ‘

2. From that of the accusation of revision of Marxism that
has been directed against the C. 1.

3. The building of Socialism in a single country.

4. The struggle: of the Opposition against the Right ele-
ments in the C. I. and, .

5. The expressions of the bourgeois and Social Democratic
press with regard to the Opposition. ‘

Comrades, 1 believe that in his speech, Comrade Zinoviev
forgot just a little to tell us why he gave up factional work on
Oct. 16. He declared that he would carry on no more - factional
work. (His speech of yesterday already shows that he does not
attach) much weight to the keeping of the pledges he has entered
upomn. , ‘

Now comrades, the truth is, as you all know, that it was
the workers of the Putilov works, the workers in the Moscow
factory nuclei, that defeated the members of the Opposition and
prevented the continuation of their activities. The defeat suffered
by the Opposition in Russia is a great victory for the will

to unity on the part of the Russian workers and of the majority
of the Party, which fought for the maintenance of this ‘unity.
The same can be said also for the workers of Western Euro

In France we have had this experience inside as well as
outside of our Party. All Communists and 'sympathetic workers
desire at all costs to maintain the unity of the Bolshevik Party,
and they are against factional work. .

We expected different activity and different tactics from the
Opposition than those which they applied here. We expected
that the comrades of the Opposition would say: Yes, we were
wrong when we entered upon this struggle against ‘our Party,
when we .carried on our factional work. On many fields the
facts have shown that we were wrong. We admit our -mistakes,

~we recognise that our Party was in the right against us, we

recognise that our Party was not the Party of the kulaks, the
Party of Thermidor. But not 4 single word did we hear about
this, on the contrary, we had a new attack against the Commiu-
nist Party of the U. S. S. R. co :

What can be the meaning this activity to us, to our Parties?
Obviously ‘nothing but a 'new beginning of the fight. But we
Arust to the good sense of our Communists and sympathetic
workers. We know that they will not tolerate a renewed attack
against the unity of the Bolshevik Party, and of the Inter-
national, that the second defeat of the Opposition will be “even
more crushing than the first. - - L -

I should like to go into the charges which Comrades )
Trotzky and Zinoviev have ‘dinected against’ the majority of the
International. - Their whole way of speaking, the entire manner
in which Marx and even Lenin were cited, had a tendency to
prove that the majority of the Russian Party and of the Inter-
national had entirely forgotten the teachings of Marx and that
they intended to revise them.



I think I even remember that Comrade Zinoviev said the
following: “We shall not folerate the revision of a single word
in the Communist Manifesto.” Well, comrades, are we faced
here whith a new accusation against the International? No, this
is by no means$’§ new:‘charge. We have often heard them in
the past, from Bamer, Adler, Longuet; in our struggle wagainst
the Soctal Democrats i all coungries we always heard the follo-
wing words:" “Yes, the Bolshéviks are good felfows, but they
know nothing about Marxism.” This is the charge brought
forward by the German and -Austrian Social-Democracy, and
Zinoviev got up on this tribune very vigorously and replied:
ot is not true, Leninism 'is the Marxism of the imperialist
epoch, there 1s no other doctrine that can w@all itself Marxism.”
And now comrades, -he~has-.completely changed his platiorm;
he himself now accuses the International of revising Marxism.

Thete are two io;%bf applying Marxism. That of Lenin,
which considered Marxism as a method of .analysis and struggle,
and" secondly, the dgé‘frmic'met;god’_‘,[whiéh consists in citing
and in tetquching according to ¢ircumstances to suit oneself.
If one looks into the speéch of Zinoviev ‘orie ‘sees that he applies
Marxism in a completely dogmatic manner. = :

Sentences from Marx written in 1848 are applied for the
purpose of analysing the situatien in 1926, without taking into
consideration the rising of the European proletariat and industry;
this means- the application-of ‘Marxism in a completely dog-
matic manner, and a failure to analyse the situation con-
cretely.. .

Lertin alwgys warned us against siich;a method. But what
will f2* the"cbncrete ‘result of this charge of Zinoviev? As far
as the Social Democrats are concerned the result is clear, they
will say: “Now Zinoviev himself admits:that you-do not know
how to apply Marxism.” . . ’

I now want to touch upon another question. The question of
Sccialism in a single country.

In this question I am in agreement with what Comrade
Bukharin said last night, and with the formulation previously
put forth by Stalin.

In my opinion we must dilferentiate in this question at
least between two viewpoints: The- iuternational viewpoint and
that cf the internal struggle in Russia. ey

Comrades, here we can see how Zinoviev applies Marx
and Eg&e&s. When he passes himself off here as the .guardian
of the Comshinist Manilesto, he-only forgets to, Say what Engels
meant, in a concrete programme, by the social revolution. Stalin
presen’ed these docwments to the! XV."Conference. 1 ‘pelieve that
they settle the whale discussion. -

Bukharin put the question correctly yesterday:

~ “Can the Russian proletariat in the present situation, in
" alliance with- the poor' and middle peasantry, defeat the
©*'""pglirgeoisie, the Kulaks in Russia, and economically extir-
¢ 'paté' dnd conquer them?”’ '

s,/ 1 belipve that to put the question in this way is also to
salve it The «question is to be answered aifirmatively.

What would be the consequences of the Opposition com-
~radgs’ thearies if.they were to .cast doubt upon this truth, if they
qavere tp gay: “Oamr: lorces are too backward.” .

“¢ We cary say here that there exists an objective connection
“batweenthe Sogial “Bemociatic theories and -those of our com-
edes of ‘the O prosition. In what does this connection consfst?
s Sitrcanrt917ikhe Social Democracy has advocated the: idea
sthat- foi“the profefariatiiniRussia, in a backward country, it was
ot~ dekirablé fo #ake lover 'power in Russia, in a backward
reotintrepberause it could nkyibuitd 'op Socialism. The Bolsheviks,
-dhey o Mdimil first fead:Russia-to:a state of ruin so that those
wlo {ollew them will nct be able to buiid -up anything wha-
Veewpr b oo ol e 0wt aine el
w0 Thisigds thie theses of ithe! Social Democrats during a whole
spetiodinToday: Zinoviev ‘confirms this theory of the Social De-
- imderdie wwlten o hessdys: “We -cannot . defeat our bourgeoisie

eoononitally inithe W..S. SV R.,-we are incapable of building up

vSoeialisfli’h e i

And how will these speeches of the Opposition comrades
react upon’ the thomghtiof the proletariat? Comrades, it is clear
sfhat iftyouLsay!“We cannot: build up Secialism, we have fac-
tories ofcaeapifalist type”, you do not realise what harm you
care coilly doing! tduithe. Russian revolution. You ore always
limg ‘abdut therinternational: revolution, about the support
of: therWiestérn ‘oroletariat. But in your tactics, vour programme,
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your doctrine, you are in reality abstract irom the Russian revo-
lution, from the international proletariat.

Comrade Zinoviev has said: “Yes, you are always telling
me that we are on the side of the Social Democrats, but we

_do not interpret the teachings of Marx in the sense that one

should mnot seize power in'a single country in which one cannot
build up Socialism.” If after nine years of the existence of the
dictatorship of the proletariat, Zinoviev were to say that one
cannot seize power, this would really be a litfle too strong. And
nobody would listen to him.

But, cointrades, the Social Democrats always reply: “Why
seize power in a backward country if one cannot build up So-
cialism?”

Zinoviev and Kamenev also said this in 1917 at the moment

" of the uprising.

Today they cannot say this. But they say: “We cannot build
up Socialism in this country.” “The whole Social Democracy
quickly adds: “Then why seize power?”

But the question today-is put into a far too geiteral forr,
comrades. Whither does the theory of Comrade Zinoviev
lead us?

In reality it leads wus to the Iollowing: “The countries
which after Russia, must be the first to seize power, must be
the developed capitalist countries, and not those which have
no developed capitalism and no developed proletariat.”

We have nevertheless kept in mind ithe possibility that
the Chinese proletariat will assume the hegemony in the national
struggle in’ China. We have képt in"mind in China' the possi-
bility of a victory ‘of the workers and peasants under the
hegemony of the proletariat. What is at present the relationship
of forces in China? Ten million workers, 400 million peasants.
Whither does the theory of Zinoviev lead us? To the following:
In order not to enlarge the internal difficulties of the Chinese
revolution anid of the Russian revolution we cannot seize power
in China, because we are permitted to seize power only in
developed oountries. This is the consequence also for all Western

- ‘Agrarian countries, which cannot be the first to seize power,

this is the logic of the theory of Zinowiev.
We know very well that the chain of imperialism can be

-broken at the place where it is weakest. We can break this

chain in China before we can in England.

. The proletariat in-China must seize power because this
miakes “easiér the struggle of the proletariat in the West. Eut
with the pessimistic theory of the Opposition one must come
to the: opposife, eonclusion.: . . :
© Another ‘questiont on the internat'onal field. I believe, com-

~rades, that the imternational character of the Russian revolution

shows itself in the support of the colonial peoples, and in the
difficulties which it has created for worid capitalism, and alse
in the considerable aid furnished by the Russian revclution to
the other revolutionary forces of the whole world.

In what form, and to what extent will this idea develop?
This depends also largely upon whether within your couutry
you are aple to intensify the revolutionary forces. Lenin often
said that this help to . the workers of other countries mnust
express itself not only morally but also militarily. Lenin foressw
situations in which the Russian revolution would support the
proletanians. in other countries in their revolutionary struggles
against their capitalist States. What is the meaning of this
hypothesis? That Lenin had faith in the rarid growth of
the revolutionary, potitical and economic forces of the U. S. S. R,
and that he foresaw an ever increasingly effective support of
the proletariat of other countries.

I believe that if one puis the question: “Can the Russian
revolulion support the workers of other countries in their
struggle against their own bourgeoisie?” Then every Com-
munist must answer affirmatively.

But in 'the name of what principle must he oo this? Can
one do it in the name of a Kulak state, of a bourgeo’s capi-
talist State? Comrades, I say: No.

I you do this in the name of a bourgecis State, then
you will not tase yourselves upon the broad masses of the
other countries. We can do this only in the nmame of a State
that is building up Socialism, that is 'disseminating it throughout
the whole world.

Only in this case will one be able io have ihe backing
of the muasses of workers and peasants in the other countries,
and proceed beyend our borders.
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. ‘What did Trotsky say about the question of an armed
struggle between the capitaiist world and the U. S. S. R¥

“The superiority .of the technical lorces of capitalism

and of the bourgeoisie.is so great that we shall be defeated.”

Certainly comrades, it is possible that -the indistry of
capitalist countries is more developed than in  Soviet Kussia,
but Trotsky forgets the proletariat of these countries. -

It is very easy to understand wiat must be the role, the
attitude of millions of workers' in a war against Russia. One
may understand that they will support not imperialism, but the
revolutionary army and the Russian revolution in Europe. That
is entirely clear. But if one ignores the proletariat and merely
sets the Soviet State and the capitalist State against one another,
one assumes an enfirely false anmalysis, because the essential
revolutionary factor is lost sight of, mamely, the proletariat.

" I now come to the point that the Opposition has not only

objectively supported all the Social Democratic theories -in
other countries, but that it is also supporting: the forces of
the Right. o

I remember that a couple of months ago Zinoviev. characte-
rised Monmoussau and myself as a Right danger, undoubtedly
because we came out in opposition to factional politics there.
But at the same moment Zinoviev proposed, to Comrade
Humibert Droz, that Souvarine be readmitted to L’Humanité and
that he be sent to China as a correspondent, and likewise at the
same moment Trotsky proposed to Jacob that Souvarine be
readmitted into the Party. I believe that if they were attacking
such Rightists as Mommoussau and myself they should have
avoided giving the Right such an important aide as Souvarine.

At the last Enlarged Executive, Zinoviev said in his speech
in the French Commission, in making use of an analogy,
“Souvarine will create a ‘Briandist Party. It is even possible
that he would bring it to certain success and to the election
of some Deputies. We experiencad such a situation with the
members of the Social Demogcratic Party who withdrew from
the Party in Stolypin’s time. And Lenin said at that time: “that
is. the Stolypin Party’.” -

Zinoviev- also said: “Souvarine is a counter-revolutionary”,
o L.also remember that in his concluding speech. from the
spot where I .now stand he used absolutely .unequivocal words
against Souvarine because he had written positively scandalous
things about Frumze’s death. A few months later Zinoviev
puts the question: “Souvarine has behaved quietly, could we
not serd him to China?”

The Chinese revolution does not need Souvarine, it needs
far different people. But since when, comrades, has Souvarine
‘become a disciplined follow? Since the time he wrote scan-
datous things akout Frunze's death or since the time Zinowiev
is in one opposition bloc with Trotsky? i

But Zinoviev spoke here less vigorausly against Souvarine
than -at the last Executive; why did he not tell us what he
thinks about the latest article by Souvarine? ‘ i

Trotsky - likewise did not talk about Souvarine, he said
not a single word about his article.

I, myself, presemted this article to one of the Opposition
comrades, Ceuiirade Vuyovitch, and asked him, after he  -had
read it, what he thought about it ’
. “I don’t think anything about it”, he replied; “because
it is very dangerous fo express one’s opinion.”
~ Now, Comrade Vuyowitch, if one does not think anything,
if one is not able to defend ome one’s Party against such
attacks, then one has sunk very deep. e

(Inderjection by Vuyovitch: “It is not true’.).

. Comrades, we have expressed ourselves in favour of the
final expulsion of Souvarine. I believe that the Plenwn could
confirm this without difficulties. ‘ o

_As to the last point:* Comrade Zinoviev has said that a
Social Democrat wrote the following: “We could unite with
a. Stalin I=nter‘naz.1ti0rnaﬁ”. Comirades, 4t is true that such things
have. appeared in the ‘press in Western countries, Especially in
E:ramce, int ge:r‘t’a:n'bourgeods _newspapers, at the beginning of
the Opmosition’s struggla against the Central Committee; a ‘part
of ‘tfi‘evhourge(l)‘i\s press said: R

ery wwell, it it is true that the C. C. is a N.F.P.ma
C. C, that the C. C. is a Kulak C. C,, a C. C. of T:h‘ertm‘idm?
then we are for the C. C., long live the C. C.” ’

.Comra‘de_s, there were in the bourgeois press a sort of
optical delusions, Zinoviev was looked unon in the same light

.wezknesses in the Central Comifitied

as that in which he appeared yesterday, they «did not see that
a suight change had taxen piace .in Zinoviev amd 1 uhe oiher
comrades of the Upposition. S CoLwan -

We kept careful track of the bourgeois press, and one oi
our workers told us: “Look, the bourgeois press supiports the
C. C. in its articles”. -Comrades, it was a..ipuniu situat.on
that one had o carry on the daebate on thar basis. but we
discussed and we convinced most of the comrades with the
exception of Jacob and Suzanne.Girault. T -

But how is the situation now? Comrades, io.the .extent
that the struggles developed and the bourgeoisie looked into
the various piatforms, on the one hand of the Uppositran, and
the other of the C. C., it suddenly dropped the C. C..and .lined
up with the Opposition, and supported 1t in the whole struggie.
The reactionary Russians in ‘)aris sounded the keynote.. 1he
Opposition has the sad privilege of enjoying a .moncpoly in
the bourgeois press, they alone are.being discussed, they alone
are supported, you should: just. Wave seen the expression of
condolences in the bourgeois press when they - surrendered!
For the bourgeois press put all its hopes on-the Oppositional
struggle, it had hoped that it would disrupt the Soviet Ke-

ublic, i

p‘ Comrades, I am coming to a close. We believe, that the
activity of the Opposition at this Enlargeid. Executive, -instead
of being an act announcing an intentjon ‘to be - disciplined,
can result oniy in the encouragement of factiomal activity in
the West-European countries. Comrades, whenever these factional
eflorts appear, we shall repudiate them. '

We will then say quite objectively that the platform of
the Opposition is in support of the Social Dembocracy, and con-
tributes only to the demoralisation of the masses. It is certain
that the masses will mot allow themselves to be demoralised,
because we shall know how to carry on propaganda against
the Opposition theory. g '

Thirdly, it can only have a good effect in our own ranks
that, after the capitulation of October 16th, the Opposition
again comes and remews the fight against the C. C. and -the
International.

Furthermore, comrades, in the name .of my Party, of the
tremendous majority of my Party, I maust tell you, that we wilt
rally around the Russian Central Committee, because. it is the
only power zble to niaintain the wupity of the Party of Lenin,
because, under the prevailing conditions,. it .is the only farte
that has a clear doctrine and a perspective for the developm:n:
of the Revolution not only in Russia, but throughout the who!z2
world. Comrades, Comrade Zinoviev closed his speech with a
cheer for the united Comimunist International. No, we only
cheer: Long live the Communist International! Down with pessi-
misin! Down with the factionalists! (Applause) "7/~ '

Comrade RIESE (We&d?ilng Op‘position-Gey;ﬁé;ny)iz :

Our view that an appearance of the Russianicomrades: here,
would be interpreted as- a mew attack and as-a breach of -the
Declaration of October 16th, was absolutely combirmad by -iife
speeches of Comrades: Pepper and Bukharin,” so:70% - it ags

It ‘must be noted that when the comrades oftithe: Russidh
Opposition appeared, the behaviour - of the  Germian: delegatioh
was, certainly neither sensible nor decent. , «....,.v.; .., v

(Interjection: by ‘Geschke: “Riese teaching:ag deportment 1.
. .On the basis of the speech made  yésterddy in ‘the: Plemiitn
by Comrade Dengel, I am duty boutd to' mhaké s clear and
precise reply to certain questions that were . put. 10 as, the
‘Wedding Cpposition. Comrade Dengel stated in his speech that
the German Opposition rose out of the wegknesses of the German
Party.: Comrades, it is absolutely fofig "to “maintdin that the
Wweaknesses of the Party gave riseOfd 158" dey ﬁ&ﬁh}enf “and
activity of an Opposition, we aﬁé'f@o-&?é;\"r‘i»k‘s é‘ﬁé-éﬁf’td{‘!fkiﬁf ate
f they ‘wetemetely weak.

nesses, But when we see thatr mistaes, positive, mistakes’ were
made, when we see that a policy. ist beingcondusted. that -mairs

Jin a definitely wrong direction i ithen this, Bieams :that Jere

are 1o weaknesses, but, a_iwgeng policy.; The Dpposition: -a
year ago called attention mot do..weakuesses; hubido ‘mistakes,
and thereupon the Opposition , was flogged . -as . jan--absolutely
ultra-Leftist deviation amd confusiemistm. 1 ijricT oo - oo
Interjection: “That «ges mot -justify a-faction the less soif
thz mistakes were immediately: comrected )« nser gocio o0
. We are reproached with havigg: antesest-iffiereating a wgified
bloc of all opposjtional groups .iq he German Party. T maintain
Vi e T SRRSGT G L ¢ : o
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that it 'is a sorry state:of affairs for a Party to have fo live
faced with three groupings of oppositional .lendencies.

“(Interjection: “Six groups”.)

Iiranyone says that there is a -unified bloc from Korsch,
{0 Sciwartz; some egmrades. even say from Katz to Weber,
that s, all the. way.do the Wedding Opjposition, then 1 will
tell you that no comradecan: prove this, and, neither can com-
radesDergel, whe atithe close of his speech, was kind enough
toisay that consistenily these groups all belong ideologically to
the counter-revolution. - R L
t..:iMe never had any .intention {o. create principial bloc of
apposition growps: in. Germany. The Wedding Opposition, which
is; founded:-.on ‘honest worker elements, which _has. certainly
proved  itsometile. in ‘history, has always, stood and today. con-
tinugs tor;stand -true to;the Commumnist International. .
.+ Me are.not-comeerned with. leaders and persons, but . with
owmiesws. 1f we were close to certain figures in the Ruth
Fisohercand Maslew groups, it was -for precisely the same
reasom that here in. Russia the Opepo_s?ts‘ion coacluded a bloc with
the so-called Right reformist Trousky. .

" N6 on¢ can dény that the Wedding comrades, in..dealing
with 'the -Riussian’ question, were the first to move a resolution
inotheBerlin-Brandenberg Conferenice, which Urbahss supported.

(Interjection by Geschke: “Who wrote the resolition of
the 700 — who and with whom?”) K ‘

-At all Conferences. we acted unitedly in the Russian
quiestion. That this was mo. unprincipled bloc is proven by
our action’ in the Berlin Party functionaries’ Couference om
Oobar20th. What did we see there? We saw that-the Wedding
Oppogition did not make common cause with the Ruth -people,
but that thesWedding Opposition introduced a statement on
the  declaration ‘of . the: Russian Opposition: ol : October « 16th,
while thé- Ruth supgorters introduced “.a - different dedlaration
through Urlbahns  and -Schimansky. Thus, we separated - irom
them the very moient they no jonger represented our views. .
' Our relations o Korsch' — this -is a question we, the
Weddinhg *Opposition, certainly. no longer have tc answer in
Giermiany: - fhe workers in Germany know how we stand on
Korschi” and ‘T believe that' in ‘Wedding there is not a singie
Honbst Worker who follows the ideology and views of Korsch
and Sthwattz. IRRRLEN LT .

U Wedding repudiates most- decisively (such views as ‘those of
Giwan, ‘and’ witl “fight such a view fundamentally, ©
"' We voted against the' expulsion of Giwan. It was said
that " Giwan'' ‘démaitded a ‘new. revolution in' Russia fo over-
throw the kulak governmert, etc, and that Kautsky fights on
the same lipe. He iikewise foughit the Russian C. C. and the
Octobar Revolution. But one must’ make the following diiferen-
tiations here: Kautsky utters:such things as an abselute counter-
revolutionist, whereas Giwan became confused . through the
false 2nd- hostile wiews of a Schwarz. Qur rdasons for not
expelling Giwan, were that’ Giwan could be wotu back to the
1ine of the Party, that he couldrbe converted from this absolutely
‘hostile Schwarz attitude and view towards the Soviet Union.

What judgement did the Russian Opposition receive at the
hands:-of “thé bourgeois and Social Democratic:press?.. Here it
musi ‘be said that the bourgeois and Social Demoicratic. press
‘i not solidasise itself in any way with the Russian Oppesition.

(Intérjection: “And ‘ Levi, Theodor Wollf and the ‘Vor-
whrts’??)y R :

L «declarg, that after we have heard the speeches of Com-
rades Zinoviev: and Trotsky, we continue as heretofore our
solidarity with the Russian Opposition, despite the fact that they
~weye ‘branded as a Social Democratic deviation.

. We .aré convinced - that ' the presentation’ of the Russian
-Opposilion as a’ “Social Democratic deviation” is nothing but
‘a“factical manoeuvre imtended ‘to avoid fighting the Opposition
‘ms 4 Left fendéncy, asa Leninist tendency,” in order ‘to be
able o defeat it more -easily #5 “a’ Right deviation. This
mEnosuvre iy calatated 4o cdtch ‘the desp-rooted sentiment
avainst every Right Party policy among the broadest member-
ship strataiin ‘Western Flitope. The present Right Party course
's therefore masquerading as a Left tendency, as a group which
-5 fighting) the “Right opportunist® deviations of the Opposition.
U (fierjection: “You are reading your speech, who wrote it?”)

We declare and emphasise that we have never doubted the
character of the Russian revolution. It was, is, and remains
for ms the proletarian social revolution. Precisely for this
reason’ we repudiate the’ demagogy of Comirade Théilmann who
declared that if the wltra-Leit, viz., the Wedding Left, had won
out the German protetariat would have stood hestile to the
Soviet Union. For. the same reason, we repudiate the statement
of Comrade Bukharin that i we do mot accept the position of
the majority on .the .Russian question, we shall pit ourselves
against thg Sovief Umnion. Such arguments can mean nothing
but an efiort to present the Russian Opposition as enemies ‘of-the
Soviet Union. I am expressing here not ouly iy jpersonal views. ..

. (Interjection by Newmann: “But the declaration of Radek!”)
"1 have spoken to Radek omly once in my life.

. _This appraisal of the character of the Russian proletarian
revolution is- nevertheless, not. identical with the possibility of
the . victory of Socialism, the complete btwmilding of Socialism,
in one country, as the Majority maintains. The Revolution,
according to its very character, cannot be a 100% Socialist
one, and ;because of wvarious objective causes, Socialism cannot
be Fully built up in a single country. _

(Interjections: “A  pretty.  formulation! Who wrote your
speach?”) . .

What are these objective causes? The majority speaks only
about . intervention, but disregards entirely economic warfare
against the Sowiet Union. In this™ age of ‘the world market,
it is false to speak of a self-suficient economic mnit.’

~ .o (nterjection: “How learned!”).

- We live, said -Lenin, not only in a State, but in a system
of States, and thg existence of the Sowviet Republics side by
side - with  the imperialist States is, for any longer period,
inconceivable. In the last analysis either ome.or the other must
Jbe victorious.; .- o, Y

(Interjectior: “Who disputes this?”). Cen

Even Stalin at the XIV. Party Conierence emphasised more
than once that he stood for only the building of Socialism, the
“building of @ complete Socialist- society” in one country, but
not - the - “fimal victory of Socialism”. Comrade Stalin thereby
manifactures a distinction between the building of a -complete
Socialist society -and the -final' victory of Socialdm. But what
else can the bulding of a Socialist society mean than the final
victory ofi Socialism? Tt 'is well-known -that Comrade Stalin,
even after 1924, advocated the same standpoint on this question
in his book “Lenin and Leninism” as the Opposition does today.

The international proletariat knows the importance of the
Soviet Union to its own victory, and on the other hand, knows
that - only -through the victory of the Revolution in other
countries is the complete victory of the Revolution in Russia
possible. The international proletariat is aroused foy the

‘struggle, not by theories about the wvictory of Socialism in one

country. ... (Interjection: “Of course not by theories, but by
the fact of Socialist construction!”)... but only by the Marxist
and Leninist theory of the necessity of the victory of the
proletarian revolution, at least in several countries, as a pre-
requisite for -the complete victory in ome country, amnd of the
community of the struggle of the entire international proletariat.

As to the peasant question, we realise fully that'the Russian
revolution; precisely, in order to hold out untii ilre victory
of the Revolution, and in order to be able to develop in the
direction of Socialism,  needs a firm alliance between the pro-

letariat and the toiling peasantry. We understand the position
.of the Russian Opposition on the peasant question in the

way.... (Interjection: “Never mind how you understand it,
what counts. is what the Opposition does!”)... that they do
not in- the slightest deprecate this alliance, but, on the contrary,
want to -consolidate ; it according to the Leninist formulatiof,
according 1o which the proletariat with the village poot, as the
principal prop of proletarian dictatorship in the village, must

‘win over -the middle .peasantry as an allv in the Sharpest

struogle against the kulak. We look umon the strugele in the

-Russizn Orposition on the peasant guestion as a fight against

deyiations in Party policy from- this line, laid down by Lenin.
We believe that the Opposition criticism on this question has

“Leen eonfirmed by the very measures taken by the C. C.' majority
-itsell- recently, especially bv the new electon regulations. (Inter-

jection: “Who gave ycu this formulation?”)
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The Wedding Opposition has always fought Trotskyism. I
believe that the comrades who are now in opposition to me will
not be able to ‘deny this. It was predisely Wedding which
carried on this struggle’ against Trotskyism: in ali severity.
Ii the present Opposition bloc with Trotsky had. been- based
upon Trotskyism, which has become a quite definite histerical
trend in"the Russian Labour movement, (Interjection: “Amnother
good formuilation”), we should have to fight ‘it. But this is
not thie case however. Kt is well-known — from, the dedaration
of Comrade Trotsky delivered here last might — that he corrects
himself, that he declares absolutely wrong his views against
Lenin (Laughter). This situation ‘will contribute heavily to ‘a
clarification of the German discussion.

One word in conclusion, on the question of factionalism.
In the German C. C. we put the question of the forming and
liquidating "of factions absolutely clearly and unequivocally.

In order to settle this question in- principle, I say that
factions will cease, and in my opinion, mist cease in the
German Party, if on the other hand the C. C. of the German
Party is willing to conduct an honest Bolshevik inner Party
course. Comrade Thilmann has already promised us ‘this at
a meeting of the Wedding district Executive. He said: “Sure,
we will give you the right to express your views in the press

and wherever you are invited to appeéar”. (Interjection by Rem-

mele: “And even at the Plenum of the C. 1.”)

I am of the opinion that once we are. given the right io
appear, and if we have a supposed “Social Democratic de-
viation”, the German proletarians would repudiate us sooner
if they hear what we want, than if an illegal, vicious inner-
Party struggle is waged against individual comrades. If we
have such an inner Party course in ‘Germany in the future —
and I believe that Comrade Thilmann will keep this promise
— then I say that there will be an end to factionaiism also in
Germany. (Interjection: “Your speech must be retranslated from
the Russian!”)

I close, just as Comrade Zinoviev did, with the call that
’;ll;f unity of the C. I .is one of the weightiest tasks of the

ure.

Comrade SMITH (Great Britain) 3

Comrades, the British Delegation was somewhat at a loss,
after hearing Comrade Zinoviev’s speech, to make up its mind
as to the purpose of his remarks. Comrade Zinoviev assured
us that-his speech was not to be interpreted in thie nature of
an appeal, and yet as we listened to his ‘words we felt that
no other explanation was possible. I just want to draw your
attention to Comrade Zinoviev’s explanation of his position on
the two fundamental questions at issue in the late discussion.
~ On the question of the possibility of building Socialism
I one country’ — in Russia — we have the following three
statements which Comrade Zinoviev made, or approved, at
different stages in his speech. He said first of all, towards the
beginning of his speech, that it was not possible to build
up Socialism in Russia alone. That is a definite statement.
There is rot much po¥sibility of ambiguity in that. Then,
) Ialte.‘r on, Comirade Zinoviev quoted a statement by Lenin in

which he said that it was easy to seize power in Russia, but
that it was much more difficult to maintain it; whereas, abroad,
it may be more difficult to seize power, but more easy to
nnaintain it, Comrade Zinoviev quoted that with approval —
that it -.w'on_ﬂ[d be more difficult, — in other words, he admitted
the possibility of maintaining it, with some exceptional 'effort.
That is, we have a departure from the round and definitely olear
statement ‘that it is impossible to build up Socialism in one
country. )

Then, thirdly, Comrade Zinoviev again quoted with approval
2 statement by Comrade Lenin to the effect that the present

eneration would never be able to achieve Socialism, but that
p(ofs;}?ly the pe;(t ,qu’:neration would be able to. Here we have
acrually a period of time indicated in which it migl ibt
6 bl ood of fim hich it might be possible

The British Delegation submits that, so far as clearing
un his ‘position on the question of the building of Socialisn,
Comrade Zinoviev has contributed nothing to this. discussion.

The most striking thing about that section of Zinoviev’s
speech in which he dealt with the possibility of building up
Socialism in one coumiry was the -fact that he did not say a
single word about the practical issues, about the practical
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campaign that he and his fellow members of the Opposition
had ibeen carrying on during the recent months. on the Lasis
of the " assumption that Socialism could not be bwuilt up in
one country. We did not hear a word about: the development
of ‘the U.-S. 8. R. towards capitalism as against Socialisp
We did not hear a word about the failure to industrialise :the
country. We-did neot hear a word about the declaratiof :that
“in our country, our’ State is very far from being proletarian”..
We did not hear a word about the notorious adclaration. that
industry i Russia is véry far from being of a Socialist character.
On the practical issues of the political campaign.which Com-
rade Zinoviev; with the other members of the Uppesition, had,
been carrying -on — ou the basis of the assumption, or justifying
by the assertion, that Socialism was mnot being buiit up in
Russia, about that we did not hear a word. S

Then again, i -we approach ‘it . irom the standpoiut of
contribution to the discussion, Comrade Zinowviev, might. have
told us about the importance which this question of constructing
Socialism has; not in its direct bearing on Russia, but in. its
bearing on the .other Parties. He might have raised the issue
of ' the fundamental change of the world. situation, from- the
point cf view of the proletarian revolution, which, has been
credted by the emergence and consolidation:of a Socialist State
on one sixth of the globe. Did Comrade Zinoviev, give us
any practical help there? None at all. But what Comrade
Zinoviev did make in the discussion is a statement which the
British Delegation regards as -extremely dangerous, and which
we say must be combated to the utmost. This was the quotation
from Comrade Lenin in 1014 to the .efiect that the order of
the day- for Russia was a democratic republic, while the order
of the day for other countries was a Sedcialist Republic, And
Comrade Zinoviev wused that as an argument to justily - his
thesis. Comrade Zinoviev- did not say a word about the fact
that Comrade Lenin was issuing that slogan:'as a practical
slogan of the nmioment, Raising the issue as Comrade Zinoviev
did, prepares the ground for pure unadulterated Menshevisit
of the most ordinary variety, which all' of us have to combat
in our own Communist Parties.

Again, he gave us a list of the countries in which he said
there had been Right deviations. So far as the British Dele-
gation are concerned, we are prepared to let the other Parties
speak for themselves. We do not admit for a moment that
our Party has been guilty of Right deviations. We believe
that the Plenum will agree with the resoiution which is being
prepared, in which the true state of affairs of Great. Britain
is sat out. We admit that the leaders of our.Party, at certain
moments after the ‘General Strike and during the miners’ lock-
out, had certain ‘moments of- hesitation, and that those shesita-
tions led to mistakes, which we attempted to correct as soon
as they were pointed out to ws, and in some cases before they
were pointed out to us. We believe that, in the study of those
mistakes on the various tactical questions which arose during
the struggle of the miners, our Party will go forward and that
the whole International will derive benefit therefrom.

But what were Comrade Zinoviev’s contributions to ths
corrections of our mistakes during this period? His contribu-
tions lay in two directions. First, he was an advocate of that
remarkable proposal that the Russian Trade Unions should
leave the Anglo-Russian Committee. That was Comrade Zino-
viev’s contribution. I do not think it is necesssary for.me to
enlarge upon that theme, or to enlarge upon the arguments
which show it to be a grotesque suggestion, when, after the
General Strike, in’ their day-by-day actions the reformist leaders
of the British trade wunions were exposing themiselves: in the
eyes of the masses, and when it was essential to contrast very
sharply {o them and their tactics, not only the Russian_ trade
union leaders’ perfectly justifiable and necessary criticism,. but
also their positive struggle for unity, and . the positive desire
of the Russian trade union movement to continue the struggle
for world trade union unity. , ) :

The other contribution which Comrade Zinovieyv miade was
when he allowed to pass without a word' of criticism, -withonit
a word of objection, an article in the “Communist International”
by Comwrade Trotsky, which our Party chdracterised — very
mildly, with very great restraint, — as “differing very little
from the standpoint of those who stand . for. the liquidation of
our Party”. It is the article in ‘which the phrase -was used
about the British Party being part of the apparatus which was
acting as a brake upon the revolution. But it was not only .that
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outstanding phrase. There was suggestion after, suggestion that
our Party did not exist, that it dud not count, that it was not
a Communist Party. For instance, such phrases as this, that
only: if-a stroggle for the exposure of the. Left wing, of the
deviation and.mistakes .of the Leit wing, is carried out syste-
matically,” only then jcan there be any talk of a real revo-
lutionary (i: e.. Comumumist). Party in Great Britain”. That was
the "articdle «which Comrade Troisky launched on us. after the
General: Strike, which Gomrade Zinoviev allowed to pass without
a- protest -and  which was seized upon by the Communpist rene-
gades, the sham Left .wingers grouped aroupd the “Plebs” and
Lamsbury, etc, 1o use in their hght against ws, That was
Comrade Zirowiev’s second, practical contribution to the dis-
cussion. ' : ‘

In conclusion, we want to; say just a few words to Comrade
Trotsky. Gomrade Trotsky told us, with an air of great frank-
ness, that' he admitted his two great errors in the past — his
estimiate Of the motive forces of the revolution, and his aftitude
ofi’ the Building up of a, Bolshevik Party. He was very per-
stidsive; 'and -apparently he convinced Comrade Riese; but the
British Delégation would like to asik Comrade Trotsky — “What
aboftit your errors of:1923? Were they not a repetition of those
same errots of: pre:-revolutionary days, the wrong estimate ol
thz wower of the peasantry and: the wrong attitude on Party
unity? And what ‘about your attitude in 19267 Has not. the
campaigit of the-last three or four months been. a. repetition
of ‘the same mistakes on the question of the active forces of
th> ‘revolution, on the question of -the unity of the Party”? So
far  as - the British Delegation is. concerned, it . considers that
no ‘comrade can go on year alier. year saying that he renoumces
all' his ‘previous mistakes and .then go:ahead and repeat those
nistakes, nor can he get-off by saying the same thing agai
inva few months’ time. o s Co

Trotsky ahd hiscsupporters have a habit of answering cri-
ticism -on the -part -of- foreign. coinrades by reference to the
Pioneers, and by suggesting that we join the Pioneers and learn
something atout Commun sm. But.we think that even within
the Pioneers it would be difficult to pass .off .as a political reply
that “we are sorry we mades. a mistake, and we won’t do it
again — until next time.” : .

' Then again, on the question of jccmstruction of Socialissm.
Trotzky has iried to get out: of it in- his speech by speaking
af:.the -“final”: victory of Sogialism. And he says now that he
never’.denied’ that -we are building: up Socialism. ,The British
Dalegation* would - like 4o get from Comrade: Trofgky, and. we
think the:Plenum should ask Comrada Trotsky, what has become
of all:the talk that “our industry.is mot of:a-Secialist character”,
that-“gur State is not proletarian”, and so -ou?. PRV I

" The British Party had a special interest in; the two fundamen-
tat questions which have been raised by the Opposition. — our
attitwde ‘6 the peasantry (which in our circumstances is the
attitude’ on the Emipire), and ithe. question of the Party. On
these two issues we find ourselves ip against the whole sham
Left group in'iGyeat Britain which [ have described already,
whote ‘onhy ! purposs ine lifes is to light for the liquidation of
the' Conrmunist ‘Party. Just as their attitude ijowards cur! Party
as explostersiof the tackward masses is on a par with Troisky's
reifiarss Tipthd old days zcout Lenin:Leimy an exploiter -of
everything backward in the musses;, and of Dbanditism,. adven-
téizieot 4n tha Party; so this group of liquidators, ol renegade
Comimim sts; of shmm Lefi elzmeats in-the lalour movement; seize
with joy-ofi everysattadc which Tro'sky mskes upon the ieaders
of the Party-amd of: the Communist Internatiomal. .* - * .
T Comnrade Troteki’s poliey i3 ojectively helping these liqui-
datdrs, 'whilé' the aftitle to which I referred was?oi direct as-
‘s'iéta?‘be' to'them. W& want 3 say that, while We have adn immense
afdmitation f6r Comrdids Trotsky’d literary abilitiey, and’ while
we ‘do ‘not undst-sstimiate’ in''dny ‘dégrée his Services'Sincs the
revolulion, we will not tolerate any ‘action- any “atttinbt o the
part of Comnrads TroBky: to carry on: against the British! Party
thedsame Hactics ofv disintegrationi and - demoralisation which the
carrieds vn'againsttthe Fussizm Party for twenty years. « We
dre ‘rot- prepared fo sit’ silentty and allewhim o do: that.’ not
are we' preparedito’ allow him to-play:into the hands .off the
louidetors janditha” reforanists: by wmdermining :the -leatlership
of -1the s @ominuhist i Party  of 'the Soviet::Umion.: That: is -the
replyd which - thie~British’ Delegation ‘has 'to"'mske"td Comrade
TRrotshtye ton cen o H oy e el e s g

i

, Comrade - ERCOLI (Haly): »

Alter the appearance of Comrades Zinoviev and Trotsky
our delegation decided that it had nothing to change in the
position it took on the Russian question, in .the declaration
which -we read ‘here the day. before yesterday. But it .will be
necessaty to touch upon some points with regard to. the signi-
ficance which, -this -discussion has now taken on after the ap-
pearance of the Russian Opposition, Comrades, I am still of the
opinion that the leaders -of the Russian, Opposition had the
right, as .members or candidates of the Executive, to take part
in our debate, but1 believe that this right is one thing, and the
use that they have made of this right is, quite another.. C

Zinoviev has .experience on this field. :

To be sure, we have the statutes of the International which
guarantee certain comrades certain rights, but there is something
that is not contained in:these statutes., . )

 That is the position of the Russian Party in the International,
its leading functions; this transcends the statutes.

Consequently, I ‘believe that the appearance organised by
the leading Oppositien comrades -here must be condemned, be-
cause in it is contained an attempt to disorganise the leading role
which the Russian Party holds in the. International.

‘And upon this appearamce, the foreign Communist Parties

‘must reply:

“Well, against your attempts we rally around the Russian
Party, we, again emphasise before the whole world proletariat
that the Russian Party shall lead the Communist International,
and .that this function is in our eyes the surest guarantee of
the victory of the Revolution.”

On the. problems that come into question here, Zinoviev
comes with 'a szries: of citations, which he himself divided into
three categories. . : e .

In the fizst category are those citations which prove nothing.

In the second category are those citations which .prove
toa nuuch. - t . fooe g o S

And in the third category are those that:have been applied
in a stupid manner (to employ an expression used here by Com-
rade Trotsky himself yesterday). )

In the first category belong the citations of Marx, Engels
and Lenin which emphasise the international character of the
Comminist Revolution. What do these citations prove? They
contain universal axioms which no one ever thought of deubting.
But Zingviev ioday. presents these ;general citations .in. order
tosdefend .a false policy and, ideology ,with them; -and: I, should
like to remind you that. already in October- 1917, Zinoviey. and
Kamenev  had recourse to general .statements, e. g. that the
struggle. of the workers alone could not bring the revolution
to a victorious termination, in order to :defend thereby their
defeatist attitude in opposition to the.decisions” ¢t the C.C
which had come out in favour of the uprising. The cifations
which ‘prove too much are those with which one would like to
defend, with Marx, Fngels and Lenin, viewpoints that have
already been cutstripped by lacts. Thus, e. g. they cite the viexys
of Marx and Engels “that a revolution ‘without England would
be only a 'storm in a fea cup”. « The Russian revoluiion hzs
taken place and it is pot a storm in a t=a cup. - e

' Now, as to the. third category of citations, which wese
gpolied in a stupid manner. This includes: al! thosz citations
resorfed to in order to prove which were {hz revelutionary. par-
3pectives of Marx and Efgels in a given gpogch., And they make
asé of  the citations which deal with_ the perspactive of the
fevolution in two countries. Doss Zinpyizv intend {o- manufacture
a theory of the building of Socialism in iwo countries? But

"these perspectives were those which coitfronted Marx and Engels

as concrete immediate perspzctives for the development of the
Rvolution in their epoch.” Should we today wark with’ identical
persoectives? 1"think not 1 believe that if we study the work
of ‘Marx and ‘Eng®'s we can observe their fon‘inuous effort {o
ravis2, to adapt themselves to néw situatiops that arose. =~

' One miight cite a5 an’ example also” Fenii’s. “State and Re-
volution”. Lenin tries there to show how Marx ‘and Enigels camz
to" define ‘the itonception of the "dictatorshin of 'the ' proletariat,
the conquest of ‘the ‘State, ths déstruction  of the bourpeois Stdte
siviparatus ‘throuzh'the proletarian revolution, and Lenin’showed
how, .steny. by step, thanks to 'the experiences of the revolution cf
1848.and the Commurie-of 1871, Marx and" Engels ‘came:to define
and: sdelimit ‘tieiciposition, and : also- to ‘change their:theevetical
formutation; i The sime. is' true with. regard: to’the sections on:th>
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peasantry in the Communist Manifesto. The , qu désilon of the .
relations between workers and peasants are not’ withisthere” ” “dhe

in the manner in which they are handled in later writings of
Marx and Engels. After the Communist Manifesto,: Marx looked
into this probwlem and made more pregise his train -of -thought
concernmg the relations - between proletariat and peasantry. I
elieve that we can very easily settle with all these citations. .
Now as to the object of the discussion, the most important
problem that stands between us and the comrades of the Russian
Opposition in the discussion — the question of buildihg So-
cialism in a single country. This problem will attain the same

impor'tance as the discussion we had. on: the II. Congress on-

the revolutionary perspectives did. By our-discussion on the
perspectives of the Russian - Revolution, we are ldecrdmg the
perspectives of the world revolution.

But does anyome imagine that the vnewpomt defended by
the C.C. of tie Russian Party permits the forgetting’ or elimi-
nating of the international character of the Russian revolution?
I do not think a single comrade has any doubt on this point.

Everything done for the Russian revolution serves equally
the world revolution in Italy, in Germany, in France. Is there
a single one of us who doubts thatthe Red Army-is the Army
of the Russian revolution? Is there a single one ifi:the ranks of
the Russian Party who harbours doulit as to the coifiplete iden-
tity of the Russian Revolution and the world revolution? I say
that if anyone f1as these doubts, he his no place among us, about
this 1 need nct speak at length (Applause.)

One must go somewhat deeper into the probltam. In passing
I shall deal with the problem that was touched onr by Zinoviev.
He said: If you raise the perspective of the possibility of building
Socialism in a single country, in Russia, you are sowing ipes-
simism and defeatism in the ranks of the Parties and proletariat
of the West. When Comrade Lein maintdinéd that the revolution
could be victorious in a single country, did he intend thereby
to found a defeatist theory? No, certainly not. The problem must
be considered from a ditferent vrewpomt It must be considered
from the viewpoint of the influence which the Russian Revolution
and the activity of the Russian Communist Party have upon the
forces of the world revolution. If we consrder this problem: from
this viewpoint, we must admit that the deeds of the Russian
Party, of the Russian revolution, have been after the war the
most powerful organising factor, the strongest 1mpetus for the
revouahonary forces of the world.

But is this fact still effective upon  the working class ,of the
whole world? Obviously it is still effective. But in order  that
it be effective, another element must be at work on the conscrous-
ness of the worxmg class of the world, this is the convrctlon that
in Russia, after seizing power, the proletarlat can build up So-
cialism, and that today .it is actua]ly building up Socrahﬁfm (Ap-
plause)) To the extent that this element is. ideologically. and
politically eﬁectlve in the working class of ail countries, the
Russian Revolution is inilueptial. . The argument of Comrade
Zinoviev must be viewed in this way, and not as he presented it.

Let us again take the subject under. discussion. Permit me io
enter upon what Trotsky said.

He proceeded from the statement.that there is a close .con-
nection between the economy of -all countries at the present
moment, and between Russian. economy and capltallst world
econoimy. Cey v

“T will now submit three hypothesrs to: you” sa1d Comrade
Trotsky.

The first is the hy?pothesrs oai a revolution in: the near
future in the West. Tn this hypothesis he says?

“We all agree that this shows one way out of the: srtuah(m :

“The second hypothesis is the revolution after 50 'years.”

“The third hvpotheSIS is'that there will be no revolution even
after 50 years.” So this is the vrewpomt of Trotsky.

" The second and the third hyp;othems reduce, themsélves to
one, because in both cases Trofsky tells us: “If we ha)ve to
resist for 50 years it is all the same whether it comes or not,

Soviet Russia will become an integral part of capitalist world
of. our. revolution are not the

economy, viz. the. perspectives
persoectrves ot .a. Socialist devefop*nent ”

L[ 'thrs is. the.“permanent revolution”, what is it? It is
l& efmanent revolution in the classic form in
‘vhrch Trotsky always defended it.
Now a few words about the consequences of this attitude.
I believe a few words are necessary . here about the Trotsky-
Zinoviev bloc.

1. look upon this b&oc from;,the iollowmg viewpoint: ob-
viously one can always form a bloc ‘with comrades. with whom
one had fights over immediate aims. But Zinoviev in 1923-24 had
not only a momentary transitory fight;with Trotsky. Zinowiev

himself said: “No, Trotsky, that is not a mo*nentary political
position, Trotsky, that is a lc’o‘nsrsltén‘t doctrine, that s’ Trots-
kyism!” .
4 That is why we canno’t comprehend the bloc as it"{s today
practised by Zinoviev. That is not a bloc, comrades. A~ word
as to the consequenees ot this attltude Olf lmovxev and Trotsl\y
on the international question. '

I believe that the thing is now qunte clear, that we have
all seen this, and after I have heard Trotsky speak 1 can betfer
explain to myself everything that he says on the international
tield and in fhe Russian Party. What is it that they tack? per-
spective for the development and success of the !Russran revolu-
tion. We must therefore say openly what Trotsky has not
said, but what he thinks, on the problem that confron's the
Russran revolution: with a_complete surrender we can make 1o
progress. v

This lack of faith which: you have torwards the possibility of
building Socialism, causes you to seek feverishly for direct per-
spectives in all events that occur abroad (British strike, etc.).

This led to all the mistakes that were made, such as for
example, the proposal to dissolve the Anglo- R.ussmn Cammittee.
On 1he basis upon which you put the. Russian question,. you,
cannot get ahead. With this third hypothesis, Trotsky gives
no perspective for our work in the West, in that he .combines
the work in Russia with the preparations for work in the West.
That is the source of all mistakes, -this transition fromy the Right
to the. ultra-Left, this is the source of the ‘mistake, the doubt, the
source of all mistakes made on an international field. That
is ‘why Zinoviev can no longer come to us and talk about the
necessity to fight the Right, while we :at the same time fight the
Left. Comrade Zinoviev, when we are fhghtmg you, we are also:
fighting the Right. (Applause.) : ' i

[ always thought that the Leit devmaltuon was af exaggera-.
tion of the view that leads to too high an appraisal of the
effectiveness of revelutionary. work among the :masses, I-thought.
the Left were comrades who were marching too: rapidly;, who
furpished ‘perspectives .and proposed sIogans that contained the
danger of separating ws from the masses.

The standpoint defended by Trtsky is- mot a ngh‘t stand-
point. It leads us to under-estimate the effectiveness of the work
among the masses. On the national field, that is in the problems
that effect the Russian Party, the Opposmon -which has lost
the viewpoint of a general perspedrvé of the revelution, falls:
into the most serious deviations, it goes’ so far as to recognise
and- defend 1o longer ‘the general  inferests of the ‘R(’.'V()lu‘h()ﬂ,
but to subordinate them t0 the partial ‘iriterests of certain strata:
of the ‘population and corporations. } h#4 entered upon a by-way
that leads to a repetition 6f the imistakes of syndicalism. and‘
reformism. For this reason it rhisst' be ieologically and po!thav
cally defeatéd in the Russian Parfy dnd inf-the Intérnational.

Comrades, 1 will close by reminding’ you of sommething that
Trotsky said’ here. He' spoke’ abont ‘Biographies, and about what
is being said regarding ‘is ‘biogrdphy. He told us; Mehring
was a petty-botirgeois’ who died 4§ 2 good- Comtmumst and ‘he
told us that Kautskv ‘and ‘Bauet, who were loyal ‘discinles’ of
Marx and Engels, sthI Jdive’ foddy as the Tackeys of capitalism.
Comrades, there are no words “that are’ “devoid of" pohhc'ﬂ
mieaning. Therefore,” comrades, T wish Cémrade Trotsky a long
life with his Socral Democratlc devidtions, but 1 am convinced
that the coimrades who are leéading the Russian Party will not
live as lackeys of capitalism.

Until today, it was only “the’ Opposmon leaders .who ' have
refused to vote for the expulsion of, Ossovsky who has solrda. rs.ed
with the “lac! keys of capltahsm” (A«pplause) e

(C]ose of Sessmn) g : S
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Twenty-Second Session.

; Moscow, December 10, 1926.
Comrade REMMELE (Chairman):

I'he 22nd Session «is opened. The first speaker ‘will be Com-
rade Manuilsky. - g ,

Comrade MANUILSKY (C. P.S. U.):

.Comrades, I should like to enter upon a question that is
of extraordinary principial importance, namely, upon the question
of building Socialism in one country. I want to do this, first,
because practically the whole fire of the Opposition speakers has
been directed against the manner in which 'the reporter, Comrade
Stalin, dealt with this question; and, secondly, because it is of
essential importance for the C.P.S.U. As'long as our October
Revolution and its leading Party, the C.P.S.U. remain the
foundation of the whole international Communist movement, the
problems of our Socialist Revolution'must perforce be problems
of an infernational nature. And thirdly, the manner of for-
mulating the question is alter all dictated by the fact that it
involves a solution, the aim of which is the activisation of the
Parties in the various ' countries. In my opinion the question
of the building of Socialism is of no less importance in our
brother Parties’ struggle to overthrow the bourgeoisie in their
countries, than it, is m the C.P.S.U. :

I would be very glad to avoid all polemics, especially such
polemical methods as were applied here by the Opposition,
especially by Comtrade’ Trotsky, which threaten to envelop the
gist of the disputed question with a lot of trash that has
no immediate connection- with the question itself. But since we
are not in the Academy of Sciénce, and since I am no devotee
of that Christian' morality which commends meekness and -non-
resistance, I am forced to reply to the attack with a‘few blows
of my own. Before I deal with the gist of the question, I should
like to nrake a few preliminary remarks in regard to Trotsky’s
speech. : .
First a-remark of a personal nature. Comrade  Trotsky
cited a section from an article I wrote in the “Pravda” towards
the end of 1917. A series of articles was published in 1918
by the Party Publishing House. “Priboi”, and it contains -a
false appraisal of Bolshevism as well as of the theory of
permanent . revolution. When" in the course of political struggle
one drags out of the literary archives all erroneous views, then
the person who made  these mistakes tries.to explain them by
the condition under which they were made, tries to show ithat
they are distorted by the opponents, offers other citations from
the' same setiies of articles for the purpose of awakening the
impression with - the listener that the writer was badly under-
stood, etc. etc. ) » v

In this respect in the course of the last few mounths of
Party discussion our Opposition has established a whole school.
I consider such methods dishonest. I declare here openly that
those views I -advocated represent a political mistake of a
theoretical nature. In. the course of my political life, when I
still belonged o sthe “Otsovist” fraction, I have made even far
worse nristakes. The Party knows my mistakes. And when ne-
cessary it drew the corect conclusions from them. But the Party
also knows that 1 have made no effort to foist my mistakes
upon it. 1 wish that Comrade Trotsky would take the same
attitude towards his mistakes that T do towards mine.

The second remark refers to ‘the attack indulged in by
Comrade Trotsky against Smeral. Trotsky waxed ironical on
Smeral’s speech, and hinted at his Social Democratic past.
Smeral was not called upon to, give lessons in revolutionary
erithusiasm to Trotsky,, the leader of the October Revolution.
Comrade Smeral has never denied that he, like many. other old
leaders of the international labour movement, has come out of
the 1I. International. 'He has never denied that in the past he
has made political mistakes. =~ )

But has Comrade Trotsky  himsell perhaps no Social
Democrafic past? Can he permit himseli to parade here as a
judge who brooks no contradiction? I remind you only of the
episode of the liquidatory slogan of the freedom of coalition,
which just occurs to me. It was at the time when our Party

was waging a life and death struggle against the Menshevik -

liquidators, who wanted to legalise the Russian labour movement
at any pricé by adapting themselves to tsarist conditions. At
that time, Trotsky went along with the Right Mensheviks not
only against the Bolshevik Party, but even against the Leit
Mensheviks, against the supporters of Plekhanov.

In this same -hall here we had to combat certain mistakes of
Comrade Smeral, but Comrade Smeral undertook certain pledges
towards the Communist International and there cannot be one
single person who can claim that Smeral did not fulfil these
pledges. With other Czech comrades, Smeral in 1920 led the
Czech Party into the Il International, without splitting it into.
old and young generations, and this is the same Party which
at the present time forms one of the sirongest Sections of the
Communist International. After the crisis which is identified by
the name of Bubnik, Smeral, like a disciplined soldier, saluted
and carried out all the decisions of his Party and of the Com-
nunist International,

Can Trotsky say tthe same about himseli? Let us make only
a short enumeration of the most important episodes in the Party
career of Comrade Trotsky. It was iin 1921, on the eve of the
Kronstadt uprising, at a time when petty-bourgeois anarchy
threatened the proletarian dictatorship in our country, that
Comrade Trotsky opened up a discussion on the trade unions.
He advocated that the trade unions must be “ingrown” into the
State, he proposed that we should carry War Communism still
further, and thereby seriouslv menaced the alliance between
proletariat and peasantry, the “smytchka‘‘.

In 1923, Trotsky, during our first economic difficulties,
delivered a new blow against the Party, by opening the dis-
cussion on inner-Party democracy. This inner Party democracy
— to use an expression of Comrade Kamenev, the present ally
of Trotsky — knocked at the door of the Party with the knuckles
of Trotsky. L ‘ :

In 1924, there was a new discussion on the question of the
“Lessons of Qctober” which Trotsky now gives up. First frivo-
lously setting into motion the whole Party and the whole
country, only, after two years, to throw overboard the former
views on the Lessons of October — this is the “lesson” of this
discussion.

In October, 1926, there is the discussion in the “Aviopribor”.
And tinally, on December 9th, 1026, we see the hopeless attempt
to bning before the forum of the International the discussion
which was given up by the Opposition in its declaration of
October 16th.

Smeral never acted this way. Smeral came to Communism
after the had bought a ticket to the end of the line. The others
seem inclined to buya round-trip ticket, good coming and going:
I believe that I am expressing the general concensus of opinion
when 1 say that 1 prefer the people who come toward Commu-
nism to dhose who leave it. (Applause). Why was Trotsky
ironical about Smeral yet having not a single word to say about
Souvarine? Because Souvarine stands closer to Trotsky than
Smeral. ’

The third remark 1 should like to make concerns the manner
of the declaration which Trotsky made to this Enlarged Exe-
cutive in regard to the errors bound up with the theory of the
permanent revolution. Trotsky flung into the meeting a sentence
to. the effect that while in. the guestion of the permanent revolu-
tion, Lenin and our Party had been right, this was not the case
with all members of the Enlarged Executive, because many of
them had themselves come into the Communist movement later.
What iis the idea behind such a method of talk to this Plenum?
In old Tsarist Russia, run-down nobles were wont, when in the
company of simpler folks. to make the latter unmistakably
conscious of inferiority. However illustrious may have been
Comrade Trotsky’s chapter in the past, it has already been
dissipated in the present, He has absolutely no reason to act this
way towards the members of the Enlarged- Plenum of the
E.C.C.L . ' '

It is' not the fault of the young revolutionary generation
that it has only entered the Communist movement after the war.
It sounds like pure sarcasm when Trotsky, after having taken
such a tone. appeals to this “high body”. The participants in
the Enlarged Executive are plain folk, they consider themselves,
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in the present difficult situation in the international Communist
movement, to be ordinary workers in the social revolution. They
are least of all inclined to be caught by such parliamentary
methods as the declamation about’ the “high body”. Such kind
of oratorical tricks may be fitting for a bourgeois parliament,
but not for a Communist meeting.

CONCERNING THE MANNER IN WHICH CITATIONS
'SHOULD NOT BE USED.

I am now proceeding to the gist of the question. In order
to prove the impossibility of building Socialism in one country,
Comrade Zinoviev furnished a whole pile of citations from
Marx, Engels and Lenin. It is of great importance for us to
learn what was the stand of the great leaders of Communism
on the weightiest questions of the international labour movement,
and this is particularly important, I think, in regard to this
question which is new to us, and which must be solved by the
Communist International in such a peculiar situation.

Yet the methods of Comrade Zinowiev in collecting - his
citations without taking into consideration the concrete situation
and tasks which confronted the proletariat at the time the cited
senfences were written, was absolutely false, harmful and uncon-
vineing.

By way of illustration let us take only the example of the
Engels citation. In 1847 Friedrich Engels wrote the original
draft of the Communist Manifesto, which later appeared under
the title “The Fundamentals of Communism”. In § 19 of this
project, Engels raised the question: “Will the revolution be able
io proceed in one country alone?” And Engels answered this
question: - :

“The Communist Revolution will therefore not be
merely a national revolution, it will be a revolution which
procegds in all civilised countries, i. e. at least in England,
America, France and Germany, simultaneously.”

What is the meaning of this citation? It does not speak
only of the impossibility of building Socdialismiin a single country,
but of the impossibility of a temporarily isolated proletarian
revolution as such. From this it follows that Comrade Zinoviev
was not only right in this question of the building of Secialism,
but that he was also right on the eve of October 1917. In October,
not Zinoviev, but the Russian proletariat was wrong when it
dared to seize power without the simultaneous revolution in
at least “four civilised countries”. (Applause).

Our October Revolution is the historic fact which rendered
Engels’ position no longer valid. And df Engels had lived in
our epoch, it is absolutely clear that he would have dilferen-
tiated himself from Comrade Zinoviev on this question, for
Engels was never an idolator of Marxism, he was its creative
genius. We know how later on the whole Social Democracy
exploited this citation against our October Revolution. It is
obvious that in order to prove his thesis, Comrade Zinoviev
had to follow in the footsteps of the Social Democracy, which
had nothing in common with the spirit of Marxism.

A still worse method is resorted to by Comrade Zinoviev
when he cites Lenin. The development of the Russian Revolution
reveals three consequent stages, and, according to these three
stages, wifferent tasks were set to the proletariat and the
C.P.S. U.:

1) The first stage — on the eve of October. The Party and
the proletariat of our country were at that time confronted
with the following question: can ithe proletariat in an economi-
cally backward country, seize power, exploiting the imperialist
contlicts between the largest capitalist powers in a war period,
if it is supported by the land-hungry peasantry, and by the
peace-thirsty army? The October Revolution gave an affirmative
reply to this question.

2) The second period, which lasted from October to the
Kronstadt uprising inclusive, was the period in which the Revo-
lution had to fight for its life. In this period, the revolution was
forced to turn back the maging attacks of the domestic and
foreign counter-revolution. We had no time then to think about
building Socialism, because the chief task that at that time con-
fronted the Russian proletariat was to maintain itself until the
reserves of the 'international labour movement could come to
its aid. The German Revolution of 1918 facititated this task.

3) the third stage finally sees the questions of economic
building of Socialism in the centre of the attention of Party and
proletariat. By means of an evasive manoeuvre, we seek to

solve the task of finally conquering capitalismi in our country,
and erecting a Socialist society. Shortly before his death, Lenin,
with shaking hand, wrote his testament to the Party:

“Twenty years of correct relations to the peasantry —
and the victory of the revolution is assured.”

From this third period of our revolution's development we
can furnish dozens of citations that would throw into discard
Comrade Zinoviev's manner of putting the question. And he
knows it. He knows that immediately after we had beaten the
counter-revolutionary forces” it became clear that history had
willed us a whole number of years of Socialist construction, and
it was none other than Lenin who prescribed for our Party
during this series of years, that policy which our Central Com-
mittee is now carrying out.

Neither in 1918 nor in 1919, were we confronted with the
question of building Socialism. Our weightiest task at that time
consisted in getting fthe support in some form or other of the
Furopean proletariat, so that we might avoid defeat in the civil
war. Ii, without taking these conditions into consideration, one
now piles up citations from the works of Lenin, supplying them
with conjunctions or exclamation points, or arbitrary conclu-
sions, then one arrives at that “Leninism” which Comrade
Zinoviev presented to the Party in his book, three-fourths of
which, however, he himself sacrificed alter his bloc with Trotsky.
For this reason, we consider that such a method of citation 1s
an insult to the memory of Lenin, Engels and Marx.

ON A PESSIMISTIC DEVIATION AND ITS ORIGIN.

Comrades, If you study the deviations in our Party in
connection with these three stages in the development ot the
Russian Revolution, then you will be convinced that, despite 'its
outward appearance, the Opposition is tainted with lack of faith
and pessimism, that 1) it reflects the pressure of our own petty-
bourgeois elements, 2) that ‘it expresses the influence of inter-
national Social Democracy which filters in from abroad.

When, on the eve of October, Lenin raised the question of
whether the proletariat can take and keep power in Russia, the
Social Democrats rose as one man against this Leninist formu-
lation. According to their views this meant a violation of history
for the proletariat of a backward country, without passing
through the stage of the Democratic revolution, to seize power..
Our Party was not the Party of revolutionary Marxism, it was
a Party of adventurers who were treading underfoot the Marxist
heritage. Our revolution was no proletarian revolution. It was
the revolution of a declassed soldiery, it was the revolution of
mass plunder and unrestrained land division. This was the
leitmotif of the Social Democratic press’ attitude towards the
October.

Did this appraisal of our revolution find an echo in the
ranks of our Party? Undoubtedly. It reflected itself in the
mistakes of those who shrank back in the decisive moment of
ihe October struggles. Not for polemical reasons do we point
out that the background of the present mistakes of Zinoviev and
Kamenev is to be found in their mistakes on the eve of October.

We see, in the heroic period of the Russian Revolution, the
same pessimistic deviations. The whole Social Democracy
accused us during the period of the Brest-Litovsk peace, that
we were not radical, not consistent enough, that we had made
a compromise with German imperialsm. Otto Bauer and Kautsky
prophesied that our revolution would degenerate into a purely
bourgeois one, that our country must inevitably come back to
ithe re-establishment of capitalism. And again, we see how these
conceptions found an echo in our Party and in certain Com-
munist groups of the West. In the camp of “Left” Communism,
as well as in the “Workers’ Opposition” which followed it, we
encounter elements with the same ideology. :

Even an organisation like the Spartakus Bund, which laid
the foundations of the Comumunist Party of Germany, occasionally
slipped up on this questions. Thus, in an article of the Sparta-
kus Bund in September 1918, it was written:

“To carry out the proletarian dictatorship and the
Socialist Revolution in a single country which is surrounded
by old imperialist reactionary rule, and.around which there
rages the bloodiest world war in human history, is fo square
the circle. Every Socialist Party would have ito fail and go
down to ruin on this task — regardless of whether it took
as the guiding star of its policy the will to victory and
faith in international Socialism or else its own resignation’.
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And further, it is stated:

“The dictatorship of the proletariat in Russia, unless
the international proletarian revolution eomes to its aid in
time, is condemned %o so terrible a defeat, that the fate of
the Paris Commune will be child’s play in comparison”.

(Not quite exact text). ‘

Even if this conception of the German comrades was dic-
tated by the mecessity of coming to the immediate aid of the
Russian proletariat, even though it at the same time expressed
the international feeling of the pioneers of the Ggrman Com-
mifiist movement, yet an appraisal of this kind, at the present
time "in Russia, reflects nothing other than a hopelessness and
lack of faith in the forces of the Russian Revolution.

At this very time, the proletariat of our country, the
C.P.S.U.,, is no less subjected to the most bitter assults of the
international Social Democracy. From the present period of our
Revolution, the entire international prolefariat. is learning how
Sqdéialism can be. built up, and the Social Democracy, of all
countries -is striving with all means fo weaken the growing
sympathy of the workers for our Socialist construcfion, The
Social Democracy declared long ago that we have entered upon
our Thermidor phase, that our Socialist big industry is nothing
else than a fiscal monopoly, that our working class does not
create and dominate the new Social relations, that our working
class is. composed of exploitéd ‘slaves, that the bourgeoisie in
town and’ village, inundates bpth upper and lower storeys, that
our Party is in a process of degeneration.

It is enough to remind you of what the well-known Menshe-
vik Dalin, wrote in ‘his‘ book: “After wars and revolutions”, in
order to recognise whence blows, this pessimism that has seized
upon cerfain oppositional groups in the C.P.S.U, and in the

German  Communist Party. Our. Opposition has not dared to -,

characterise our industry, our relatigns to the working class, as
it did at the.XIV Party Congress. It has made an apparently

a single country. .

harmless attack upon the question of building of Socialism in *

THE INTERNATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE QUESTION
OF. BUILDING SOCIALISM IN A SINGLE COUNTRY.

This Thermidorist ideology refers not only to our revolu- .

tion, ‘but to the entire Communistic labour movement. This
ideology not only undérmines faith'in our Socialist constriction,
but in Socfalism as such. 1t is therefore much more dangerous
for the ‘European proletariat which lives outside our bpundaries -
2nd does not havé the opportunity to” witdess daily the successes
of our daily- construction. If, for the proletariat of our Union

the .question of whether the working class can take and maintain

power is already settled, while the question of building Socidlism
is of more practical importance, matters are otherwise for, the
Weést-European ' Communist Parties, In the consciousness of the
European proletiriat these problems are inextricably bound up
with one another, they represent a uniform whole of Socialistic
conceptio. If.one member is torn from this concept, the whole
Sdciaiist programme is open to question,. . -
‘How can’one conle to, the proletariat’ and fell ‘hem: ,We
believe ‘that’ tire’ Russian proletariat dcted correctly in ‘October

when it* seized  power, we believe that the victorious revolution

is' able to Vanquish the internal and 'external’ ferces of counter-
revohition; but out doubts begin'‘at a moment in which' the
proletitiit procééds ‘to'the building of Socialism. This'is ‘exactly
how'olir Oppositiorr pets the question. Will not every’ wotket,
who ‘is_ unskilled “in’ e 'Science of citation’ and who = doe
uitdéfstafid the fine points’of polemics, e the questiofi: “Well,

in ‘that case,’am I not ‘engaged 'in a Syssibus. task if I now

make sacrilices for, Communism?” Evety class, conscious worker
must consider, on’ the ‘day affer the caplure of power, he mist

ask himself whether he will sticceed in overcoming thé economic |

dilficulties, whether he' will"prove “stronger and more tapable
of ‘resistance in''8bcialist economy ‘than the capitalist’ surroun-
dings. : €T En St e
These are the questions which the European  workers put
themselves in ‘every revolutiondry sitwation, and these are no
idbe: questions. Through: the whole- course of ‘eventsi»in: recent
years; thiese questions have.been put on the agenda;The British
coal: strike and the Chittese ‘revolution  put- the questions, the
German Revolution of 1923 raised tltem. - - R IR
#olet us take a countyy like England. The difficulties confron-
ting::the British: Revolution on the' day after -the: conquest of

“who ~ ddes mot”

power by the proletariat are much greater than the difficulties
which confronted the Russian proletariat. In Russia, we had no
Pacific possessions. The territory of the Soviet Union stretches.
unbrokenly for thousands of versts. We have a gigantic unsatis-
fied ‘domestic market, we have tremendous reserves of raw mate-.
rials and food supplies. Matters stand otherwise in England.
Already today the British bourgeoisie, allied with the British
refornusts, frightens the proletariat with the spectre of a collapse
in Great Britain. The Dominions will secede, the colonies fall
away, a European bloc will be formed against England, America
will. imenace the victorious British proletariat with a military
intervention. : : ‘ :

Comrade Bell already raised this question in this Enlarged
Executive. How shall we answer it? In his book on “Europe
and America”, Comrade Trotsky gives a reply to this question.
He sees in, the creation of a. United Socialist States of Europe, -
a guarantee for the victory of the British proletariat. Yet the
arising of such a United. States of Socialist Europe has as its
pre-requisite the revolution in all Europe, and this is undoubtedly
the more probable perspective. Great Britain. is too much in the
ceptre of European economics for a.revolution in England like -
the Revolution of 1848, to fail to find an immediate echo on the
Continent. v

Yet if the revolutionary activity of the European proletariat
should be temporarily held up, if the establishment of the United
States of Socialist Europe should be delayed, what reply would
we then give ithe British proletariat? Can the British proletariat:
resist simultaneously . American and Eurepean: capitalism?- And
the, manner .in which we put the question of building Socials
ism in -a single country dictates for us the reply: Yes; we answer
this question in the alfirmative exactly as did Comrade Bell in
the name of the Communist Party of -Great Britain. .

.. Let us take, furthermore, China. Chinese economy is more
backward than was the, Russian before the revolution. Chinese
dependence upon -international imperialism is mwuch greater than
the dependence in which we found ourselves prior to the war.
For this reason the struggle of international imperialism agaiast
the Chinese -revolution will take even far shafper forms than.
did its struggle ‘against the Russian Revolution. For the Chinese
Revolution is a powerful factor which menaces fhe partial stabi-
lisation of capitalist economy, and this will meatl. 2 severée defeat
for international capital. Yet in view of all of the international
difficulties of the Chinese Revolution in the preseut. situation,
can it‘be switched on 10 a Socialist track, if we have any doubts .
about Socialist construction -in the Soviet Union? ;

‘In 1923 the ‘German tevolution confronted the Communist
International with -a' similar problem. During the occupation of |
the - Ruhr, revolutionary Germany was held in the grip of a
tighter ‘ting of imperialist powers than was Russia. on the éve
of October. Germany Wwas without coal, -its industry, was disin-
tegrating,"it did not havé the vast Russian argas on which it
could’ manoeuvre, the'Geérman peasant masses were iot in so.
close an alliance with the firoletariat as were the, Russian peasants
in October * 1917.”Shéuild “the German prolefariat tnder these |
circumstances, supportéd by the alliance with the Soviet prole-

© tariat;’ rise up for ‘the’ struggle against the whole imperialist

world; or shotild 4t not succamb to apprehension for the coming
day? ‘And only the way we put the question permits us'to answer
affirrratively. ERAE ' :
The same applies to Italy in 1920. After their capitulation
the Italian - reformists used the econmomic difficultiés a8 their
justification. Italy' hd$' nelther its own coal Hor its' owf ijrom.
Italy’s "dependence ‘upoii' ‘European capitalist -economy "is "much
greatér than the deperidence in thich czarist Russia found ftself
towards West Eliropeari “capitalism. And ‘it must be said that
all ‘doubts ‘and - hésitation of the Italian reformists seem to be
ideologically jusfified by the position which Comrade Trotsky,
took in our last Session. The Italian reformists over-estimated
the forces of ‘European capitalism with respect 1o -iévolutionary
Italy in precisely the same manner ‘as’ did Comrade Frotsky'in
his speech with ' respect to'the: Soviet Union. o

_ Trotéky’s* whole, theory of the dépendence of our Socialist |,
ecotomy ‘upon ;~iri,f3fﬂ%fi('v>glal, capifalism_is ‘afi° overestimation of .
capitalist stabilisation.. We believe’ in “the  victory. .qf',%ocialis,’rl ,
construction’ précisely becatise” we know that the Socialist ele-
ments will overpower the .capitalist elements, and that. the’
Soviet Uniion, its economy, ‘is a factor which' shatters the solidity
of capitalist econotny. Trotsky’s ‘new theory- is” the ‘theory of a
lasting and solid stabilisation of ‘capitalist etonomy, In one’ of
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the Sessions of this Plenum, Comrade Zinoviev said that the
over-estimation of the forces of our enemy and the under-esti-
mation of our own strength is a characteristic feature of oppor-
tunism. His colleague, Comrade Trotsky, has fully connrmed
this characterisation. ‘ :

Even such small countries as Bulgaria and Esthonia, in view
of the very peculiarity of their international position, have con-
fronted the International with this question.

Ii we draw the balance of all thése examples, we must say
that the problem of building Socialism in a single country is
most closely bound up with the question of the possibility of a
partial breach in the imperialist' front against the world revo-
lution. In our Communist circles the opinion is widespread that
new, victorious battles can be the result only of a new world
war. Jt will probably be true that a new world war will lead
to revolutionary uprisings of the proletariat in a whole number
of capitalist countries. Yet it would be a fatalistic conception if

one were to assume that such a world war is the only road to

the social recolution. )
The epoch in which we now 'find ourselves may be featured
by isolated wars- which precede the general capitalist clash.

Furthermore, what is even still more probable, in connection witit -

the assault of the capitalist world, upon ‘the Soviet Union and

upon China, -aind finally also the revolts -of the colonial peoples,

we shall have at our disposal also revolutiomary tréops. Every

new partial breach in the capitalist front in one of the capitalist -

coimtries will inevitably lead to armed clashes between this
country and the rest of the capitalist world. '
In view of differences of conditions it is exceptionally

dangerous to give as a uniform scheme of development of the -

international revolution, that of "a simultaneous' process based
on the law of a levelling of the development of capitalist coun-

tries laid down by Trotsky and Zinoviev. In this' situatjon what-

is the mieaning of the slogan of Socialist construction in'a single
country? It ‘means ‘a_revolutionary initiative, because in reality
each Section ‘of the Communist International -says to itself: Go

forward, do' not be afraid of the difficulties which are bound.

up not ouly with the conquest and maintenance of power, but
also with the building of Socialist economy. Do not justify your
passivity with the excuse that other Sections of the international
labour -movement are not yet ripe for dction; release¢ the fire
of the revolutionary initiative of the proletarians’of other. coun-
tries and you will win!” C v ’

Was it not Lenin who raised this question during the im-
perialist war? ‘He taught the then young revolutionary genera-
tions that it was thé duty of the proletariat first of all to defeat

their own bourgeoisie. Only the united efforts of ‘the profetariat’

on this road will create an actual ‘¥nternational progranmtme of
revolutionary ‘action. Genuine intermationalism censists in’‘two
different tagks, confronting our proletariat and ‘the’ West Europ-

ean ‘proletariat. The Communist International says to’tHe workers"

of Western Europe: Overthrow the power of your bourgeoisie,

pick onit the weakest and most vuﬂnerable"s%m’rs in the imperidlist

fromt. ‘Support with all your power the first country: of Sqtialistt

— the Soviet Union, for its cause is the ‘cause of the intethational

proletariat.

‘From the proletariat of our Union, the Comintern ,‘demaiads,

the greatest sacrifices in the building of Sociallsm, for the
establishment and consolidation of a stronghold of world revolu-

tion. The ‘Comititern demands that the achievemerts of thi€ pro- .

letarit of the Soviet Union shall sérve the interests of the world
revolution. A : .

PASSIVITY UNDER THE MASK OF. THE LEFT PHRASE."
: The whole “irternationalism” of '‘Comrades  Trotsky aiid
Zinoviev reritind u¢, on the contraty, of how the international .
Soc¢ial Demfocracy dealt with the ¢iestioni of war shortly prior:
to 1914. By fallihg back upon the mecessity of a simultaneoys '
ard equally ‘stron¢ anti-war campaign'in. all countries, the Social
ocracy sacrificed in' fact a partial ‘breach of the capitaiist

front. The Fremch Socialists made théir struggle against war
dependent upon a simultaneous similar. action of the German
Social Democracy. The latter, howevet, made fheir action de-
pendent wpon an equally powerful and equally active oppeésition
by the Russian Sociaiists, etc. etc: But  since  histéry  never
permits such a complete equalisation of proletarian activity, such
a .completely wuitiform action, it turned.dut that this meffiod of

putting the: question ‘was. a camouflage for- international im- -

perialism. Anyone who did not recognise that the law of uneven
capitalist development was most closely bound ump with the
“unevenness” of the revolutionary activity of the international
proletariat, had comprehended nothing of Lenifitsm. One can
not make up a revolutionary situation out of one’s head, it must
be taken as it really is. Our task consists in making it our
business to see that every revolutionary action proceeds. si-
multaneously. ‘But ifrom this it does not follow that the Opposi-
tion is justified, under the cloak of internationalism, in dis-
crediting the achievements gathered in by that proletariat which
was the first to break through the eapitalist front: i :
The internationalismn of Comrade Trotsky, which during
the war was expressed by his slogan “Neither war mor peace”,
was in reality only -a reflection of the Social Democratic con-
ception of the “evenness”: of the activity on the part of the
international proletariat. The formula of modified internationalism
appears- to me unfitted also because it completely ignores the
lividg reality with- all its contradictions. Did not Comrade
Trotsky, from the heights of his “infernationalist” attitude, at
that time accuse Lenin of national limitation because of the way
in which he put the question involved in the slogan: “Smash
first your own bourgeoisie and your own ruling: classes”?
But this will be no complete victory ‘of Socialism, the Op-
position tells’ us. May be. Yet: will" this’ wvictory be compiete
even immediately aiter the success of the proletarian uprisings
in’ all capitalist courntries? Even if the proletariat were victorious
in Burope and America, we could not say that we had a complete
victory of Socialism: The complete victory of Socialism: presup-
poses the destruction of classes and the dying out of the State.
But the classes and ‘the State, which arose long before the. ca-
pitalist method of production, will remain-in existence also after
the victory of the proletariat in open struggle against its bour-
géoisie. Classes and State will. remain in existence wumtil all
economic forms are completely socialised.' :

.. All countries will have to go through the N.E.P.. stag
after the victory of the prolefarian revolution. How long will
it last?, That depends upon a whole series of circumstances.
First, u‘fgn the degreé of economic maturity for Socialist forms
of production and distribution in the given country.. Second,
upon the time at which,the respective coumtry is gripped, by the
revolutionary process. If.is clear that those countries in which
the 'révql‘qtio‘r‘yﬁta%(es place after it has already. been finished in
the larger capifalist countries will go through, the N. E,P. period
far more rapidly than those countries which were first to break
through' the imperialist ‘front. N ' .

All this is well known, and we have often writien about it
in our, Communist press. But why do Comrades Trotsky and
Zinoviev want to proye,oncg, more an undisputed truth? It
is clear that this is for ‘the, purppse, of diverting our. discussion
into a direction favourable to, them,. and to awaken an im-
pression, among ,our hearers. that somebody..or .other had
questioned this undisputed truth. : T .

AS TO THE DEPENDENCE 'OF SOCIALIST ECONOMY
UPON INTERNATIONAL CAPITALIST ECONOMY.

I now proceed, camrades, to the manner in which Comrade,
Trotsky yesterday: dgalt with the question' of the dependence
of our Socialist - ecomomy; -upon world capitalism. . Nobody
disputgs. that on the fields of foreign .trade, of credit: ‘relations;
of comcessions;. policy, our., economy to 'a certain degree 'is
dependent, upon international .capitalist economy. If Comrade:.
Trotsky ‘had confined himself to the -establishment of these
facts, all debate on this question would have been superflugus.
But ' Comrade Trotsky went further. He tried fo establish a
historical ‘ continuity betweén our Socialist economy 'and ' the
economy of Czarist Russia, : ' )

- In his . argumentation, Comrade Trotsky starts.from the
point that the economy of Czarist Russia prior to the war,
represented an organjc part of capitalist; world economy and
that our own native” imperialism was a part of ;world. imperia-.
lism, The October, Revolution ;could ,not - eliminate pre-revolu-
tionary economy from the whole;system. of capitalist: relation- .
ship as simiply as.we can turn off the light by means of an
electric switch. In ‘what lies the.error. in this law of historical
continiity laid down by Comrade Trotsky? e

L. In that it raises -this question formally, without con-
cretely” determining the links in -the:chain that brought pre- -
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revolutionary Russian economy into dependence wupon world
imperialism.

2. It completely misses the point of the class struggle,
which stands behind the clash between elements of our Social-
ist order and those of the international capitalist order.

Prior to the war, the connections of czarism with European
capitalist economy and the big imperialist powers was ex-
pressed in four chief forms: 1. in the form of financial de-
pendence upon the West European capitalists, especially the
French, who in the course of years supplied Russian Czarism
with milliards, in the form of loans. Thereby the West ‘E\urol‘)gan
capitalists were put. in a position to exploit large working
masses of this country from whom they squeezed out interest
on the sums loaned; 2. by holding the czarist bureaucracy in
complete subservience on the field of international policy. Does
this form of connection still prevail? You know that it was
annulled by the October Revolution. The new credits that our
country has received are too inmsignificant to play any kind of
role in the “historical continuity”, in this form of dependency;
3. foreign capital subjugated ozarist Russia by taking Dbig
industry into its hands. The participation of French, Belgian,
and German capital in various brancies of our industry is
a well-known fact. The first step of our October Revolution
was the nationalisation of all enterprises, including also those
owned by foreign capitalists. :And how do matters stand now?
The concessions are on a very minor scale. Comrade Trotsky,
who is at the head of the Concessions’ Committee, cannot boast
of any particularly fruitful activity on this field. Furthermore,
the conmection between the czarist Government and the big
imperialist powers was expressed on the field of foreign dip-
lomacy in such international treaties as the Dardenelles Treaty,
in which Russian Czarism appeared as the agent of allied
imperialism. This connection also was severed by the October
Revolution. Only such as- Korsch can maintain that our inter-
national policy is in any manner a tool of the West-European
States. Thus far at least our Opposition has not dared to
charge us with this form of historical continuity. 4. This de-
pendence appeared in the form of czarist militarism. The
czarist army was the reservoir of human cannon fodder employed
by the West European imperialists in their conilicts. As you
know, thus far no lumatic has as yet been found to comipare
the role of our Red army with the imperialist forces of one
or the other West European coalitions of capitalist States.

That is why Comrade Trotsky said lamely that the law
of historical continuity is to some extent overdrawn. He errs
here along the line of the international Social Democracy,
which recognises no difference in either our ecomomy or our
policy from the economy and the policy of Capitalist States.
On the basis of this theory of historical continuity, long advo-
cated by the Social Democracy, our policy in China is mothing
else than the historically continued form of Russian expansion
towards the Far East.

Comrade Trotsky’s law of historical continuity is dor this
reason dangerous because it claims to give ecomomic causes
for our political attitude. If the economic side of the question
is examined it must also be admitted that Comrade Trotsky
has injected confusion. Certainly, with regard to the world
itarket, prices and the perspectives of industrialisation we are
to a certain degree dependent upon international capitalist
econoimy. But we must not make a fetish of this dependency.
It must mot be over-estimated. One must not fall into a panidky
mood and try to frighten the Enlarged Executive with the
possibility of defeat on this line.

We are first of all of the view that our dependence upon
international capitalist economy is much less than the dependence
of that economy upon wus. Let us take so weighty a form of the
inter-relationships of the modern capitalist world as the question
of reserve raw material sources. On this field our position is
very favourable. Our reserves of all kinds of raw materials are
greater, the field supplied by our developing socialist industry
is more vast than in any other country in the world. That over
which a bitter struggle wages between capitalist countries, that
which leads to wars, that which forms the chief nerve of their
military defence — of this we have a surplus. And this fact gives
into our hands a tremendous weapon for the overcoming of our
dependence upon the capitalist world.

Let us take, furthermore, the question of markets. Markets
constitute the vulnerable Achilles’ heel of modern capitalism.

The capitalist world is choking for lack of these markets. With
the aia of wars it is dividing up the already divided up areas,
wrests them from one or from the other, and brings a Balka-
nised Europe into complete dependence. At the same time our
Socialist economy finds itself in an extremely favourable situation.
Our difficuities are not the result of an over-production, but
a consequence of an inadequate production. We have a market
at our aisposal such as cannot be oftered by any other country
in the world.

In this respect our situation recalls the position which
America has until recently occupied. Comrade ‘Irotsky was
pleased to be satirical over the problem of Socialism 1n one
country and to compare it with the Monroe Docirine. But
Comrade Trotsky does not want to recognise that the Monroe
Doctrine brought to expression the privileged position ol
American capitalism in the whole system of world economy.
This privileged position of the United States of North America,
having at its disposal tremendous sources of raw material, as
well as tremendous domestic markets, this position became a
decisive point in the boom of American capitalism. One must
be truly steeped in distrust of the creative forces of Socialist
construction, one must believe that on this field we will be weaker
than the capitalist world, which exploits its privileged position.

According to Comrade Trotsky, it would appear as if the
capitalist world can do anything with its forces while we are
only a small branch of the capitalist system conironted with
danger of degeneration. If Comrade Trotsky conceives of our
economic system as an organic part of the capitalist world he
thereby drifts into the channel of economic reformism, which
permeates the Opposition policy with lack of faith in the cause
of Socialist construction. Comrade Trotsky does not see that
living classes stand behind the materialised economic categories,
that the question of a greater dependence of our economy upon
capitalist world economy represents a question of class struggle
and inter-relationship between the Socialist sector of our economny
and the private sector. He does not see that our victory is certain
precisely because capitalist stabilisation is weak and unreliable,
and because it will be blasted by capitalist contradictions.

Our optimism is no temperamental optimism. It is founded
upon the knowledge that the capitalist world is already disinte-
grating, that we have already crossed over into a phase of
international social revolution.

How can Trotsky in all seriousness dry to bring proois
that the capitalist world has outlived its time and at the same
time threaten us with the degeneration of our economy? Where
is any logic, any connection to be seen here? On the one hand,
Zinoviev’s speeches about the partial capitalist stabilisation
already inclining towards its end, and on the other hand, such
a tremendous over-estimation of the forces of capitalism. With
one hand they write “faith in the world revolution”, and with
the other hand, “the commencing degeneration in the economv
of the Soviet Union”. It is you who are robbing the Soviet
Union of the perspective of a world revolution, it is the Oppoc-
sition which views these two processes as phenomena not con-
neoted with one another.

If in the Soviet Union matters actually come to a Ther-
midor, what would this mean for the international Communist
movement? It would mean that the International Communist
movement would be wunable either effectively to support the
Russian proletariat, or to sound the alarm at the proper time.
It would mean that “Thermidor had arrived not only for the
C. P. S. U, but for the entire intermational Communist move-
ment. And if Radek speaks in the Communist Academy about
the Awmgust 4 of the Comintern, it means that he has burnt all
bridges behind him. He has uttered that which you are thinking,
but about which you shame facedly remain silent. The Enlarged
Executive will know how to judge this Thermidorist philisophy.
You appealed to the Russian Party and you were whipped. You
wanted to carry over the discussion to the Comintern, but this
card will also be beaten by the unanimous vote of the Enlarged
Plenum of the E. C. C. 1. (Applause.)

Comrade NEUMANN (Germany):

Comrades, I shall try to throw some light upon certain spe-
cific intermational problems in this discussion, but first 1 should
like to make a few preliminary remarks.

1. With respect to the speech of Comrade Riese, this was
entirely built up upon the idea that the Opposition bloc in the
Russian Party came into existence not because Comrade Zinoviev
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went over to the Trotsky viewpoint, but because Comrade Trotsky
accepted fthe position of Comrade Zinoviev.

I should like fo cite from a document from which we can
clearly see the position of Comrade Trotsky on Trotskyism. This
is a declaration by Comrade Trotsky on the question of perma-
nent revolution. In this pamphlet “The New Course”, 1924,
Trotsky writes:

“As far as the theory of permanent revolution is con-
cerned, I most decidedly see no reason to retreat from what
I wrote in 1904, 1905 and 1906 and later. I believe also now
that the fundamental trend of thought which 1 developed: at
that time stands incomparably closer to the real essence of
Leninism than that which a number of Bolsheviks are wiri-
fing mt the present time.” (Trotsky, “The New Course”,

" Russian, pp. 50—51.)

It does not seem to me that this contains any expression of
revision of his viewpoint on the question of permanent revolu-
tion, but on the contrary that this is the re-assertion, the com-
plete maintenance of Trotskyism, not in 1917, but in 1924,

Matters stand otherwise in the position of Comrade Zino-
viev. At the July Plenum this year, he declared the following
with respect to his position on Trotskyism, his stand on the
Trotskyist opposition of 1923:

“We say that to-day in view of the alteration of the

policy of the leading fraction (viz., the majority of the C.C.

- H.N,) there can be no doubt that the main gist of the 1923

Opposition, by its warning of the danger of a deviation

from the proletarian line in connection with the menacing

growth of the bureaucratic regime, now clearly shows they
‘were right.”

This declaration of Comrade Zinoviev this year does not
vefer to the inner Party demands of the Opposition, but to the
theory of the “deviation from the proletarian line”, viz., the
political gist, the ideological content of the Trotskyist Opposition.

From these two citations it is very evident that the view
of Comrade Riese is false, that Zinoviev has not drawn Trotsky
to him, but on the contrary, that Zinoviev has fully and com-
Ppletely gone over to the basis of Trotskyism which he combated
in the past jointly with the other Parties.

2. The representatives of the Opposition in the C.P.S.U.
have not spoken here with full frankness, they have not uttered
that which they said at the Russian Party Conference, what they
said everywhere in the Soviet Union. They did not speak here
about the degeneration in the C.P.S.U., about the kulakisation
of the Soviet Government, about the Thermidor of the revolution,
about the suppression of all ideological life in the Party, about the
estrangement of the Party from the masses of workers — they
have not repeated a word about what they have said at all mee-
tings. Instead, they have confined themselves to the, so to speak,
‘innocent, broad and most general problems:. They spoke about
Socialist construction and did not dare to present fully and com-
pletely the slogans of the Opposition bloc. They have preferred
‘to conceal their real platform in practical politics. It must be
edded that the Opposition, especially in the speech of Comrade
Trotsky, has shown the depth of its contradiction to Leninismi,
‘the unbridgeability of its conflict with the Bolshevik Party,

In his speech yes.terduy; Trotsky said verbatim, according
io the stenogram, on the question of building Socialism in a
single country:

“The more this theme is developed, the more do the
heralds of the new theory fall into contradiction with the
fundamental {enets of our doctrine.”

‘And he adds to this, speaking of the Opposition,

“that the tradition of Marxism and Leninism is com-
pletely.on our side”.

Thus speak the representatives of that Opposition which
signed ‘the dodument of October 16, where they formally declared:
“We recognise all decisions of the C.P.S.U., we submit to all
decisions of the Party Congress”. To-day, when the ink is hardly
dry on that dooument, they declare that the policy of the C.D.
'S. U, and even more — the policy of the XIV. Party Congress
and the XV. Party Conference — contravenes the fundamental
principles of Marxism and Leninism.

“Marx and Lenin are upon our side and against the
Bolshevik Party.”

I believe that this expression of Comrade Trotsky proves
that this struggle cannot be bridged over by concessions, but
that the ideological struggle must be waged with all means to
its conclusion. Here there can be no compromise, it must be that
either the Opposition or the Party are at odds with the funda-
mental principles of Leninism.

" I should like to proceed with the first question which plays
a very mighty role in our differences with the Opposition at this
Session. Comrade Trotsky dealt with the law of unevenness of
capitalist development especially in his polemic against Com-
rade Stalin. Already at the XV. Party Conference he took a
special viewpoint on this question in his polemic against the

.C. C. reporters. Against the teaching of the Bolshevik Parity that

the unevenness of capitalist development takes on specially strong
and sharp forms in the imperialist epoch, Comrade Trotsky ad-
vocated a different viewpoint. What was the viewpoint of Com-
rade Trotsky at the XV. Party Conference? He said:

“The law of the unevenness of development is older than
imperialism. Capitalism develops extremely unevenly even
to-day, in the various countries but in the nineteenth centurv
this unevenness was greater than in the twentieth ... Preci-
sely because finance capital is the oldest form of capitalism,
imperialism develops more powerful “levelling” fendencies
than did pre-imperialist capitalism.” (Speech of Trotsky at
the XV. Conference.)

What is the consequence of this sentence? It follows inevi-
tably that the contradictions of capitalist development in the
19th century, viz., in the century of free capitalist competition,
were smaller than in the 20th century, that the development of
industrial capitalism in the epoch of finance capitalism was
bound up with the weakening of the unevenness of capitalist de-
velopment, with the lessening of the contradictions of capitalist
development.

In his speech yesterday, Comrade Trotsky renewed this
statement, although in a milder form.

“Imperialist development, that is, the newest phase of
capitalism, did not emlarge these differences, but on the con-
trary, has led to a rather extensive levelling.” (Speech of
Trotsky at the VII. Eanlarged Executive.)

Comrade Zinoviev ex.pressed himself similarly. I believe that
this disputed question is of decisive importance for the perspec-

-tives of the proletarian revolution as well as for the analysis

which the C.1. must furnish for the present world situation.
Comirade Lenin held an opposite view from that of Trotsky:
Yesterday Comrades Trotsky and Zinoviev said, to be sure, that
Lenin had never worked out a special formula for the law of the
unevenness of development iin the imperialist epoch. It was Com-
rade Zinoviev who pointed out that Comrade Lenin, in his pam-
phlet “Imperialism”, devoted no "special chapter to the law of
the unevenness of development. Comrade Zinoviev surely knows
this book better tharn most others, and he has probably read
with special attention that seventh chapter which is headed:
“Imperialism as a Special State of Capitalism.” Here it is stated:
“Fiinance capital and the trusts do not weaken the diffe-
rences in tempo of growth in the various parts of world eco-
nomy, but strengthen them. But as soon as the relationship
of forces has shifted — how else can, under capitalism, the
conflicts be resolved than through force...”

What does Lenin say in .contrast to the present theory of

Trotsky? In his polemic against Kautsky, Lenin says:
“Kautsky’s talk of ultra-imperialism among other fthings
feeds the fundamentally false thought which carries water
to the mills of the imperialist apologists, that the rule of
finance capital weakens the unevenness and contradiction
within world economy, whereas in reality it strengthens
them.” (Lenin: “Imperialism, the Last Siage of Capitalism”,

Chapter 7.)

It is easy to judge who advocates the fundamental principles
of Marxism and Leninism in this question, and who combats
them. Marx and Lenin are being fought on this question by
Trotsky. A similar deviation had severe consequences in the
dispute in which Lenin wrote these sentences, and in which he,
for the first time systematically summarised this theory. This
dispute was waged against Kautsky and those who denied the
intensified unevenness of imperialist development.
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Undoubtedly there is also a “levelling” tendency in the sense
of a relative approximation in the concentration of the means
‘of production, and in the Socialisation of labour. But this single
tendency, which Lenin chdracterised as an abstract tendency to-
wards fhe formation of a single world trust, develéped along
the very line of the unevenness, the disproportion, the sharpest,
craziest clashes — as’'Lenin said —, the sporadic developmient,
the outstripping of the standard of a given cotintry’ by another
country. According to Trotsky the levelling tendency, constantly
minimising the unevenness, should have to have the ‘effect of
crystallising a perfectly spherical harmony. How does this ex-
plain that smperiatism leads to constantly gredtér conflicts? Lenin
fonght Kautsky — yet if one considers the explanations of
Trotsky, one might very well draw similar consequences to those
of Kautsky at' that time. He wrote in 1915:

“One must consjder whether the present imperialist
policy will be displaced by a'few ultra-imperialist one,
which ‘in #he place of the struggle among the national finance
capitals will establish a joint exploitation of the world
through internationalfy allied finance capital.” (Neue Zeit,
April 30, 1915, p. 144)

If it is true that the unevenness is becoming less, then why
cannot the whole world .be exploited by international finance
capital? If the contradictions are becoming smaller, why cannot
the League of Nations become the all-embracing organisation of
the capitalist world? »

How should one understand that {he international cartels
did not result in a rapprochement, but in an intensified conilict
between imperialist States? Comrades, let us take an example
from the present: the Franco-German lron Trust. Is it not a
result of the levelling tendency? Unquestionably it is. Does it
mean a lessening of the unevenness? The German Party in its
analysis of the “concentration process hra\s constantly stated thz_lt
by the more powerful and rapid development of Germany this
cartel will be split in the long run, that the scramble over quotas
“will become sharper and that the unevenness will lead to an
explosion. 1 believe that on this point Trotsky as well as Zino-
viev, who embraces unreservedly the Trotsky view, have not
defended Lenin against the C.C. of the C. P.S.U., but they have
~embarked upon a deviation towards the theory of ultra-imperia-
lism. As a result this is an obscuring and weakening of imperia-
list condradictions, instead of a revelation of their sharpness.
The result is not a defence of Marxism, but a retrogression into
_bourgeois reformism, a Social Democratic. deviation. .

1 now proceed to the second question which has played,
a leading role in the debate, the question of socialist- -construc-
tion. In this point also the whole Opposition is in open anta-
gonism to the views of the C. P.-S. U. o

It is peculiar that the formulation concerning the building
of Socialism in a single country was brought to the foreground
ot the differences only after the. XIV. Party Congress.” At this
Congress, the policy of the Opposition was the denial of. the
Socialist character of the economy of the Soviet Union, the
denial of the Socialist character of State industry,-banks, State
finance and credit, co-operatives, etc. But aiter the XV. Party
Congress, after the views of the Opposition were rejected by
the XV. Party Congress, the Opposition. did not revise its
conceptions, but even went further, it exténded and generalised
its views, built up a system from them and launched a new
war against the decisions of the XIV. Party Congress. The
Opposition wages  this struggle not only against the Party,
but against ‘the conceptions of Lenin. Most cleatly can this be
szen in the perspective which, while not openly. expressed here
by Comrade Trotsky, he mevertheless, on one occasion counter-
nosed to ‘'the perspective of Socialist construction in' the Soviet
Union: as a possible result ‘of the -evolution of the proletarian
- dictatorship. , SRS

Most clearly did Comrade Trotsky show this perspective in
1922 in the postscript to his book “War and Revolution”. There
“Comrade Trotsky deliniated the future result of ‘the evolution
of the 'proletarian dictatorship as follows: o

“To heal these or the other economic wounds, to make

.this, or the other step forward... but that a .real advaace
of .Socialist industry in Russia will be possible only after
-the victory of the proletarjat in the most important countries
in Europe.” (“Krieg und Revolution”, Vol. I, 1915, post-
script page 481).

Thus he denies not only the possibility of Socialist con-:
struction, but even the possibility of a real advance of Socialist
economy. He offers the’ victorious proletariat the “magnificent”
aim of ‘healing this or the other wound, of making this or the
other step forward. This expréssion of Comrade Trotsky in
1922 contains the real perspective of the Opposition on 'the
economic development of the Soviet Union, a perspective that
at best involves omly an aimless building, and at worst a
restoration of capitalism. Trotsky. offers to the proletariat which
has. captured power, expropriated. the capitalists and is striding
forward on the road of the development of: Socialist' con-
struction — the task of healing its own wounds, etc. It is clear
that this coneeption cannot meet the views of the prole-
tariat in the first country of proletarian dictatorship. 1 believe
that it is also clear that this viewpoint cannot be accepted by
the international proletariat, by the Comintern, but instead it
must be smashed.

In this connection, the other formulation of the question
by Comrade Trotsky is also interesting. In the same book he
speaks about the impossibility of an isolated socialist construc-
tion within national borders. That he speaks here at the En--
larged Executive about the impossibility of Socialist construc-
tion involes no contradictions with his other views. Comrade
Trotsky does not speak of the impossibility of Socialist con--
struction in ome country, yet with specific emphasis, he mentions
the impossibility of an “isolated” Socialist construction and
repeatedly introduces this word ‘“isolated”. This reveals one
of the fundamental errors in the Opposition view omn the
question of Socialist construction. It considers the proletarian
State, the Soviet Union, as an “isolated” country, not as ome
country as stated by the Majority and by Lenin, but beyond
this, as an isolated country. I believe that the building of
Socialism in ene country is identical with the building of
Socialism in an isolated country. The Soviet Union is mot
an isolated country. Comrade Trotsky takes great pains do
prove that the Soviet Union is in capitalist surroundings and
dependent upon them, or, as he said yesterday, that it is a
portion of the system of capitalist world economy. He there-
fore maintains that the Soviet Union is inseparably bound up
with capitalist world economy, but that it is isolated from
the standpoint of the proletarian revolution.

Here 1 believe is to be found the basic error of the
Opposition” theory regarding Socialist construction. Here we
find clearly what the Opposition seeks to cover up. by its
aitacks: viz., the Opposition considers the Soviet Union not as
a sector of the international revolution, connected up with the
advancing revolution in the capitalist countries, not in re-
lationship with the proletariat of the capitalist countries, but
solely as a section of capitalist world economy which is isolated
from the forces of the international proletariat that can oppose
capitalism. ’ "

The Soviet power, said Comrade Lenin, could not have
maintained itself two months without the support of the inter-
national proletariat. Comrade Trotsky only sees the State aid.
The whole task of the Comintern, the whole historical work
of the revolutionary process which the Comintern and the Com-
munist Parties  imlluence and accelerate — all this has no
existence for .Comrade Trotsky. For him the Soviet power is
completely isolated. Only aiter there is State aid — he does
not distinguish proletarian support in, general from its Special
State form, he does not distinguish between the efforts ‘of the
Western proletariat which can be made even before the seizure
of power, before taking over State power, from the efforts that
can ‘be made with the aid of the captured State power.

Couid the Soviet power have existed if e. g. West Furopean
imperialism in 1918 had not been disturbed by the German
revolution which tore up the Brest Peace Treaty? Was the
German revolution a support of the international proletariat or
not? Yes, the German revolution broke through the isolation.
Had the Polish war of 1920 not probably gone worse without
the help of the British preletariat that threatend a general .strike
and instituted the Committee of Action? .Does not the situation
depend upon the movement of the international proletaria’t?%hy
do the imperialists hesitate to-day to.carry .out  the. inter-
vention? Why is Poland holding -back? Not only because of
the Red Army, but alse for fear of the international. proletariat
which has learned from the first imperialist war. and . which
now has its Communist Parties. Why did the British bour-
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geoisie after the British General Strike hesitate to attack Russia?
Why did it. have to retreat in China?. Because of various
Teasons of imperialist rivalry, and also becawse it feared the
intervention of the international proletariat. o

_ The fact which" Trolsky does not see is that the isolation
is broken through by the intervention, the support of the West
Europe_an’, the international proletariat even before it can render
State aid. The ‘mistake of Comrade Trotsky consists in that on
the one hand he over-estimates the influence of capitalist world
economy, of impenialism, and on the other hand, he under-
estimates the power of the proletariat, the revolutionary strength
of the working class and of the Comintern. He views everything
from the standpoint of the national State, which is isolafed. A
classic illustration of this is furnished by his remark, his simile
of the Monroe Doctrine. I do not know whelther this was only
an.oratorical flourish of Comrade Trotsky, or whether it is the
explanation of his idea. The Monroe Doctrine in its origin was
the symbol, of the young rising dapitalism of America. It is
to-day the cloak of the piratical -imperialism:of the United States
which is enslaving and plundering Scuth Anterica. This doctrine
. Is- good -enough. for Comrade Trotsky to discredit, by com-
parison,- the theory of Socialist construdtion in a single country.

. What furks behind this discrediting is again the nationalist
hml’rmpm-m Precisely in view of the comparison of the Monroe
Doctrine, precisely with ithe .ignoring of the international revo-
lution T should like tto say: there is not only national limitation,
but there is. actually a national narrow-mindedness in the plat-
form of the Opposition. '

1 now come to another question, to the ‘question of the
building of Socialism in other countries, because after all, the
building of Socialism in the Soviet Union is only a special case
of Socialist construction in a single country as such. For
example, in Germany, despite the relative stabilisation, we count
upon coming to power in ‘the not too distant future. What sort
of a situation will then ‘arise? We will have two Soviet Repu-
blics. Trotsky already in 1922 miade a prophesy for such a case.
It is the well-known sentence: B L

“Without. waiting for others we begin the struggle and
wage it on national soil in the firm belief that our initia-
tive will give a new imipetus to the struggle in other coun-
Aries” ... ; ‘ e : :

That is all very well. But suppose that this does no happen?

_“But if this did not take place it would be hopeless to
believe — theorefiical reasons as well as history are a‘proof
of this — that e.g. revolutionary Russia faced with con-
servative Europe”... -

This sentence has been sufficiently dealt with in the dis-
cussion. But very .interesting is the szcond part which now
follows: :

... Or that a socialist Germany could remain in existen-
" ce isolated in the’ capitalist world.” (Trotsky 1922, Postcript-
to “War and Revolution”.)

The consequence therefore is: it is hopeless for the isolated
Soviet Union to remain in existence. It is hopeless that in Ger-
many the proletarian dictatorship can exist isolated in the capi-
talist world. If Germany. should become a country of the prole-
tarian dictatorship it wonild surely make it easier for the Soviet
Union. But has there been any principial change in the formula-
tion of the question? No. A" strengthening of the proletarian
power in Soviet Russia would take place, but the difficulties for
Germany would also become greater. Germaiiy will be subject
to far greater military and political dangers from the standipoint
of intervention than the Soviet Union. The auestion thereby be-
comes more complicated, and the theory of Comrade Troksky
for ‘ﬂ‘l.IS complicited question ‘opens up only the 'perspediive of
complicated hopelessness. . ‘

From this second viewpoint there is likewise revealed in
the Opposition theory, in the theory of Comrade Trofsky, a
liquidatory perspective with regard to the Socialist: revolution
not.only for the Soviet Union, but also for all. ofhter countries,
for all other Commumnist Parties. Therefore, it is mecessary that
" here at this Plemun we selftle sharply with this theory: not only
for reasons ¢f solidarity with the €. P. of the Soviet Union, but
also. in the mame of a rewolutionary perspective for Western
Europe and for the whole world. Just as the question was for-

 mulated in Soviet Russia it applies also to Germany, and in, the

last analysis also on an infernational scale. The theory iof Com-
rade Trotsky is the theory of absolute hopelessness. His speech

yesterday. offered clear proof of this. He said: :

“What is involved is the building up of the isolated
Sodialist State in capitalist world economy. This ean be done
only in that the productive: forces of this. isolated: State
(again isolated!) become strongercand more poweriul than
the productive forces of capitalism, for in the dong run, not
for one or ten years, but foir @ half century, for a century
even, only that State, that new social form can: consolidate
itself whose productive forces become more powerful than

the productive forces: of the whole system.”
Where, in this “hypothesis” of international revolution, in

this “hypothesis” which speaks 'of a perspective for not only

froin one to ten years, but fromr'a half to even a whole century
in reckoning with the victory of the West European revolution,
where is there even so much as‘'a breath of internationalism, of
revolutionism? Nowhere! ) S o

An addifional question that plays .a role particularly with
Comirade Zinoviev is the question of two Parties. Comrade Zino-
viev disputed most vehemently that even the germ of an idea of
iwio parties is comtaimed im:ithe views of the Opposition.

I believe that the theoretical formulation of Comrade Trotsky
that the policy of the C.P.S.U. deviates from the most funda-
mental principles of Marxism, already confains the ideclogy of
a second party. How can one mmke peace with a party which

“one says deviates from the most fundamental principles of

Marxism — this is stated after a declaration of peace =~ how
can one submit to its’ decisions? How can one pledge opeself
to carry out its decisions without committing seli-treason, it not
against the fundamental principles of Marxism then at least
against the foundations of the Opposition ideology? ‘

If we take Ossovsky who frankly goes furfher and not only
speaks about fundamental principles of Marxism in a circum-
spect manner, but demands the legalisation of the Mensheviks

‘and S.R.s.; if we take Shliapnikov and Medvediev who demand

the liquidation of our Parties in the West, if we take the whole
Opposition bloc, we shall see that it bears within it the germs
of a second party. o
More than that, not only the idea of two parties is con-
tained iherein, but also the idea of two internationals. Suppose
we take Comrade Radek; whom our Party knows especially from
1923 and from his allianée with the Right wing of the C. P. G,
with Brandler and Thalheimer. In September this year in a
speech at the Communist Academy he said the following:
"«If one must inobilise the Russian proletariat and the
Russian peasantry for the solution oi the question on an
international scale, then beware lest this idea become the
August 4th of the Comimunist Party of Russia, lest you
say to yourselves: We ourselves can build up Socialism in
our country alome,; we don’t need any international ad-
ventures.” :

We must say to this sentence that it is mot even original
with Comrade Radek, but that this senfence has sprung from
the brain of Korsch — or rather — as Comrade Zinoviev,
despite his agreement on many points said: From MR. Korsch.
The decisive thing here is that after “August 4th” more follows.
1914 was not only the August 4th of one party, but of the
I International, and Lenin replied with Zimmerwald, with the
slogan of the split, with a new Internatioral.

If Comrade Radek in ‘the Commumist Academy speaks of the
August 4th of the C. P."S. U, he thereby speaks, perhaps
without himself drawing the consequences, about the August
4th of the Comintern, exactly like Korsch and the others. He
ihereby raises the question of the split, and ol the founding of
a new International. Perhaps this International will look iike
the new Spartakus organisation founded by Katz in Germany,
to which Katz, Schwarz, Plempfert belong, and at the foun-
dation congress of which telegrams of greeting were read from
the Social Revoluticnaries and Mensheviks, It Comrade Trotsky
maintained here that nowhere in the expressions and views of
the Opposition is there the idea of forming a second Party
and a second Internatiomal, then I:believe that this claim falls
apart of itself if we consider the standpoint of Ussovsky and
Shliapnikov, and the speeches of Trotsky, Zinoviev and Radek.
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A few more words about the objective significance of this
whole struggle. It is probably clear to ‘everyone that what is
involved here is not a literary debate, that there is no dispu-
tation over this or that theses, but that the struggle at this
Enlarged Executive of the Communist International has a deep
historical and a great practical-political significance. This signi-
ficance results from the present world situation. Not long ago
in the British Government press an interesting article appeared
aunder the pseudonym of Augur. In this article Augur speaks
about the necessity of intervention against the Soviet Union.
He states that it is time to gather all forces together and reckous
above all on a German-Polish combination and upon a unification
of ali European powers under British leadership for armed inter-
vention against the U. S. S, R. It ié clear that in ‘Germany a
.shift has taken place in the bourgeoisie, in the sense of a
definitely determined policy of hostility fo the Soviet Union,
in the sense of a war orientation, since its entrance into the
League of Nations and the acceptance of the iree thoroughfare
paragraph (durchmarsch). This change in the attitude of the
Germian bourgeoisie towards Soviet Russia has its effect in
Berlin as well as in the German working class. The German

Social Democracy is to-day more hostile to Soviet Russia than
a year ago.

B This_attitude finds a certain reflection among the so-called
“ultra-Lelts”. It Is quite clear that this German Opposition is
In part a conscious, in part a sub-conscious champion of the
anti-Soviet mood in Germany. This applies not only to Korsch
and Katz, but especially also to a group which of all the
shading of the German Opposition was probably the closest to
the Russian Opposition bloc, which was, so to say, the fa-
vourite child of the Russian Opposition. I mean the Maslow-
Ruth-Flscher group. Even in the declaration of October 16th in
which the Rpussian Opposition bloc was forced to divorce itseli
from the views of Shliapnikov and Medvediev, it differentiated
itself only from the factionalism, but mot from the Political
slogans of the Maslow group. In the last few days this Maslow-
Ruth-Fischer group has evolved further on the road of im-
perialist views, on the path of agency for German imperialism.
After its expulsion from the Party this group took the path
which we predicted for it. It worked out a new memorandum
which contains the basest of counter-revolutionary slogans. It
says in part:

“These signs of crisis in the whole Comintern have
become permanent. Since 1923 these crisis phenomena have
in their character become definite signs of disintegration
and decay, but not signs of a crisis of growth”.

) This' is a complete Social Democratic liquidatorism against
the Comintern. And more than that. With respect to the Soviet
State, Ruth Fischer, Maslow and Scholem cay:

“Should they (the Communists are meant) consider
and deport themselves solely as propagandists of the Soviet
Union, of the State of U. S. S. with all its shortcomings
and mistakes, or while exercising most active solidarity
with Soviet Russia, should they consider the fundamentals
of Communism as their guiding star and beautify and
idealise neither the N. E. P. nor the shortcomings of the
present Soviet State?”

This is an imperialist formulation of the question. This
is how the imperialists and their agents, the Social Democracy,
shout against all revolutionary workers: Are you going to be
the propagandists of the Soviet Russian State, or will you
defend the fundamentals of “Marxism” or if worst comes {o
worst, the fundamentals of “Communism” as distinct from the
U. S. S. R. This formulation is the most shameless social
treason, it is genuine social patriotism. The German Opposition
has to-day aiready arrived at this standpoint.

Another section from the latest memorandum of this Oppo-
sition:

“Not only active organisational support of the Soviet

Union (already!), and resistance and counter-attack against

possible imperialist interventions, but also focusing the

“insistent attemtion of the proletariat upon the necessity of

" overthrowing our own® bourgeoisie, including also that
which is® ‘friendly’ to Soviet Russia”.

Thus the policy of this group. is: , .

1. To present the beurgeoisie of its own country, the Ger-
man bourgeoisie, at the very moment when it enters the League
of Nations and itakes the sharpest attitude against Soviet Russia,
when it passively prepares for interventions, to present this as
“friendly to Soviet Russia” is treason, is conscious betrayal of
the workers, it is throwing sand in the eyes of the revolutionary
and also of the Social Democratic workers. They say that the
active support of the struggle against intervention is not the
chief task. This attitude is an extremely insistent one among’ the
expelled ultra-Left group. Likewise assidous is their struggle
against Soviet power by sabotaging the struggle against inter-
vention, through the slogan: “not for the Russian State, but for
‘Communist principles’” (i. e. the principles formulated- by
Mastow!),

With this group the Russian Opposition has formed a bloc.
Comrade Zinoviev sz2id not a single word about this group ex-
cept for a few statements about the impermissibility of factionai
struggles, etc. I will not say that the Russian Opposition fis iden-
tical with the German ultra-Left trend and tendencies. But a bloc
exists. And this bloc has an objective significance. The Russian
Opposition sacrifices revolutionary conceptions when it capitu-
lates before the attack of the urban and rural bourgeoisie, before
the capitalist elements in the economy and politics of the Soviet
Union. On the basis of this capitulation the Russian Opposition
makes a bloc with the German ultra-Left whose moderate section
bas ocapitulated before the growing German imperialism and
whose determined section openly and shamelessly supports Ger-
man imperialism. This bloc of the Russian Qpposition has arisen
out of a mood of panic, out of vacillations, out of the collapse of
ideologiical firmness against the dangers which they themselves
exaggerate. But this international bloc reflects — this must be
objectively stated — a bloc between the imperialists of the West
who are preparing for indervention, with the N.E.P.men and
kulaks, with the anti-proletarian elements in the Soviet Union
itself. That is the objective significance of this bloc. It is the
task of the C.1. and of the C.P.S.U. to blow up this bloc, and
to separate and tear away those sections which have come out
of the Bolshevik Party and which do not belong iin those political
spheres from which Maslow and Ruth Fischer originate, from
the bloc which reflects the counter-revolutionary forces in their
own ranks.

In conclusion, I should like to say a few words about the
cignificance of these disputes for the C.1. Everything that we -
have heard from the Opposition was transparently the language
of pessimism, the gospel of defeat, the funeral march of a vain
attempt at Socialist construction. The sense of their appearance
is entirely clear. To use Trotsky’s words: the Opposition ap-
peared upon this tribune for the purpose of finding on the inter-
national arena a solution for their conflict with the Bolshevik
Party. We must tell the Opposition clearly that the international
arena is closed against their views and attacks. Again and again
the Opposition cites Lenin, again and again the Opposition
makes confessions of Leninism. Our German Party has its own
experiences on this field, for example, with the group of Maslow
and Ruth Fischer just mentioned. In iits most important docu-
ment, in the notorious “Memorandum of the 700” it writes lite-
rally the following:

“We ‘repudiate most decidedly every revision of Leni-
nism. Back to Lenin, o real, genuine, unfalsified Leninism'

That must be the slogan of this discussion.” (Laughter.)

I believe that this acknowledgement of Leninism is worth
very liftle more than some other confessions of Leminism. The
appearance of the Opposition is — to use the words -of Comrade
Zinoviev — the most thoroughly considered, most ambitious re-
treat movement away from Leninism, the liquidation of the views
of Leninism on the unevenness of imperialist development, the
liquidation of the Leninist view of the building of Socialism in
one country, the liquidation of the Leninist view of the revolutio-
nary perspective of the international proletarian movement, the
liquidation of the trust in the forces of the proletariat of the
Soviet Union. ‘ o ' .

- 1 believe that upon this we must give the Opposition an ab-
solutely clear reply. The Plenum must show the Russian Oppo-
sition, and above all the proletariat, ‘that the views of the Oppo-
sition clash with the determined and coalesced force of the Com-
munist Parties of the whole world. The Comintern will no
longer #olerate that the Party of Lenin be traduced as a degene-
rated kulak organisation. The Communists of -the whole world
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must rally around the C.P.S.U. We must beat back this oppo-
wition attack ‘under the slogan: The C.P.S.U. is and remains
the historical international Party, and the revolutionary Party
ot the ‘world. Leninism is and remains the sole world-embra-
"cing proletarian doctrine of our time. (Applause.)

~ Comrade REMMELE (Chairman):

A telegram from the C.C. of the Communist Party of Italy
to the Presidium of the VII. Enlarged Executive of the Commu-
-nist International has just been received. Its contents are as
-follows:

“The new wave of terror with which Italian Fascism has

inuhdated the workers, peasants, Communist Party and all
. opposition parties, finds us at our posts ready for battle:

We send to the representatives of the brother Parties of

all countries who have gathered in Moscow to discuss and

decide weighty questions, our warmest greetings. The Italian

workers, the thousands of comrades in prison, are with you

{o-day in spirit. '

Long live our world Party, the Party of Lenin!
Down with the hangmen of the working dlass!
Long live the proletarian world revolution!

: The Italian Communists.”

Comrade THALMANN:

Three cheers for the illegal Italian Party which is now en-
gaged in battle! Hurrah! Hurrah! Hurrah!

Comrade KUUSINEN:

Comrades, you know how wunitedly and firmly our Parties
in all countries reacted towards the Russian Opposition, far more
determinedly than e.g. in autumn of 1923. How can we explain
this? 1 think that it would not be idle for us to make clear
to ourselves how we could have come to such a united attitude.
How did this come to pass? i

First, our Sections in the various countries learned that
Comrade Zinoviev, with some of his colleagues in Leningrad
had opposed the policy of the C.C. What was involved? We
Tearned that among other things the question involved the buil-
ding of Socialism in one country, in this case whether or not
it was possible in the Socialist Soviet Union, before such time
as the proletariat in various other countries should be victoriolus.
That Comrade Zinoviev should have denied this possibility
seemed strange to us. In addition the demagogy of the wage
question, the question of Party democracy, etc. seemed somewhat
suspicious to us.

Secondly, our comrades learned that the XIV. Party Con-
ference had decided against the Opposition by an overwhelming
majority and that it had adopted a resolution against which the
Opposition could have very liftle to say.

Thirdly, the Leningrad organisation was very quickly and
completely, and without difficulty, wion over to the standpoint of
the C.C., it was convinced of the correctness of the same.

Fourthly, contrary to all cur expectations, we found that
after the close of the Russian Party Comnference Comrade Zino-
viev and his group wanted to continue the factional struggle.
This already appeared to wus as rather a blind factional spirit
which might menace the unity of the Communist Party in the
Soviet Union if this factional struggle should have any success
whatever. But the unity of the C. P. S. U. is already something
which all our Communisit Parties are instinctively ready to pro-
tect. And the expressions of Social Democratic foles immediately
showed wus that they actually built up their hopes for the split
of the Russian Communist Party upon the Opposition. We hoped
that these expressions by our foes would be a sufficient warning
Tor the leaders of the Russian Opposition to persuade them to
desist from further struggle. ‘

But unfortunately, it already became evident at the last En-
larged Executive, that this hope was a very wedk one, Yet we
continwed to hope, but after the Enlarged Executive came the
greatest surprise: the factional bloc which Comrade Zinoviev
entered into with Comrade Trotsky, and Trotskyism. This step
‘was astonishing to us, because of — its unprincipledness. We
had been in earnest in the struggle against Trotskyism, we had
beer defending the foundations of Leninism. Comrade Zinoviev

had stooid at the head of this struggle, he was most ruthless in
fighting Trotskyism. You will remember, e. g. the V. Congress.
And even at the beginning of last year, he said in a speech in
Leningrad that anyone who seeks to form a bloc with Trots-
kyism, revises the boundations of Leninism. Even at the Enlarged
Executive last year, Comrade Trotsky took an equally clear stand
in this question — and now suddenly a bloc with Trotskyism.
We were in earnest in the fight against Trotskyism. But Com-
rade Zinoviev now suddenly declares that he has entered upon
a bloc with Trotsky “in earnest and for a long time”.

Now the rapprochement between Comrade Zinoviev and
Trotskyism seems to have gome still further. We heard in a
speech, the day before yeasterday, in which he expressly stated
his attitude towards Trotskyism, that on present day questions
there was mot a single point on which there was any differences
of opinion between himiself and Trotsky. As to questions of the
past, he said that if we still wanted to ocoupy ourselves with
them, there might be serious ‘differences of opinion. The theory
oi the permanent revolution he could moit accept, it is wrong,
but — he immediately added — Comrade Trotsky is also against
this theory. On the questions of the present, he has found not
a single point on which there are still differences of opinion —
at least he did not mention any. This proves that what is in-
volved here is his ideological capitulation to Trotskyism.

Simulitaneously the bloc with Trotsky was extended fo in-
clude well-know ultra-Right leaders of the former so-called “left”
Workers’ Opposition. It seemed — to me at least, comrades —
that this was a ternible ideological «collapse not on the part of
Trotsky or Medvediev or Shliapnikov, but of Comrade Zinoviev.
We then also immediately saw similar aftemipts abroad at un-
principled bloc building between ultra-Left and wultra-Right ele-
ments. And finally, the enemies of the labour mowvement, by their
jubiliation, miade the question entirely clear for all of us. By the
effect of the work of the Russian Opposition, it became absolu-
tely clear to us, that what was involved, was no petty difference,
but that everywhere the enemies of the proletarian revolution
were waging a struggle against the teadership of the U.S.S. R,
the leadership of the Russian Revolution, by quoting from the
Russian Opposition.

This made the thing quite dlear for our Party; in July,
August, September it became entirely clear, and when in Cctober
the Opposition launched its vigorous afttack first in Moscow,
and then in Leningrad, our Comimunist front, readted in com-
pletd unanimity, with the exception only of the ultra-Left Oppio-
sition in Germany and a few quite isolated voices in France,

~ Czecho-Slovakia and perhaps in somie other countries. The Com-

munist workers felt instinctively that the defence - of Soicialism
itself was involved here. .

In the past there were differences between Comrade Zino-
viev and Comrade Trotsky in various questions, as you know
on important and practical questions. ‘We have not yet forgotten
these differences. For example, in the peasant question — how
sharp did those differences appear, e.g. in Comrade Zinoviev’s
book on Leninism. But today one miust say that on this quzstion
Comrade Zinowiev toppled into Trotskyism. The same holds good
in the questions of democracy and bureaucratism. You will
remember how vehemently Comrade Trotsky in the autumn of
1923 criticised the Party apparatus and bureaucratism in the
Party and how Comrade iZnoviev at that time fought bfim. Com-
rade Trotsky’s criticism at that time seemed absolutely unfounded
to hiim. But as soon as Comrade Zinoviev went into Cpposition,
he immediately began 'to demand a broad inner-Party demo-
cragy; together with Comrade Trotsky, he developed a campalign’
against “bureaucratism”. Well, Comrade Trotsky also in his. fime
did not always champion a “democratic” standpolint. Yo know
that e. g. iin the trade mnion discussion in 1920—1921, and often
in his practice also, he championed a standpoint by no means
demiooratic, but rather bureaucratic. Trotskyism is not a simple
deviation towards formal democracy, moir is it a simiple devia-
tion towards bureaucratism; it is a deviaion which mechani-
cally combines bureaucratism amd formal democracy. The real
synthesis of proletarian democracy, and the cenfralism necessary
in a revolutionary organisation, Comrade Trotsky never under-
stood. :

And the formula “dictatorship of the Party” wpon which
Comrade Zinoviev lays such great stress? He stressed this
formula especially in his book on Leninism, Of course he

grants that it is non-Communist to contrast the dictatorship
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of the Party and the dictorship of. the proletariat against one
another. But precisely in, that he himseli. so stubboraly wants
to, stress and emphasise the one-sided formula “dictatorship of
the Party” in this very way, he sets -this formula against that
of the “dictatorship of the proletariat”. He counterposes the
Party to the ~vorkers who are outside of the Party. And now
Comrade Zinoviev appears here with some Lenin citations, which
while ‘in, themselves ggod citations, do not completely express
the idea of Lenin. But he does mot say a single word in, reply
{0 what has been said oa this question in Comrade, Stalin’s
book. Just as if he . had mever read the. explanation on this
.disputed question by Comrade Stalin!

Of course he has read it, but he does not mengion it by
so much as a word. He «pretends that no one.has ever, discussed
this. disputed question. He merely fears certain citations from
-their context, reads them here, — and :that is supposed to
,settle the question. In my opinion, one of the services of Com-
rade Stalin is that he has clarified our conception on this point
m a real Leninist sense. He has made clear the concept of
Party leadership, of Communist leadership. In explaining this
conception Lenin often emphasised how the Party must teach
the proletariat, how it must direct and lead it in revolutionary
activity. But Lenin did not emphasise a dictational relationship
between Party and proletariat. Of course there are times of
~open class war when the Party must maintain a very firm,
even military discipline in its own ranks and in the ranks of
the proletariat. But this does not exhaust the concept of correct
Communist leadership, just as little as does the formula of the
cictatorship of the Party.

Comrades, the leaders of the Russian Opposmon bloc feel
highly insulted at being accused of a Scocial Democratic de-
‘viation, and respecially Comrade Trotsky appears. with a - con-
temptuous gestyre and says: Even though I may have made
miistakes, I do not consider -myself . responSLLle to you here.
We, on cur part, also feel our. humblen«,Sa We have often.shown
how highly we valus the services and abilities of Comrade
Zinoviev and Comrade Trotsky. But we must. remind them that
what is involved here primarily is not the. persem, but the
cause. In the past also there were revolutionists who had
rendered very great services, whom. Comrade Lenin had to
combat, e, g. Plekhanov. When the strug*le against deviations
from the ‘correct line ‘is involved, criticism cannot be parried
by pointing to old services. In ‘the 'interest of'the Leninist policy,
we are duty bound to combat the Russian Opposition. We do
not say that these comrades are'Social Democrats. No they are
Communists, but they are Communists — ‘who are preaching
‘the 1mpos<'b1hty of Socialism in Soviet Russian.

And how do these Communists now fight against the Party
and against Leninist teachings? Comrades, one ¢an very easily
‘conceive of Comrades in Russia with nght deviations, for
example those who raise exaggerated democratic partial de-
mrands, or Right' demands on various other questions; but 'in
any case concrete limited demands. We would designate them as
comrades with Right deviatienis. There are such. But' how have
the leaders of the Russian Opposition bloc fought in recent
months, when they demanded the broadening of democracy inside
of ‘the Party, as well as in the Soviet State, when they preached
against bureaucratism in thé Party and in ’the State, when they
were demagogically demanding wage increases? Have thay
put any definite limits fo their demands? No. They left the
boundaries open. Thereby their slogans, their whole agitation,
took on the same character as the partial demands or agitation
of the concealed Social Déffocrats. They  showed ‘a  marked
disinclination to differentiaté themselves fromt the open foes
of Communism; only gradually and by constant pressure could
they be brought ot forced to differentiate themselves somewhat.
We *have frequently called their “fttention to the fact that the
foes of'‘Communism were using their statements, but very seldom
did this result in -any ‘clear differentiation on their part. Sub-
‘jectively, all that was involved was a difference of opinion among

Communists, but’"objectively, so 'far ‘as the effect of {heir
activity " is corncerned — 350 far -as' they had any influence
whatéever -~ it is basically the same as the effect of ‘the agi-

tation of the Social Democracy; disorganisation in the ranks
of our movement ‘and iconsolidation in the ranks of our enemies.
i Comrade Zinoviev has» said: A perspective of Sacialist
construction is necessary, but why on‘a national scale, why not
on an international scale? That sounds all very well, but it
sounds almost as well when the Social Democrats say the same

thing,- they also say that, Socialism is possible .only on an
international scale, at. will come .some day, but on an inter-
national scale .in all countries at the same time. In this, they
of course go much further than do the leaders of the Russian
Opposition, but the trend and effect of such an “internationalism’”
is in both cases equally false and harmful. And, comrades,
even though it may have appeared that all these questions
raised by. the Russian Opposition were correctly understood at
least by our foreign Sections, at least in the main; and. that
for the foreign Parties at first glance the question of the possi-
bility of Socialist construction in the U. S. S. R. appeared as
more than a theoretical - question, and a weighty practical
questios1 only for the Communist Party of the Soviet Union —
this is nevertheless not so. We should on no account under-
estimate the harmiul “effect of the Trotskyist agitation on this
question. 1 am-firmly convinced that this agitation will be quite
harmless’ within our Parties; I amr convinced that no important
oppositional ‘groun will crystallise in any of the Communist
Parties in capitalist couniries on the basis of this discussion.
Even in the German Party .the Opposition will soon be liqui-
dated. But, even though not inside of our Party, this agitation
will nevertheless have a very harmful and a restrictive effect
among the non-Party and Social Democratic masses.

It is therefore our task to clarify this question for the
broadest masses of workers. Disbelief in Socialism is what we

must overcome primarily among the masses. The belief in the

possibility of building Socialism in Soviet Russia is the gorner
stone of belief in Socialism in Western Europe, in the whole
capitalist world. The U. 8. 8. R, by its very existence has a revo-
lutionising effect wpon the p'rolse‘tanat of the whole world. But
now, the Social Demelcrats come to these workers and tell them,
that not only they, the Social Demiocrats, but even such Com-
muniists as Zinoviev and Trotsky mam'tam that Sodialism is im-
possible in the Soviet Union. Even if in ocase of an. eventual
intervention the Soviet Union should be defeated — this will
not come to pass, we shall see to it in the struggle that it
does nol happen — but even if it should happen, ¥his woulid
not signify a collapse of belief in Socialism. But if "it should
really prove that the building of Socialism in Saviet Russia is
impossible, even though it is hindered by no intervenlionls what-
ever, this would be a collapse of Socialist §deas as such.~

By (the action of the Russian Opposition, a «duvldm.g Tine hias
been, drawn far beyond the limits of the Communist Parties
in the capitalist countries. How? — who in the labcmr move-
ment_is for, and who is against the Russian Opposition? That
is very characteristic! All workers who in the dnternafiomal
labour movemient are homest iriends of the Soviet Umion, in-
stinctively take the side of the Russian Party And those who -
are enemies of the Soviet Union take the side of the Russfian

‘Oppositicn. Not only in the Right, but also the so-called “Left”

Social Demoicratic leaders have almost without exception taken
the side of the Opposition. So runs the great dividing line. Of
course in such a wase, we find on the side of the:Russian
Party not only the pure Lemmsfs, but far bigger masses, in-
cluding also many workers with Right and Left deviations and
old tradiitions. But all these wotkers have one thing in commion,
they love the Russian Revolution and h’ope for Socialist con-
struction in the Soviet Union,

Comrade Zinoviev said in his speech: we are telling our
supporters that it is a crime to agitate against the Soviet Union,
etc. It is very good, that you say this mow, but can you pre-
vent that nevertheless a Giwan or a Korsch stands up. and uses
your nargwmenms as an incitement against Soviet Russia? You
cannot prevent this any molre than you can stop their use by
the Social Democracy. Subjectively this .may be all very.aice,
but -objectively Korsch has shown most clearly haw things
stand. It shows no lack of Jogic that Korsch somewhat. earlier
accused Soviet Russia. of “Red Imperialism”. while at present he
rages against our peaceful policy. In both. cases he spoke as an
agent of the interventionists. And. he gets his weapons Trcm the
arsenal of the Russian Opposition bloc. = .

The Russian proletariat-has: :already: shown by deeds, by its
revolutionary energy fthat the bwld‘mg up of - Socialism is ;pols-

- sible here.; (Applause.) ...

1 have said that the Russian’ mbﬂét'arr iat, by the very ems'teme
of 11’ns revolutionary State, exerts.a revolutionising effect: e
proletarian world " in -other 'countriies. Whit follows. from this?
It follows that the first international duty of the Russian Revolu-
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tion is to become more and K mioire powerful, o develop its
Socialist construction more powerfully. The Russian_proletariai
must mow show, as it did in October; that the things which
seem impossible to many, even to some  comrades, is never-

theless possible and is being realised. And we, with our modest

forces in the various capitalist countries, in the whole capitalist
world, we at the same time have the duty of building up our
_movement moye and miore powerfully. This is also a task which
seems impossiple for certain -“Socialists”. i

Comrade Zinoviev hinted at indefinfite mioods of passivity
in the ranks of some of our Parties. Well, if there were only
moods of passivity, #t would not be so bad. Unfortunately, in
our practice there is still a great deal 'of passivity. And if Com-
rade Zinoviev wants to warn us against passivity, we accept
this wiarning just as in the past we have very often given con-
sideration to correct advice on. his part. We miust really in-
“crease the activity of our Parties, but espeocially at present —
so that by an intensive clarification ,not ounly in ome country —
but in every country, we will make impossible the dissemination
of Trotskyism, @and every sort of “impossible” Socialism”
(Applause.) R ’

Cofnrade VUYOVITCH: |

I shall first touch upon the question of the Anglo-Russian
Commmittee. On this our attitude cam best be studied in connec-
tion" with what occurred in England duning the General Strike
_and coal strike. And here I raise the following quesiions:

a) Is there an Anglo-Russian Comimittee?

b) Is it doling anything?

¢} What is the demeancur of the British participants in ¢he
Anglo-Russian Commilftee?

I believe that the first question can be answered in the nega-
tive. The second question niust receive a similar reply whereas
on the third, finally, an affirmative reply can be given, not with
respect to positive activity on the British side of this Comimitttee
but with respect to the continuation of the betrayal of the British
working class which was begun by the leaders of the General
Council of Trade Unions at ‘the outbreak of the ‘General. Strike.

Let s see how this question: stands. The British side of
the Anglo-Russian Comimittee betrayed the General Strike and
in exactly the same manner it betrayed also the miners’ strike.

(Interjection by Manuilsky: “That is correct”).

Since ‘the General Strike, and especially since ‘the last
month, has the Anglo-Russian Committee helped us to reach
the masses? Could it serve us as. a tribune from which we
could speak to the masses?

In reply 1o this question, comrades, we must again say
no! The Anglo-Russian Committee has not made it possible for
ts to speak to the masses, and only to the extent to which we
have combatted the British side, to the extent that we have fought
the reformist leaders, have we succeeded in making contact
with the masses of the British workers, with the miners and
the others. .

In recent months we were forced by developments to apply
the tactic of united front from below, and only to - the 'extent
that we applied this tactic of the united front irom below did
we succeed in establishing closer contact with the British
working masses. . ;

At present, comrades, when the defeat of the British .miners
is an accomplished fact, it is very readily possible that Thomas
and the other reformist leaders -will: permit Purcell and the .so-
called Lelt elemenis to engage in new- “activity” in the Anglo-
sRussian Comnmittee since this committee can now no longer
stand in the way of a betrayal, as was the «case at the time
of the Paris and Berlin conferences.

And if the Anglo-Russian Committee develops a new aetivity
this ~will not be a confirmation of a correct policy on the part
cof the majority, but on the contrary, a proof that our viewpoint
on this!‘question is correct. e .

The Anglo-Russian Committee will be able to regain a real
vitality only when the workers have got rid of these leaders
now at the head of the trade unions, who represent the British
‘side of the Comumittee. '

Then 1 raise this question: Do we better support .the Britisiy
workers in freeing themselves from these leaders bv remaining
in the \Anglo-Russian Committee, by upholding this Committee,
-which in reality no longer exists, or would we help them better
by leaving this Committes?

If we had called this question to the attention of the Britisiz
proletariat the moment the General Strike and coal strike were
betrayed, we would have helped the British workers to com-
prebend the real importance and weightiness of this despicable
betrayal, so that they could draw the consequences from’ it..

We did not do this, and I believe that thereby we made it
harder for our British Party to explain to the British workers
the real import of this betrayal, and even tcday we continue to
defend the evil consequences of these tactics which we applied
in this question. .

So much for England. But if we consider the conditions

.we had in Russia, then I believe, comrades, that our tactics

‘towards the Anglo-Russian Committee could only result in nour-
ishing certain absolutely dangerous illusions. L

I shall turnish just one single citation. -

In the material compiled by the Moscow Committee of our
Party to aid our members in the study of the results of the C.C.
Plenum of July 1926, we find the following:

“The Anglo-Russian Committee can and will play a
tremendous role in the. struggle against every -intervention
directed against the U.S.S.R. It will become the organisa-

. tional centre of the proletariat in the struggle against every

effort of the international bourgeoisie to concoct a new war.”

And what does this mean? That we must remain in the
Anglo-Russian Committee, because, first, in case of an inter-
vention this Committee would fight against it and second, because
it would become an organisational centre for a struggle against
an eventual war against the U.S.S.R,, or a world war. -

Comrades, 1 believe that the attitude of the British- leaders
on the ‘Anglo-Russian Committée during the General Strike and
miners’ strike, has shown adequately what kind of a role these
self-same  leaders would play in the case of an intervention
against the U.S.S.R,, or in the case of a world war. Their
role would be exactly the same as that which they played during
the British General Strike. ;o

Secondly, the Anglo-Russian Comumittee might play a cerfain
role, and even a great role, in case of an intervention against
Soviet Russia, but under what conditions? Upon the condition
that the British working class, supported by wus, changes the
leaders who still represent it in the Anglo-Russian Committee.

And even in this case there would not be involved here an
organisational centre. This centre for a struggle against ‘inter-
vention in Russia, or -a struggle against war,.can and wiil
be only the Communist International. '

I shall proceed to the question of stabilisation. A graat
deal has been said about this question and even yesterday
Bukharin raised this query and demanded a reply.

In order to prove, comrades, that the Opposition denies any
capitalist stabilisation a speech of Zinoviev is cited -in which
he says in one sentence that the facts contradict the existenee
of a stabilisation of capitalism, instead of saying correctly that
the facts contradict a solid capitalist stabilisation. :

But, comrades, it seems to us that to judge the. views of
Zinoviev and of our Opposition on such an important:question
one should not resort to a -single sentence in a single’speech
in which, as Comrade Bukharin correctly showed, the cor-
rectly formulated viewpoint of Zinoviev, found in several places,
completely corresponds to the decisions of the last Plenum of the
E.C.C.I. If you want the exact viewpoint of Zinoviev you
should look for it in the resolutions of the last Enlarged Exe-
cutive written by him, you should look for it in the letter to
the British Party written by him, on March Sth 1926, you
should look for it in the letter to the Communist Party of Frauce
on the. occasion of the British General Strike and in the draft
thesis on the lessons of the British general strike drawn up by
Zinoviev — after the speech cited.

In these documents you will very clearly find the expression
of our views on. the stabilisation of capitalism, and  if it is
true that we underlimed the word “relative” more emphaticaily
than the world “stabilisation”, this by no means 'signifies that
we deny the existence of the relative stabilisation “of capitalism.
This says only that we believe that the factors: which contribute
to a constant weakening of this relativity are now -beginning to
become stronger and stronger, as has besen proven by recent
revolutionary events in all countries, all the way from Emngland
to China. :

I believe. that if tomorrow the situation were to change, and
we were to havea directly revolutionary situation, then we just as
little as you would lock around for citations, but we would
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do our utmost to exploit the situation in order to bring about
the victory of the world revolution. Bukharin may rest perfectly
at ease on this point, o

But if we have comrades in our ranks who cry about stabili-

sation the way Comrade Sten does, of whom the Soidial Demo-

" cratic newspapers write that they can share his viewpoint fully,
when Lozovsky says that the Social-Demoicracy and the Amster-
dam’ trade wunion bureaucracy constitute a stabilisation fadtor
whichextends the stabilisation for decades, then we believe that there
is a :réal danger here because it is very possible that these com-
rades expressed that which many others are only thinking.

7 I wil! now reply o the question that Doriot raised this mior-
nifng. I believe 1 protested against this manner and means of
dragging private conversations finto the discussfion, especially
when such conversations are presented in an absolutely distorted
manner.

1. I did not reply that I did not think anything about the
article of Souvarine.

I likewise did not reply that it was very dangerous to have

“any views. What I did answer was that momentarily I could say
nothing, and this in general on any - question.

2. What Doriot forgot to say was that despite the first sen-
tence of our conversation we continued and I told him that I
condemned, formally, the Souvarine article.

That is what Doriot forgot to say, and likewise that I said
to him and also to many other comrades present here — in any
-case’ I believe that my attitude since these differences of opinion
have arisen in the Russian Party certainly does not show that I
am afraid to hold or express an opinion of my own on the
question under discussion.

(Interjection by Codovill: “But is this a counter-revolution-
ary article or not?”)

Vuyovitch wants to continue his speech... (The chairman
rings for time.)

1 ask another three minutes.

Comrade BIRCH (Chairman) puts to the meeting the question
of extending the speaker’s time. The proposal is rejected.

Comrade SCHATZKIN (Y.C.L):

* First of all I should like to say a few words about the atti-
. fude of the Young Communist International on the discussion in
the Communist Party in the Soviet Union. In all Sections of the
Y.C.1, with the exception of a very small minority in certain
German districts, there is complete unaniminity on this question.
The Y. C. L. in all countries supports the viewpoint of the Russian
Party and remains true to the fundamentals of Leninism.

Now Comrade Vuyovitch,, who at the Youth Exeocutive did
not state his position on political questions despite the permission
of the C. P.S. U., here follows the examples of the big leadens of
the Opposition, and takes the floor to speak on certain {miplortant
potitical questions. I should like to reply brietly to some of his
arguments.

He raised the question here whether, since the British Ge-
neral Strike, time had justilied the standpoint of the Cpposition
or ‘that of the Russian Party muajority on the question of the
Anglo-Russian Committee. He believes that experienoes has
shown that the Opposition was right when it demanded the break
up of the Anglo-Russian Committee, That is mot true. We had’
an opportunity after the Generfal Strike, in two meetings in Paris
and Berlin, to present our attitude on the British General Strike
and coal strike with complete clarity, and to brand the leaders
of the British trade unions with their treason. These meetirigs
have helped us to show the British workers that their leaders
betrayed the strike, that they are incapable of leading a-labour
struggle. The debates at these meetiings are known to the woirkers
of Russia and England, and to the internatiomal proletaniat.

~Comrade Vuyovitch also told ws here that the Angllo-Rusisian
Comimittee had mot made good as an instrument of the struggle
against intervention, Comrads Vuyovitch believes that the Amnglo-
Russian Committee under no dircumstances can be an instrument
of tthe struggle because he has a false conoception about the very
essence of the Anglo-Russian Committee. He has been talking the
whole time here about the British side, about the British portion
“of this Committee, as if this British portion consisted only of the
relormist leaders. The Russian Party and the Russian woirking
class believe however that the British portion of the Anglo-
Russian Comittee doas not womsist of Purcell and others, they are
only the heads; in reality the British side of the Anglo-Russian

Committee is the British proletariat, the fighting masses of wor-
kers in England. And for the very reason that these masses of
workers see in the Amnglo-Russian Committee the expression of
‘the alliance between the British and Russian proletariat, precisely
from this viewpoint the Committee really gives an impetus for
closer ties ‘between the British and Russian workers, for a greater
interest of the British workers in the struggle agaimst inter-
vention.

But the chief question of the Anglo-Russian Committee was
not touched by Comrade Vuyovitch. It is possible that this Com-
mittee will break down entirely — our Party mever maintained
that it would last for ever. But the question is: — who is to bear
the mesponsibility forr the break down of the Amnglo-Russian
Committee in the eyes of the working class. The tactics of the
Opposition consist in that at any price they want to load us
‘with the responsibility, while the tactics of the majoriity con-
sisted iand still iconsist in that the responsibility in the eyes of the
‘masses of workers, the real guilt for the possible collapse of the
‘Angflo-Russian Comimiittee — if it should comie to this — will be
borne by the reformists.

On the question of stabilisation, Comrade Vuyovitch spoke
as though there existed only a single sentence in which Comrade
Zincviev ever disputeld any stabilisation whatever, while every-
where else, in all his other works, he had put the questicn
correctly. The matter does molt appear to be quite as harmless.
The sentence from the speech of Comrade Zinoviev is taken from
a speech on the British General Strike that was to have presented
the results of that strike. This speech was edited by Comrade
Zinoviev himself before being printed in the papers. Therefore
Comrade Zinoviev had the full opportunity to think over whether
he should write this sentence or something different. But besides
Comrade Zinoviev, Comrade Vuyovitch has another leader about
'whom he very modestly remains silent, a leader whom he himself
has -opposed very vigorously, Comirade Trotsky. Even before
the British General Strike, in January 1926, Comrade Troisky
said in his speech at the Textile Workers’ Conference, that the
stabilisation is over, that it did not last as long as we had
thought, etc. To come here after all this and to declare: “We
only wanted to underline the relativity more emphatically”, as
Comrade Vuyovitch has done, is ridiculous. The relativity was
so emphatically underlined that the whole stabilisation dis-
appeared from a number of writings of both of these most pro-
minent leaders of the Opposition. If Comrade Vuyovitch wants
to show that in other writings of these comrades the stabilisa-
tion is mnevertheless recognised, he only proves thereby that
Comrade Zinoviev, the leader of the Opposition, has a very
contradictory position on. this problem which is one of the
weightiest questions, since the appraisal of the international
situation is the basis of our entire tactics.

Now I come to the real questions about which I wanted {o
speak. In his speech Comrade Zinoviev accused the whole Com-
intern and its leading Section, the C.P.S.U., that the whole
policy of the Comintern since the time Comrade Zinoviev no
longer actually leads it, has been wrong in one of the weightiest
tactical questions, the question of the attitude towards Right
and left deviations. The Comintern is supposed to have deserted
the fundamentals of Leninism, and Comrade Zinoviev has tried
to prove this accusation by citing that Comrade Lenin was of the
opinion that the Right danger is always the chief danger in the
Communist movement. In order to prove this thesis, Comrade
Zinoviev brought out two citations from Lenin, which in order
not to lose time I shall not repeat, but which say about the
following: 1. That Russian Bolshevism has developed in a struggle
against Right and Left and that the chief foe always stood
to the Right. But in this connection Comrade Zinoviev forgot
to report that up ‘to 1912, the Russian Bolsheviki were in one
Party with the . Mensheviki. It is a matter of course that if
such ‘a party existed abroad, in which Social Democratic and
Comimunists were united, in such a party the chief danger would
always be towards the Right. 2. In his report at the II. World
Congress, Comrade. Lenin speaks about the chief foes standing
towards the Right, that it is easier to deal with Left mistakes
in the Communist Party. But Comrade Zinoviev has done a
thing here that I know mnot how to characterise. He has omitted
several sentences that present the whole idea differently. Comrade
Lenin 'says- alter the words cited: “Opportunism is our- chief
foe” among other things, the following: “This: is proven not
only by the Kerensky regime in Russia; but:it is also proven
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in Germany by the democratic republic headed by its Social

Democratic Government, it is proven by the behaviour of Albert
Thomas iowards his bourgeois government”. These sentences
Comrade Zinoviev simply omitted and then continued to cite:
“In comparison with this task it is easy to deal with the Leit
“mistakes” in Comumunism. So here Lenin certainly spoke about
the chief foe in the labour movement standing towards the
Right, that is the social democratic party; he was not speaking
about the Communist Party, about the Communist movement.
It is therefore impossible to base this thesis of Comrade Zinoviev
upon Lenin.

If we consider this question historically we have many

examples in our Parties in which the chief foe in our movement’

stood towards the Left. Take the III. World Congress. Against
whom did Lenin fight chiefly at this Congress? Against the
Left danger. Despite Levi, despite Right deviations, at the
III. World Congress Lenin saw the chief danger among those
comrades who advocated the offensive theory, who rejected the
winning over of the majority of the woirking class. In different
situations the chief danger in the Commmunist Parties may be
either to the Left or to the Right. Therefore the history of the
Communist movement also refutes this thesis of Comrade
Zinoviev.

What is his demand upon the Communist International?
That the ultra-left deviations and the right mistakes which
occured in Poland and England shall be treated the same. I
believe that that is entirely incorrect. Why incorrect? Because
we cannot put upon omne political level these two mistakes,
Right and Left deviations mentioned, they are different things.
Why? Comrade Bukharin has already pointed out that the com-
rades in Poland and England have already recognised their
mistakes, but on the contrary the ultra-left from day to day,
speaking politically, are becoming bolder and more stupid. But
another circumstance is decisive. Neither the Polish nor the
British comrades are conducting a dfactional struggle against
their Party and against the Communist International. But the
ultra-left in Germany are building their fractions, trying to split
the Party, and in part are already outside of our ranks for
the reason that they have carried on factional and splitting activity.
Can one compare those who behave loyally towards the Com-
intern and Party, who recognise their mistakes and carry on
no factional and no splitting activity, with those who do not
recognise their mistakes and who are carrying on factional and
splitting activity? I think not.

It is also incorrect to consider the German ultra-Left as
left elements in a revolutionary sense. In Germany we have
a classic example of how an ultra-left deviation can transform
itself into a right deviation, as is the case with the petty bour-
geois, sham revolutionists, the German ultra-Left who have
come to take a.Social Democratic position against the first
proletarian republic, the Soviet Union. These elements are
not so Left as Comrade Zinoviev thinks.

A few words on another question that also strikes me as
very important. Was the Russian Opposition objectively for
two parties in Russia or not? Comrade Zinoviev tried here,
very ingeniously, to prove that he could not possibly be for two
parties. He said that anyone who is for the necessity of the
dictatorship of the Communist Panty, cannot be for two parties.
But this is theoretically quite incorrect. If, e. g. this Party which
is wielding the dictatorship has become opporiunist, then accor-
ding to the thesis of Lenin one must break with such a Party
and form a mew one, because one cannot remain in one Panty
with reformists and opportunists. But we do not at all need such
a complicated theoretical view as has been presented here
by Zinoviev. Let us take the practical activity of the Oppo-
sition which, side by side with the legal Moscow Committee,
had its illegal Moscow Committee, which side by side with the
legal Leningrad Committee had its illegal Leningrad Committee,
which side by side with the legal district committees in Lenin-
grad and Moscow had its own district committees, which had
its own print shops, which in some places even published its
own literature and in a few spots even collected dues. Trotsky
once attempted to deny that they had a faction. He said: In
Moscow and other towns there are no factions, but only “fac-
tional elements”., A very fine distinotion. In reality there are
not only factions and factional elements, but the elements of a
whole Party. And if the Opposition does not proceed with the
actual founding of the second party, it is not because the theory
of the Opposition is irrecondilable with the oreation of a second

Party — as Comrade Zinoviev tries to prove — but because the
Russian Communist workers did not tolerate it. _ _

Now as to the question of the building of Socialism in a
single country. The. programme of the Russian Young Com-
munist League has been mentioned, and an attempt has been
made to use one passage against us. I should like to say briefly
that first of all it is false to maintain — as has been spread in
the lobbies — that Comrade Bukharin wrote this; this was
written by my humble self. Secondly I should like to say that
the exploitation of this section by the Opposition is out of place
because the question at the time that this sentence was writtenr
was an entirely different one from that which we have today.

Now as to the actual arguments ot the Opposition on the
question of the building of Socialism. Many citations from
Lenin have been offered here. These citations can be divided
mito four ocategories: ‘

1. Citations which speak of the final victory of Socialismi.
Bukharin has already said that there is no dispute on this
question — the final victory of Socialism is possible only inter-
nationally. )

2. Citations about the difficulties in the building of Socialism
in our country. To build Socialism in a backward country is
really difficult, so difficult that even such noted leaders as
Zinoviev and Trotsky have become firightened in the face of
these difficulties.

3. Citations which speak about the necessity of joint efforts
of the Proletariat of several countries, in order to be able to
build Socialism in our country. That is clear. Here at this
Plenum we see the embodiment of these efforts of the proletarians
of various countries who want to help us to build up Socialisnr
here in the Soviet Union. .

4. Citations that speak for the possibility of building so-
cialism in our country but which Comrade Zinoviev tries to
present as if they spoke against this building in a single country.

The latter, for example, was the case with the citation from
the article “Concerning the Slogan of the United States of Europe”
written in 1915, about which Comrade Zinoviev spoke here at
great length. He asked: What is the meaning of these words of
Lenin, that after the proletariat has “organised socialist produc-
tion” it will fight against the capitalist States? And Comrade
Zinoviev replied: This only means that the proletariat takes
over the factories and that these factories are beginning to work.
The result here is surely a very comical affair. Does not the fact
that the old factories are beinning to work also allow of work
in new factories established by the Socialist State? According
to Leninism, as Comrade Zinoviev understands it, can this be
done or not? The way Comrade Zinoviev presents this Lenin
citation is entirely incorrect. ‘

‘Comrade Zinoviev also applied the following argument: He
said that on a world scale Socialism could be built up, but in
Russia alone it could not. Why not? For proof he again offers
a Lenin citation that on a world scale there is an industry
capable of supplying the peasantry, but that in Russia we have
no such industry.

But here arises a new question: Can Russia, prior to the
victory of the proletariat in another country, create such an
indusfry or not? Can the Soviet Union become so industrialised
that it can satisfy the requirements of the peasantry or is:the
carrying out of industrialisation impossible. Only in this way
can the arguments of Comrade Zinoviev be made clear. This
argument was directed not only against the possibility of
building a complete socialist society, but against the possibility
of industrialising the country. And the possibility of industriali-
sing the country is surely the ceniral question in the building of
socialism. :

With Comrade Trotsky we find partly the same formulation
of the question. He said: We have no machines, we must import
them from abroad. Therefore without the State aid of the inter-
national proletariat we cannot build up Socialism. But can we not
organise the manufacture of machinery in our country? The last
Party Conference has decided that it is the special task of the
Party to create a mnative machine-building industry in our
country. Is this possible or not? This is how the question stands.

1 believe that theoretically as well ias practically it has been
proven fthat Russia can industrialise itself, more slowly to be
sure than with the aid of the foreign proletariat, but it can
industrialise itself. ’

(Interjection by Bukharin “And is industrialising dtself”.)

It has been proven that the means-of-production industry is
growing, it Has been proven that the role of industry in edonomy



78 International Press Correspondence

No. 4

as a whole is growing, it has been proven that the soaialist
elemenlts in our whole economy are growing. Can history be so
presemted as if the building of Socialism is a spectacular leap
through a vacuum, from our present social onder to the socialist
society? We have a long road of heavy labour upon which we
will have to gradually, slowly, create the basis bf Socialism. We
have begun it, we are doing it, and no one can prove that we’
shall be unable to go further.

It is interesting that Trotsky in his book “Capitalism or
Socialism”, which he wrote prior to the XIV. Parity Congress, still
considered it possible that Soviet Russia will not only catch up
with the economic level of the advanced countries but that it will*
outstrip them. Comrade Kamenev said the same in his speech at
the XIV. Party Conference. If it is possible for us to oufstrip the
capitalist countries will our industrialisation then also be in-
sufficient to satisfy the requirements of the peasantry, viz: acdor-
ding to Zinoviev himseli — to build up Soltialism?

The next main argument of the Opposition is about woorld
economy. Trotsky developed here a giant theory of the depen-
dence of the Soviet Union upon world economy. Certainly, we’
are dependent, but to what extent? Are we so dependent that the
building of a socialist sodiety is thereby made impossible, or
are we- dependent only insofar that notwithstanding this depen-
dency we can build Socialism in our country?

Trotsky only spoke about our dependence. I should like
to give you two short citations from the same book of Trotsky:
“Capitalism-or Socialism”, which was written before he entered
into tthe opposition bloc with Zinoviev. There Trotsky wrote so-
mething entirely different from that which we heard from him
yesterday about .our relationship to the world miarket. At that
time he saw that we could protect ourselves from the devastating
effects 'of the world marketst

“The foreign trade monoipoly and the concessions policy
are powerful instruments of economic policy and of the
wotkers’ State. If thereby the laws and methods of the
socialist State cannot te forced upon th2 world market never-
theless the relation of socialist economy to the world market
depénds to a high degree upcn the will of the workers’

~state”. (Pages 76—77 of the German edition.)
" Quite -correct: “depends to a high degree upon the will of the

workers’ State.”” But in yesterday’s speech of Comrade Triotsky -

— what happened to'the workers’ State? Yesterday we saWw
only a powerful world capitalism of which we” —
istand — are only an impotent appendage. :
In another place in the same ook Trotsky says:
“In any event we must give the following reply to the
question of whether the world market is able to subordinate
as: merely by its economic jpreponderance: We are by no
- means- defenceless against the world market: our economy
is . guarded by .definite State institutions which  apply . a
many-sided . system of socialist protectionism. Buit how great
- is their eflectiveness? The history of capitalist-.development
can enlighten us on this. For long periods Germany, or-the
United States lagged such a distance behind Englarid :with
respect to industry, ‘that: it might have appeared impossible
to: catch up. The wutilisation ot matural and historlical don-
ditions later-permitted these backward countries, under::the
wing of protective tariffs, to catch up with the advanced
coutitry, and even to outstrip it. State boundaries,:State power
and' the customs system were powerful factors in the hi-
story “of capitalist development. This ‘applies on an. even
‘greater ‘scale to a Yocialist' country”. = .~ g i
Socialist protectionism disappeared comipletely in Trotsky’s'
speech yesterday, yet surely it is an important part of the Wwhole
question. T T

The next important argurment of the Opposjtion consists in-
whether one can even raise the question of the possibility of
Socialism in one country, imlesks ofie has lost faith in ‘the world
revolution. If the world revolution must be victorious in ‘the
present, period, Trotsky argues, then why raise the question of
building Socialism? The building of Socialism will '
long time; e. g. 10, 203D years and the world revolition we are
copvinced miust be victorious in the immediate future. If yolu are

for the building of Socialism, you are, consequently, liquidators.

So says the Opposition. S (
Let us .investigate this question. very briefly. First, in another

connection comrade Bukharin has already said that the world revo-

lution is a long epoch with various periods, victories, defeats,

like a’ tiny

take .quite a

civil wars, international wars, etc. etc. As you know, Marx spoke
of the world revolution as an epoch of 15, 20 to 50 years. This
period even if it does mot last 50 years Will nevertheless con-
stitute a whole epoch iin the history of mankind. For this reason
already it is impossible to say that if one speaks about the
building of Socialism in our country -after 20 years, and there-
fore prior to the final victory of the world revolution, that one
thereby liquidates the world reviolution.

Secondly, we do mot entertain the viewpoint that the relative
stabilisation will be a lengthy ome. But I should like to put one
question: Is here any guarantee that in the mext immediate revo-
lutionary situation we absolutely must win? We had an imime-
diate revolutionary situation in 1919. Unfortunately it brought
us ‘a defeat. Then several years passed before the next, in Ger-
many in 1923. Unfortunately it also did not lead to a proletarian
victory. And if now a new immediate revolutionary situation
comes is there any guarantee that it absolutely miust bring vic-
tory? No, it is a question of struggle and practice whether we
shafl win or not. I should merely like to remind you that at the
II. World Congress Lenin stated, as against the view that:in a
revolutionary crisis capitalism has no way out: “That is a mi-
stake. Situations from which there is absolutely no escape do not
exist”.

According to Lenin the question of victory consists in
that we must exploit the immediate revolutionary situation and
the outcome of the struggle will show whether we will win.
Can we guarantée the victory? Have we got it in our pocket?
And if it should happen — it is a slightly probable prospective
—— that we shall have a defeat, Zinoviev will say that those
who speak about the building of Socialistii in Russia alone are
iiquidators. But this question will neverthéless - remain.

I should like to present a final citation, again by Trotsky,
that will prove that Trotsky is the liquidator, which he himself
painted so horribly at our last Party Conierence, the ‘same
Trotsky who thought out the -idea that anyome who speaks
about ‘building Socialism in -one country liquidates the world ©
vevolution. This citation i§" dlso from the already mentioned
book which was written belére Trotsky had ‘decided upon the
union with Zinoviev. d

In this 'book Comrade Trotsky speaks about the variants,
the perspectives which we might encounter in the develop-
ment of world capitalism. The first variant:” - ! :

“The question of the victory of Socialism is*edsiest
solved ‘on the premise that the proletarian revolution will
develop in the very next few years in Europe. This variant
is by no'means the least probable.” : ;

This variant is not the least probable, says Comrade Trotsky.
Here he speaks cautiously, ‘pérhaps too cautiously. Then comes
another variant: i vonny

“The 'question becomes considerably complicated if one
asswmes the premise that’ the surrounding capitalist world

will maintain ‘itseif for another several decades. Sich ‘a

premise by itsell would remaifr completely barren if e

did not 'make it concrete with- a number of other premises.

Given such’ a variant, what becomes of -the Europeah and

* alsd “of the American proletariat? What ‘becomes of the
productive forces of capitalismi? ‘If the decadeés we have
- assumed, reservedly, will contain such a furbulent ebb’ and "

‘flo6d, such horriblé ¢ivil war, or economic ‘stagnation and :

evén decay, 1. &, simply a long-drawn ‘course of socialist’

birth pangs, 'then it is clear that our economy even alome
would ‘achieve ‘préponderence during the ‘tramsition period,
thanks 1o the iﬁ’ﬁ)mpardbly, greater firinnéss of our economic -

feundations” (German edition, 83). '~ i o

Thus i this citation, Comrade Trotsky himself’ presented a
perspective’ of“a delay’ in the victory of the world révolution,
and examined ‘the destiny of Russia in such a case, Thereby,
with hint, Socialist Russia did not die out, it won preponderance
over capitalist'world economy, which is possible only in ¢reating
the basis of Socialism, high ' technique, indus‘frialis:a}ion. And
this witholit any State a'ici%r from the victorious proletariat of
other’ coutntries! If' we “are ‘liquidators when' we say" suct a

thinig then fthe original liquidator was Comrade’ Trotsky himseif.

Stilt:a third rerhark on the question of "pessimism’ towards
the world revolution. If we ‘are $oon victorious in Germaay'
does anyone believe that proletarian’ Germany will be able to
help us 'practically. economically, already in the first, years
following the overthrow of its bourgeoisie? I do not think so.
In establishing. proletarian dictatorship in Germary we. shall
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have an internal civil war and most probably a foreign war,
so that it will take a long time (perhaps-much longer than in
Russia, because we had various advantages in this respect) until
the period ‘of ‘reconstruction up o the former level comes to a
ciose. It took almost ten years in Russia, how long it will take
in Germany one cannot say. From this standpomt also, in dealing
awith the questions of construction in Russia, we must also reckon
with a longer period than 2—3 years, because in the first years
of the victoricus revolution in Germany or England théy will
certainly not help us as much as we shall help them. (Applause.)

Now comrades, the very last argument of Comrade Zinoviev.
He said: Can anyone assume that the capitalists will wait ten
or twenty ‘years until we shall have built up socialism? He said
this in connection with a' Lenin citation. Can such a stupid
idea be ascribed to Lenin - asks Zinoviev. Well, th¢ capitalists
will not wait, they have already in the past waged ‘war against
us for years. But if one thereby seeks to prove that we cannot
build up Soc1ahsm one must consider our defeat in this striggle
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a foregone conclusion. There was an intervention and it will
probably come again. But'nobody has said that we must be
vanquished. This deoenda upon our économic condition, upon
the support of the international proletariat, etc. We already had
an intervention once and we were victorious. Even if a new
intervention comes, and if we defeat it, there will again be the
question of building Socialism in a single country.

Therefore, coinrades, we must not make our perspectives for
only one or two years, not only for today or tomorrow. No,
unless there is a successful interventicn we can build up a
soc1ahst society, although slowly and painfully and labourious]y,
but we can build it. 1hat is the conviction of the Communist
Party ot the Soviet Union, that is the conviction of the. working
class of the Soviet Umon, Even though all possible . former
leaders may say that it is impossible, even though they sow .
panic; though they propagate pessimism — Socialism will be
butilt ‘and the Russian work'ng class will go forward along this
road (great applause). , {Close of the Session.}

'!‘wenty-‘l‘hlrd Sessitm° |

Moscow December 11, 1926.
Comrade REMMELE " (Chairman): '

The next speaker in the discussion of Cdmr'vle Stalm re-

port’ wﬂl be Comrade Kamenev.

Comrade KAMENEV:

Comrades, the fundamental ‘question 'conironting fhe Con—
intern, with' regard.to’ this item of the agenda, is: the question
of the existence or non-existemce iin our Party of. a-Right ten-
dency, and the pranner in which “this' tendency expresses itself.

Without a moment’s hesitation I say ‘that a Right tendency
does exist; in.our Party. It can even be asserted that it would

be strange if ‘there were' no Right tendencies aiming at the.

revision of the theory and practice of Leminism. Very serious
factors comprise the material foundations of the Right tenden-
cies in our Party. There is first of all-the fact: thatithe prole-
tariat of:-the U.S.S.R. exercises its dictatorship and constructs
Socialism in a peasant coumiry. A seeomd condition' favoutable
to the development of these tendencies is the slowing down’' of'
the tempo of the development of the world revolution. The third

of the most important factors is the pressure which is brought -

to bear on the separate links of our Party by N. E. P. condi-
tions, by: the development and political ' activity - of bourgeois
groups and by the pressure of .the: State apparatus.'I am not’
going to enumerate the other sources:.of the-opportunist:tenden-:
cies in the Party — those I have already named will suifice.
The pressure of these influences on the various links of our
Party, and the:Right- wndenmes which - certdinly -make their
appearance “from time o tilme:in the Party; are “by:. no medns

an -indication that 'weé -witness in. our.-eountry .a “Thermidor®,

i. e., the transference of power from the:proletariat 4o0.some ‘other

class, they are not an indication that the Party is abasdowing:
its dlass policy; nor are they an indication that the hope of'the
ideologists: of the new bourgeoisie, of the type of Ustrialov, are
comting true, the hope for an evolution.iof' Bolshewism in’ the

direction of bourgeois democracy. These and similar declarations .

must be .categorically i'rejected. We have nothing® in ‘common
with them. Those who. insist on such declarations constitute
themselves- .opponents of our Party and its- tasks.

‘It is now perfectly: dlear touttsi— to ‘me and also tol Com-
rades Zinoviev, Trotsky and others, that, for instance, —: 1 will
give you auvery vivid example, ong verymear to':us - among
those who were expelled from the Communist Party of Germany
there are ‘people who refuse: to. comply” with the certamly harsh
conditions of the .Comintern-and: are: therefore not doitty their
utmost tor re-enter: the. ranks of their Communist Party. Needless
to gay ‘that we consider this- a very serious:efrov. ‘A Bolghévik
cafi- work and struggle for the advantage of his class only in- “the
ranks of the Comintern, only in the same ranks with ‘the first
and thus-far only Workers State. One should. be able. to:submit
to evenithe harshest demands of ofie’s: Party. Whoever. entteavours
to form his own separate “Party”: or group against: the «Comi-
mutiist Party will find Himself ‘inevitably in ovposition to the
Comtinternr ‘and the U.S.S.R., and will very quickly land in the
camp of their enemies, regardless of his sub]ecuve intentions
and desires.

There“is ' no gainsaying ‘that eyery bona fide revolmomsf s
in duty bound to stand up for the view which he eonsiders im-

portant for the caiise of the proletarian revolution, even if this
will keep Himr a long time in the ranks of a mmorlty and will
compel him to swim against the stream of thé then prevailing
tendency. Otherwise,’ He is not a revolutionary, he is a mfiserable
bureaucrat. But'l declare that dnyone who makes of our ideas
a carlcafure on Bolshevism is & persod who fails to 11°1derS{tand
the 'réal meaning of our declardtion of October 16th, the pur-
port of which was to give every worker, every "Party member,
the asstirance that Party unity is as dear to us as 19 any Bol-’
shevik, "that we' will pursue ‘our path only together with the
Party, that there are mo and can be no ofher paths.

At this juncture, however, I must protest against the asser-
tion, that our criticism — perhaps a very rigorous criticism. at
times as is always the case with B shevms, but always. directed
against. the opinions of this or the “other (;omrade — be de-
clared a criticism of ithe Party, a criticism of its prolatarian
kernel. We repudiate such, a di stomen such an accusation, as
political nonsense. Our Party is a{ the head of the, proletarian -
world movement and it alone is capable of leadmg ‘this move-
ment to new victories. But one. should also be able fo see the. .
real dangers wjith which the, Party .is conironted.. One should .
be .able to see. the nght tendency within it and struggle against .
it quite openly. This is what Lenin taught us an;d 1hls s whalt
we have carried out. ' .

We congider as the must 1mporta.nt phenomenon or: at least
as one of the most important -and natyral phenomena of this
Right opportunist - tendency : which s . directly ;bound: up- swith
the present situation, - with. the stabilisation of capitalist; rela-.
‘uons, with the peasant and boungeois: pressure, thisiRight ten-
dency — which is’ at-the same itime hostile ta-all the. traditions:
of our-Party and whichlulls to sleep the revolutionary wiatiche
fulaess: of the proletariat » i first-and foreinost thé: embellish-:
ment of the N.E.P:; the slurring over of the internal antago:.
nisms- and: the class struggles; which-‘go en' under: the :suriace-
of NuE:P., and the imevitability.of which Kenin warned usfrom:
the very first: day of the .introduction :of N. E. B¢ Such an at- .
tempt i embellish. 'N. E. P. and t0 sshur-over difficulties’ is an:,
endeavolr fo minimige the significance of :the growth of the new
bourgeocisie iand “of ‘its' capital within ‘the country, an endeavour
to brugh aside afid to -refuse tol attach.due!'ilnportance 'tor the:
growth of kulakdom in ‘the villages. Such” embellishment. ifpairs:
the fightirig capacity’ of the’ qarolethnat and “gives it '@ wrong’
oridnfationi in the courSe of «ts révolutiondty ‘Struggle which is
still' in process. Just @s harmitiil s the mme to' pay sufficient
attention to the fac‘rb‘r of the techiniea]l and - étgnomic backward:/"
ness ‘of the countryas compdtéd “with - the' Capwtahst cduntries,
whic¢h finds its expr'es<1on fitst -and forémbost “in the difference
between' world and'Soviet prices: If is only by concentrating the
attention of the Party on these phenormna that they can'be:
successiully overcome —of this: welare convinced. The slurring-

over process does: not  stimulate ‘theEnergy of :the proletariat, it
sows harmiul iltusion§!which iare bound to haveitheir effect on
the révolutionary watchfidness in and the chargéter of the stmdgle
of the' proletariat. ‘on the capacity of the' latter to wxfhs’ﬁand
bourgeois and pétty bourgesis iniflenee.

Anmnm feature of the' Right tendency is an mcorreot appre-'
ciation of the ‘tele and lmportance of the peasantry in our country,
which found ‘ifs"expression in the slogan “Enrich yourselves”
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addressed to all the sections of the peasantry, or in a formuia
such as this — (I quote word for word) — “Widen the scope of
the well-to-do and kulak economy”, or in the theory of the
peaceful submergence of the kulak into Socialism, etc.

These slogans, these formula, these theories not only re-
present an erroneous anti-Leninist appreciation of the role of
the peasantry in the trend of the proletarian struggle and of
the Socialist revolution, — they drive the Party onto an erroneous
class path, they disarm it in the face of the enormous and
inevitable influence of the overwhelming majority of the popu-
lation of the country — the peasantry — an influence which
Lenin never ceased to remind us of.

Another equally characteristic feature of the Right tendency
is the attempt to minimise the acuteness of the struggle in our
country. Under proletarian dictatorship, the class struggle
assumes, of course, peculiar new forms, but it does exist and
a slurring over can only be harmful to the proletariat.

We have nevertheless witnessed lately a number of attempts
to slur over and minimise the extent of the class struggle going
on among the peasantry, as well as a disinclination to under-
stand — and to make the basis of our policy the fact — that
the present epoch of Soviet Construction is characterised by a
strenuous struggle of various classes and groups over the distri-
bution of the national revenue. More than that, there were a
series of facts which show that some Party elements are inclined
to solve this question of struggle for a share of the national
revenue at the expense of the working class. Such are for
instance the monstrous misinterpretations of the economy regime
which have already been condemned by our Central Committee,
misinterpretations which amount to an attempt to carry out this
regime at the expense of the working class, And this is not
something casual, it is one of the inevitable, characteristic and
ga)tum] signs of a Rightist, non-proletarian tendency in -our

arty. )

We also have a number of facts and declarations which
evidence an utferly wrong interpretation of the wage policy. Such
are the elements of the truly Right tendency in our Party! Add
to this the attempt to question one of the cardinal ideas of
Leninism, confirmed by the XII Congress — the idea of the dic-
tatorship of the Party and also the tendency in the Party which
was especially prevalent at the very time I have just described,
namely, at the XIV Congress, when instructions were issued
that the ideological struggle must direct its fire towards the Left,
one obtains a clear picture of views which cannot be called
anything other than a Right tendency. This tendency was bound
to miake itself felt also on the international arena.

I cannot deal very fully with one of the most important ques-
tions of our factics, namely, the question of our attitude to
the Anglo-Russian Committee, and 1 will limit myself to the
following statement which must be of direct interest to every
member of the Comintern, and #o you, the leaders of the world
proletarian movement. One of ‘the documents issued by one of
the biggest Communist organisations contains the following
statement: “The Anglo-Russian Committee can and must, and no
doubt will, play an enormous role in the struggle against all
interventions directed against the U.S.S.R. 1t will become the
organising centre of the international forces of the proletariat
in the struggle against all the attempts of the international bour-
geoisie to instigate a new war”. This was said at a time when
the British Section oi this Committee was engaged in betraying
the proletarian struggle in Great Britain. But even apant from
this, it would be difticult to find a document more contrary to
the foundations of Leninism than the words which 1 have just
read. No one doubts that the Russian Section of the Committee,
which consists of members of our Party, will fulfil all the tasks
which the Anglo-Russian Committee set itselfi and which are
expressed in the words I have just quoted. But there is also no
doubt whatever that the British Section of this Committee will
not only fail to fulfil these obligations but will even betray the

cause of the world revolution just as it betrayed the miners’

lockout.

Until quite recently no Bolshevik would have questioned
this. It is only from the moment when, in spite of our warnings,
a fundamental mistake was made in the definition of our rela-
tions with the Anglo-Russian Committee- that such an wunheard
of anti-Leninist estimation of a whole sector of the international
labour movement, as the document just quoted, was accepted and
indiscriminately spread throughout our Party.

Lenin had also occasion to express himself concerning the
people whom the quotation just mentioned considers as “the

organising centre of the international forces of the proletariat in
the struggle against any attempts of the international bourgeoisie
to instigate a new war”, i. e, concerning the British trade
unionists. In one of his latest works, on the question of the
Hague Conference, when laying down the tactics of the represen-
tatives of the Communist Party towards the British trade
unionists in counection with the prevention of interventions and
war, Lenin wrote:

“It seems to me that if, at the Hague Conference, we
shall have a few people capable of delivering in this or
that language, a speech against war, the most important
thing will be to refute the conception that those present
(the same people on whom the quotation just cited by me
relies as anti-war champions) are opponents of war, that
they realise that war can and must overtake them at the
most unexpected moment, that they have any idea as to
what methods should be used io prevent war, that they are
in any way capable of adopting reasonable and effective
means of struggle against war”.

This is what we were taught by the proletarian revolutionist
Lenin, and the other is what we found in the document quoted.
This document is of the wtmost importance. I think that one
should apply to this document the following words used by
Lenin on the same question and in the same article:

“I think that in the face of such declarations, if they
were already made after the war, ome should act with the
utmost decision, ruthlessly giving the names of everyone of
these speakers. Remarks concerning such speakers can be as
mild as one likes, but one cannot keep silent on a single one of
these cases, for a careless attitude on this question is an evil
which outweighs everything else and can certainly not be
treated with any indulgence”. :

It is quite enough to set this appreciation by Lenin against
the characterisation of the Anglo-Russian Committee just quoted,
in order fo understand what comprises the Right tendency and
what is the extent of its deviation from Leninism also with
respect to questions of the International working class struggle.
The document which I have quoted emenates from the Moscow
Committee of our Party and is in the mature of a declaration fo
the Moscow proletariat, to explain the position of the majority
of the Central Commifttee on the question of the Anglo-Russian
Committee*).

I have enumerated the various features of the Right tendenicy.

This or that quotation cannot give an exhaustive definition of
this Right tendency — it is bound up with definite tendencies in
the sphere of our finternational and home politics at the present
historiical moment and in the present stage of capitalist stabili-
satiomn.

The theory which links up these separate errors into one
whole, which crowns them and thereby endeavours to create a
definite line of policy not only on a national but also on an inter-
national scale, is at the present moment the theory of socialism in
one country.

With respect to the substance of this question we still main-
tain Lenin’s viewipoint and we see no reason whatever to depart
from this viewpoint. In one of his latest works, relating to 1922,
Lenin wrote:

“We have not even finished laying the foundatiom of
Soviet economy” — I will come back to these words later
onr —.“it is still possible that this may be taken away from
us by the forces of dedlining capitalism which are hostile
to ws. This must be fully realised and openly admitted, for
there is nothing more dangerous than illusions (and attacks
of giddiness, particularly on very high places) — and there
is absolutely mothing ‘“errible’, nothing which constitutes a
justifiable reason for downheartedness in the admission of
this bitter truth, for, we always confessed and reiterated that
ABC truth of Marxism: that joint efforts by the workers of
several advanced countries are necessary for the wvictory of
sorcialism!”

We always stood and still stand by this, we do not propose
anything new, we only oppose throwing overboard this formula
of Lenin. We assert that there are no other declarations by Lenin
which rescind these words, words which he himself calied “the
ABC truth of Marxism.” That Lenin does not speak here of the

*) This quotation is taken by us from the “Material for the
elaboration of the results of the July Plenum of the C.C. of the
C.P.S.U., Agitprop of the M.C.
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seizure of power by the proletariat but of the victory of Socialism
in the sense of victory of Socialist economy and society, is
obvious and needs no further comment.

We reject as an unheard of libel the assertion that we do not
consider the construction carried on by the Soviet Power in the
U.S.S.R. as socialist construction.

No one will dare assert that during the nine years of Soviet
Power, either I or those who share my views have spent less
energy than others with respect to socialist comstruction, and
precisely on the economic front. The construction which is going
on at present in the U.S.S.R. is socialist construction — no one
can deny this.

If you, Comintern comrades, will %ake the trouble to study
the practical differences which diviide the Opposition from the
Majority, you realise that in ‘these differences there is not the least
allusion to disputes ‘concerniing the possibility or impossibility of
the comstruction of Socialism (Zinoviev: “Hear, hear”). This is
common ground for us all. The disputes only concerned the selec-
tion of ways and means capable of guaranteeing a reasonable
pace to socialist construction, and to us the main question and
the fundamental critenion in the selection of this or that priactical
proposal is the question of measures guarantying a definite pre-
dominance of socialist economic elements in the development of
the country. It is precisely our deep conviction of further suc-
oess in Socialist construction which enables us to confemplate
calmly and frankly all the difficulties of the transfition period
which severely affect the working class — particularly the
questions of wages, unemiploymient, housing construction, all of
which are exceptiomally acute at present in spite of the con-
siderable economic successes achieved by the heroic efforts of the
proletariat under the leadership of our Party during the last
years. It is this deep comviction that we hold in the success of
Socialist construction which enables us, on all other questions’
such as those of the peasantry, private capital and its role, etc,
not to flinch in the face of all difficulties but to lay them bare to
the working class. And it is just with respect to the practical
proposals intended to overcome these fundamental difficulties as
rapidly as possible that pessimism and lack of faith made their
appearance in the ranks of our opponents and our crific. (Zino-
viev: “Hear, hear!’) (Voices: “What are your proposals?”.)

Tt is not a question of what unscrupulous or badly informed
opponents endeavour to saddle us with, but rather a question
of the conditions under which the construction of a socialist
society in the U.S.S.R. can be achieved. Our opponents assert
that in our country, where a few million proletarians have to
lead a hundred million strong peasantry and this on a N.E.P.
basis and in capitalist surroundings, Socialist society can be
definitely constructed independent of the proletarian revolution,
even only in a few advanced countries. This point of view which
places such sanguine hopes in the socialist capacities of the
peasantry is called “optimism”, We assert that the construction
of a socialist economy in the U.S.S.R. will be accomplished
with the collaboration of proletarian revolutions in other coun-
tries. (Disorder, cries: “That is enough!”) And this is for some
reason or other called “pessimism”. We assert that the optimism
concerning the Socialistic capacities of the peasantry which
prevails among our opponents is only the reverse side of their
pessimism concerning the international proletarian revolution.
(Disorder, cries: “That is enough”). This “optimism” rests en-
tirely on the anti-Leninist theory of the submergence of the
kulak into socialism, of the “socialist” character of the small
employer which 1 described earlier in my speech. (Cries and
disorder).

But what is the foremost and most characteristic sign of the
final victory of socialism of which we are speaking here? If
we are not to depart from Marx and Lenin we cannot find
any other sign than the abolition of classes. This is what Lenin
wrote on the question of relations between the proletariat and
the peasantry with respect to socialist construction:

“What does ‘leading the peasantry’ mean? It means first
of all to take a course towards the abolition of classes and
not towards the small' producers. If we are to abandon this
fundamental course we would cease to be Socialists, and
we would find ourselves in the camp of the petty bour-
geoisie, the camp of the social-revolutionaries and Men-
sheviks, who are at present the worst enemies of the pro-
letariat.” )

Thus final wictory of Socialism cannot mean anything but
at the very least the abolition of classes. The victory of Socialism

means, consequently, the conversion of the peasantry into workers
in a united socialised and systematically conducted economy.
But our opponents profess that “optimism” consists in declaring
that in the U.S.S.R. this task can and will be fulfilled even
before the proletarians of the foremost countries of the capi-
talist ‘world have overthrown their bourgeoisie! You call this
optimism, but we call it darkest pessimism. The erroneousness
of this viewpoint has already led several comrades to make
statements, the meaning of which is: that here in the U.S.S.R.
nine-tenths of the programme proposed in the Communist Mani-
festo of Engels has already been carried out. 1f one considers
the question from the viewpoint of the transierence of power to
the proletariat, of declaring industry the property of the pro-
letarian State, of the nationalisation of land, the banks, transport,
etc. (Skrypnik interjects: “Just a trifle”) then these ninetenths
were carried out not by 1926 but by the middle of 1918. Lenin
was fully aware of this when he wrote four vears later: “We
have not yet finished laying the foundation of socialist. economy.”

But if we consider these nine-tenths not from the viewpotnt
of the transference of power and ownership to the proletarian
State, but from the viewpoint of the actual construction of a
truly socialist society — the regeneration of the peasant masses
which will transform them from small producers and private
employers even if it be on nationalised land, into workers in a
united socialist economy in which classes have been abolished —
to declare now that nine-tenths of the task have been carried
out is tantamount to sowing illusions, harmiul to the course of
the Russian proletariat as well as to the course of the inter-
national revolution. In order to declare this one must skip over
all the doctrines of Marxism and Leninism, and over the following
statement by Lenin which is only too frequently forgotten in
our days. :

Lenin wrote:

“As long as private ownership of the means of pro-
duction (for instance, of agricultural implements and cattle,
even if private ownership of land be repealed) and freedom
of trade exist, the economic foundation of capitalism also

exists.” P
_In our country, close on 25 million peasant farms carry on
their work under these very conditions — private ownership of

the means of production accompanied by the repeal of the
private property of land. And at present it could not be otherwise.
We have achieved enormous successes, we have ‘astounded the
world by the creative economic capacity of the proletariat and
we will continue to astound the world by the enmormous pace
of our achievements in the construction of a socialist economy.
Bui the position of the peasantry remains the same, whilst a
victorious socialism pre-supposes that all this will be digested
and altered: through the co-operative movement, through in-
dustrialisation and electrification. '

In 1922 Lenin said: “we have not even finished laying the
foundation of socialist economy” and in 1925 we are fold that
nine-tenths of the programme of the Communist Manifesto has
been carried out.

And yet Lenin was neither a pessimist nor an unbeliever
when he said this. His declaration was not intended to engender
pessimism and could not contribute to the lowering of the fighting
morale and energy of proletarian construction in the U.S.S.R.
On the contrary, it was a call to more energetic activity with
respect to the transformation of a N. E. P. Russia into a Socialist
Russia. But Lenin deemed it necessary to tell the proletariat the
truth and nothing but the truth about our position, and by this
truth to imbue the proletariat with the spirit of construction and
the spirit of class struggle.

On the other hand, sowing illusions and skipping over
facts are tantamount to laying in store disillusion for the
Russian and the international proletariat.

The Party did not make such declarations the symbol of its
faith. The adoption of this theory would require the withdrawal
of a whole series of Party declarations which hitherto no one
has questioned. It is simply because 'the Partv did not make these
declarations of individual comrades its symbol of faith, because

it did not enter them into its table of commandments, that we

have the night to criticise and fo protest against these opinions
held by some comrades or by some groups of comrades. We
cannot but protest against ‘this tendency, for if no one in the
Party and in the Comintern protested against it, it would in
the course of time lead inevitably to that against which we not
only protest now, but against which we hope to protest in



unison with the overwhelming majority of our Party and of the
Comintern {laughter), viz, against the substitution for the, inter-
national revolutionary perspective, on which Lenijn - carried on
the -entire practical werk from the moment of the October
Revolution, by the national-reformist perspective which_ is being
cifered us. And we, assume that the Comintern, as the revolu-
tionary organisation of the proletariat, can and must help our
Party to resist this tendency. Such are the practical and theore-
tical elemenis which constitute the Right tendency. . ... ..,
Some comrades have tried to declare that our struggle
against this truly Right tendency is welcomed by the bourgeois
press and by Social Democracy. 1 declare that this is absolutely
untrue (disorder) that on the-contrary — as was only to be
expected — it is precisely this Right tendency on which the world
bourgeoisie bestows its compliments and -on the. further develop-
ment of which Social Democracy places its hopes. In order that
complete clarity be . established with respect.to this  importani
matter, I propose to the Presidium. of the .Comintern to imstruct
any kind of commission :to -collect: .and publish in several
languages all the. comments of the bourgeois and Social Dgmo-
cratic press, without eliminations ( a vcice: “Do- you really
imagine that the Comintern will wasfe time on this!”) and then
the. workers will see who gets the applause of this press
{disorder). I am prepared.io assist thig commission and ‘to. hand
over to it the enmormous amount of matevial which I possess. I
will give just one example. I Miliukov was quoted here in
-order to show ihat the bourgeoisie is applauding us, I will refer
io the most perspicacious enemy of proletarian dictatorship who
was considered and as such repeatedly quoted by no other than
Lepin. This, is what the real representative of the new bour-
geoisie, Ustrialov, writes with respect to and after the XV. Con-
ference. He writes in his article “Crisis in the C. P.8. U.” in ihe
organ of “Novesti Zhizni” No. 232 of October 19th 1926 (the
italics are Ustrialov’s):
“The need now is for a new manoeuvre. a new imoulse,
. o speak figurately, for Neo-NEP. From this poin{ of view
cne' mus¢ ‘adiit that 'a number of aciual concessions which
the Farty deemed if necessarv to make fo the Zinpvievists
cannot but fill one with serious apprehensions.”
And then again: : )
“Gloty be to the Polit. Buréau if the mea culpa decla-
ration of the Cprosition leaders is the result ‘of their one:
sided and uncenditional canitulation. But woe to ' the Polit.

Buréau ‘if it be the fruit of compromise with {hem. In the’

I~fter ‘Pnse’ there is sure to beistriggle ... The victorious
Central (‘Comrhittee must ‘obtdin internal immunity against
the” disintegrating -viris of -the Opwvosition. It must make all
she necessary deductions from its defeat. .. Otherwise it will
be a misfortune for the country.:lt is in this manner that

this matter must be- approached by the-ifitelligentsia Lin-

Russia, by the business expert milien, by ‘the ideologists of
evolution and not of revolution.” o .7
Ustrialov’s deduction is: ' - R

“That is -why we are. at present not onlv: against
Zinoviev but also decidedly for Stalin” (Disorder). '
Let the comrades who will quote' Miliukov. remember also

to ouste this conception of Mr. Ustrialov. the most persnicacious
~f the enemies of proletarian. dictatorship (a voice from the
wndiencer “When was this written?”). This fwas written after the
¥V  Conference. Of course some . of our class enemies: like

Miliukov are mot at all aversz to wsing-our “criticism”, but to

rake up for 'this thev, like Ustrialov. approve of the policy

adorted against our views. ¢t ,

© One must sav, comrades, that Mr. Ustrialov, the perspi-

cacious enemy who recommends to the ‘Central Committee to

make the necessary. deductions from the defeat of the opposition
and to give it the quietus, does- not absiain-from giving advice
trs #he Central Committee. For instance. he reminds them of old

Plato and his advice concerning :peaple.wha might be harmiul

i the State. ‘and he repeats Plato’s. advige: . “Pay personal

tomaoe to fhese reaple. crown them with laurel - wreaths. but

send them out of the countrv, and as far:as possible {laughter).

. Comirades, we consider.it our duty te; fight against the Right
tendency 1 have described and we consider it: our right to-defend
aur views within +the framework  of .the' Partv, -within - the

framewaork «af  its statutes. More  than. that. we hold that this’

struogle-of ours will :not remain withont influence on ihe policy

ol the Party and that it has already. exeneised-its -influence, as.
T already said at the XV Barty Conference. .In spite of the

sharpness of the discussions wich have taken-place.at this Plenum
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on the basis of the lessons of the pasi,year: and with the good
will of the majority. we could find a common line for practical
work. However, lor the .purposes of this struggle we .were.
charged with crimes of all sorts. No attempt was made to appro-
ximate these charges to our actual views, — their main opject
was to discredit us as much as possiple, .. o

I will not go intc all; these ché rges . but will only, deal
briefly with three of them which are now given special
prominence, . L Lo

The first charge is that of the hegemony of Troiskylism. The
secpnd charge — promiotion. of or swpport for the idea of two
parties. And the third concerns the practical” policy of prices.

_As o the hegemony of Trotskyism, I must declare that all of
you who are experienced politicians must bé aware that when.
attempts, are made to substitute for an examinalion of the psoﬂ’iﬁcai
and practical declarations which we have made in common with
Trotsky — a hue and cry about the hegerfiony of Troltskyiism, this;
can only be described as.a striategical mowve. ']ft is a Talse assertion.
We have mever defended, wé are mot defending ,now. nor do we
intend to deféend in the future that which separaied historical
Trotskyism from Leninism — permanent reyolution, the question
of tht; peasantry as raised by Trofsky, ei¢, {Disorder; interjec-
tiops. . e 2t

. But just now. it fis not these errqnghujé;ﬂ ideas of Comrade
Trotsky which are atfacked, but precisely. those ideas of Trofisky
which led him to Lenin. The ideas which are. being attacked af
present are not cur ideas, and not Trotsky’s ideas but the ideas
of Lenin. Cur opponents are :5(’(ta.ék!’u';lgi the funidamental ideas of
Leninism, for instance the idea of. clos:zst commection beltween. our
revioluion and the international revglutiom — callinig these ideas
“Trotskyism”. This is not an igelated cass in. the history of
Commiun'sm. More than once, Mirx’; iideas,.
were: called Blanquist, The present ideols
the foarless chzmpion agaimst Tralsky
‘has wasted plenty of paper and has sj
Lenin’s idess, calling them Blangis
reject. everything which separated
together with him we will defend the
Lenin‘sm aganst the attacks of thosg
ling them. T e

Here is a simple but very claar example which should suffice
o throw light on the true state of affzlrs, éven if all other dir-
cumistances had by some geological gause disappeared. Comrade
Trojsky has quoted here the programyne;of the' Youmg COm-
‘munist League of the Soviet Union.” As’ ygu did ot allow him fo
i-rocead, 1 hope you will aliow ma2 to read the statement com-
iained in paragraph.4 of the programme of the Young Coim-
mugist;, League: T .

“Although Russia possesses énjo'frmqhs; natural - weslth,
it is an economically backwargd country, with a pre-emiriently

-petty bourgeois ‘population. It-can.only .arrive at socialism

‘through the world proletarian revolution, the epoch of e

development -of which we have, just entgred.)” ) :

Colmrades, . this -statement ‘qa‘:r"tgalinlz(x,i «lashes’ with the, kheory
“of Socialism in one country” as.propounded here. If you nccept
wtis theory, you will, have to alter. this, statement, - L

I propose to follow !tha,goiad’mil_ «s.gtag? - calling” a spaide
a spade, (voiges from the audience:,“And Troiskyism — Trots:
kyism”)  {laughter), and consequently calling: #hose who propose |
to revise the programme — rey Comfists (Disgrder, interjections) |
and . those who stand up for tag 'oﬁ,‘d‘..,‘prp@ri; "'p}n;e.‘:o-rth‘gid‘axisdxs
{interjections, disorder, laughter). L.am , agking you; “who; is
proposing to eliminate from this programmie the words about
the world revolution? Is it Trotsky?, If, Trotsky were to de so,
we would be against him. But the I3tt jis;that it is not Trotsky
who proposes to revise this programime, to. eliminate the words
sipout- the world proletarian revilygtion, but, the  olhers, . And,
therefore, we, together with Comrade Trotsky, are against these .
others. Whoever were to propose this rewision, this distoriion of .
a clear and precise Leninist doctring — yqu are surely not going
tp. sav that this. programme was written ynder, the influsnce of
Trotsky and not under the inflyence ;of Lenin: — we wolild be
always agninst him and always. om, the side of dhose who would
carry on fa struggle against such.a revision, We, ar= with Trotsky’
because he does ot revise Lewinls Adundamental idees, such
ideas as the ties between our. revolution and the intermational
revolution, but there are others who would revise thils.. ..

It was said. at the XV. Conferense that the new . element
which appeared in our Party during: the: last vears, was the fact

i&'ﬂ

rue; igeis: of Marxism. and
;Wﬁq are af present distior-
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that we had identified ourselves with Trotskyism. (Voices: “Hear,
hear.) This is mot so. The mew 'elemient in the Party is that some

comrades are deparfing’ from Leninism with respect to very’

serious and fundamental questions, induding fhe question-of the

ties between our revolution and the worid revolution. (Zinoviev:’

“Hear, hear”.) , o

As to the question of two parties, we stand up for the idea
of one monopolist Communist-Bolshevik Party personiifying dic-
tatorship in our country. I defy you to find a single word in
any of owr writings which can be interpreted as going against
this (Disorder, a voice: “What about your deefds?”). On the
confrary, you. miust admit that when a tendency made its appe-
arance iny our Party towards undermining this question and
giving it an -erroneous -interpretation, we were the ones who
proposed to reaffirm the true, Leninist idea of the dictatorship
of the Party. (Disorder, a volice: “What about Ossovsky?”).

With respect to the question of prices, we reject the policy
of higher prices. I declared thiis already at the July Plenum of the
C.C. and then this same declaration wizs put in writing and
signed by Trotsky and: miyself in ornder that it should be adlded Lo
the minutes of the XV. Conferoace — a strafightiowiard end opzn
declaration that we reject the violicy of raising wholesale prices.

Although this written declaration of ours wis not added to fhe

minutes znd will therefore mot be read by those membars of
our Party who read minuttes, this. dedlaration ramains in foote,
and whatever efforts bz made to saddiz ws with the roliy of
higher orices, T declare sthat I was never a supportar of this po-
Ticy amd will always fight against if. 0 ,

Contrades, ¢uch are the charges against us.

Whit do we'then actually assert? What is our-Credo? Our
reply to tlie most important questions ean ve formulated in the
following Dbrict propositions. 1i gozs without 'saying that tais
reply is not an exhaustivé Ope; 1 cannot in-such a sho.t space
of time reply to all the questions, but will Timit myself to th2
mest impostant. o

Firstly, we assert that it is ess¢ntial ‘to cairy-on a struggle
not oniy. againsi. those who have deseried Commiin'sm for
ultra-Leltism, who maintain that the - October kevolution - is
degenerating into a bourgeois revolution, who are espousing
synd.calism and anarchism orare throwing th3mselves, in their
despair, into the arms of the eneémiss of the U.S.S.R,, and of
the Comintern, but also against the Right tendencies: — I have
already described them — ‘which consciously or semi-consciously
on the basis of the idea that stabilisation has come to stay for

decades, drive the Party on {o the path of a relaxation of prole-

tarian dictatorship.

- Secondly, we assert that the entire politico-educational work
within the proletariat, must &2 based on the ‘dea of world
revelution; that one cannot elimingte from the poogramme of the
Young Commanist Leagus the, words quojed by mie, just as one
could not eliminate the profintern front the statutes of the trade
unions. We must tell all the workers {hat we will tuild up a
comiptete Socialist society in .our country, but thal :we will do
so with ‘the help of the woild proletariat, that with rggard io
this point it is impermissible to revise Lenin’s iviews.

- Thirdly, we assert that this perspective can in .no. way, im-
pair-the energy and enthusiasm of the proletariat, of ou:r Party

and of the Young Communist League with resnect to the prac-
fical: const-irction of Soctalism i our coun'ry, that every -success.

of the proletariat and of: the! Soviet. Powzr with. respect. to
sociakist construction is a poweriul clement of the growing sworld
revolution which s’ not far distant.; ', . Lo
Fourthly, we assert that the pre-conditions Ins the cou-
struction of Socialism are the allidnce betwezn the working: class
and the peasantry (on the basis poidted out byt Lenin, i. er pre-
servation of the'leading tole of the proletarist) #nd the‘industriali-
sation of the country. If ‘industrialisation s retarded,, there <can
ke no-further ¢onsolidation -of the alliance batweernr the ‘peasantry
and ‘e -proletdriat.: At the présent jumcture, industrialivation: is
thé: premise of a"further ‘comsolidation’ of ‘the union ‘with *the
peasanitry and particularly ithe :premise “of ther présernation of
the-leading-role of the working class in this union: This explains
our’ attitude to the question'iof the. pace of industsialiation.
Fifthly; we assert that"fheiGause of victorious construction
of socialism and preservation of the leading roléi of‘the prole-
tariat in the economic as well as the political ' $phere demand
2 systematic ificrease of its:shate of the national revenve: given
the presant level of our- econtomy, in the tenth tyear of Soviet

Power — a“correct wage policy must be based on the idea that
higher wages are the premise for @ greater productivity. . of
labour, and not viee versa. Approchement of the workers. to the
State, - increasing their activity to - counteract. the - indisputable
growth of the"activity of non-preletarian and anti-proletarian
groups of the population, such are the fundamental political
tasks-at' the present juncture. w0 o
" Sixthly, we assert that among the various sections of ihe,
peasantry the poor peasantry is the only solid: prop of the
proletarian revolution. We :are still of the opinion that the
entire ‘policy in the villages .must be guided by the following
words used by Lenin: . CoEr
: “To be able to-arrive at an agreemeni with the middle
peasantry, whilst not relinquishing for a minute the struggle
against the kulaks and to look upon the poor. peasamtry as
‘the only solid prop.”" A e ;
In order to act in accordance with these instructions, it
Is essential #o carry on a policy in this spirit with respect to.
the ‘poorest sections of the: peasantry (freeing 40% of taxes,
credit on' favourable ‘conditions, preferentidl . supply of dgricul-
tural” implements, etc.), looking upon the poor peasantry,. the
consolidation  of its social power and politicat role .in the
villages &s ‘the :chief basis for the construciion of socialism in
our country. R IS I
Seventlily,: we assert that in the internaticnal® sphére it /s
essential to revert to the fundamental insiructionis of Lenin wh
dissociated himself from any attempts to spread e iFlusion th~:
ithe U.S/S.R,, in the intermational movemenf, ¢n depend .o
clements represented ' in the Anglo-Russian Cemmittee ‘or in the:
General - Council, etc. ot : il
Such are our real views. This is not Social Democratisim,
not “Trotskyism”, but Leninism. L e e
We are of the opinion that the defence-~of these, cur re:l
views does not justify anyone to reproach us with amy deviatioa
rom Lenin’s views. We think that it is essenfial to create in
the Party conditions whick would make it impossible that the
nrepagation of these views — even if they do not.coinaride wiih
the views of ‘this or that member of the C. C. i— be looked upon
as a crime against the Party. The declaration of Octeber 16
remains in force as far as we.are concerned, but ii is a de

Cara-
tion of submission to the decisions of the: Party Congresses an‘

Conferences. of the C.C."and- C..C.C. (Disorder, interiections:
“We do not be'ieve words, we want deeds), -and eertainly not,
a recognition of our views, as: being: Social -Democratic. = .
Comrades, we are submitting and we wiil subwit fo any
decision of the Party (Voices: “You do not .show it)..You. are
preparing to deal the-opposiion a blow. We are convinced thot
this blow will only ‘strengthen the Right tendencies which 1
described. They are bound to.come: to.ihe ‘surface verv, saoi.;
and 1 have no doubt whatever that in the:-face of their
itaSle’ growth and pressure we, the .so-calied - “oppo-
ments”. will find ourselves in the same ranks with-the:
overwhelming majority of ihie proletarian elements of our Party:
‘We submit to every .-decision of the' Party. We cannot,
however, acknowledge that our practical work or our views in
any way deviate from Leninism. As always, so now and for
all-time, the only proletarian vevolutionary organisation #6 s
‘s-the Communfist International, and.Leninism. the only guide +n-
the struggle. : RSN RIS
Comrade TAN-PING-SCHAN (China):; .0 .

T will deal with four ‘main quéstions: ‘ P
-“, 1. The possibility of building ‘Sbeiatism in one ‘eountry, ire.:
the U.S.S.R. ~ ; ' Coa aed e o

' 2. The'sharpening’ of enpitalist contradictions in the fnpérial
list epoch. ) BT Co G

it
3 .

i

3. The lesseding of theé dependence ‘of a State in whish tha!
proletariat 45 already victorious, tporithe capitalist wortd mix e,
upon the capitalist world ecdnomy. o i

4. The possibility of drawing petty bourgeois economy ints
Socialist economy, " ... = SRSLENE ' IO,

On all four questions: the Party.answers affirmatively whe-
reas the Opposition replies negatively. On' the basis of the facis:
that we now see in China wé' shall estintate this theoty of the.
Onposition. Were'the Onposition dorrect it “wonld fean.that the
Chinese revolution is futile, that. the 400 ‘million’ popwlation of
China must continue to carry ‘the imperialist yoke. that ithe whole
liberation movement in the colonial and semi-colonial ‘countries:
is a horeless cause. But the facts show the contrary. :

. At the very first appearance “of Trotskvism the - Chine =
Communist Party and the Chinese Commumnist Yonth imme+qtel 7
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unanimously adopted @ resolution against Trotskyism, even
though at that time the Communist Party was theoretically weuk.
It immediately recognised the harm that Trotskyism would do
to the Chinese revolution were it to prevail in China. Comrade
Lenin once said that China will most speedily be in a position
to break through the imperialist front. In what consists. this
opportunity? Precisely because the contradictions of imperialism
become intensified with each succeeding day. Imperialist contra-
dictions appear everywhere but in China they take on an espe-
cially crass, visible and vigorous form. With the rise of ihe
Chinese revolutionary movement there are sharpened the contra-
dictions of imperialism on the one hand, while on the other hand
the revolutionary flood rises higher from day to day precisely
because of this sharpening of imperialist contradictions. This
very fact forms the strongest bulward for the victory of the Chi-
nese revolution. If the theory of Comrade Trotsky were correct,
that the contradictions of capitalism are supposed to have be-
come milder in the imperialist period, this would mean that
despite the revolutionary fervour of the national movement in
China it would now be easier for the imperialists to smother the
Chinese revolution by means of a united international interven-
tion, as was done in 1900 in the case of the Boxer uprisings.
But the facts are quite otherwise. The fact that the Chinese mili-
tary lords cannot fight jointly against the Chinese revolution
means also that the imperialists cannot proceed jointly against
the Chinese revolution.

In 1918—19, in the period of most stubborn civil war in
Russia, Comrade Lenin utilised these very contradictions among
the imperialists when he said that these contradictions will give
us a breathing spell that will permit our arming and organising
against imperialism. The Chinese revolution will utilise the in-
tensification of these imperialist antagonisms.

Now, as to the peasant question, Comrade Trotsky writes:

“The proletariat which has captured power enters upon
hostile conflicts not only with all groupings within the bour-
geoisie, which in the beginning supported the revolutionary
struggle, but also with the broad masses of the peasantry by
whose aid it has attained power.”

If this were true it would mean that the Chinese revolution
is hopeless. Everyone knows that China is an-agrarian country,
that the proletariat constitutes only a small minority of the po-
pulation. Petty bourgeois economy dominates throughout the
entire country. Thanks to the organisation, the class conscious-
ness of the Chinese proletariat in recent years in every national
struggle the proletariat has led broad masses of peasantry and
has defended their interests.

The fact that the proletariat is in a position to lead the pea-
santry and make it an ally, directly contradicts the theory of
Comrade Trotsky. To be sure there is a difference batween the
Soviet Union and China. In the Soviet Union we have the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, but a correct perspective of the Chi-
nese revolution shows that there is a possibility that under the
hegemony of the proletariat, supported by the masses of peasants
and with the aid of the Soviet Union, economic construction after
the victory of the revolution will proceed not upon a capitalist,
but upon a non-capitalist basis.

Is there a lessening of the dependence of the State in which
the proletariat has been victorious, upon the capitalist world,
upon the capitalist world market? In the present Chinese revolu-
tionary movement the anti-British tendency is particularly ob-
vious. From the very beginning British imperialism tried to or-
ganise a military intervention in order to stamp out the Chinese
revolution. But ‘it did not succeed. The denial of this thesis by
the Opposition means in practice that if the British intervention
can not stamp out the Chinese revolution, then American capita-
lism will be able to conquer China. This means that if the can-
nons of British imperialism cannot shatter the Chinese revolu-
tion, the cheap commodities of American imperialism will en-
gult China.

If Comrade Trotsky thinks that the building of Socialism,
of socialist industry, depends solely upon the quality of tech-
nique, of machinery, then he has entirely forgotten the political
power which is in the hands of the proletariat. The proletariat
of the Soviet Union has prevailed by means of its political power,
and likewise the Chinese revolution will be able, through the
nationalisation of the chiel means of production, to carry out
tshis building jointly with the non-capitalist economy of other

tates.

Under these circumstances we can say with certainty that
.the building of Socialism in a single country, in the Soviet Union,

is possible unless imperialism successfully destroys this construc-
tive work by means of military infervention. Lenin was entirely
right when he said that we have everything necessary for the
building of Socialism in the Soviet Union. .

In conclusion, if the Opposition accuses the Party of national
limitation because it affirms the possibility of building Socialism
in the Soviet Union, this is the exact opposite of the facts. The
support of the British General Strike, of the British coal strike,
by the toilers of the Soviet Union proves as clear as day that
this is an empty charge. And then the support of the Chinese
revolution! Every worker, every toiler knows what the Soviet
Union means to the Chinese revolution. And our -enemy, the
bourgeoisie, knows this equally well. The Opposition - oily
wants to conceal the proof even though it also kndws this
quite well. When Comrade Zinoviev allows himself the pleasure
of proposing that Souvarine, expelled irom the French Communist
Party, should be sent to China, then I do not know .what this
means. Perhaps because Comrade Souvarine sympathises with
the Opposition, or because he is an ultra-Rightist — do they
want the Chinese revolution to become degenerated through him?

What does this mean, to demand the withdrawal of the
Communists from the Kuomintang? It means that the Chinese
proletariat sacrifices the united battle-front in the Chinese revo-
lution, it means that the proletarian Party surrenders the broad
reyolutionary miasses, that is surrenders the hegemony of the
proletariat in the international revolution, it means the liqui-
dation of the Chinese revolution. Every counter-revolutionary,
every one of our enemies in China demands and propagates
the withdrawal of the Communists from the Kuomintang. For
example, Chang-Tso-Lin in November 1924 told a Kuomintang
member: I am. for Sun-Yat-Sen, I am for the Kuomintang,
because Sun-Yat-Sen is a good man and the Kuomintang is a
good party. I Sun-Yat-Sen and the Kuomintang expel the Com-
munists, 1 will collaborate with Sun-Yat-Sen and the Kuomintang.
Thus Chang-Tso-Lin demands the withdrawal of the Communisis
from the Kuomintang and likewise, though perhaps for diflerent
reasons, the Opposition demands the withdrawal of the Com-
munists from the Kuomintang. . )

. The Chinese Party is in complete agreement with the policy
of the Leninist Central Committee of the C. P. S. U., with the
building of Socialism in the Soviet Union, as well as with the
methods of the Party against the Opposition bloc. If the leaders
of the Opposition bloc have tried to appeal to the Enlarged
Executive of the international proletariat, then we assure themr
that the revolutionary proletariat, under the leadership of the
Comintern, is always ready, not to support but to defeat and
liquidate them. (Applause.)

Comrade ERNST MEYER (Germany):

The speeches of the Russian Opposition sounded their key
note in this sentence: With the help of the Comintern we shall

bring our views to victory. Translated from the diplomatic

language of Comrade Kamenev into a more qndersta_n.d\?b]e
tongue, this means: We appeal against the Russian majority’s
policy which is degenerating into capitalism. We are calling
for a struggle against it with the aid of the oppositional groups
and Parties of the Comintern.

Did even a single one of these opposition speakers devote
his speech to an explanation of the difficulties of the situation
in the Soviet Union, in order to desiroy the ultra-Leit and
Social Democratic vilification of Soviet Russia, in order to streng-
then confidence in Russia? No, the tone and content of all their
speeches were calculated to deepen the scepticism of the Central
and West Furopean proletariat concerning further develcpment
in Russia. ;

Heretofore all Parties have looked to the Russian Party
as an unattained model of uniform ideology and unshakable
organisational unity and sotidity. The appearance of the Oppo-
sition is apt to destroy this model in the eyes of the Comintern.
All Opposition speakers, most sharply Comrade Kamenev, have
proclaimed factional freedom. This is particularly dangerous
because to menace the unity of the C. P. S. U. means to endanger
the Soviet Union, the State of the proletarian dictatorship. To
be sure in their October declaration and in the Russian Party
Conference they made a promise that they would defend this
unity under all circumstances, but their deeds here are an open
violation of this pledge.

Comrade Zinoviev said that precisely because he is for the
dictatorship of the Party, he is for the unity of the Communist
Party. He thereby gave us a false counter-position - between
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the dicf'vat‘or‘sh\i;p of the Party and the dictatorship of the class.
In his ”Left Communism”, Comrade Lenin pointed out the
nonsense of making such a differentiation. '

In this crooked counter-position there is still another mis-
take, namely, the veiling of the fact that the dictatorship of the
proletariat in. a Leninist sense i$. not only the dictatorship of
the dndustrial’ proletariat, but of 'the” toiling class ‘under  the
hegemony. of the proletariat. ‘Comrade Lenin formuiated it thus:
- “%The highest principle of dictatorship is the maintenance

of the alliarice between proletariat and peasaniry so that the

proletariat can preserve the leading role and the State

power.” _ o

Furthermore:

 "The dictatorship of the proletariat is a’ special form
of the class alliance between the  proletariat, the vanguard
‘of the toilers, and the numerous non-proletarian toiling strata

(petty bourgeoisie, small property owners, peasantry, intel-

lectuals, etc) or with their majority, an alliance against

capital, an alliance for the purpose of ‘the complete over-
throw of capital, of the complete suppression of resistance
on the part of bourgeoisie and restoration . . .”

In the emphasis upon the dictatorship of the Party by Com-
rade Zinoviev there lies a certain menace to the alliance between
industrial proletariat and peasant class. o '

In the whole attitude of the Russian Opposition, which more
coarsely . is also the position of the German Opposition, we
see a vulgarisation of the concept of dictatorship, in which only
the application of naked force is considered instead of also the
means of economically overcoming the bourgeoisie.

With this 1 come to the question of the N. E. P. The
question  is closely bound up with that of the building of
Socialism in . Soviet Russia. What is Socialism? Comrade
Bukharin has already pointed out that Marx understood by
Socialism, the first, lowest phase of Communism. Lepin in his
“State and Revelution” went deeper into this question. It is
stated there: ) )

“Thereby in the first phase of Commuitist soctety. (which
is usually called Socialism) ‘Gourgeois righis’ are mot com-
pletely done away with, but only partially, to the extent
of the already achieved economic transformation, i. e, with

respect .to the means. of production”. o

Lenin then. explains that Socialism doss. not yet mean the
complete establishment of a Communist, §ocial .order, but on}y
the transier of the. means of production from private ownership
into the possession of the proletarian State power. )

Is it possible to reach this goal in a’ single country, in
this case in Soviet Russia? Is if . possiblé to bring about a
socialisation of the means of production in Soviet Russia? Is
the N. E. P. a. means whereby to. reach this? How contradictory
the: Opposition is we can see from the, statements of Trotsky
in his pamphlet  “Socialisnr . or Capitalism” in which it is
stated, with respect to the intertwining of Soviet ecomomiy with
world economy: ; Co T . .

“But the capitalist. world market contains not only

‘terrors for us — it also opens big possibilities to us. We

reczive thereby a comstantly broader access to the achieve-

ments of scientific technique, to its most ccmplicated pro-
" ducts. If the world market, by drawing into itself a socialist
economiy, creates ‘new dangers for the latter, it at the same

#ime  assures the socialist State, provided only that its

economic dealings be regulated correctly, powerful antidotes

against these dangers. If we wtilise the world market for

 ourselves in the correct manner, we shall be able to acce-
lerate further the process of the shifting of equalisation co-
efficient fo the advantage of Socialism....”

“And to the extent that we move forward this advantage
will appear more and more victorious.”

In his preface Comrade Trotsky took up the question of
what objections could be raised against the N. E. P.: .

“Hostile” judgment follows two. directions: 1. they say
that by building up socialist economy (this is the German
translation corrected by Comrade Trotsky himself) .— we
will ruin the country; 2. on the other hand they say about
us that by developing the productive forces we are in reality
coming to capitalism”.

Trotsky then continues: . . .

“The first sort of criticism is. characteristic of bourgeois
“thousht. The second sort of criticism is that of the Social

Democracy, that is, the Socialist-masked bourgeois thinkers.”

And now, we ask, doss not this Social Democratic conception
which says that we are approaching capitalism, stand much closer

to the views of the Russian Opposition, than to the conceptions
of the Party ‘majority? : o A i

The clarification of these problems is necessary not omnly
for the building of Socialism in Soviet' Russia, but -for -all
Communist Parties, which:will be conironted with the  problem
of not onlv capturing power but also of maintaining power -and
building Socialism in their country. ‘Precisely ‘because we desire
that the experiences made in Soviet Russia with N. E. P. and war
Communism shall not remain. umused, but that they shall be
exploited by the proletariat of all countries, precisely, for this
reason we emphasise the importance of clarifying these problems
in connection with the question of socialist coastruction in Soviet
Russia. : i T

With this 1 come to the. question of the reaction of the
activity of the Russian: Opposition upon the Commmmiist Inter-
national, and especially upon the German ultra-Leit. That which
the Russian Opposition whispers here will be trumpeted on a
worsened scale by the oppositional groups in the Comintern.
Comrade Zinoviev spoke quite in the style of Kersch, Ruth
Fischer and Maslow, that one cannot confuse the N. E. P.. with
Socialismn. If the: Russian Opposition talks: about the existence
of the danger of a degeneration, in the mouths of Korsch,
Ruth Fischer and Maslow this no longer is stated as an inter-
twining in world economy, but an already accomplished retreat
to capitalism. We find that the Russian Opposition means not
only a disturbance of the building of Socialism in Soviet Russia,
but also a disturbance of the building of the Communist Parties
outside of Russia, and theéreby a hindering of the world revo-
lution. Just as little as the small Spartakus Bund. in autumn
1017 allowed itse!f to be held back from supporting the C. C. of
the Bolshevik Party and the revolution 'because of reports on
the oppositional attitude of Comrades Zinoviev and Kamenev
on the question of the conquest of power, just as little will the
larger Commmunist Party of Germany allow the attitude of the
Opposition to hold it back from the support of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union and its present C. C.

Comrade Zinoviev closed his speech with the assurance that
he would fight against factions. In reality the appearance of
the Opposition was an attempt to form a new international
faction and, for this purpose to strengthen the Opposition which
exists in the Comintern. Comrade Zinpviev here defended, in
principle the permissibility of a bloc,” of course he only ‘spoke
about his bloc with .Comrade Trotsky, but Comrade Zinoviev
and the Russian Opposition ‘are also in a bloc with the Germian
ultra-Left, even with those who were expelled ‘from the Commu-
nist Party of Germany. Yet the Russian conmirades in their
October declaration solemnly promised to oppose all these

"factional efforts. But has even a single one of the Opposition

leaders said one single word against their supporters in Ger-
many? Comrade Zinoviev said that he stood upon the Leninist
viswpoint: struggle against Right and Left."To. this I want
to say that at the time of the Open Letter Comrade Zinoviev
said: “The greatest danger in Germany is the  ultra-Left”. In
March of this year, at the Enlarged Executive, he was guilty
of poor taste politically of putting Comrade Brandler on one
place with the expelled renegade Katz, and now, when he still
speaks in principle about the struggle against Right and Left,
concretely he only combats the alleged or -actiial Right mistakes
in the various Parties. The actual behaviour of Comrade Zi-
noviev shows that his signature to the Open Letter was worth
exactly ‘as much as the signature of Ruth Fischer and the other
ultra-Leftists. The policy of -equivocation and double dealing
carried on by the German ultra-Left is also a feature of certain
leaders 'of the Russian Opposition.

Comrade Zinoviev and the ultra-Left allegedly demand the

‘most vigorous struggle against Socal Democratic and opportu-

nist deviations. But what contributed more to the strengthening
of the German Social Democracy, to the weakening of Commu-
nism in Germany, than the nolicy of Ruth Fischer conducted with
the supnort of Zinoviev, which Zinoviev would like to continue
to-day in a bloc with Ruth Fischer!

The lack of mrinciple of the Opnosition bloc is, characterise,

“for instance. bv Comriade Radek, who formerly opposed the Ruth

Fischer and Maslow policy, but who has now enlisted with

Zinoviev, body, boots and breeches, in Comintern politics.

Does Party democracy, which the.Rissian Oppositional lea-
ders demand in the Russian Party and in the Comintern, mean
the hushing up of all differences and the toleration of all prin-
cipial mistakes? That is surely a bloc which by its lack of prin-
ciple leads to a political morass.

Especially in recent months through the struggle against the
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vltra-Left we have gained in influence and we have severely
weakened the Social Democracy. We know that only by conti-
niing ‘this policy, which :is also expressed in the resolutions of
the Enlarged: Plenum; . will we be able to hasten the world
revolution. The appearance  of the Opposition means a
damage 4o the Soviet Union; and it is also a crime against the
international labour movement.

~ Comrade BIRCH (America)(LOVE,M)

.- Comrades, 1 propese to introduce a declaration in the name
of tthe ‘American Delégation. ,

‘But, before presenting the resolution, I propose to handle
very briefly four questions: firstly, the Monroe Doctrine “theory”
givei us by Comrade Trotsky the other night; secondly, the
gitestion of the role‘of the Soviet Union for the American labour
movement; third, the problem of pessimism; and fourth, the
question of blocs and. factionalism in the -Communist Inter-
fational. - : :

The other night Comrade Trotsky attacked Comrade Pepper
as the supposed evangelist of a new theory of Monroe-Doctrine
for the Soviet Union and from that, Comrade Trotsky turned the
centre of gravity of his attack to Comrade Stalin, on the question
of building up Socialism in the Soviet Union.

First of all: it must be said that no one has ever proposed
any such doctrine, or theory, as the joke given us by Comrade
Trotsky in his talk about the Monroe-Doctrine. Secondly, either
Comrade Trotsky wilfully misrepresents the Monroe-Doctrine
in its full signficance and real meaning at different times, or
he misunderstands the whole question of the Monroe-Docirine.
Conirade Bukharin: in. speaking of the Monroe-Doctrine merely
asked: what about -the slogan against the capitalists: “Hands
off the Soviet Union.” : ’

Let me tell very briefly what the Monreo-Doctrine is. If one
analyses the Mpnroe-Doctrine. in all its phases he will find some
very serious - basis for Comrade Trotsky being wrong even in
his jokes. The Monroe-Docirine provides — and comrade Trotsky
forgets — (1 am quoting literally from the Doctrine) ‘“that the
American continents, by the free and independent condition which
they have assumied and maintained, are hencéforth not to be colo-
nised as . subjects for future colonisation by any European
powe.ps’,’\ . . .

Today the Monroe-Doctrine is utilised by American imperia-
lists as a lever for a monopolist position on the American con-
tinents: But at .the time the Monroe-Doctrine was issued — omne
hundred .years ago — it was issued by the then revolutionary
American bourgeoisie, who, through a revolufion against the
British: monarchy, had put themselves in a position to issue this
doctrine. Against whom and against what? Against the coloui-
sation of fhe American continents by feudal forces, against the
Holy Alliance! It is a bold misrepresentation of fact to bring in
this theory of the Monroe-Doctrine as it is to-day, as it is used
by the imperialists of the United States, and to try thereby fo
{hrow dirt over the whole fundamental question of the building
of Socialism in the Soviet Union. Would Comrade Trotsky say
he is opnosed to the rejecting of any attempt at capitalists coloni-
‘sation of the Soviet Union? Would he be opposed to resisting all
attempts to treat the Soviet Union as a colony? Of course not.

" And when Comrade Trotsky comes and uses the Monroe-
Doctrine in his static, narrow sense, when he interprets the
Monroe-Doctrine solely as it is' to-day, and omits deliberately
the historical background and the statement of conditions at the
fime of its {ssmance, at that time — the young American bour-
geoisie were struggling against the feudal powers, — he either
misunderstands or misvepresents, To-day  the Socialist Soviet
Union can very well say to the imperialist powers, “Hands oft
4nd no colonisation”. - i A
" Comrades, for us in America the Soviet Union plays an
eviraordinary role. In Gerrhany, in France, in England, the ob-
iective conditions are far more favotitable; there the werking
class is far more devéloped. the revolutionary interests are far
more advanced. The lack’ of these forces, the absence of these
elements for the revolutionising of the American working - class
— presents us with a situation in which the ve«rv_examp]e, the
very role and fhe very experience of the Soviet Union are a re-
volutienising factor. ' ' o :

Qne ‘word about pessinrism.. Because of our difficult objec-
tive conditions, with our numerous obstacles fo the building of
A mass Communist Party in the Uriited State, pessimism may be
a very serious problem. We have #n fight it in certain sections
of ovr Parly and we have had to fight it doubly hard baravise
of the tendency to develop a pessimistic outlook, because of the
Yentensy to lose faith in the revolutionary mevement, as shown
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by the Opposition of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
which is now trying to extend its influence on an’ international
scale.

Coming to the question of factionalism. The line of the Op-
position here was not only a renewal of the conilict, but a pre-
paration for more conflicts, for conilicts in other seetions of the
Comintern. And as I read this, I remind myself of the stateme:t
of Comrade Lenin, when he said that he who believes in_words
is an idiot. Deeds are what count! The line that the Opposition
has continued here, has shown that their words-are empty words,
and that they will do everything in their power not only to pro-
long, but to extend the Opposition in cther parties.

Comrade Zinoviev gave one part of the Opposition pro-
gramme, Comrade Trotsky added another part, Vuyovitch ' dealt
with a concrete part of the programme, Kamenev capped the
whole -programme with kis threats. This Was an organised at-
tempt to lay the basis, to give a programme to the Opposition in
the International. It is ridiculous fo say that we are in favour
only of blocs and not of factions, or of two Communist Parties.
The bloc theory leads to the faction theory. and the faction theory
leads to the double party theory, which {mplies the facfics of the
s,rght. Just as the Communist Party of the Soviet Union has anni-
hilated the attempt to form this April blo¢, T feel confident that
the Communist Parties of every country will destroy the attempt
to form in the International a so-called “December bloc”.

Speaking for the delegation from the American Communist
Party, I want to say that every one of us feels that particularly
because of the weakness of our Party, particularly because of
the objective difficulties we face, do we realise the dangers of
the position taken by the Opposition in the Communist Party of
the Sowviet Union. I can add that our delegation after listening
to the speeches of Zinoviev, Trotsky, Kamenev and Vuyovitch,
feels more convinced and better equipped to go back to America
o see to it that not a trace of support shall be given in our
Party to this Opposition. Every report we have received froth
the districts on this question has ‘shown that not a sidole
rmember of . these district committees has so far voted for the
Opposition, for Comrades Trotsky, Zinoviev and others. We
assure you that with the equipment which we have now gathered,
including the speeches delivered here by the Opposition, we
will -do our utmost to convince, to educate our Party so that
not a member of the Communist Party of America will give
his support fo -the destructive position taken by Comrades
Zinoviev, Trotsky and the others. (Applause.y’

The following declaration was thereupon read’ into the
record of the proceedings: T

. _Declaration of the American Delegation.

The Delegation of the Workers (Communist) Party ‘of
America to the VII Enlarged Plenum of the Executive Committee
of the Communist International, declares on behalf .of .the whole
Party, ifs whole-hearted ' solidarity with the results of the XV
Party Conference of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.
We unreservedlv agree with and supnort the political line and
Leninist leadership of the Central Committee of the C. P. S U.
(b), approved unanimously by the: XV Party 'Conference. and
are unalterably opposed to the ideology and policies of the
Oppesition bloc. ' :

Cur Party from the beginning opposed Trotskyism, not
onlv as an international phenomenon, but also in its American
variztion ‘as exntessed in fhe gross social-democratic deviations
of. Lore..Our Party deemed it necessarv to continue to fight
against Trotskyism also when it received  the _support of the
leaders of the new Opposition, Comrades Zinoviev and Kamenev,
whose platform is ‘a . deviation from Leninism and a surrender
fo Trotskvism. In July and October. and -again'in its last No-
yember Plenum. out Ceritral - Committée. condemned severely
the new Ormposition and the new Onbositional bloc. We were
convinced that fheir policies were wrong, and that this Oppo-
sition not. only imoerilted the unity of the C. P. S. U. (b, and
thereby the dictatorshio of the proletariat in the Soviet Repuiblic,
but that it wes defrimental also to the moét vitai and important
interests of the prolefariat of all countries, as’ well as of our
American Party. ‘ :

The brilliant example of the Commmmnist Party of the Soviet
Union is one of the greatest sources of inspiration ‘and will-
to-fisht for our Partv, as well as for the class-conscious sectiont
of the Amevican working class. The Communist Partv of America
was founded in connection with +he miochty wave of enthusiasm
ralled forth bv the outbreak .of the Russian Revolution. In
America {vath s scarcity of other revolutionary factors), where
capitalisr is still on the upgrade, in the country of the most
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powerful .imperialism and' tie most reactionary labour aristo-
cracy, -where  indepenident mass actions - of the working class
are so few, where the working class has yet no political mass
party — the existence of the Soviet Union and the successful
building of socialism within it, play relatively a more important
role as revolutionary stimulus to the working class than in other
countries which possess. a:revolutionary tradition, where capi-
talism is declining. ; :

The American Party, severely condemned and fought the Rus-
sian Olpposition’s attitude which is tantamount to a relinquishment
-of revolutionary perspectives for the Soviet Union. The hetro-
genous elements of the Russian Opposition are kept together
by the common basis of dsbeliel in the possibility of- the
building up of socialism in the Soviet Union with its own
internal revolutionary -forces, they are united in an unprin-
cipled Opposition to . the Leninist leadership of the Central
Committee of the C.P.S.U. (b). Trotskyism, which based all
its hopes upon direct staie aid by the West European proletariat,
which continually prophesied the inevitable, irreconcilable ulti-
mate struggle between the peasantry and the working class,
certainly represented, from the very beginning, the comglete
negation of the fundamental premises of proletarian dictatorship.
Only an unhealthy pessimism can at present ignore the growing
predominance of Socialist elements in the economy of the Soviet
Union. Only people who have lost faith in the leading position
of, the proletariat and the revolutionary role of the Communist
Party, only those who, have accepted Trotskyism as against
Leninism, can proclaim the principle that it is altogether
impossible to build socialism in the country comgleteiy, or deny
the possibility of completing the couastruction of socialism in
the Soviet Union with the internal forces of the Russian Revo-
lution. It is contrary to the living principles of Leninism to say
with comrade Zinoviev, that the New Economic Policy is the
“broadest retreat’ and nothing but a . retreat. 1t is a social-
democratic deviation to_characterise the state enterprises, which
Lenin called ”enterprises of a consistently socialist type”, as
State .capitalist enterprises. The whole hue and cry of the Oppo-
sition about “kulakisation” originates entirely in the opportunist
conception that the peasantry can develop only in a capitalist
direction. The opposition bloc came dangerously close to Mens-
hevik .conceptions when it proclaimed the present situation in

the Soviet Union. as a revival of capitalism disregarding the:

growing predominance of Socialist elements in the economic
system of the Soviet .Union, denying that the Soviet Union
possesses all the premises for a complete construction of so-
cialism, and announcing the degeneration of the Soviet State
and the C.P.S.U. (b). as a Party no longer representative of
the working class. o .

The American Party rejects this Social-Democratic dis-
belief in the revolutignary cause. It rejoices in the complete
victory over the Opposition at the XV Party Conference, it
welcomes the ideological struggle against the Oppositional
bloc and demands that. the.adherents oi the Opposition be kept
out of the leadership of the Communist International.

The American Party has tremendous difiiculties to face.
The labour aristocracy has gone over to the side of the capit-
alists, and even large sections of the real proletariat are dis-
heartened by. the :trememdous difficulties which confront them,
afiecting them with. a,disinclination to fight. The struggle of
our , powerful Russian brother party, the energy it shows in
overcoming the difficulties - of the construction of socialism.
and in struggling agajnst scepticism and lack of faith in iis
own ranks, ‘constitute .the greatest and most substantial help
for our small Party, which lacks revolutionary traditions aa‘!
which must work within a proletariat with few traditions of
mass revolutionary strugeles. Pessimism, scenticism, disbelief
and over-estimation of diificuliies, are the worst enemies of
the Communist idea in -America. In no other country do we
find such a quaniitv of Vex-socialists”, “ex-champions of the
class struggle”, "tired radicals”.

~Lassitude and pessimism, sometimes show themselves even
in our own ranks, and it is one of our most important tasks
to eradicate this evil. The American Party, which struiggles for
the cause of socialism in the most powerful immerialist country,
the representative of the capitalist pole of pres=nt society, lcoks
vwith full admiration to the great C. P. S. U. (b which created
a pewerful Wonkers’ Revublic and which is tuilding socialism
at the other pole '— the -Socialist pole. We ses clearly the
connection between th= dishelizf in the wossihility of comnlete
construction of socialism in the Soviet Union and the disbeliaf
in the final defeat of cavitalism in America. The Workers
{Comimunist) Party of America declares relentless struggle

International Press

Cdrrespondence 57

against the Russian Opposition. It is convinced that the growth
of socialism in the Soviet Union is giving the greatest impetus
to the world revolution and to the revolutionary forces which
will ‘accomplish -the final defeat of capitalism in America.

" The action of the leaders of the Opposition bloc at the
Plenum of the Enlarged Executive cannot be interpreted other-
wise than an attempt to unleash a new factional struggle. They
did not give an “explanation” of their standpoint, they brought
forward an Opposition platform against the platform of the
C. P. S. U. and of the Communist International. They attempted
an international - prolongation of the Russian Opposition and
sought an ideological basis for the open and disguised Opposi-
tional elements within the Comimunist International. The Ameri-
can Party protests energetically against these new attempts at
factional - struggle, which can only benefit the enemies of the
Communist International. The American Party which, after many
years of factional struggles under which the Party suflered
severely, is now on the way of inner consolidation, declares
itself in complete agreement with the slogan issued by Comrade
Bukharin “Down with factionalism in the Communist Inter-
national”. It urges the Plenum of the Enlarged Executive io
take a definite stand against the international factiomalism again’
proclaimed by the leaders of the Oppositional bloc within the
C. P. S. U. as-well as within the Comimunist International”,

Comrade FIALA (Austriaj:

In the name of the Austrian delegation 1 wish to make the
following declaration:

“The Austrian delegation at the VH. Enlarged Executive
of the Comintern sees in the appearance of the Opposition Ltloc
at the Plenum an attempt to extend the struggie against the
unity of the C. P. S. U. into all the Sections.

The appearance of the Opposition bloc, whether or not
this is desired by Comrades Zinoviev, Kamenev, Trotsky, eic,
is a signal for the coalescence of all oppositional tendencies
inside of the Sections.of the Communist Iniernational, and this
appearance becomes the starting-point to new factional struggles
that will most seriously menace Party activity and that must
therefore be most decisively repudiated.

. The comrades whose platform was unanimously rejected by

the XV, Party Conference of the C. P. S. U. have without any
political necessity reopened the discussion, and have carried it
into the Comintern and its Sections. These permanent dis-
cussions needlessly hinder the Party in the carrying out of its
practical tasks, but at the same time they also strengthen among
our enemies the speculation .on the defeat of the workers.

The members of the Opposition have tried in vain to awaker
the impression that the majority advocates the conception of a
possible complete victory of Socialism in one couniry and ignores
the support of the world proletariat. The exact contrary procesds
from the report of Comrade Stalin. The purpose of these efforts,
is entirely transparent just as is the absolutely unprovable claim
that the Comintern is developing towards the Right. By this
tactical manoeuvres. attention is to be diverted from the real
gist of the problem, the possibility of socialist construction in
the Soviet Union.

“In discouragement the Opposition denies this possibility and
tries to make of its pessimism a thec:y which menaces the
existence of the proletarian dictatorship in the Soviet Union,
as 'well as the international Communistic latour movement.

The creation of such a theory is inclined to foster passivity
and pessimism ‘among the workers. If after all we cannot
build wup Socialism, will it not be wiser to invite the
capitalists to take over the business? For the European
workers the question arises as o why they should fight for the
revolution if it cannot be realised even in a country like the
Soviet Union. The denial of the possibilities of Socialist con-
struction in the Soviet Union, which ‘léads to such ideology,
is mot only incorrect, as Stalin and Bukharin have already suffi-
ciently demonstrated theoretically, but it is also highly danoercus.
Anyone who denies the possibility of socialist conmstruction in
the Soviet Union, slides tack uncheckable into the camp of {h-
Social Demogcraédy, which, since {he first weeks of the exisiencs
of the Soviet Union, resorted to the same arguments now used
by the Opposition, to try to prove that the revolution in Russia
is a transitory adventure on the part of Bolshevik adventurers.
and that it is impossible for so backward a country as Scwizt
Russia to build up Socialism.

Comrade Zinoviev gave us a citation from the “Arbeiter-
Zeitung” according to which the S. P. of Austria avvarently
mzkes advances to the Russian Party. But he forgot to offer a



88 International Press Correspondence

No. 4

vast number of other citations from the same. paper in which
the Social Democrats point out that they had long foreseen and
predicted the impossibility of building Secialism in the Soviet
Union. Comrade Zinoviev forgets to cite those passages which
state that the representatives of the Opposition bloc at last recognise
the correciness of Social Democratic criticism, .and that they
really, only repeat that which the Social Democrats have said
in the past. ;

But the most serious attack against the C. P. S. U. and the
unity of the Comintern is the effort of the Oppasition bloc with
despicable means, to foist its views upon the C. P. S. U. and the
Cemintern. No Party, and especially no Party like the C. P. S. U.
which has realised the proletarian dictatorship in a country
of 136 million population and which stands at the head of
the revolutionary proletaiat of the whole world, can or should
under any circumstances tolerate in its ranks either factions or
blocs which disturb the work of the Party and menace the
existence of the proletarian dictatorship, least of all such an
unprincipled bloc as that formed by Zinoviev and Trotsky.

Having considered the extraordinarily extensive material
and after listening to the report of Comrade Stalin and the
speeches ' of the Opposition representatives, the Awstrian dele-
gation has received new confirmation of the correctness of the
views that the C. C. of the C. P. A. already laid down in a
resolution in the Comintern. The Austrian delegation considers
the decisions of the C. C. of the C. P. S. U, and of the
XV. Party Conierence to be indispensably necessary and correct.
The Austrian delegation expresses to the C. C. of the C. P. S. U.
its full solidarity, and its readiness to support and foster with
all forces and means at its disposal the struggle of the C. C.
of the C. P. S. U. for the unity of the Party, as well as for the
building of Socialism in {ae U. S§. S R.

_ Comrade DUBOV (Yugo-Slavia):
reads the following declaration:

The Communist Parties of Yugo-Slavia, Roumania and
Bulgaria, which are affiliated with the Communist Balkan Fede-
ration, express their complete solidarity with the C. P. S. U.
and ifs C. C. in the struggle against the efforts of the new
Opposition to force the Party off the correct Leninist road: This
applies chiefly to the most fundamental ‘questions of poticy, viz.
‘1. the possibility of building Socialism in the Soviet Union,
2. the socialist character of State industry, 3. the necessity of
the New Economic Policy in an actual transition stage, 4. the
industrialisation of the Soviet Union, 5. the maintenance of the
foreign trade ‘monopoly, 6. the intensification of the struggle
against the boureaucratic degeneration of the Soviet apparatus
by the revival of the Soviets through drawing in the great
masses of non-Party people into this work, 7. the consolidation
of the alliance of the proletariat with the poor and middle
peasantry ~on the basis of the dictatorship of the  proletariat,
8. the preservation of the unified character of the Party by for-
bidding all factions and by depriving all elements hostile to the
dictatorship of the proletariat of every possibility to organise
politically. .

The constant growth of socalist State industry, the political
and economic stabilisation of the Soviet Union, the victorious
struggle against the difficulties inherént in this growth, the raising
of the activity of the broad masses by Soviet and socialist
training, tne constant improvement of the cultural and material
standard of these masses, the growing faith of .the proletariat
and peasaniry in the C. P. S. U, the undoubtell Successes of
the Soviet Union on the field of foreign diplomacy, etc. — ail
these fully confinm the correctness of the Leninist line of the
C. C. of the C. P. S. U. This guarantees that insofar as the Party
will continue it, the country will be led to the complete victory
of Socialism and the overcoming of all difficulties that may arise.
The Communist Parties and the Communist Balkan Federation
unreservedly support all decisions of the C. C. of the C. P. S, U.
and especially the energetic measures against the new Oppo-
sition, which, contrary to the decisions of the XIV. Congress, has
endeavoured to exploit the domestic and foreign difficulties of
the Soviet Union in order to organise within the Party the
factional struggle against Party unity. :

The new Opposition, by opposing the decisions of the
XIV. Congress, by its factional dealings and by its various
demagogic and utopian proposals, has not only departed from
the Leninist line of the Party, has not only under-estimated the

forces of the proletariat, but it has tried to destroy the alliance
of the proletariat with the peasantry, to call forth a split in he
Party and thereby shatter the dictatorship of  the proletariat
itseli.

Secondly, between the present attitude of Zinoviev and Ka-
menev, and that which they had in the Oectober Revolution, there
is a very close relationship. But if in 197—18 the revolutionary
proletariat, which was still weakly organised, and which had
no experience in leading the peasant masses, which had not yet
consolidated its power and. head not yet definitely broken down
the counter-revolution within the country, "if at that time the
proletariat did not waver for a single minute in continuing its
revolutionary work, and in contemptuously shaking off all fear
and pessimismi, then it is not surprising that at present also
it does the same only with a thousand times more self- confidence,
‘with a thousand times greater decisiveness.

The Communist Parties of the Balkans most heartily con-
gratulate the members of the C.P.S.U. on the determined re-
sistance they made against the shameless attempts of the new
Opposition to compromise Party unity and to break down the
struggle against the tremendous difficulties ‘of the present tran-
sition period. ~ - ’ .

By forming a bloc with Comrade Trotsky the new Oppo-
sition completely adopted his anti-Leninist platform. By forming
a faction in the ‘Party the Opposition blaoc made an attempt to
found a new Party, which in the main would not be Leninist.
Viewed from an international standpoint the Opposition bloc has
created a centre around which are rallying all elements hostile
towards the C.P.S. U. and the Comintern, and vihich have either
already left, or have been expelled from, the Communist Parties. The
activity of this bloc against the unity of the C.P.S.U. was at
the same time an attempt to undermine the unity of the Com-
intern and its Sections; its attack against the policy of the C.P.
S.U. might have destroyed the confidence of the International
proletariat in the prolefarian dictztorship,” might have slowed
down the process of the radicalisation “af 'the Social-Democratic
workers, and weakened the solidarity of the infernational prole-
tariat in its defensive actions for the Soviet Union against the
assaults of the international counter-revolution — and all this
at a moment when the imperialists are preparing themselves
for an attack upon the Soviet Union. The proposai of the Oppo-
sition to dissolve the Anglo-Russian Committee, to withdraw
from the Kuomintang, to open up.a broad discussion at the
moment when all attention must be directed tfowards overcoming
the tremendous difficulties of Socialist cohstruction and the dan-
gers which threaten the Soviet Union, likewiSé contribute to the
weakening of the position of the C.P.S:'U. and- the Comintern,
and to the strengthening of the tendencies hestile to the Soviet
Union and Comintern. 5

In the Balkan countries the appearance of the Opposition has
aroused new hopes for the downfalt of the Sqviet Union among
the bourgeoisie and reformists. Thereby the Opposition has con-
tributed to the intensification of the perseciition against the Com-
munist Parties. Under the most severé conditions of White
Terror the Communist Parties of the Balkans must parry the
blows directed against them by the foes of the revolutionary
ideology of the Balkan proletariat. ’

Although the Opposition has not succeeded in winning even
the slightest sympathy, among the members of the Communist
Parties of the Balkans, their appearance has nevertheless aroused
a certain confusion among the workers, which encourages ele-
ments hostile to the Comintern. and thereby slows down the pro-
cess of the Boishevisation of thé Communist Parties. The Com-
munist Parties of the Balkans welcoméd thé' dissolution of the
Opposition bloc and its defeat, from a political as well as or-
ganisational standpoint. - i ‘

They greet the unshakable uhity of the C. P.S. U., which was
so forcefully defended at the XV. Conferénce; they greet the
Leninist line which was expressed 'in all the resolutions of this
conference. . .

But ithe danger is not yet definitely over. The struggle against
the anti-Leninist deviations cannot come! to a standstill. No com-
promise can be made between Leninism and its theoretical devia-
tions. The Ovposition is defeated, it is in retreat, but a final end
must be made to :t. ‘ ‘

The Communist Parfies and the Communist Balkan Federn-
tion assure the C. P.S. U. that they will stand by it in its struggle
against the Opposition, and that they will unceasingly defend
the unity and Leninist line of the Communist International.

' ’ "~ (Close of Session:) :
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