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entralised method of distribution, adapted to- the necessities of
ar. The policy of _m-nhtgu-y communism could never hqve been
arried out in Russia without the resources which czarism had
fl behmd it.

What is the distinguishing mark of war communism from
b economic point of view? Abolition of money, highly centralised
Lntrol, no private trading, the crippling of the small trader, and
pe requisitioning of agricultural produce. In order to decide
hether ~war communism should form a feature of our pro-
amme, it is necessary to remember that war communism was
( evolved from any theoretical programme drawn up beforehand
v the Russian Communist Party, but simply developed out of
o necessities of revolutionary strategy.

What were these necessities? They were mainly two: the
i, to drive out the bourgeoisie from all those positions the
onomic strength of which could be utilised in the political
ggle. All the strongholds of economic power which were
stoyed, were not destroyed simply from the economic point
view, but from the point of view of revolutionary strategy, the
od being the complete defeat of the bourgeoisie. And the
essity for this action endures so long as the power of the
gurgeoisie 1S not really broken. It remains until the bourgeoisie
s been subjugated, and placed under the control of the working
uss, the dictatorship of the proletariat. That is the first aspect.

The second essential function of war communism, is to
pply the army and the urban industrial population with food.
his funcon must of course be closely related to the fact that
pquisitions of agricultural produce are not made until the
sants have had the land handed over to them by the industrial
orkers, so that the requisitions taken from the peasants could
regarded as a receipt given by them to the working class in
change for the land they have received.

Eighteenth Session.

June 284,

The Session was- opened by Comrade Gebhardt who called yy,
Comrade Thalheimer to make his supplementarv Report on
Program Question.

Comrade Thalheimer:

Comrades: My task will not be to present another entirely
separate report, but to supplement the report of comrade Bukhary
mainly by dealing with the discussions which have already taky
place. 1t has become evident that agreement will be  possible
on all essential points. I will briefly recall the controversy
points which played a part at our last C_ongress, and the positg
they have now reached. The first question which was discussy
was the question of accumulation, that is to say, Rosa Luxen.
burg's theory of accumulation. We have agreed not o formy
late this for the programme, but to formulate a programme whig
will reach above and beyond these theoretical differences. Wy
have not done this from any personal motives, but because g
theoretical discussion must be fully worked out before une ¢
make the whole question clear.

The second question, and perhaps the most mportant
controversial question discussed by the last Congress during i
debate on the programs, was the question of whether transitional
and partial demands should be included in the: general programme
of the Communist International or not I'his question was
decided by the Fourth Congress, which resolved that the definition
of the nature of and necessity for transitional and  partal
demands should be placed in the general programme, while the
particular application of these demands in relation to concre
questions, should be left to the national programs. It 15 we
known that comrade Lenin was in complete agreement with thes
decisions, and as their theoretical correctness has already bee
established, we do not see any reason to alter them

inci i / F tional and par
The principle laid down was that transi '
demands ('.ap:not be excluded so long as the bourgeoisic has ng
been conquered, and the dictatorship of the proletariat has ne
been entered upon and firmly established.

I shall chiefly deal here with the debates which have o
far taken place in the programme commission.

The first question which was discussed, and which Buk
harin dealt with very fully, was the question of the d.nlf«‘rv
forms of the transition to socialism, espgcxally the m-ml
questions of the NEP and of war communism. With regan
the question whether NEP coald have any application to olhe
countries beside Russia as a transition. to socialism, the-n"vu
no differences of opinion in the commission, everyone \(‘).“t
full agreement with the views developed by Bukharin. On '
other hand, there was considerable discussion of the quvﬂ;fm
war communism and the part which it might have to .p“\. '
other countries. The question we discussgd‘ was |<. wir-co
munism a necessary preliminary stage to NEP or not?
was thal

If we are attempting to reach a general formula for the
lation of NEP to war communism, we must realise quite clearly
at NEP would never have been possible in Russia unless it
y preceded by a preliminary stage of war communism. It
ould not have been possible because the will of the bourgeoisie,
d their resistance, had first to be broken, and very thoroughly
oken, before they were ready to submit to the leadership of the
ing class. Therefore we may assert that a longer or shorter

of war communism must precede the NEP in future revo-
ns. If it be further asked how war communism and NEP will
modified to suit different conditions, I think we may consider
following aspects of this question:

The decision as to how far war communism can or must
eed, will depend upon the particular conditions in a given
itry, and also on the international conditions in which the
elariat of a particular country seizes power, that is to say, on
much fighting is necessary before the bourgeoisie is sub-
ted to the leadership of the working class.

It will depend upon the strength of the working class as
ist the bourgeoisie and the petty bourgeoisie. It will also
ely depend upon the international situation.

“‘IS equally clear that the forms of the New Economic
Y will also vary in different countries, and that the general
L the general scheme, the outline of the NEP in different

The second question which was dealt with,
garding the formula with which the fact that I\EI}IH. ‘-)(..ﬁ?:: _
application should be expressed in the programme. \'[}‘I"'UmlU intries wxl! undergo changes according to circumstances. It
reached was that one cannot of course insert AL Al can both possible and probable that in countries where the
programme in a concrete form; the form “ NEP ™ its . lahst systemn is highly developed and is much greater in
be mentioned, but the important point 1s to get ortion o the pre-capitalistic, peasant stage of production than
meaning into the programme. N h':s in Russia,vthe NEP may be developed much further than

What are the essential characterisitics of NEP? -Hr:. ‘ubel}.'“ here in Russia. It depends upon the degree to which
calculation according to capitalistic methods retention V has been centralised, its strength in proportion to that

: of trusts. contiud'SElPeasant production, its technical o anization, its relation to
-tions of money: retention of the form o : ; ' rg : i
E)l;mb';.(r)lks and exchanges. In short, the coml;mu;mn -'[fl]‘h‘em ‘¢ capital to petty bourgeois capital, ete.
: . alis 3! ndaments Naturs :
ganizational forms of Lalpl\.dlflh.f.nm:‘ lt:“ I‘I::‘v ‘i of some Interd m"‘k“urd“v we cannot lay down all the concrete adaptations
{ formation of their social sigm lLd" -r s of the transition ind in our programme. We must be content to lay down
to note here that these general form Essential

» principles of the New Economic Policy, as the
fl form of the transition* to socialism, and the essential
fhles of war communism, as the adaptation of economic
Sy o the requirements of revolutionary strategy; that js
) War communism must be regarded from the aspect of the
; of the bourgeoisie, the conduct of a civil war, and of
"¢ wars of intervention,

‘e Commission unanimously agreed that the transition to
8 must be laid dewn in the programme from these points

socialism, as we regard NEP, are already sketched out by M

I refer here to the third volume of “ Capital,
notes on the Gotha program, where he says |hutk|n'lx
to socialism we would at first have to adapt oursel\tf' e
nomic forms left behind by capi_tallsm, and that wc :‘l:.l P
able to proeeed to full communism at a further stage
ment. when we have eliminated those forms also. ,
Now as to the question of war oqmmumlsini\_ the
must defend a little against comrade Bukharin. Wh'd‘ " ation
nature of war communism? It—edn be defined as :
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A second question which was discussed was that of the
various divisions of the working class. A full report was given . '
to the programme commission of all the various groupings of
the working class in relation to its political tendencies, groupings, .
and parties. The main point on which stress was laid here, was
naturally that of the part played by the aristocracy of labour in
a period of imperialism, its relation to the superior imperialistic
power of certaih countries, and the relation of the aristocracy of |
labour to the opportunistic tendencies in the working class. But,
in considering these points, it was also realized that it was not. -
only important to distinguish these various divisions, but equally
important to make it clear that these divisions are of a transitory,
and merely temporary nature, since the main line of development
is at present proceeding in @ direétton which will obliterate these
differences, and level down the various subdivisions of the
working class into a common economic position and a common
ideological attitude, thus drawing them nearer fogether, It must
not be forgotten, in considering all these groupirgs, that above
and beyond them there exists the fundamental identity of interest
of the working class as an economic class. It is this fundamental
unity of the working class, founded upon its place in the
machinery of production, which must be our starting point when
we set out to pass over all the divisions and differentiations of
the working class, and to unite them under the leadership of the
Communist Party.

We also reported upon the various types of countries, It
had been decided similarly by the Fourth Congress that this
description of the different countries should be made as an’
introduction to the national programmes, and that it should be
made from the point of view of revolutionary strategy, of the
conquest of political pawer. Corarade Varga spoke on this subject,
and has also submitted a drat of the descriptions. The aspects
considered here were as follows:

First, the aspect of economic development, including the
following questions: 1. Whether a country may be expected to,
develop further under the capitalistic system or not; 2. Whether .
a given country has already reached its highest stage of develop-
ment, or passed it; 3. The problem of the Soviet States where
the proletariat has already seized power, and broken down the
capitalistic framework.

Secondly, the classification of countries according as to
whether they are the exploiters or the exploited in imperia-
listic politics; whether they are partially or wholly independent
of the great imperialistic powers.

Thirdly, the class structure of the various countries, and =~
the relative strength of the various classes in each country,
of course, with special reference to the working class. ‘

During the discussion special stress was laid upon one
point which s important for us in defining our own stand-
point in distinction to that of the Second International, namely
the fact that one must very carefully differentiate the develop- , .
ment of a country from the point of view of revolutionary
strategy, from its development from the point of view of Socialism.
The aspects which determine the transition to socialism are not
the same as those which determine the transition to revolution.
‘The important features are the technical and economic stage of -
industrial development, the degree of centralization, and the pro-
portionate strength of industrial in relation to that of other non-
capitalistic forms of production in the same country. 4

A typical instance of the way in which these two points
of view can be confused, is provided by Kautsky, and showed
itself in a particulary blatant way in his treatment of the
question of the Russian revolution. For in Russia we can see,
with the greatest clearness, the difference between the two .
aspects. 4

Where revolutionary development was concerned, our
experiences have shown that Russia was far in advance of
all other countries. But as soon as political power had been
conquered, it soon became evidemt that Russia was backward,
where the evolution of socialism was concerned. These two
circumstances are closely related to one another. o

To turn now to the agrarian question. Lenin's theses on'
the agrarian question at the Second Congress, and the theses
the Fourth Congress, were taken as a foundation. The points
discussed were the following:

The attitude which should be adopted towards the: varions
bourgeois projects. for agrarian reform, such as that of diy
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up large estates for the benefit of poor peasants. The question
‘was asked, what should be the attitude of the Communist pro-
gramme to bourgeois plans of this kind?

The Communist Parties cannot afford to take up an attitude
of neutrality or of opposition to vplans of this kind, least of
all when they have already gained a hold ap the masses; but
neither must they be dragged along at the heel of a movement
of this kind, they must take up the only possible attitude, which
is to drive such movements further forward, and to put forward
demands which will force them on towards revolution. For in-
stance, in relation to the bourgeois schemes for agrarian reform,
the demand should be made for the distribution of land to the
poor peasants without any compensation being paid for it to the
owners of the large estales.

It was further discussed whether this attitude way equally
suitable to a slow and a fast revolutionary tempo. whether it
was required because a slowing down in the tempo of revolution
had been accepted. The commission decided here that this was
not the case. The fact that we are obliged to join in these move-
ments is dictated by the revolutionary situation itself. Then the
question of small and large scale farms was discussed. Super-
ficially it might appear that by supporting the division of land
at the present moment, we were approaching, in some respects,
the points of view of the revisionists. But that is not the case. We
look at things from the point of view of revolutionary strategy.
David looks at them from the point of view of reformist politics.
We define our own attitude by declaring that we take our whole
stand on the necessity for largescale farming. In agriculture as
in other forms of production, we aim at the development of
large-scale production. This means of course that we do every-
thing that is possible, politically and economically for this end,
but we must lay stress upon it as our fundamental standpoint,
"because it is the standpoint necessary for the development of
socialism.

Then another point which is of a centain amount of im-

. portance among Social Democrats. You are aware that among
the Social Democrats the antagonism which exists between the
urban worker as purchaser, and the peasant as seller of food,
has been made much of in the last years. And the stress laid
upon this antagonism was a means towards uniting the urban
worker with the bourgeoisie against the smaller peasantry. What
have we to say about this? Of course we have to admit that
antagonism between the worker and the peasant does exist,
where the price of food is concerned. But the difference between
the worker as purchaser and the peasant as seller of food is
nothing in comparision to that antagonism between the workers
and the peasants together on one side and the great capitalists
and big landlords together on the other. Thus far we can sub-
mit false views of the Social Democrats, to a thorough revision.

The question of land nationalization, and the part it
should play in our programme was also discdssed. With regard
to the nationalization of large estates there is nothing to be dis-
cussed. The only question that arises is as to how far the
principle of nationalization should be extended. Should it be
extended to small and medium sized properties? On this question
the commission decided to leave the matter open, and not to
mention the nationalization of small and medium-sized pro-
perties, but to indicate in the programme that profiteering and
speculation n land should be prohibited by law. -

Then, comrades, there is still the national question. Firstly,
how far shall the Communist Parties of oppresed nationalities
make use of the right which our programme gives them for
national self-determination even to the point of secession: that
is, how far or under what circumstances shall they apply this
programme slogan practically and politically? Well, comrades,
the point of view which must serve as our criterion can only
be a general point of view—that the national points of view
must be entirely subjected, under all circumstances, to the point
of view of the international class struggle. All these various
questions’must be concretely solved from this point of view.

The sécond question was whether the slogan of the right
of self-determination was sufficient for the solution of all
pational questions. It was pointed out that a number of national
questions existed in countries, like the United States, where there

" is an extraordinarily mixed population; which shows that the
;‘ slogan of the right of self-determination cannot solve all national
"' questions. Then there is the race question. The Programme
E’:’ Commission was of the opinion that the slggan of the right of

self-determination must be supplemented by another slog,.
“Equal rights for all nationalities and races. “ The Progragpd
Commission also discussed whether or not the programme gh,
contain a definition of the conception of a nation. The Compi
sion came to the conclusion that it was practically impossi}
to find a definition for the conception “ nation “ which w,
satisfy all requirements, and that for the requirements of
fight it is only necessary to have a political definition, so that
may know where we can intervene and where we can ng (
course, everything depends upon whether or not the worp
class of the country raises the national question. If the naygy
question is a vital one for the working class, if it is via
the workers and peasant-proletariat, then it is naturally y
for the Communist Party and must not be neglected.

A further question which was discussed in the Programy
Commission was the question of the new form of the bourgey
governments. Fascism was discussed as a form of governmg
on the one hand, and the Labour Government on the othy
The various types of fascist government were discussed,
we came to the conclusion that fascism had already develgp
various national types

the Commission, so that it can be sent out as th ici
rft of the Communist International to all its sect?o:;hcllgll-

her consideration, amendment and discussion. When this is
one, then either an Enlarged Plenum or the next Congress
hould definitely adopt the programme in its final form.

Comrade Gebhardt proposed to the Congress on behalf of
je Presidium to adjourn the discussion on this point of the
enda until the delegates receive the plan from the Program
pmOiission.

The following motion was also received by the Presidium:

The undersigned delegations speak on be ’ i
hich from the beginniqz followed lhp: Russian ll’]::{y (:l'iscgnas]:ilg:
ith the greatest attention and with considerable concern, and
pich give whole-hearted support to the Central Committee of

Russian Communist Party. They are actuated by 'lhe
poviction that the proposals of the opposition will imperi thé
tatorship of the proletariat and the unity ot the Russian
munls‘t Party. Therefore they maintain that the action of the
sian Communist Party opposition was directed not only
pinst the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party
t objecyvely (irrespective of its subjective intentions) ugainst.
e mterests of the entire Communist International. For, b
perilhing l.hq dictatorship of the proletariat in the; Union 0‘;
pviet Republics, gmd by weakening the Russian Communist
y, which alone is capable of maintaining this ‘dictatorship, it
cked the legacy of Lenin which is dear to every commul;ist
oughout the world. Therefore, the Communist International
ust insist on the unequivocal rejection by all members of the
ernational and by all its Sections, of such un-Leninist con-
plions, whnch‘ are contrary to the interests of the world revo
gon, and which bring into contempt the authority of the ol(i

shevik guard, which is not only th S0V S
o e e y the leader of the Soviet State,

The next matter that was discussed was what the ne
stage after Fascism would be. Various speculations were ma
Must Fascism be eliminated directly by the proletanan diel
torship, or could intermediate stages arise? Comrades,
Commission was of the opinion that we cannot prophesy abg
this question but must leave it open, because vang
possibilities exist.

Then the question of the intellectuals was discussed | wi
not report on this question, since it is a special pomnt g
the agenda.

Then on the role of the party, on which subject Com
Kuusinen spoke. I will mention the following points which ar
from this discussion: We all agreed that the conception of i
role of the Party as represented in the Communist Manifesto N N
obsolete and the matter must be changed accordingly Ihe Fifth Congress of the Communist International must

dorse the decision of the Thirteenth Congress of the Russn;n
mmunist Party, and must state very emphatically that the views
lbf“»Russmn Party opposition are petty-bourgeois, opportunistic
essions. We want to emphasise the fact that the Russi ‘
stion 1s of great international importance. s

Il there are delegates who are still of a di
r ;’{omru'(yie Rykov's report, we move that a dnscu(::gfi?r:ezrtl c\(:fn\‘-’
y:oxhs report be ope_ned, to enable memebers of the Con-
ttw o[ old different views, to make their standpoint clear
¢ herefore, propose that a prominent representative of lhé

We had quite a thorough discussion on the question
democratic centralism, especially on the question whether or g
we should retain this expression. After a long discussion on
subject, the Commission decided that we must unconditio
retain this expression because it had been clearly and precs
defined, particularly by Comrade Lenin.

The commission also made an analysis of the organi
tional conceptions which had been put forth by Comrade Ro
Luxemburg. The historical background of these conceplions we

discussed, and the Commission came to the conclusion that the osition of the Russian Communist P i

. p - arty, be ‘6 .
conceptions are now absolete and are no longer advoaggown the discussion. ¥ given two hours
by anyone. ned by the German, French, British and American

In connection with the question of the communist parl egations.

another question was discussed—People’s Party and Class Pa
Comrades, this question played a certain role also among |
social democrats, who represent themselves as the People’s Pa
that is, as the party which unites within itself the working ¢
and all the other toilers. We claimed to be a Peoples Pa
but in an entirely different way. We claim to be the Peop
Party in that we, as the revolutionary class party ol the pr
tariat, assumed the leadership of the toiling classes

This propos Sk § .
bl proposal was adopted by the Congress with general

Comrade Dunn é /
Wi l)elegati:lnf"dde the following statement on behalf
The majority of the Polish Delegation declares:

I That the action of the minori i
" minority of the Polish Dele
qun ll’r;xchmak. Varsky, Valetzky and Kostzeva) u;zl:;m;:'ixocn
vand did not have the consent of the Delegation.

9 .
2 In its declaration the minority omitted to explain its

Comrades, another point fhat was discussed wis that
the communist philosophy. Comrade Bukharin has already sp

in detail on this subject. The only question which was discu ?“d:' 1"“’”19 Russm.n' and German questions, wihch are the
in the Programme Commission was how far must W& go Lo present crisis within the Polish leading Party olrgz;n
detail in this question. Shall we give a more or I~ leta 1“ Comrade Krayevsky, and N. Grzegorzevsky h ’
declaration or shall we restrict ourselves to giving 4 hriel ) im thewr speeches the attacks on the Commuxi ta:ile repuI~
precise statement of the standpoint of the Communist Part¥ d0overy active revolutionary work in g

) the Polish Sej
declara P : 8)m.
P uncalledu?gr,pf the delegation in connection with

Nineteenth Session.

this question. We decided to do the latter and to say ! the profiielore the

place: “ The Communist Party bases itself on the stanipoint
dialectic materialism.”
hi

The last point, the strategy and tactical principles

not yet been discussed in the Commission. One part “” June 28 (Eveni
debate has been anticipated here, and the other part *' Comrade Ko : e 28 (Evening).
discussed in the Commission. larov  declared the session opened and

.“““1‘;11 U)lz:jt a deputation from the workers of Leningrad had
grad (o tﬁfe ;gﬂcg)nvey the greetings of the proletariat of
 vected with s World Congress. Comrade Bulygina, who
bebialf o (1 enthusiastic applause by the congress, spoke

e working women of Leningrad. Comrade Smolin

for the me i
‘ n. The Leningrad workers i
4 a present to the congress. e

I believe that 1t I~ of s

p s
as 3

In conclusion 1 will state:
ficance for us that in the Programme Commission i w
that no fundamental differences were expressed 1 lhf(
gramme Commission. Hence Comrade Bukharin and 1 are ©
opinion that this Congress should acce the draft of the
gramme as outlined here in esse&tiﬁh,)‘and as it will em





