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Moscow, Dec. 11, 1926.
Comrade KOLAROV (Chairman):

Opened the session at 6 p. m. for the continuation of the
discussion on the Russian question.

Comrade STUTSCHKA (Latvia):

Comrades, the Communist Parties of the Baltic States:
Latvia, Lithuania and Esthomia, have authorised me to. speak
for them on the Russian question. And it would seem that
ours should be a simple greeting, or better to say, a con-
gratulation on the victoriously concluded factional struggle
against the Party. It became evident, however, in the last few
sessions of the Plenum from opposifcion speakers who appeared
here that the struggle has not yet ceased, but on the contrary,
apparently it is to be continued on an :international scale. This
is to be assumed at least from the speech of Comrade Trotsky,
which contained, practically a threat to this effect. In this case
our Parties promise to do everything possible to combat these
factional endeavours. Our Parties are small to be sure and not
numerically powerful, but the whole combined Opposition on
a world scale is even smaller than the size of our Parties.

For us this struggle in the Russian Party was of all the
greater immortance because all our small Parties once belonged
to the C.P.S.U. and they did not leave that Party voluntarily,
they were torn away by force. This feeling of belonging to the
C.P.S.U. has lost no potency :in the course of time. Our
Parties fought hand in hand in the bloody struggles against
czarism and against the whole bourgeoisie of the present Union,
and this compact, written in blood, is not so easily forgotten.

Our Parties are strictly disciplined Communist Parties, which
not so long ago, even though only for:.a -short time, even
wielded State power. They know very well what. dxsum..ty means
in a Party that is fighting, or even ruling. That:is why what
is happening here in Russia was of - special interest to our
Parties. Of course the conditions here were better known to us
than to the West European Parties. The. leaders of the Leninist
Central Committee of the. C.P.S.U. are known to our .comi-
rades as tested Leninists, by whom they have stood, still stand
and will -continue to stand in the .struggle.

I should like to point out.a little. — I don’t know — per-
haps it was an accident, but a.very .peculiar accident —
namely, that the first two Opposntlon speakers, Zinoviev and
Trotsky, occupied themselves before the Comintern exclusively
with one question, with the question of Socialist construction
in the Soviet Union. We have at home really strong Menshevik
Social Democratic Parties. In each of our countries these Par-
ties are waging their struggle very cleverly; in their ranks
they have collaborators not only like Kautsky and Vanderveld¢,
but also like Otto Bauer and Fritz Adler.. And in Riga one
very often encounters the “best” names in the international
Social Democracy as visitors.

What do these Social Democrats preach? In- their press
they generally preach one thing about Soviet Russia: Russia
is becoming bourgeois, the Soviet Union cannot build Socia-
lism, it can only re-restablish capitalism, etc. This is the
strongest reproach the Social Democratic press can level against
Soviet Russia. Must it not arouse misgivings if the two chief
leaders of the Opposition here occupy themselves solely with
this theme? They spoke here for the West, for Europe, and
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one must remark that for some time already, Riga and Kovno
have been counting themselves to Western Europe, if not al-
together, then at least as “border Europe”, and it the Opposi-
tion leaders occupy themselves only with this question — I
assume, quite accidentally. — this can only mean to us that'
they-are saying the same as our Social Democracy. They want
to take from ithe workers of the West the belief that Socialist
construction is at all possible in Soviet Russia.

. Of eourse our workers see beyond the border not only the
slogan: “Long live Soviet Russia!” — (even because of the in-
scription on the frontier stations a note was supposed to have

béen sent to the Soviet Government) — but they also see how .

tite -corstruction .is: proceeding -here, and our workers, to the
extent that they support Communism, are firmly convinced
that-the Soviet Union can and w:'l build up Socialism. The
only pogsibility that can prevent:the building of Socialism is
a victoripus armed intervention. If: it should come to an inter-
vention. ‘the. ferrifory ©of our countries will' of course, be the
field “upon’ which, in part, the batfles will be fought, and 1 am
awthorised .in-the name of the three Parties of our Baltic States
t pledge our fidelity to the Comintern, that we will stand firm
ith the struggle:for the Comintern. In.this fight our slogan is:
Long live the united C.P.S.U.! Down with factionalism!
Long tive' the Socialist construction in the Soviet Union as a
foundation stone of world Socalism! (Applause.)

3 5 Comrade: BUCK (Canada):* . . .

In the same of the Canadian Party, the Canadian Delega-
tion unreservedly endorses the decisions of the XV. Conference
of the Communist Party -of the Soviet Union' ,and expresses
solidarity with it in the task of constructing Socialism in the
First Workers and Peasants Republic.

While in this discussion a most serious question of prin-
ciple is involved, the outstanding feature of the Opposition bloc’

which forced the discussion, is its absolute lack of principle.

It is clear from the most casual examination of the elements
of which this bloc was composed, that the basis of this bloc
was not unity of opinion on questions of prigeiple, but a com-
mon will to fight against the unity of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union. )

~Jn “face of :the existing relative ‘stabilisation of capitalism,
the  Opposition showed an astounding lack of contact with
reality in its proposal that the Russian Unions should with-
draw from the Anglo-Russian Committee, This Committee gave
us direct contact with millions of British workers, it provided
a window through which the British proletariat saw our revo-
lution in a new light, and despite all the attempts of the
traitors on the General Council to sabotage and destroy, it has
led to the Anglo-Russian Miners Committee which is destined
to- play a historical role in the development of our internatio-
nal revolutionary movement. .

The proposal to withdraw from the Kuomintang, which
today leads the teeming millions of China in their struggle
against capitalist - imperialism, was similarly a proposal of
either madmen or flippant adventurers. :

' Comrade Zinoviev declares that it is not possible to con-
struct Socialism in ome- country, and speaks of thedegenera-
tion of the Russian Socialist Revolution, a statement which
directly implies degeneration in the C.P.S.U. Socialism, says
Zinoviev, can be conceived in one country, but it can never be
attairied in one country, and it is socarcely possible even in a
gioup of 'highly developed countries of Western Europe. But
with the perspectives and“bbjective conditions that the existing’
degree of stabilisation presents us with, we must work - for
the  building of Socialism iim Soviet Russia.’ And how are we
0" procedd? . According’ to ‘Comrade 7inoviev and the Opwvo-
sition bloc, we should proceed as follows: by heavier taxation
of ‘the peasantry, thereby reducing agricultural production, (and
thus the export surplus and the purchasing power of the
peasantry), weakening or breaking the smytchka between the
workers and the peasants and rendering Socialist accumulation
impossible, .

- This policy is to be accompanied on the international field
by a series of gestures, which under the given conditions could
only result in our isolation from the struggling prolefariat of
the West, and the revolutionary workers and peasants of the
Fast. Such a policy i¢ fantastical. It s a policy of desperation.

Zinoviev endeavours to dissociate himseli from Trotskyisnt
and the theory of permanent revolution. But from his own
speech, particularly his clear and definite statements regarding
the construction of Socialism in one couniry — or even in a°

. group of countries, it is clear that he is sceptical of the possi-

bilittes of constructing Socialism, excepting after the world re-
volution. And there is no logical difierence between this stand-
point and Comrade Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution.
which Comrade Zinoviev himself has so frequently and so vi-
gorously denounced.

On the question of the possibility of Socialism in one
country, Comrade Trotsky in his speech retreats behind the
definition of Socialism as the abolition of the State. He leaps
entirely over the fact that the abolition of the State musi it-
self ‘be a process extending over decades, even- after the world
revolution; and'that in this process itself there will be inequa-
lities of development. And he further evades the fact that com-
pletion of this process represents not Socialism, but Com-
munism.

.On the question of the internal policy of the C.P.S.U.,
Troisky said nothing. But by his endorsement of Zinoviev’s
speech he olearly aligned himself with him. What should be
the policy of the C.P.S. U. What is the Leninist line? Zinoviev
quotes Lenin. The quotations he wuses now differ from those
he used as the champion of Leninism against Trotskyism, and
that is significant. He quotes now Lenin’s statement to the
effect that we have a N.E.P. Russia, we must do all we can
to substitute a Socialist Russia. The whole Communist move-
ment agrees with that. But how? Certainly that aim is not to
be achieved by the adoption of the proposals of the opposition
bloc, it will be achieved by the progressive and parallel in-
crease of Socialist accumulation, by development of harmonious
relations between the productive power of State industry and
the need of the peasantry, and reciprocal supply of industry
and the peasantry through the co-operatives of each other’s
needs, with the resultant welding together of agriculture and
industry into one harmonious Socalist economy., This is a
tremendous ftask. But it is the Leninist policy clearly fore-
shadowed in Lenin’s speeches and writings on N.E.P. and
the Co-operatives.

And ‘how shall this task be carried out. The Oprosition
bloc proposes that we assure ourselves beforehand that it is
impossible, that the struggle for Sodialism is in vain, and there-
fore, to hypnotise ourselves into an entirely false analysis of
the world situation.

The Leninist policy on the other hand, is the policy of the
leading  Party of the Communist Internatiomal: to march for-
ward with the construction of Socialism over one sixth of the
surface of the earth, confident that the creative resources of
the proletarian dictatorship, supported by the revolutionary
workers of the world will assure success. The C.P. of Canada
unequivocably repudiates the proposal of the Opwosition bloc
and stands in complete unity with the C.P.S.U. in their great
historical task.

Comrade SIROLA (Finland):

In the name of the Scandinavian delegation 1 make the follo-
wing declaration on the discussion in the C.P.S.U.:

The delegation of the Scandinavian Federation of Com-
munist Parties (comprising the Communist Parties of Sweden,
Norway, Denmark, and Finland) desire by this declaration to
announce in all brevity their complete supvort of the “Theses
on ‘the Opposition Bloc and the Inner Party Sitwation” which
were adopted by the XV. Conlerence of the C. P.S. U.

The delegations are of the view that the policy represented
and carried out by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.
by the Bolshevik majority of its Central Committee, is entirely
correct and adapted to helping Socialism in the Soviet Union
and contributing to dts final triumph throughout the whole
world.

The Scandinavian Party delegations, jointly with the dele-
gatiohs of other Communist Parties, were forced at the VII
Enlarged Executive to witness the renewed activity and opera-
tions of leading personalities in the Russian Ovwnosition. We
consider this activity by 4hese elements ut the En'arged Exe-
cutive as an aftempt to create a political platform and thereby
extend and broaden the factional struggle in the C.P.S.U. and
in the Comintern. This is again objectively inclined — ia so far
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as they can exert any influence whatever — to disturb not only
the unity of the C.P.S. U, and to blast the proletarién dictator-
ship, but also to menace the umity of the Comintern. By their
latest appearance, Comrades Zinoviev, Trotsky and Kamenev
have furnished new evidence of their deviation from the firm’
foundatiens of Leninism. = =+ ¢ Vo SVED

In -this connection we cannot avoid recollecting that these
comrades have broken completely with what they once demanded
from other members of the Communist lnternational. In No-
vember, 1923 these comrades, under the chairmanship of Com-

rade Kamenev, upon the motion of Comrade Zinoyviev and with

the support of Comrade Trotsky, on the occasion of a dispute
in the Executive of one of the Scandinavian Parties, decreed the
following: . S
“Taking into consideration that the fundamental inter-
ests of the proletariat require absolute Party unity, all com-
rades aré reminded that should future attacks against the
unity of the Party occur, or steps be taken that lead to the
lowering of the authority of the C.C., all guilty comrades
will be expelled from the Contintern.” ‘

We are of the opinion that this decision was correct and
necessary in order to call to order certain opposifion-factional,
undisciplined comrades. But we also demand that Comrades
Zinoviev, Trotsky and Kamenev not only remember these im-
portant decisions in the making of which they themselves took:
a prominent part, but that they also bear in miind that these de-
cisions apply equally to themselves. t

We are certain that we express the unanimous view of the
Scandinavian Communist Parties when we expressly emphasise
that all attacks against the unity of the C.P.S.U. must be
repudiated, when we decisively reject and condemn the action
of the Opposition at the Enlarged Executive. .

For my own part I should like fo add a few words based
on my experience as a DParty worker in capitalist countries.
The first question upon which one begins to make Communism
clear to Party members is that of ideological unity. There are
still very. many Social Democratic views and survivals to be
found among our comrades, especially if they are without any
concrete revolutionary experiences. And now these views are
again being strengthened by the capitalist stabilisation. It is
therefore necéssary to emphasise that Marxism and Leninism
are a uniform philosophy, a uniform political system, not dog-
matic but living, dialectic, concrete, and that all our propaganda
must be ideologically uniform, it must be Leninist.

But here we encounter a problem — Comrade Trotsky. It
is surely no secret for the comrades that he has never ‘given
any complete accounting of his past. He came to the Bolshevik
Party, fo be swre'a litfle earlier than some of us here, at a
time  when uniformity of revolutionary Party activity was the
main thing. Unon his coming over we did not get, nor did we
demand, a declaration such as a resnonsible political personality
in such oases owes both to himself and to the Party. To be
sure on several occasions and also in his last speech. Trotsky
admitted that as against Lenin on cerfain questions he had held
to a false policy. He has mot yet, however, deemed it ad-
visable to subiect his whole political past fo a detailed ori-
ficism. He i1 not make clear where and in what Lenin had been
right as against himself. On the contrary, we have certain do-
cuments — the preface to “War and Revolution”; the ,Lessons
of October”, etc. in which he attempts to justify his old non-
Leninist views. .

Therefore we must say that a detailed statement by Com-
rade Trotsky concerning his past should have been absolutely
requisite. The work of Leninist clarification, the creation of the
ideological unity of the Comintern' would have been greatly
fostered thereby. We should finally make an end to the specu-
lations - indulged in by our enemies with the name of Trotsky
all over the weorld. ‘ ‘

One may remark — and Comrade Kamenev made tse of
this today — +hat one also carries on such speculations with the
names of Stalin and Bukharin — and that this was attempted
also with the name of Lenin. These speculations, however, al-
ways came to a sad end. The speculators were forced to admit,
as did not long ago an American bourgecis newspaper, which
expressed itself as follows about the recent bourgeois and Social
Democratic anticipation of the “degeneration” of the Bolsheviks:
“The more cne expects ‘them (the Bolsheviks) to change, the
ntore they remain as of old”. But the speculation with the name
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of Trotsky goes on from year to year, which proves that he
also has remained 'as of old. And as long as this is the case,
as long as Comrade Trotsky will not take part in this clari-
fication work concerning. 1rotskyism, it must be carried on’
against him. For it is necessary for the creation of a uniform
ideology in the Parties of the Comintern, ==~

Now a few words as to Comrade Zinoviev, As chairmin
of ithe Comintern he had a particularly responsible position.
When the first rumours reached abroad a year ago, that Com-
rade Zinoviev stood with the Opposition in the Russian Party, it
aroused glad hopes in certain of the Party circles that had been
unwilling to carry out the Bolshevisation conditions. They
waited for alleviation, ,,concessions” in one respect, and tried
to justify their scepticism by remarking that matters were not
so rosy even in the Russian Party. :

It was not difficult to refute this. One had only to present the
big problems of the Russian revolution to these comrades and
demand a decision from them. They were forced to admit that
the problems were really great and that a detailed discussion
was necessary in the Russian Party in order to arrive at a
correct decision, for we are a proletarian Party and the whole
mass of the membership must know and understand what the
policy of the Party is and how it has been arrived at. Every
honest worker understands us when we declare that once we
have laid down our battle plans they must be carriied out uni-
formly. ) ; ‘

This would have applied also to the last “Russian Party
discussion if matters had developed in a -so-to-say-normal
manner. T

But already in the last discussion of the C.P.S.U. some-
thing happened which was very hard to explain to the Party
members. This applies to the question of discipline. Comrade
Lenin put this for us very sharply, yet nevertheless, it is very
difficult to realise it in our Parties. So deep-rooted are fhe indi-
vidualist, petty bourgeois Social Democratic habits than even
though all comrades bow before ‘the most stringent demands of
Lenin “in principle”, yet in every country there are altogether
too many Party members who look upon the Communist Party
as a way-station to which one comes and from which one goes
without clearly recognising that one really joins the Communist
Party only once and for all time. o :

What was it that happened? Comrade Zinoviev, chairman
of the E.C.C.1., took part in a serious breach of discipline, he
violated this basic principle of Leninism. I think we must de-
signate it as a mistake on the part of the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. and C.I. that they did not immediately effect this
removal from his post as chairman. It created confusion in the
ranks of the Parties.

If a responsible leader is deeply convinced that the Party
leadership, or a whole Party even, is on the wrong road, then
he ‘has the right and even the duty of bringing his views to-
the knowledge of the Tarnty membership, but ‘also to resign
immediately from his responsible position so that it becomes
ciear that he cannot assume the responsibility. But even then he
has no right to carry on factional activity. If he does this it
means that he is determined to go all the way — to the founding
of a new party. In this however, one should not act diplomati-
cally, as the Opposition comrades. are doing now, but instead
with the full consciousness of responsibility. They have neither
stood by their viewpoint nor have they surrendered it with
Bolshevik courage. In certain questions they stopped half way,
in others they have remained silent or have tried to explain them
away. They have continued their factional activity “under cover”,
as was exposed here by several competent comrades.

Comrades of the Opposition: we censure you for these
breaches of discipline and this lack of principle! For these
things the Comintern must condemn you. You have not given us,
the younger Communists, a lesson in Bolshevisation, but its
opposite. You are not an examwle for us to follow, you are a
warning example. This will bring harm to the cause of Com-
mugism. Our enemies always get a breathing spell when mi-
stakes and crises occur in the Communist Party and are not
quickly enough liouidated. The Infernational Communist Party
will, of course, withstand this crisis and emerge from it streng-
thened. ' ‘

The more rapidly a correct conception of discipline becomes
clear in the Party, the more will we have guarantees against
such surprises as this one.
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Some of the politicians who have resigned or, who have
been expelled from the C.1., have now tried to make demagogic
capital out of this story. T hey insinuate that it has now be-
comte clear as to what the Communist Interpational was,. 'ﬂ'lla‘t it
wias in irresponsible hands! etc. Upon this we must. reply that it
is nbt drue that Comradé Zinoviev i dhe iC.1. congtucted. his
policy, it was the’ polvcy .of the Comintern,. the, ;policy, of the
Party. His withdrawal’ n}eans no prmcnpmal ohange in’ the- line
and pohcy of the C.1."M is what it has been, the Farty of the
proletaffan revolufxon and it will .more .and. more.: «consolidate
itself, 1deolog10ally »as well as orgamsatiomlly (Appl:tu»e,)

i

N comrade Rykov (C.P.S.U.):

(Comnade Rykov receives a rous*mg o\ﬂahon all the dele-
Ua*es rising to itheir feet.)

b

Comrades, fiot only have T been unable (o write my “speech
like Oomrades Kamenev and Zirtoviev, but I"have not even had
time to collect the necessary mateﬂ1al and to read. everything
that has been said at the Plenum. In~this respect the Opposiiion
comtradeés ate in a much more advari ageous position (Laughter).
Therefore, 1 will ask you to excuse .me in advance for any lack
of system in my speech.

. Shortly beere the -opening of .the Plenum, ‘Comrade Z)mo-
viev told the Bureau of the C.P.S.U. Delegaiion, that his po-
sition as one of the organisers of the Comintern and its former
chairman makes it necessary for him: to miaké a ‘“‘farewell”
speech at this Plenum. The Politbureau and our delegation con-
sidered that such a speech would be inexpedient; nevertheless
Comrade Zinoviev. spoke from this tribune. After. him spoke
Comrade Trotsky, who explained.that his speech wias necessary
as  “the question .under . discussion  revolved around ‘se-called
Trotskyism gs around. an axis”. Then, after Comrade Trotsky,
Kamenev also’spoke..He was not an organiser. of the Comin-
tern, Had not been its chairman and as everybody knows no-
thing revolves around Comrade Kamenev: (Applause.) .

Neveritheless, Comrade Kamenev also found it necessary to
speak from this tribune of the international préletariat; what is
more, he read a speech that had been awritten in advance, which
I am dold, was signed by three persons —' Kamiénev, Trotsky

and Zinoviev. This shows that this Was the concerted actlon of .

a united faction. (A voice: “Quite s0”.) In other words we have
here a proof that the promise to dissolve the faction, given by
the Opposition in_ its famous document of October 16 has not
been fulfilled. (Voices: “Quite right”.) This means that the pro-
mise, which the Zinoviev-Trotsky-Kamenev faction gave to the
Party in the document published, has been publicy violated from
the Comintern platform. 1 think that the Plenum of she Comin-
tern will consider it correct if the Delegation of the C.P.S.U.
and the entire. Communist Party of the. Soviet Union -take this
fact inte consideration in their subsequen't po]hcy toWards the
pposwhon within the C.P.S. U.

‘Comrade Kamenev stated in his speech:

. “We never have defended, are not defendmg and will
not defend.that which has historically- distinguished Trots:
kyism. from Lenlinism — the. permanent revolut1on, presei-
tahon of the peasant question, ete.” :

In order to, ‘show wh‘at was Comrade Kamenev s.attitude. to-
wards; Trotskyxsm still quite recently, I will quote from Comrade
Kamenev, but 1. will warn, you, in advance that I am not making
these and other quotafions because I consider mysek a follower
of the “Alexander . school” which considers that the less one
says oneself the beiter. (Lauqhter) I, fhhnk ‘that in . the. present
case it is the best and clearest way of showing how the attitude
of .Comrade Kamenev and his fellow-thinkers towards Trots-
kyism has changed.

In Comrade Kamenevs arficle “The Party and Tro‘tskylsm”
we find such words ‘#s
‘ “Comrade Trcﬂfskv has become the channel throtugh
which petty bourgems ‘elements. within. our Party manifest
themselves . - .”

Do you think that this was sa;id years ago in the epoch of
“historic Trotskyism”? No, it: was "said at the ‘end of 1924
.Here is the second quo’ta(hon “kn his: struggle awgamst the

Party he (Trotsky) has already become a symbol in the country
for every'uhmg that is directed. 'agamst ‘our Party”. ’Dha«t- also
wias saxad in 1924 :

' Furﬂler

g should be cle»ar to every ~oonscious Party member‘
that there is Trotskyism and there is Leninism, and: that
for us Bolsheviki -and for the internatiomal proleharm mar-
, ching towards vigtery, Leninism is sufficient and we do ‘not:
need enﬂher to; substitute. or to “rect:iy Leninism * by Trots-
kyism#): . ;o ‘

R T 4

In order to :g'et a complete rudture 1 wil, cite cenlam state-
ments which Comrade Zinoviev also made in 1924:

“A roften nut will not be made better by a thin cove:
ring , of, gilt. Trotskyism of - pre-war days, .which is a
species: oi. Menshevism, will not become any better through
attempts to gild .it with ‘Leninism’’. v

In tHat quolraﬁon Comrade Zinoviev puts the very word
“Leninisth” in quotation marks in order to make it more sar-
castic.

And furiher:

“he (1 e Trotskv) is becommg the mouthplece of eve-

rything which is not Bolshevik in the Party. He is aclually

i demandmg that the Pantv be levelled down fo every:h.mg
that, 1s notni-Bolshevik (m ‘the real sense of the word). in
it .

“Comrade Trotsky wants to get in at one door buf
Em:]s himself in another. He wants to fight against the ex-
cessive ‘sectarianism’ of the old Bolsheviki, against what
seems to him to. be ‘the narrowness of the’ old circles’.
whereas he ‘is actially fighting against the foundations of
Bolshevism. And ;actually, of course without waning to
do so, he renders an indispensible service to the class’
enemy . .. .

Comrade Kamenev said in his speech today 1'hlat “they”
ao not renounce their former criticism of Trotskyism, using
thereby  the term “hxstonc” Trottskyxsm without sufficient ex-
planation. -

Comrades Kamenev and Zmovxev, who during the last-few
years aroused millions of workers in our. country and throug-
hout the whole world against the polilical p»llatform of Trotsky,
Comrades Zinoviev and Kamenev  who conducied *a. fierce
strugele aoainst us when we opposed the exclusion of Com-
rade Trotsky from the Politbureau and opposed the removal of
Trotsky from. varticipation in Party leadership, Comrades Ka-
menev and Zinoviev each of whom occupied this platform more.
than an hour. did not tell the Comintern whether they include
in the term historic Tmtskvxsm, the cbaracterisation which they
gave of Trotskyism, in 1924, and which you may judge by the
quota»trons I have made.

‘It is momshrovs, extravagant. incredible, but it is a fact —
the same neonte who a counle of vedrs ago s")oke of Trotﬂskvusm‘
in such ‘terms’ as “a rotten nut”, who characterised it as a
“species 6Ff Mn'r_lshevism?’ as 'being an expression of “evervfhmg
in the Party #that is not Bolslievik? — these samie people hiding’
belind +he terin “Historic”, have now becorie open defenders
of- Tm*skv ‘and Tmfskyrsm t

wae is no hm,Qr more cormcal than the raiﬁemn»t of fhe‘
Onnosition #o..pose on this platigrm as political leaders. who
have a stahle, stricflv consistent. cletar platform and wtho km)w
whither they. are going. .

Simitar vacillations fo those which have marked 1he anitmude'
of ‘Comrades 7imoviev and Kamenev on the question of Trots-
kvism will ceriatinlv also arise in'the futnre on all avestions of
anr Party vnlicy. They are neonle who in this resnect are suf-
ficientlv evnerienced 4n: the history of our revolution. Thev' are
peonle who every year or two or even every few wmhnths
change their views on the minst imnoriant cardinal ‘duesfions of
the nrolefrian: revalitfinn, who sav today -what is’ an fahsolu'te
con)*radwt;on of what ﬂ1ev daﬂd veqterdav

*) In this an'i subsemrem quotations the italics nre mine
un]ebs othérwise stated. A.R.-
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Two years have mot yet elapsed since Commnade Zinoviev
“turned ‘his face towards the village” and proposed organising
fractions of non-Party peasants in all Soviets, connecting these
fractions from top to bottom ithroughout the whole Soviet system
and giving this non-Panty political peasant organisation a news-
paper. : v

This pose of Ccimrade Zinoviev did not last for long.

As socn as his side began to be fickled a litile he turned his
face away from the peasanfs. At the same itime his attitude to-
wards his own plan radically changed. Now he no longer puts
it forward. v

The same holds good with Comrade Kamenev. At the Mos-
cow Provincial Congress of Sowviets (April 1925), Comrade
Kamenev stated:” “Only the peasantry which is develcping,
getting rich and accumulating, can be a sound consumer of these
products which will help to keep our factories and works going.
Therecfore, we must create conditions which will assist this.”
(Italics Comrade Kamenev’s).

Cbserve whiai he says about the “peasantry geiting rich and
accumulating”. In today’s speech in 'this hail, Comrade Kamenev
speaking of the Right deviation in our Party, referred to the term
“enrich yiourself” which was wsed by Comirade Bukharin. Com-
rade Bukharin has had sufficient courage to declare openly that
he emplioyed this term incorrectly, that this term can be incor-
rectly interpreted and might cause deviations in the practical
conduct of our policy. I ask you where and when Comrade
Kamenev, who by this speech igave the Party an orientation
towards the enrichened and accumulating peasantry, has renoun-
ced these sfatements?

In judging these quoltations, it is necessary to study the
present ideology of Comrade Kamenev concerning the paths of
development of agriculture amnd the growth of the bourgeois-
kulak class amongst the peasantry.

A year and a half ago, at the ‘All-Union Congress of Soviets,
Comrade Kamenev stated that we will keep on increasing
financial aid to agriculture by State funds. Now the Opposition
puts forward a programme for ‘increased pumping of resources
Arom agriculture into industry.

There may be disagreement as to whether we should invest
a billion or one billion one hundred million roubles in indu-
strialisation, but it is quite evident that the process of indu-
strilalisation of the country, which is connected with great capital
work, entails increasing expenditure on industry and transport.

I repeat, comrades, that it is difficult to find any question
in our Party policy on which these people, if not in the same

speech then at least during the space of a year or a year and-

a half, have not muade absolutely contradictory statements. In
order to miake it clear to the Plenum of the E. C. C. I. why the
leaders of the new Opposition failed so easily, lost their engire
political authority, departed from the scene quite unnoticed —-
“without any wreaths and -without any honours”, I must allude
to yet another extremely essential feature of the political charac-
teristics of these politicians. In the resolution passed by the
XIV Party Conference, we find the following paragraph:

“From this (i. e., from the diificulties which Socialist
construction encounters in a country encircled by capitalist
States), it by no means ic'lows that the construction of a
comwlete Socialist society in such a tackward country as
Russia is impossible without ‘State aid’ of coumtries more
developed in technical and economic respects”.

Both Comrade Kamenev and Comrade Zinoviev voted for
this paragraph.

Further, we reiad in the same resolution:

“A component part of Trotsky’s theory of Permamnent
Revolulicn is fthe assertion thiat ‘the real ascent of Socialist
economy in Russia will become possible only - after the
victery of the proletariat in the most important countnies of
Eurcpe’ (Trotsky 1922) — a statement which during the
present period dooms the proletariat of the U.S.S.R. to
fatalistic passivity”. (Italics as in resolution).

Finallty we read in the same resolutiomn:

“Comrade Trotsky’s exaggerated and ‘incorrett estimation
of an Amnglo-American rapprochement has brought him right
up aglainst the necessity of a radical revision of the Leninist
theory of imperialism (the question of wiltra-imperialism).”

This resolution from the first word ito the last was_edojpited
@t the XIV Party Conference and supported by Comrades Zinoviev
and Kamenev and, their fellow-thinkers. The present Opposition-
ists woted for it. (Interjection by Stalin: “Zinoviev made fhe
report on this resolution”). The XIV Conference of our Party
took place in April, 1925, only =a year and a half ago. Therefore,
the members of this Plenum should not be surprised if there is
a widespread opinion amongst our Party rank and file, that the
majority of the presemt united Cprosition, particularly that part
of it expressed by Comrades Zinoviev and Kamenev represent
an opposition devoid of all ideological backbome. These are
people who during a short period have several answers for the
same question, and the firmness of whose views, as experience
has shown, cannot be trusted either in the field of theoretical
principles or in the field of current practical policy.

And, apart from the falsity and opportunism of the entire
theoretical and practical platform of the Ogpposition, this fact
explains ‘why they failed so fingnominously at our Party Con-
gresses and also duting their attempts to pemetrate into the
Parfty masses and open a general disoussion.

Therefore, I think it is quite compreheusible that rot a singie
organisation has been found in cur Party which would decide
to entrust the leadership of our Party to people who change
their views on the fundamental problems of our revolution at
such short notice.

The members of the Comintern Plenum should not be swi-
prised if the broad masses of Party members take wp this attitude
towards the Opposition. Every Party possesses a feeling of its
own merit.

The million or mors workers organised 4n the C. P. S. U.
also have this feeling of their own worth, having passed through
the tremendous and brillant school of the revolutionary struggle.
This million workers cannot let themselves be led by the nose
and be told one thing today and the oppolite tomorrow.

Comrade Kamenev commenced his speech by raising the
question 2s to “whether a Right deviation exists in our Party”.
He poinfed out as sowrces of Right Wing tendencies” in our
Party, the predominant role of the peasentry in the country’s
economy, the retarded tempo of the world revolution and the
pressure of the enfire N. E. P. situation on the Pauty. Comrade
Kamenev then continued by saying: ‘

I will not enumerate the remaining soturces of oppor-
tunist {endencies in our Party; even this is sufficient. The
existence of these inflaences on various organs of our Party
and the Right deviations undoubtedly observazble in the
Party from time to time, by no means signifies of course that
Thermidor has taken place in our couniry, i.e. that the
power of the proletariat has passed over to soitie other
class; it does not mean that the Party is slipping off the
line of class policy, it does not mean that the hopes of
ideologists of ihe new bourgeoisie such as Ustrialov, foy
bourgeois democracy, have been realisad. Such statements
and anything similar to them must be categorically rejected.
We have nothing in common with them. Whoever insists on
stich statements phaces himsell in decided contradiction with
our Pary and its tasks”.

When 1 heard thesz words from the lips of Comrade
Kamenev I .thought thdt the Oprposition, through him, was at
last making a step forward towards the Party. Svch a statemient
would seem to imply the renunciation of a great deal. For it is
none other than Comrade Trotsky who called our State “far
from proletarian”. It was none other than Comrade Kameneyv
who cried out about the {ower stories of the Sowviet system being
“fooded out” by bourgeois-kulak elements. None other than the
Oprposition leaders ambiguously hinted about the “sliding” of
the Party from the class line of the proletariat. Voices from the
Opgosition camp have miade themsselves heard about the dege-
neration of the “wpper sections” and ‘the leading organs of our
Party. All these assertions taken together showed that a reshii-
ting of classes had taken place or at any rate was already
beginning to take place. And this fact gave particular sharpness
to the struggie which took wliace within the Party. The statement
of Comrade Kamenev that T have just read out apparently ought
to mean the renunciaticn of a considerable part of the unpre-
cedentedly monstrous accusations put forward against our Party
and iis leading organ. However, in order to draw such a con-
clusion it is necessary o reject the whole remaining wmart of
Comrade Kamenev’s speech, as ‘it is based on a refutation of the
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assertion made at the commencement of this speech. One of the
typical features of the Opposition comrades is that they “are able”
to say both “for” and “agajnst” in the same speech, presenting
one. con»cephon at the comnitiencament and . )asseu‘fmg qa.cte the
opposite at the end. Comr@de Kamenev s speech is a model in
this respec

I musst first of all state that _every member »o& the C. C. o(i
our Party has undersiood quite well and still understands that
the danger of a nghl «deviation iin our -Party has- existed and
will confinue to exist for a long time yet. Comrade Kamenev
said_in this speech That at the. XIV Congress ingfructions were
given that the “lire of the ideological struggle should be aimed
against the Left”. I must say that no supporter of the majority
has, ever given. instructions to this. effect.’ The. pretext :dor the
accusations of ithe Qpposition, comrades. against, fhe C. C. of the
Party about d;rectmg “lire to the Left” was our policy directed
against. the weljcs of “military Communism” .in #he countryside
and the roxreaponmncr -methods . in ‘the leadership rof the pea-
santry. The elements of military Comununism 4n ‘the «couniryside
existed for a loug time after thev had been outlived in the towns.
Nomne other than Comrade Kamenev ip his time frequently made
statements in his speeches about the danger of these remaants
and thé necessity. for removing them- as qunckly as, possible. We
aannot intreduce revelutionary law ifito the countryside, correctly
organise the wiork of the coopetratives and local Soviets withoit

liquidating ' the remnants of military (‘Ov*nmumsm in the sohere -

of rural relations.

- We have frequently . atfempted .to establish-what the Oppo-
S‘flOl] propeses - to’ do .to overcoime the danger which in- its
opi mouus hangmg over the Party amd the- country. Comirade
Kamenev in ioday’s speech sa2id  that the mmin criterion of
Succes for ithe struggle ‘off Socialist elements in our country with
cxpxta]us ielements is the correszonding tempa of industrialisation.

Up to the'last Party CongreSs, the 1destiny ‘of the economic
pohc\ ‘ol the Party was to 2 considendble etteirt -determined by
the lexdership'of represeniatives of the wunited’ Opposition’ —
Kanetiev,” Sokolnikov, Smilga ' (A  voice: ™ “Platakov”)  and
PiataKov = and it is the Oﬁ«ro»srtmn and -its ‘leaders who are
most - immediately respons1b1e for everything that was done
dirring ‘tha* ‘period in this sthere. 1 f“ﬂ”{uﬂw“ly‘madﬁ statements
thiat we do mot waive ow own respzonsibility for the errors
committed in the economic leadership, Now I foust say that we
do not withdraw our responsibility for the whief srror of taking
too long to remove these comrades from that leadership. The
error of the C. C. consisted in its adiopting too, mikd an attitude
towards ithe Opposition as a result of wirich their. leaders were
oaly withdrawn from leading posts at the time whea ths erro
of their 1efa»der51h‘gp created a serious thueatt oi a proionund
eponomic crisis,

I assert that since the XIV Party Congress 'since ‘rhe with-
drawl of . Opposition “leaders . from feading posts we have
emerged with honcur from the difficulties into whichthe Oppo-
sition landed us. We have found greater resources for realising
the imdustrialisation of the country, having revised our tax legls-
lationand arz infroducing a wumber of other measwres.

Comrade Kamevev stated here that the Cipmosition #ever
insisted on the molicy of maising mrices. This statement is in-
correct. It is well known to everyone that the proposal to raise
pfrlces came from Piatakov and Preobrazhensky and was ex?ouyn
ded in the smost debailed monner otha widzly ™ distnibute
plaﬁo»“m of the Onmosition, which W'B.o officielly signed by a
certain Malizlin. This platform but forward the thesis of the
possibility of getting an extra billion roubles for the industrial-
isption of the country by means of raising th= rnml prices. on
m,du‘str,nal proditets.

e inper Party discussion has ‘also a ‘fwn”w lomg history
of ‘its, development both . as. reoards sation. forms .of
stnugzle aad as to the, u‘le?‘og. 03l c:)ﬂtotn. The Cpposition ex-
pounded. its pla*foﬂm toth in the lower nuclei of .our Partv and
alsb iaf the mrovxm 1 and Al Umu Conferences and Congresses

step by sf°n complefed the‘forrvzhmn of its

After Haying sufiered severe, defeat in all ororam:atlons of
'the ‘C.P.S. U, it.is.at the present time dragging the. discussion
into the Plenum of the Comintern, The Opoos.mon has freouently
aﬁemn‘ed to bring up, questions in dispute for. renewed dis-
cussion afiter they have been examined by the higher organs of
our Party, even during Party Congres%es This has: ?reaﬂy
impeded the work of the Party and the Soviets.

3
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From ithe point of view of ideological content, the dis-
cussion has passed through various, phases.. First there was ‘the
dispute as to, the, possibility of nan-capitalist development iof
the. countryside.-and - the significance, of cooperation in Socialist
construction.. Afterwards, a polemic was developed on the
question of the Social nature of State indusiry of the U.S.S.R.,
there was a discussion as to whether N. E. P. was only a refreat,
as the Opposition asserted, or whether .it was a form of rela-
tions Between town and village on the basis of which economic'
and Socialist construction were takmg place at the present
time. The ‘apék of the discussion is ‘the question of the con-
striiction of Socialism in ‘one country.

As I have said, the Opposition leaders have the habit of:
gwmg quite oppOslte replies to one and ‘the same question. Ho-
wever, the stages of development that the, dlscuss.lon has passed
thtongh reveal with periecf clarity .the ' path_of steady deve-
lopment of the Opposmop to' the Right —, towards Trotskyism,,
The ‘most stable Opposmon group within our Party has been
Trotskyism, which has now rallied to itself all those comrades
such as Zinoviev, Kamenev and others, who, not having their
own - firm polmcal ideology, ultimately cafhe over to Trots-
kyisth through' vacillations and 'contradictions .in "their aftitude
*owards the Chlef theoreincal and’ practical problerits ‘of our
policy.

Conirade Kamenev-mentioned with “consternation” the accu-
sation of the Oprposmon as defeatists. At the last Party Con-
ference . I specxally devoted a part of .my . speech fo prove. the
conception fhat the Opposition ideology. was -defeatisi in two
respeds firstly, because. of the constant fears that in view .of
varmous difficulties on the path of Socialist construction, defeat
might take place at any time, and secondly, in the sense that
realisation of the Opposition programme wotld inevitably lead
to the ‘defeat 2of ‘our’ revolution, as it involves a tremendous
increase in the tax barden and rise of prices; what is miore,
this programme implies an atitude towards the peasantry which
wauld inevitably lead .to -a rur‘tu‘re ot ﬁhe union- of workers and'
lJeasamts. .

The 'main encounter’ with - the Opposition deveioped this.
autumn in the lower Party nudlei, In timing their action for this
seasoi the Opposition based their action on the conviction that
in the autumn our Union would be engulied in an ecenomic
crisis. Since it placed hopes on the possibility of success just:at
this moment, it adapted itseli #o the utilisaticn of the discontent
of the peasants, the; workers and of the whole peputation, whiich
would, inevitably .arise in connection with the economic crisis
foretold by the Op position.

Comrade Trotsky at.the April Plenum of our Centrlal “Com-
mittee, -made the . statement that our ,mdus’rry would ‘be faced
with the 1926 harvest. without any. goods reserves, which would
mean .a reproduction -of last year’s difficulties. on an increased
spale. Comtrade Kamenev, repeating what ‘Trotsky 'said, harped
on the “dangers” of a good harvest. Comrade Trotsky h1ms -I
iogrmm]ated this ‘ideolagy very well in the words:

" Hit ‘would be befter ‘if the purchasing power ‘of our
peasanfs were less”.

From year to year . T*o~t:kylsm (and now Tm*sk)‘;sm to-
gether and .in haxmonv with - Zinoviev- and Kamenev) forelells
an economic crisis in our country, fearing.an accumulation of
material advantages,- which. are the pre-requllswie for any con-
struction, including Sociglist. Such a view leads these com-
rades fo fear a harvest, and consider it a good thing if there
should be a decrease in the purchasing power of the peasant ry

This point of view, while being fundamenially defeatist,
an expression of the same atlitude on the part of the va*‘torlouls
proletariat towards 'the' peasantry, as: ft’he camtabst Me(r‘orohs
practices towards- the colonies.

“The “praltical” programme of the Opposamon — according
to the authoﬂﬁ*ahve statement of Zinoviev, at one of the nycle
—- consi isted in the followmg

© “Reiduce expenditure: by half a biliion ;" the expense of

bureaucracy,. take  the kulaks .and N.E.P. men by 'the

throat and we will receive another half a:billion. In all we

will gain.one. billion,: which we,will divide up between in-

dustry . and wages Such, briefly . is our eﬁonomx pro-
- gramme” P R
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Anyone who understands the economic situation of our
Union and its tax policy, can''see how clearly ridiculous is this
‘“programme”, and will know that it hds been smashed and re-
jected by the rank and file' members of our Party at all nuclei
where the Opposition have put it forward. o

At the XV. Conférenice: of:'the C.P.S.U. I gave the fi-
gures on the taxation of the well-to-do strata of the peasantry.
‘They have reached such dimensions at the present time, that
the possibility ‘of their increase needs careful testing by experi-
ence, as it might threaten a stoppage in the' development of
agriculture. : ‘ B

As I was aware of the guarded attitude of the Opposition
towards our tax policy, I made a report on the question of the
single agricultural tax at the Plenum of the C.C. in the presence
of Kamenev, Zinoviev, Trotsky, Sokolnikov, Piatakov and the
rest. This law was accepted and endorsed with the participation
of the Opposition and what is more, they did not put forward:
any concrete amendments for increasing the rates et assessment
of the middle and well-to-do strata of the peasantry. Soon after
this, the Opposition ted an agitation arguing that our tax
policy favoured the kulak. Firstly, this is dctually untrue, and,
secondly, tne Oppositicn, while in general supporting this law,
reproacited us with the fact it should have been issued a year
or so earlier. Thus, on this particular question also we have to
deal with the double dealings of the Opposition.

The discussion at the present Plenum has mainly been con-
cenirated on the question of the possibility ef constructing
Socialism in one country. This, of course, is mot accidental, It
has arisen mot because the question of constructing Socialism in
our country, especially under the present -conditions of inter-
national working class struggle, has exclusive theoretical and
practical significance, but because the programme of the Oppo-
sitioir has been so discredited in the remaining questions that
it would be difficult to defend it at all seriously. Although we
are already fed wp with the question of the construction of
Socialism in the U, S. S..R. I am nevertheless compelled to dweil
on it again. In connection with this question, the Opposition
accuses the C. C of the Party of national-reformism and of
forgelting our intermational obligations. We must categoricaily
state that here their words of accusation alome are insufficient!
We must demand from the Opposition, only one single fact, which
could prove that our Party had not fulfilled its obligations to
the international proletariat. No such fact could be cited!

I must categonicallv point out the absurd and stupid. accu-
sation that our tactic of constructing -Socialism in the U. 8. 8. R.
is in zny degree comnected with lack of faith in the international
Soaialist revolution. The October Revolution im .our country
itself and the 10 years existence of the Soviet State have onmly
been possible because we are experiencing the period of the
collapse of capitalist society. Qur October Revolution is the first
link dn the general chain of destrusction of world capitalism.
Tt it were proved. that capitalism were not decaying, but waxing
resplendent, nomne of us would doubt that the contimired long
existence of the U.S.S.R. and the construction of Socialism in
it would be Utopia. We consider our work within the.country
as a component part of the Intermational revolution and the
downfall of capitalism throughout the whole globe.

It is worthy of mention that fundamentally the very question
is exceedingly confused. It seems to me that it would not be
correct to present it in such an abstract formi as that of the
construction of Socialism in one coutry frrespective as to which
actual country. Ot course, the United States of America, in the
event of a prolelanian revolution possesses all the premises for
the building up of a Socialist society. Many .countries can un-
doubtedly be found whose sodial-political and econontic condi-
tions would not allow of such a possibility. Not to mention such
backward countries as Persia for example, or other Eastern
countries which, in view of the poor development of industry
a proletarian revolution is for the time being impossible. The
same applies to those countries which have not sufficient material
resources (coal, irom, fuel, corn) and are deprived of ‘the possi-
bility ol organising Socialist society under the conditions of
capitalist encirclement. ) _

The very meaning of “complete” Socialist society seems to
me to be conditional. Capitalism has undergone a number of
phases and changes in its development. There is no doubt that
Socialist society also will have its own rich history. To say with

absolute accuracy from when we will have complete Socialism,
and ‘where “incomplete” - Socialism ends, seemts to ne' to ‘be
quite impossible and disoussions on ‘this question are fruitless.
+ Comrade Kamenev stated that there is iio "~ disagieenrent
between us on the question that we are building ‘Secialism- and
will build Socialism, This means : that in' the epoch''of ‘decay
and collpase of capitalism, ‘the internal forces of* enr coutitry
are sufficient in order to comstruct Socialism. Well, let w$ suppose
that . Kamenev, Zinoviev: ,and Trotsky, and . net, Stalin, Rykov
and Bukharin, set about this building up -and succeed in building,
up 30-—40% of this Socialism. I ask, why are the forces which,
are sufficient for building up. Socialism to 30 or 40%. inadequate
for building, it up a further 10 or 20%7?, If they can build up
50--607%, why cannot,they om.the basis of the same forces and,
the achievements, attained in Socialist comstruction, go on further?
No one can explain this., There is mo doubt at all that Socialism
means the abolition. of classes. The construction of Socialism
consists in progresssive Socialist: economic forms.  ousting . the
private capitalist. forms. Let us suppose. that Kamenev replaces,
private economy by Socialist forms of economy to an extent of
20% throughout a period of several, years. Who is to prevent
him from going further if he has had the strength to beat private
capital in.the first stage and obtain successes to the. exient of
20—30%? What forces other than his fractional  prejudices’
(taughter, applause) ¢an prevent Kamenev from gbtaining fusther
successes in the construction ‘of Socialism? . l
.- Comrade Kamenev recalled Comrade Stalin’s speech. at the
XV. Party Conference, in which. Comrade Stalin, .alluled ;to.
Engels’ characteristic of the condifions necessary for the Socialist,
transformation of,society and said that we have already realised
nine-tenths of this. Now Comrade Zinoviev and Comrade
Kamenev are endeavouring to get their own back with this. In
Engels’ pamphlet he speaks about the approach towards Socialist’
construction, about the primary sttige of organisation of Sogi-
alism. Does this assertion of Comrade Stalin mean that we “have
the technical productive foundation of Socialism already pre-
pared? Naturally, not yet: We have only now commenced- the
real erection of such a foundation. ' oA
But of what was Engels speaking? He spoke of the gradual
socialisation’ of the railways, factories, efc., and their gradumal
taking over, partly by meéans of confiscation and partly by tuying
out the private ownership.” Of this we hdve accomplished at
least nine-tenhs without any’ gradudlness and without any com-
pensation. But up till now, thére has not yet beer a sufficiently
highly developed heavy industry. i . .

- Comrade Trotsky states that as the restoration period eomes

. to an end, our dependency wpon Western Europear . capitalisim

increases -and will - stilt more increase. Is that true? It must be
admitted that this dependency does. exist. But- this: depentdency-
should not- be ‘pictured as if 'WesternEuropean: capitalism. buys:
our corn and sells wus machinery  simply out: of ‘generosity:
towards ws, or out of sympathy for  the: Qatober Revolution,
the Communist. Party and .its Central Committes. If it does these
things, it is only because it is to its: advantage. And if we. do
these ‘things, it is only because it- is advantageous to us. OFf
course, besides trading relations  two more forms of our rela-
tions with: Western Furope are also. .conceivable: firstly, a direct
military collision (intervention) and secondly; a.complete boyeott,
which is bound to be a fore-taste of armed imtervention, and is-a
certain substitute for direct military activities. P ST

Meanwhile an exchange takes place. Who gains most from
it? ‘1" Comrade Trotsky thinks that international 'capitalism
gains most from it, then his-proposals should be quite different.
It seems to me though, that it is our side that gains in this’
exchange. Furthermore, ‘with every further step forward we
make along the path 'of industrialisation and conistruction -of
Socialism in our country, its dependency on foreign capital will
contiriue to decrease. Under the conditions of proletarian ‘dic-
tatorship and planned economy, the tempo of development in’
our cotintry will exceed the tempo of development existing in
Western European countries, The capitalist world also knows
examples of separate countries with backward tempo of deve-
lopment, catching up other capitalist countries. Germany was
behind, but she caught up; America was behind, but caught up
all other countries; the colonies were behlind, but are now deve-
loping more rapidly than their respective metropolis. Will ‘this
make the colonies more dependent upon the backward part oft
the capitalist world? Hardly! In our country, however, under
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conditions of the planned direction of industry, the monopoly
of foreign trade, dependence upon foreign technique will con-
tinue to decrease in the subsequent stages of development. If
it were the foreign capitalists who gained more in the foreign

trade balance, if we were helping the stabilisation of capitalism®

by our foreign trade, it would then be necessary for us to
revise completely our foreign economiic relations.

In conclusion; I -would like to dwell on one more point of
Comrade Kamenev’s speech. In asserting that the Party and
its C. C. had adopted the path of “nationalist-reformist perspec-
tives”, Comrade Kamenev stated at the end of his speech: “With
the good will of the majority we could find a common line in
practical work”. What does this mean? One thing or the other.
Either national reformism, and then Comrade Kamenev should
resolutzly combat it, or else a single line of practical work, and
then the acousation of national-reformism can only conceal the po-
litical poverty of the entire Opposition. If it is true that the

C. C. adopts ‘the platform of “national-reformism” every honest
revolutionary should fight against such a C.C. and not seek:

agreement with it. If it is not true, then the whole of Comrade
Kamenev’s speech is blackmail. (Applause.) As the proposal for
a “single line” in such a situation is based on a comprehension
of the Communist Party and its central organs as a federation
of various fractional groups of organisations, we have resolu-
tely brushed aside all talk on these grounds and will continue
to do so. We are all soldiers of a united Communist Party
and cannot conclude any agreements outside of Party con-
. gresses and conferences, behind the back of the Party, hiding
and hushing up fundamental differences of principle.

Comrade Kamenev complained of the application of the
advice of Plato in respect to the Opposition (Laughter). Plato
spoke about capable statesmen crowned with laurels and ho-
nours, Comrade Kamenev classes himself among capable states-
men and would anot be averse to having firstly, laurels and se-
condly, honours. (Laughter.) I do mot know whether Comrade
Kamenev will obtain this, but I must remark that the “platonic”

style of Comrade Kamenev’s speech by no means conceals the’

platonic grief at the position in which the Opposition finds it-
self. For him such a position is quite new. I must say that it
is only a short time since Comrades Kamenev and Zienoviev
acted as the zealous executors of Plato’s “wise counsels”. (A
voice: “Comrade Plato”.) Comrade Zinoviev for example, suf-

fered defeat in applying this ,platomic” tactic when we refused’

his demand to exclude Trotsky from the Politbureau. And then
Comrade  Zinoviev wanted to apply. these “platonic” methods
at a time when Comrade Trotsky had not done a hundredth part
of what Comrades Zinoviev and Kanmtenev: recently did in their
struggle against the unity of the Party. Some comrades present
here will probably remember the period when Comrade Zinoviev
occupied the. post of Chairman of the Leningrad Executive Com-
mittee of Soviets in the role of Philosopher Plato, and when he
applied the method of administrative-organisational “arguments”
to a much greater degree than anywhere else and at any other
tilme. I think that members of the Comintern present here will
remember that Comrade Zinoviev also endeavoured to apply
these “Flatonic” methods too widely in respect to various Sec-
tions of the -Comintern. (Applause.) Both ‘Comrade Zinoviev
and Comrade Kamenev have had to deal with much more disci-
plined opponents than ‘they themselves prove to be. In the hi-
story of our. Party we do not remember such a case as for in-
stance, Comrade Zinoviev’s journey to his father (Laugfher).

Perhaps not everyone here knows about it. Let me recall that.
this case .took place at a time when Comrade Kamenev came to .

a meeting of the Politbureau. and.established the text of the
document printed on Ogtober 16, stating that the Qpposition was
in. favour of .peace and against war. But it was noticed that
Comrade  Zinoviev was missing. Comrade Tomsky asked Com-
rade Kamenev the reason for Zinoviev’s absence and received
the reply that Comrade Zinoviev’s papa (Laughter) was taken
serjously ill and that he had gone to Leningrad to see him. At
the, same time we received .news that Opposition moves were’
being made in all the main fadtories of Leningrad, secretly
organised and under. the direot guidance and most active par-
ticipation of Comrade Zinoviey.

It' was -just at-the moment that Comrade Kamenev was

negotiating with the C. C. about the document that-was te crown

the cessation of fractional struggle, which in the opinion of the
Opposition, threatened the Party with a split, just at this mo-

ment Comrade Kamenev and Comrade Zinoviev and all the
Opposition leaders deceived the Party like little boys and con-
spiratively organised Opposition action in all the big factories’
of Leningrad.

When Comrade Zinoviev practised his *‘platonics” we did
not know of such a case of double dealings and deception of the
Party and the C.C. And Comrade Zinoviev should not com-
plain to us now, if in the present complicated situation we do
not reject what Plato recommended ‘in his time, when we deal
with the Opposition, which stops at no methods in its struggle
against the Party (Loud and prolonged applause. The “Inter-
national” is sung.)

Cemrade THALMANN (Germany):

Before taking up the essence of this matter, permit me to
make four preliminary remarks:

1. Comrade Trotsky in his speech maintained that Comrade
Ercoli and myself, when speaking on the motion of Comrade
Riese demanding that repersentatives of the Russian Opposition
be given the floor here, had used a tone here inreconcilable with
that of the editorial which appeared in the “Pravda” the day
afiter the speech of Comrade Zinoviev. I want to say here that
precisely by the attitude of the three Opposition leaders here at
the Plenum, the “Pravda” editorial is justified. The appearance
of ihese. oppositional leaders was a factional appearance, and
the “Pravda” statement that they have presented an iniernational
platform here against the Comintern, is absolutely true.

2.1 wall try to deal with the serious problems not from the
standpoint of citation-cobbling, as Comrade Zinoviev has doue,
but by approaching’ them on the basis of the practical revolu-
tionary work of the Soviet Union, Germany and the whole
International.

3. The German Party has suffered most severely in its work
because of the disruptive activity of the Russian Opposition. In
ocur ranks the fight was fought out hardest, but in that battle
also we defeated the Opposition.

4, The assault of Conirade Zinoviev and the others with him,
was made against the foundations of the Comintern, to the
service of which he was assigned ffor years by the C. P, S. U,
but which he has now completely deserted. All the speeches,
those of Comrade Trotsky and especially of Kamenev, and their
whole attitude again show that they want to shatter the Leninist
foundation of the Comintern. But this foundation stands firm,
Trotsky, Kamenev, etc. not withstanding.

The debate has already shown, and the vote will confirm
it, that not the Leninist foundation af the Cominterm is to be
shattered, but instead the false ideas of the Opposition bloc.

All the Opposition comrades acted in full consciousness
against the decision of the C. P. S. U., they continued here in
an intensified form their old struggle which, with the famous
declaration of ‘October 16, they promised to give wp. They
appedled to the Comintern agafinst the decisions of the XIV. Party
Congress, the July Plenum of the C. C., and the XV Party
Conference, to which they submitted in words but which in
reality they have mnever recognised.

They wappealed to the Comintern and believed that they
could exert their harmful finfluence here among the delegates
who are to decide upon the basic problems of the proletarian
dictatorshiip, in connection with the Russian question. They. did
not act as individuals, but on the decisions of the whole leading
group of the Opposition bloc, Comrade Zinoviev spoke here
in ithe name of Trotsky and lin the spirit of Trotzkyism, as
Trotsky’s speech also showed dlearly. For the first time Com-
rade Zinoviev did not address the International Plenwm on
the authorisation of his Party, as was heretofore the case in
the Congresses and Enlarged Executives.of the Comintern, but
quite openly ‘against his Party, against the C. P. S. U.

The C. P. S. U., which has shown through ite represen-
tatives and which brings proof in its practical work, that it is
defending, assuring, consoliditing and affectuating Leninism, the
Party ‘which has already defeated the Opposition, is accused by
the Opposition, especially by Comrade Kamenev, with falsifying
Lenin and with the worst deviations from Leninism. Just as
the Opposition in the C. P. S. U. exploited every legal possi-
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bility in order to mobilise, through the windows of the Panty,
the mon-Party pepulation against the policy. of socialist con-
struction, so also Zinoviev, Trotsky and Karmenev wanted to
use the Comintern as an internationat tribune against the
C. P.S. U. _ : L
In reality they did not even appeal to the Communist Inter-
national, toits Bolshevik. core troops, to its proletarian forices,
but instead they appealed to Ruth Fischer, Maslow, etc., to the
disruptive and distintegrative elements in the Comintern, to the
various Right and Left factional groups, as Comrade Zinoviev
has proven by daring to suggest that Souvarine could Dbe
empl(;yed as’ a bourgeois icorrespondent in China. The French
delegtition has already adequately shown, through its' speaker
Comrade Doriot, that the very conmection of Souvarine with the
syndicalist wing in the C. P. S. U,, and the methods of calumny
and villification in which Souvarine indulged in France agalinst
the Sowiet Unicm, are sufficient to describe the character of
this feliow who not only has no political. plattorm, but who to
this -day- attacks the Fremch Party and the whole Comintern in
the worst, most despicable,- indescribable manner. This shows
the character of this Opposition, it shows its lack of - prindiple;
it shows that it has no tasis and that it was not even in a
position. to present a positive programime here at the International
Plenum. : R
The German Opposition, since the Open Letter; has also
showed ifs lack of character on all fields. On various questions
it has presented no adequate platform on the tasks we have
set ourselves. while it has employed still meaner methods against
the policy of the Party and the Comintern. The - moment the
Opposition in the C. P. S. U. launched its -attack in the Soviet
Union, the German Opposition in the C. P. G. proceeded with
an atack on the Russian question. It is ‘interesting that these
twoattacks ‘took place jointly and simultaneously. The Russian
Oprosition based its attack on fthe ‘question of the building of
Socialism in one country, the German Opposition against our
work for the organising of the proletarian revolution in the West.
This circumstance ™ shows that the two chief problems that
confront us today, socialist construction and international revo-
lution, are closely bound up with one another, that they belong
together inseparably. They are not antagonistic, as the eppo-
sition: of all shadings maintains, but parts’ of one wuniform
" revolutionary. process. v '
Comrade Kamenev stands up here today, and is brazen
enough to talk ‘about the national limitation of the C. P..S. u,
about How it formulates its tasks; how it carries out socialist
comstriiction; but we see here lin the whote development of the
C. P.'S: U., éspecially today, that it is doing everything possible
o arouse the forces not only #n its own country Diit, as it has
proven, also in. connection with all internationa] struggles, with
all ather revolutionary tasks; that it is a, reai internatiopal Party:
On the initiative of the C, P,.S..U., the support of the British
ool strike in which no  dther couutry: has equalied the Russian
trade unions, and the support of the %hine‘se' revolufion, are
examples of, the international character of ithe C. P, S. U.

These charges of the Opposition; especially those of Com-

rade Kamenev, already exposed the toots of this ideotogy. They
do not hesitate to’ deny facts in order to befoul theéir wn Party.

Oume. of the weightiest 'quesiiosmé to  be solved and clarified
here is the statement of the Oppesition that the building of

Socialism. in the Soviet Union is nok. possible as long as. the

proletariat of other countries has mot seized power. -

Fwill try to prove what is *hereal essence by means of a
citation of Lenin, which Comrades Zinoviev and Trotsky. also
offer, interpret mnd in part apply. falsely. Tt is ‘One of the best
citations from Lenin. on the building. of Socialism, because in
one sentence it contfains four stages. Lenin wrote in. an article
about the “United States” (“Against.the Stream”):

“The victory of Socialisnt is possible in several .ot even
in ‘one single country, but at the same’ time  the' viictorious
proletariat of this country, after expropriating the capitalists
and -organising socialist production, would have t6 combat
the rést of the capitalist world”. : T :

This one citation comprises the four stages of the prole-
tarian dictatorship. And since Comrade T rotsky has tried here
in his speech to explain this citation differently from ithe way
Lenin” meant it in 1915, I shall #ry to lay out this citation  in
such ' detail that not a single delegate, and not even the Oppo-

sition, will be able to question that theoretically the possibility
of building Socialism in one country was proven already by
Lenin in 1015 in this article.

Comrade . Zinoviev likewlise tried to vitiate this ditation by
ridiculing it as.a frigment, but this very fragment contains the
foundation of Leninist theory on the building of Socialism in
oite country, and smashes the pessimistic views of the Opposition
infto fragments. In connection with the citation, Comrade Zinoviev
rajses the question: Why did our own. Party, the Russian Com-
munist ‘Party, until 1925 fail to understand this article written
in 1915? Here Comrade Zinoviev certainly fell into an error,
the sense of Lenin’s thought in 1915 was mot only uniderstood
by the Bolsheviki, but for the last ten years it has been bred
into the blood and bone of the Party. What does this citation
say as a wihole? The citation comtains four important stages.

" The first is ‘that in which-Lenin speaks of the posisibility
of the victory of Socialism in several or even in a single capi-
talist country, Can the proletariat in one country seize power?
Certainly, says Lemin, the proletariat can seize power, amnd in
Cctober 1917 the Russian proletariat did seize power. The Party
and the working class, under the leadership of Lenin; took. up
2zrms. and defeaded bloody ozarism, but at that time Comrades
Zinoviev and Kamenev were deserters from the proletarian
revolution.

The second stage: Can the proletariat maintain its power
against counter-revolutionary attacdks? Certainly. From 1017 until
1921, we had a stage in which the Red Army was built, in
which the Party laid the foundations for the slow transition 16
socidlist ecomomy, ‘and in which the proletarian dictatorship
slowly -entrenched itself. ST

The third stage in which we are today, that is rthe,‘_siﬂag.e
cf the building of Socialism, in which Lenin in this citation
speaks about the organising of socialist production. '

And the fourth amalysis is that in which Lenin points ot
that the military forces of the Sowiet Union will be compelled
to fight the whole capitalist world, the analysis which has played
a great role in our debates at this Plenum and which, together
with the intervention intentions of the whole capitalist world,
is really wpon the agenda today, and will confront us during
the next years also, Viewed linterpationally, every Section is
confronted with the tremendous tasks which the.C. P. S. U. is
victoriously fulfilling in the first two stages, and which it has
set'itself as its primary and most serious world wide batile task
in the third stage of the proletarian dictatorship.

In 1915, this article appeared. Two years later, in’ October
1917, the victory of Socialism stood upon the agenda not merely
as- i citation but in the formy of civil war.. At that fime there
were some comrades: who were frightened at: the  vast diffi
culties of this struggle, but nevertheless the Russian Party and
the Russian working class, under the leadership of Leini, took
up arms and overthrew czarism. In all the various. stages; of the
develonment of the proletarian dictatorship -there were. serious
differences in the Party. These were differences which always
showed ‘tHemiselves - the: moment the ‘Strugede involved thé seizure
and securing of the proletarian victory: ‘Comrades Zinoviev and
Kamenev were mot convinced itk ‘October 1917 that the Bolshevik
Party was ‘strong enotigh 16! -carry ouff victoriously the
proletarian dictatorship, they exwosed their ‘defeatism, their ladk
of faith in the proletariat, they showed that they Houbited that an
agricultural country, under the leddership of the proletariat, was
réally in a position to win. WL T R

. In the second stage, in' which the Russian Party and _the
workers, together with the masses of peasants, offered resisfance
to the, counter-revolutionary. attacks, new . ditferences developed
in. the Party against .Comrade Lenin and his majority, 1 think
I need not discuss at. length Brest-Litovsk, at which the “Left
Communists” did not understand Lenin’s position that the re-
volution required a breathing spell in order to entrench itself
and to gather fresh forces.. Many leading comrades of the
Russian. Party were of the opinion that the: revolutionary war
against, (German imperialism had to.be confinued under all cir-
cumstances. Lenin, however, fought to secure the prolgtarian
revolution. ‘ R ‘ . -

T ‘the third stage in which we find ourselves today, in the
stage of the "building of Socialism, we isee the culmination of the'
Opposition struggle against the C.P.S.U. ‘in"its appearmance at
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the XIV: Party Congress, the XV, Party Conference and fimally
here at the Enlarged Executive.

In these three stages, however, certain other peculiar diffe-
rences appeared, namely, the ignoring of the mecessity of an
alliance between workers and peasants. In the first stage some
comrades did not comprehend that only through the alliance
with the peasantry will we be in a position to defeat the bour-
geoisie. In the second stage we find that some did not com-
prehend that it was necessary for tthe Party to stand for peace
and against any war since the peasants in the army, e. g., at
the time of Brest-Litovsk, were beginning to desert. Thanks to
Lenin’s measures we succeeded in bringing the peasantry to the
side of the Party and the proletariat. Also in the third stage there
were difierences with the Opposition on the question of the pe-
asantry. We see that in the present stage certain Opposition
comrades do not sufficiently understand the importance of the
pleas.‘antry, which they even represent in part as a socially hostile
class. »

In the present epoch of proletarian revolution, when preci-
sely in Soviet Russia, the land of proletarin dictatorship, we
have reached the turning point from reconstruction to new con-
struction, the Opposition bloc is frightened at the difficulties of
building, and has no faith in the possibility of vidtory. The same
panic in the face of danger, the same frantic pessimism, as in
1917, the same propaganda with regard to the strength of the
class foe and the under-estimation of our own forces. The state-
ments of the Opposition on ail fields converge upon: private ca-
pital is advancing everywhere, the kulak is. constantly gaining
in influence, a mountain of difficulties is toppling over upon the
Panty, the Party is beginning to degenerate, it.is beginning to
surrender its positions, it is proposing an altered course, efc.
This is the trend of thought of this Opposition, its' disconsolate
defeatist apprasal of the situation in Russia. When the Oppo-
sition sizes up the situation in this way it is readly under-
standable that Comrade Zinoviev tries to offer a citation to
prove that Marx had an opinion on the building of Sodcialism
in one country entirely different from that of the present Russian
majority. Comrade Zinoviev cites from a letter from Marx to
Engels 'in which the following is said.

“That even a Socialist Furope would be swallowed by
the capitalist surroundings if capitalism were still on the
ascent in the rest of the world.”

Against this we must of course say, that it is no longer on
the ascent. But 1 believe that the following facts must also be
drawn in to show the possibility of establishing Socialism in
one country, and to prove that this possibility is well founded.

1. The unevenness of the development of capitalism, which
is decisively intensified in the monopolist stage;

9. The fact that historically imperialism is a dying capi-
talism; and on a world scale it is not on the ascendent. In this

epoch it is also possible to build Socialism in a single country

(giveri adequate materfial reserves). :

To summarise briefly: In the ascendant capitalism (viewed
historically) prior to imperialism, only a united Europe, and
probably not even this, would have sulficed for the building of
Socialism. Today, in Imperialism, when capitalism is reactionary
and when it has passed the peak of its development, when it
is disintegrating and partially conquered by the proletariat,
the building of Socialism is possible also in one country. Marx
could not establish this because he did not analyse the epoch of
imperialism, but only dealt with certain isolated features of
imperialism in England, which at that time was the only im-
perialist -country. The essence of the impertalist epoch consists
precisely in that all the most important civilised countries are
today imperialistic. One might say that Zinoviev distorts the
Leninist theory of imperialism also on this point. In another
place in his speech, Trotsky spoke of socialist economy, and as
to whether it was possible for one country, isolated in ca-
pitalist world economy, to be in a position to build up
Socialism — in the face of the development of productive
forces in ‘the various capitalist countries as against the
Soviet Union. This was the most important point in the
of Comrade Trotsky. But in his speech he forget entirely to look
at the new Russia and to think of the old Russia in connection
with capitalist world economy. One may say that on a world
scale we today have two countries: America and the Soviet

Union which from an economic standpoint are more independent
than all other capitalist countries in the’ world: S

- 1. Because they have sources of raw material, and
2. Because they have markets.

Of course, there are undoubiedly various differences between
the two countries. They have in addition also a geographically:
favourable position. For example America, seeks markefs in
South America, Canada, and to some extent, in Europe, whereas
the Soviet Union has its markets within its own borders, and,
in Turkestan and other areas, which in the course of time have
joined it. The Soviet Union has not only its own market, but it
has at its disposal also raw materiials as well as grain and food
supplies for its population.

If Comrade Trotsky raised the question that if Soviet Russia
comes into a closer dependence wpon the capitalist world eco-
nomy, there will arise certain dangers — then we.can say
against Trotsky that he does wnot sufficiently recognise and
analyse the favourable prerequisites which prevail in- Soviet
Russia. Prior to the war, capitalist Russia was a ' pant of
European impenialism, an imtegral part of world economy.
Comrade Trotsky makes here the greatest opportunist mistakes,
he forgets the distinctions between the former czarist Russi@
and the Soviet Uniion of today. Prior to the war Russia received
a great deal of credit, foreigh capital participated very heavi'y
in industry, international treaties were made whose dependence
upon: Russian- imperialism mno one any longer doubts, the
Russian army was an -instrument of imperialism - today the
situation is otherwise. We know that today the loans and debts
have been cancelled, that invested capital was confiscated and
that capitalism was expropriated in the civil war, that the
treaties ‘which are made toxay imply no dependence wpon impe-
riatism, but that they are made in ‘defence of the proletarian
stronghold.

Further, we have a Red Army in the Soviet Union which
is not an instrument of imperialism, but an instrument of the
revolutiomary proletarian world army, which will defend not oy
the Russian revelution, but which will march and fight shoulder
to shoulder with the proletariat of the whole world (applause).
When Comrade Trotsky tried to counterpose the development
of the productive forces of the capitalist world as against the -
Soviet  Uniomn, and, failed to give sufficient attention to the
considerable development of our own industry in the -Soviet
Uniion, then, by dealing with the building of Socialism¥ solely.
in' a pessimistic sense, he thereby also arrived at a standpoint
in- which- his hypothesis speaks mot only of a half century but
even of -a whole century of such development. :

We by mo means deny that there are certain difficulties in
Soviet Russia, that even the measures taken towards its own
industrialisation and thereby ‘fowards liberation from dependence
upon the capitalist world market, contain certain  inherent
dangers, but the growth of industry in the Soviet Union, jointly
with the struggles of the workers in capitalist countries and
with - the national revolutionary movements will inevitably
augtment the conflicts and contradictions in capitalism, and will
intensify the economic and political antagonisms on various
fields. Comrade Trotsky’s perspective, his idoubts in the develop-
ment of the productive forces in the Soviet Union, is precisely
the gemeral disbelief of the Opposition bloc in the tremendous
forces of the world proletariat, in the gigantic forces of the
Russian revolution and its leader, the C. P. S. U. This theory
was advocated not only by Comrade Trotsky but also by
Comrade Zinoviev, and today with particular vigour by Comrade
Kamenev. The latter 'in his speech today declared:

“We cannot permit this to pass without protest, becanse
it in the Party and Comintern this were to remain unchal-
lenged (he was speaking here about the possibility of bufil-
ding Sowcialism), in the course of a certain time it would
inevitably lead to that against which we not only profest,
but against which we hope to protest jointly with the over-
whelming majority of our Party and the Comintern: viz.,
against the substitution for the international revolutionary
perspective by that mational-reformist perspective which is
proposed to us”. ,

In these worlds of Comrade Kamenev are contained the same
defeatism and doubt against the whole devolutionary movement
as in the speeches of Comrades Trotsky and Zinoviev. They-
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do not see the international development, they do not see the
movement on-a world scale, they do mot see the growth in the
forces of the world proletariat; to speak here about a national
refonmist perspective, when. at this Plenum itself we are dealing
in, all earnest with the questiois of the Chinese revolution .and
of the British, miners’ struggle in connection with the -organi-
sing of the revolution in all countries — means that the coimirades
of ‘the Opposition have no correct revoluionary perspectives.
Comrades, [ believe that we can say that the perspective outlined
here on a world scale by Comrades Stalin and éﬁhan’in will be
adopted unanimously by ‘the delegates. It is not a perspective of
capitalist stabilisation,  but a perspective of Socialism, and:
furthermore of socialist construction in the Soviet Union which
creates. the possibility, in connection with ithe sharpening of
imperiatist antagonism, for victorious revolution also in another
«capitalist country. In the epoch of imperialism and of prole-
tarian .revoluitons, according to Lenin, our perspective is revo-
tutionary and alive, while the perspective of the Opposition is
false, dead, and hostile to the revolution. ]

The theses of the Opposition is: the building of Socialism
is impossible in the Soviet Union until the international pro-
letariat has seized power. Proceeding from this idea, the Oppo-
sition propagates: 1.' Thermidor, 2. the kulakising of Party po-
licy, 3. capitalist development of the Soviet Union, 4. an inevi-
tably approaching crisis in the economic development of the
Soviet Union, etc. - : ’

With such a standpoint of the Opposition, the Plenum had®
a right to expect that they would come here with concrete
facts, with concrete figures as to what comprises the injurious
policy of the C.P.S.U. and of the Comintern. Instead of this
we receive a staggering bulk of citations which in o way apply

to the present concrete situation, of which the chief point is not’

an ascendant capitalism, not the epoch of bourgeois revolutions,
but declining capitalism and the building of a new socialist so-
ciety in Soviet Russia, a situation after nine years of the exi-
stence of the dictatorship of the proletariat in alliance with the
peasantry in an epoch of the world revolution. Why did Com-
rades Zinoviev and Trotsky forget to offer ideas of Lenin, Marx
and Engels in which they Titerally whip up the optimlism in the
revolutionary forces of the working class? They forgot this
little detail.

At the IX. All-Russian Congress of Soviets in 1921, Lenin
said the following:

“Consiidering these conditions of backwardness under
which we began the revolution, and the present industrial
development which we need, but which we do not yet
have, shall we lose courage? By no means! We will begin
this hard work, because the road we are travelling is a
correct one.”

This is a citation from which there rings out assurance
of the possibility of building Socialism in one country!

Furthermore Engels, in his 1892 preface to “Socialism, from
Utopia to Science” says: ' ‘
“For is it not possible that in the present situation
of things, Germany may likewise become the arena of the
first. great victory of the European proletariat?”

This is what Engels wrote in 1892, when, after the repeal
of 'the Socialist Exceptional Law, the Social Democracy had
just become legal! Thus, a perspective for a victorious prole-
tarian revolution by the German proletariat! Why do Comrades
Zinoviev and Trotsky remain silent on such ideas and offer
only citations intended to emasculate the possibility of building

ialism ‘in one country?

Still further: eight monfhs prior to the Paris Commune,
Marx in a letter to Engels warned against the dangers of an
isolated action by the proletariat of Paris; but once the latter
began their fight Marx supported the Commune with all deci-
siveness, never questioning the possibility of the Socialist revo-
lution in one country. At that fime Marx never questioned the
possibility of building Socialism, he only saw the tremendous
strength of the proletariat by means of which the bourgeoisie
was fo be defeated! (Applause.)

Comrade Kamenev in his speech to-day again raised various

disputed questions that played a role already at the XIV. Party
Congress; he attempted to silence the statistical data that proves

the ascent of the Soviet Union, he tried to evade the posi-
tive sides and to speak only of the dangers and difficulties on
the basis of which, with great demagogy, he charged the
C.P.S.U. with Right deviations.

That the trend of general development is not towards
decline, - but towards ascent is shown by the following figures:
during the last three years wages have risen by about 40%,
economy has been restored to the pre-war level, advanding i
1924 by 60%, in 1925 by 42%. In 1923 horseless farms num-
bered 40% of all farms, in 1926 this figures had sunk to about
206%. These three positive figures show that development i§
upward, that the forces are developing favourably to Socialjst
construction, that the -alliance of ‘the proletariat with the tre-
mendous majority of peasants s being strengthened. These few'
figures refute the theory of Comrades Trotsky, Kamenev and
Zinoviev, they confute their doubts in the building of Socialism.
They have no confidence in the strength of the Russian workers
and peasants, and in the C.P.S.U. which leads them, they
likewise doubt the whole world-wide living revolutionary deve-
lopment, and the fundamental Leninist firminess of the Com-
munists. Even itheir own perspective, defended with a Left
phraseology, but in contents a Right opportunist policy, shows
the contradictory side of their arguments against the perspec-
tives of the C.P.S.U. and the Comintern.

In conclusion, let us look at a couple of moot questions
between ourselves and the Opposition on the field of inter-
national politics,

On international questions also the Opposition holds a
divergent opinion from that of the Comintern and the C. P.S. U.
They have not only differences with the C.C. of the C.P.S.U.
on suck uestions as the building of Socialism,. but they advo-
cate a ‘). sition of their own also on serious questions that
have arisen in England, in Chiima, and jin variows Parties.
The very essence of the Opposition here also shows more
clearly than ever the combination of Left gestures of despair
with an essentially Right opportunist policy, whenever serious
oconcrete decisions in the Communist International are involved.

Let us take the question of the Anglo-Russian Committee.
There were differences of opinion when at the V. World Con-
gress the question of international trade union unity was raised.
I will not deny that the German Delegation did not at once
comprehend the tactics in the British perspective. After the
Russian Delegation convinced us, we carried out in all earnest
the policy of international trade union unity -and the applica-
tion of united front tactics. But can we launch the work of
international trade union unity without special organs and
organisations? By no means; the Amsterdam Trade Union
International exists, the Profintern exists, connecting links are
necessary, they must be created. To allow such links %o con-
sist entirely of Communists would hurt our movement and do
us no good, especially since the powerful Social Democratic
Parties of Western Europe are offering great resistance against
all revolutionary mnited front tactics. In order to weaken this-
powerful West European Sodial Democracy, this bulwark of*
Amsterdam, this solid bulwark of imperialism as such, fo mini-
mise its mass influence, to disrupt fits ranks and thereby shatter
the reformfist bloc, we must create connecting links and orga-’
nisations, upon the basis of which we can bring the proletarian
masses through a door leading to the Communist Party and
the revolutionary front. :

If, in the General Strike and especially in the coal strike
the reformist leaders on the Anglo-Russian Committee pro-
ceeded tto betray and sell out the miners to the bourgeoisie —
which everyone knew in iadvance — then we are confronted
with the question of whether for this reason we should dis-
solve the Anglo-Russian Committee; and the whole Communist
International knows that the reformists are doing everything
possible to accelerate its dissolution? Why this haste among
the British reformists? Because the Anglo-Russian Commifttee,
despite the fact that Thomas etc. have already considerably
restricted its powers, still has importance because, firstly, it
does not weaken, but strengthen ithe basis of our own position;
secondly, it sharpens the antagonisms among the reformists;
thirdly, it can develop a certain energy in the coming economic
struggles which are spreading among the masses of British
workers; and fourthly, that it was in the past and can still be
to-day an instrument against British imperialism and its bloody
colonial policy and its intervention plans against the Soviet






















































