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The Interpational Situation—continued

Comrade Zinoviev has—-let me see, how shall T put it
mildly ?>—the boldness to assert that the right wing
deviation is supported by the present leadership of the
Comintern. But the Report of Djerzhinsky and Unsch-
licht says the opposite. It says that comrade Zinoviev is
libelling the Comintern, when he shifts the blame from
the guilty to the innocent. Tt is the usual thing for
Zinoviev, and for him it is nothing new. Nevertheless,
it is our dut_\ always to expose this libellous trick of his.

Concerning Austria

Comrade Zinoviev said here that the Austrian Com-
munist Party is weak; that it was unable to assume the
leadership during the recent events in Vienna. This is
both true and untrue. That the Austrian Communist
Party is weak, is true. But to deny that it has acted
properly, is to libel it. Yes, it is still. weak; but its
weakness is due, among other things, to the fact that
there is still absent the profound revolutionary crisis of
capitalism which arpused the masses, which disorganises
the Social-Democracy and rapidly develops the chances
of Communism ; it is weak because it is young, because
in Austria there has long since heen established the
domination of the Social-Democratic “left,” which knows
how to carry out right, opportunist actions, under the
cover of left phrases; because it is impossible to smash
the Social-Democracy with one blow.” But what was the
purport of comrade Zinoviev's argument? He hinted
(not daring to speak out straight) that if the Commun-
ist Party in Austria was weak, the Comintern should
be blamed. This is, apparently, what he wanted to con-
vey. But he certainly missed the mark. It is a cal-
umny. On the contrary, since comrade Zinoviev has
ceased to be the President of the Comintern, the Austrian
Communist Party has got rid of the wire-pulling, of the
haphazard interference in its internal life, and was thus
given the opportunity to develop. Does not the fact that
it was able to take the most active part in the events in
Vienna, that it gained for itself the sympathies of the
masses of the workers—does not that show that the Aus-
trian Communist Party is growing, that it is becoming
transformed into a mass Party ? How can such obvious
facts be denied?

The Attack on the British Communist Party

It has been asserted by comrade Zinoviev that the
British Communist Party did not gain anything from
the General Strike and the coal strike, that 1t_even
emerged from the ﬁght in a weaker state. This is
absolutely wrong. It is wrong because the prestige of
the British Communist Party is growing day by day.
This can be denied only by the blind. This is demon-
strated at least by the fact that whilst formerly it was
practically ignored by the British bourgeoisie, now on
the country, it is bitterly persecuted, and not only the
bourgeoisie, but also the General Council and the Labour
Party are organising a ruthless crusade against their
own Communists. Why hitherto were the British Com-
munists more or less tolerated ? Because the Commun-
ist . Party. was weak, and its influence over the masses
was . weak. - Why has it now ceased to be tolerated, why
is it now so furiously attacked ? 'Because the Commun-
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ist Party is feared as a force, because the leaders of
the Labour Party and the General Council fear it as their
gravedigger. This is ignored by coinrade Zinoviev.

.- I do not deny that generally the Western sections
of the Comintern are still more or less weak. This can-
not be denied. But what are the causes of this? The
main - causes are those of which T have just spoken:
firstly, the absence of the profound revolutionary crisis
which stirs the masses, arouses them and turns them
abruptly in the direction of Communism ; secondly, the
fact that in all the countries in Western Europe the pre-

.dominant force among the workers is still the Social-

Democratic Parties, which are older than the Commun-
ist Parties, that have recently come into the world, and
which cannot be -expected to break up all the Social-
Democratic parties with a single blow. And yet, is it
not a fact that in spite of all these circumstances, the
Communist Parties in the West are growing, that they
are constantly gaining ground among the masses of the
workers, that some of them have already become, and
others are becoming, real mass Parties of the proletariat ?

But there is vet another cause which hinders the
rapid growth of the Communist Parties in the West.
It is the splitting work of the Opposition, of the same
Opposition that is present here, in this very hall. . What
is necessary for the Communist Parties to grow at a-
rapid pace? The iron discipline of the Comintern, the
absence of a split in its sections. What does the Oppo-
sition do? It has created in Germany a second Party,
the Party of Maslov and Ruth Fischer. Tt is trying to
create similar groups in other European countries, too.
It, our Opposition, has created a second Party in Ger-
many, with a Central Committee, a central organ, and
a parliamentary faction; it has organised a split in the
Comintern, knowing full well that in this case the split
would be bound to check the growth of the Communist
Party—and yet it turns around and yells {winking at
the Comintern) that the Communist Parties in the West
are growing slowly. Here, indeed, is a case of un-
bounded impudence. . . .

Concerning the Chinese Communist Party

The Oppositionists scream about the Social-Demo-
cratic, Menshevist errors of the Chinsese Commun-
ist Party, or rather of its leadership. .This is-correct.
But they blame for this the Comintern leadership, and
this is altogether wrong. On the contrary, the mistakes
of the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party. were
systematically corrected by the Comintern. This can
be denied only by the blind. You know- this from the
press, from “Pravda,” from the “Communist Inter-
national” ; you know it from the decisions of the Comin-
tern, vou know it from comrade Bukharin’s reports.
The Opposition has never been able, and never will be
able to point to a single tactic or a single resolution of
the Comintern, that could foster a Menshevist deviation
in the C.C. of the Chinese Communist Party, for such
tactics ‘and resolutions do not exist in nature. It is
foolish to assume that the Comintern must invariably be
blamed for any Menshevist deviation that might spring
up in any Communist Party or in its C.C. Comrade
Kamenev demands, whence could Menshevist errors ori-
ginate in the Chmese Communist Party ? and he replies
that they could only originate from the incorrect leader-
ship of the Comintern. And I ask: whence did the
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Menshevist errors of the (German Communist Party
come during the revolution of 1923? Whence did
Brandlerism come? Who supported it? Is it not a
fact that the Menshevist errors of the C.C. of the Com-
munist Party were supported by the present leader of
the Opposition, comrade Trotsky? Why did not com-
rade Kamenev say then that the appearance of Brandler-
ism was due to the improper leadership of the Comin-
tern ? Kamenev and Trotsky have forgotten the lessons
of the revolutionary movement of the proletariat. They
have forgotten that as the revolution unfolds itself, there
are bound to appear in the Communist Parties a right and
a left wing, of which the former does not wish to break
with the past, and the latter does not wish to take stock
of the present. They have forgotten that without these
deviations there are no revolutions. What happened in
our country in October, 1917, did we not have then in
our Party a right and a left deviation? Have comrades
Kamenev and Zinoviev really forgotten about it? Do
you remember, comrades, the history of the Menshevik
errors of Kamenev and Zinoviev in October 7 Whence
came these errors? Who was to hlame for it? Would
it be reasonable to blame Lenin or the C.C. of the Lenin-
ist Partv? How could the Opposition “forget” about
these and similar facts? How could they “forget” that
at the unfolding of the revolution there are always bound
to appear in the Party a right and left deviation from
Marxism ? And what is the task of Marxians, the task
of Leninists, in such circumstances? Their task is to
strike out at both the left and right wings.

About China

Tet us turn to the question of China. I am not
going to enlarge upon the mistakes of the Opposition on
the question of the character and the outlook of the
Chinese revolution. I am not going to do so, because
there has been said a good deal, and with sufficient con-
viction, so that it is not worth while to repeat all that
has been said. Neither am I going to enlarge upon the
fact that the Chinese revolution at its present stage ap-
pears to be a revolution for tariff autonomy (Trotsky).
Nor is it worth while enlarging upon the fact that in
China there appear to exist no survivals of feudalism,
and that if they do exist, they are not of any serious im-
portance, so that the agrarian revolution in China thus
becomes quite incomprehensible (Trotsky and Radek).
With these and similar errors of the Opposition on the
Chinese question, you are probably familiar from our
Party press.

Let us pass on to the question of the fundamental
starting points of Leninism in the solution of questions
relating to the revolutionary movement in the colonial
and subject countries?

What is the starting point of the Comintern, and
generally of the Communist Parties, in settling the
questions relating to the revolutionary movement in the
eolonial and subject countries?

It consists in drawing a rigid distinction between
the revolution in the imperialist countries, in the coun-
tries which oppress other peoples, and the revolution in
the colonial and subject countries, in the countries which
suffer from the imperialist yoke of other countries. The
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revolution is one thing in the imperialist countries:
there the bourgeoisie is the oppressor of other nations;
there the bourgeoisie is counter-revolutionary through
all the stages of the revolution ; there the national aspect
is lacking as a factor in the struggle for freedom. Quite
a different thing is the revolution in the colonial and
subject ocuntries: there the imperialist yoke of other
countries constitutes one of the factors of the revolution;
there the yoke is bound to affect also the national bour-
geoisie ; there the national bourgeoisie may, at a certain
stage and for a certain length of time, support the revo-
lutionary movement of their country against imperialism ;
there the national aspect, as a factor in the struggle for
freedom, becomes a factor of revolution. To ignore
this distinction, to fail to see the difference, to identify
the revolution in the imperialist countries with the revo-
lution in the colonial countries, is to stray from the
path of Marxism, from the path of Leninism, and to
follow the path of the adherents of the Second Inter-
national.

Lenin and the Colonial Question

Here is what Lenin said on this subject in his report
on the national and colonial question at the Second Con-
gress of the Comintern:

“What constitutes the most important, the
fundamental idea of our theses? The distinction
between the oppressed and the oppressing nations.
We lay stress on this distinction, as against the
position of the Second International and the bour-
geois democracy.”* (Vol. XVII., p. 274.1)

The fundamental error of the Opposition is that it
fails to appreciate and to recognise this distinction be-
tween the revolution of one type and that of another type.

The fundamental mistake of the Opposition is that
it identifies the revolution of 19os in Russia, an im-
perialist country oppressing other nations} with the revo-
lution in China, an oppressed, semi-colonial country,
compelled to fight against the imperialistic oppression
of other countries.

Here, in Russia, the revolution in 1905 went against
the bourgeoisie, against the liberal bourgeoisie, despite
the fact that it was a bourgeois-democratic revolution.
Why ? Because the liberal bourgeoisie of an imperialist
country cannot help being counter-revolutionary. It was
for this very reason that the Bolsheviks then could not
even talk about temporary blocs and understandings
with the liberal bourgeoisie. On these grounds it is
asserted by the Opposition that the same policy should
be pursued in China through all the stages of the revo-
lutionary movement, that never and under no circum-
stances are temporary understandinqs and blocs with the
national bourgeoisie admissible in China. But the Oppo-
sition forgets that such assertions can te made only by
people who fail to understand and to recognise the differ-
ence between a revolution in the oppressed countries,
and a revolution in the oppressing countries, by people
who break away from Leninism, drifting into the fold
of the Second International.

* The italics are mine.—J. Stalin.

t This, and all further references to Lenin’s works, are
from the Russian edition. This also applies to other docu-
ments quoted in this speech.
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Lenin on Temporary Blocs

Here is what Lenin said about the admissibility of
temporary understandings and blocs with the bourgeois
emancipation movement in the colonial countries:

“The Communist International should form
temporary undestandings, even alliances, with
the bourgeois democracy of the colonies and the
backward countries, but not merge with it, uncon-
ditionally preserving the independence of the pro-
letarian movement, even in its most embryonic
form.” (Vol. XIX,, p. 270). ... “We, as Com-
munists, must and will support bourgeois emanci-
pation® movements in the colonial countries only
in those cases when these movements are really
revolutionary, when their representatives will not
hinder us in educating and organising the peas-
antrv and the large masses of the exploited in the
revolutionary spirit.” (Vol. XVII., pp. 275-276.)

But could it “happen” that Lenin, who thundered
against any understandings with the bourgeoisie in Rus-
sia, admitted such understandings and blocs in China?
Perhaps, Lenin made a mistake? Perhaps he turned
from revolutionary tactics to those of opportunism? Of
course, not. It “happened” because Lenin understood
the difference between a revolution in an oppressed coun-
try and a revolution in an oppressing country. It
“happened” because Lenin understood that at a certain
stage of development the national bourgeoisie in the
colonial countries may support the revolutionary move-
ment of their country against foreign imperialism. This
the Opposition refuses to understand, and it does so be-
cause it breaks with the revolutionary tactics of Lenin,
and with the revolutionarv tactics of Leninism.

Did yeu notice that the Opposition leaders in their
speeches have carefully evaded these points made by
Lenin, although Bukharin in his report has confronted
them with these points? Why do they evade these well-
known points of policy given by Lenin in regard to
colonial and subject countries? Why are they afraid
of the truth. Because the policy of Lenin upset the
whole political ideology of Trotskyism on questions of
the Chinese revolution.

Changes.in the Chinese Situation

As to the stages of the Chinese revolution. The
Opposition has become so entangled that it now denies
the existence of any stages whatsoever in the develop-
ment of the Chinese revolution. But can there be a revo-
lution without certain stages of development? Was
our own revolution without its stages? Take the April
theses of Lenin and you will see that Lenin recognised
in our revolution two stages: the first stage, the bour-
geois-democratic revolution with the agrarian movement
as its principal axis, and the second stage, the October
revolution with the capture of power by the proletariat
as its principal axis. What are the stages of the Chin-
ese revolution? ‘T'o my mind, there ought to be three:
the first stage, the revolutlon of the common national
united front, the Canton period, when the revolution
levelled its chief blow against foreign imperialism, whilst
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the national hourgeoisie supported the revolutionary
movement ; the second stage, the bourgeois-democratic
revolution, after the emergence of the national troops
on the Yangtse river, when the national bourgeoisie
turned its back on the revolution, whilst the agrarian
movement grew into a mighty upheaval involving the
teeming millions of the peasantry (just now the Chin-
ese revolution is in the second stage of its development) ;
the third stage, the Soviet revolution, which has not yet
arrived, but which will come. He who fails to see that
a revolution cannot but be without certain stages of
development, he who fails to see the existence of three
stages in the development of the Chinese revolution, is
perfectly ignorant both of Marxism and of the Chinese
question.

What is the characteristic feature of the first stage
in the Chinese revolution? The characteristic feature
of the first stage in the Chinese revolution is that, firstly,
it was the revolution of the common national united
front, and secondly, that it was chiefly directed against
the yoke of foreign imperialism (the Hong Kong strike,
etc.). Was Canton then the centre of the revolutionary
movement in China? Decidedly, it was. This can now
be denied only by the blind.

Is it true that the first stage of the colonial revo-
lution must be precisely of such character? I believe
it is. In the “Supplementary Theses” of the Second
Congress of the Comintern dealing with the revolution
in China and in India, it is explicity stated that in those
countries, “the foreign aggression has been obstruct-
ing the development of social life all along,” that “ there-
fore the first step of the revolution in the colonies should
be the overthrow of foreign capitalism.”* (See Second
Congress of C.I., p. 605.)

The outstanding feature of the Chinese revolution
consists in the fact that it has gone through this “first
step,” throuch the first stage of its development, that it
has passed through the period of the revolution of the
common national united front, and has entered into the
second stage of development—into the period of agrarian
revolution.

On the other hand, the outstanding feature, say,
of the Turkish revolution (the Kemalists) consists in
the fact that if got stranded on the “first step,” on the
first stage of the bourgeois liberation movement, makmg
no attempt even to pass on to the second stage of its
development, to that of the agrarian revolution.

Was it Right to Support the Kuomintang ?

What did the Kuomintang and its government re.
present in the first stage of the revolution, during the
Canton period ? They represented then a bloc of workers,
peasants, bourgeois intellectuals, and the national bour-
geoisie. Was Canton then the centre of the revolution-
ary movement ? Was it then the proper policy to sup-
port the Canton Kuomintang, as the government of the
fight of emancipation against imperialism? Were we
right then in extending aid to Canton in China, and, let
us say, to Angora in Turkey, when Canton and Angora
were waging a fight against imperialism? Yes, we
were. We were right, and we followed then in the foot-
steps of Lenin, for the struggle of Canton and Angora
was scattering the forces of imperialism, weakening

* The italics are mine.—J. Stalin.

* The italics are mine.—J. Stalin.
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and depriving imperialism of its glory, thereby faci-
litating the cause of the development of the centre of
world revolution, the U.S.S.R. TIs it true that the pre-
sent Opposition leaders supported then, together with
us, both Canton and Angora, rendering them a:certain
amount of assistance ?  Yes, it is. ILet anybedy try to
question this.

. But how is the united front with the national bour-
geoisie during the first stage of the. colonial revolution
to. be understood ? Does it mean that the Communists
should not accentuate the fight of the workers and peas-
ants against the landowners and the. national bourgeoisie,
that the proletariat should sacrifice its independence in
the least degree, even for a single instant? No, it does
not mean that. . The united front can have a revolution-
ary meaning only -on condition that it does mot hinder
the Communist Party in conducting its own independent
political and organisational activity, in organising the
proletariat into an independent political force, in arous-
ing the peasantry against the landlords, and in openly
organising the workers’ and peasants’ revolution, thus
creating the conditions for the proletarian hegemony. I
believe the case has been proved up to the hilt by com-
rade Bukharin in his report, on the basis of documents
with which evervone is familiar, that it was .precisely
such an understanding of the united front that was sug-
gested to the Chinese Communist Party by the Comin-
tern. ‘

The Telegram of October 26th,

Comrades Kamenev and Zinoviev alluded here to
one single telegram sent to Shanghai on October 26th,
1926, which advised for the time being, until the cap-
ture of Shanghal not to accentuate the agrarian move-
ment. Far be it from me to consider that telegramas
right and proper. I never thought nor do I think our
Central Committee to be infallible. "Mistakes do happen
now and then, and that telegram was incontestibly a
mistake. But, firstly, that very telegram was retracted
by ourselves a few weeks afterwards (in November, 1926)
without any advice on the part of the Oppos1t10n
Secondly, why has the Opposition recoMected the tele-
gram now, after a lapse of nine months, and why does
it conceal from the Party that the telegram was re-
tracted by us nine months ago? Tt would, therefore, be
a malicious calumny to assert that the telegram in ques-
tion determined the line of our leadership. As a matter
of fact, it was an incidental, isolated telegram which was
in no way characteristic of the line of the Cémintern,
and the line of our leadership. This, I repeat, is already
clear from the fact that it was retracted a few weeks
afterwards in a series of documents which were abso-
lutely characteristic of the line of our leadership.

Permit me to refer to those documents,

The C.I. and the Agrarian Movement

Here, for instance, is a passage from the resolution
of the Seventh Plenum of the Comintern in November,
1926, that is, one month after the date of the afore-
méntioned telegram:

“The unique feature of the present situation
is its transitional character,. when the proletariat
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has to choose between the prospect of a bloc with
considerable strata of the bourgeoisie, and the
prospect of further consolidating its alliance with
the peasantry. If the proletariat Yails to launch
a radical agrarian programme, it will not be able
to draw ‘the peasantry into the revolutzonary
struggle and will lose the leadérship in  the
national emancipation movement.”’* =

And further :

“The National Government of Canton will not
be able to retain power, the revolution will not
advance towards the complete victory over foreign
imperialism and native reaction, unless national
liberation is identified with agrarian revplution.”
~ (See Resolution of the Seventh Enlarged Plenum
of the E.C.C.L.)

Here you have a document which really defines the
line of the Comintern leadership.

It is very strange that the Opposition leaders avoid
mentioning this well-known Comintern document.

Perhaps I shall not sin against modesty if I refer to
my own speech in the Chinese Commission of the Com-
intern, which in the same November, 1926, Was,worlsmg
out—'of course, not without my participation—the reso-
lution of the Seventh Enlarged Plenum on the Chinese
question. ‘That speech since published in. pamphlet
form, under the title of “Perspectives of the Chinese
Revolution.” Here are a few quotations from  that
speech : . -

“I know that among the Kuomintang péople,
and even. among the Chinese Communists, there
are people who do not believe it possible to develop
the revolution in the village, feanng that by hav-
ing the peasantry drawn into the revolutionary
movement, the united anti- 1mper1ahst front would
be broken. ‘This is a profound error, comrades.
The anti- 1mper1ahst front in China will become
stronger and more powerful the quicker and the
more thoroughly the Chinese peasantry are drawn
into the revolution.”

And further:

“] know that among'the Chinese Communists
there are comrades who believe workers” strikes
for better material and legal cofiditions. undesir-
able, and dissuade the workers from striking.

(A Voice: This was the case in Canton and
Shanghai.)

“'This is a great mistake; comrades. It implies

a grave under-estimation of the role and specific
weight of the proletariat in-China,  This should

be put down in the theses as.an absolutely nega-

tive phenomenon. It would be a great mistake

for the Chinese Communists not to take advant-

age of the present favourable situation.to help the,
workers . improve their material and legal. condi-
tions, even. if by means of strikes. What good

is then the revolution in China?” {(See Stalin,
“On:the Perspectives of the Chinese Revolution.”)

And here is a third document, dated December,
1926, 'at 4 nioment when the C.I. was bombarded with:
declarations from all the cities of China, to the:effect that
the develépmeént of the workers” struggle was leading tc

* The italics are mine.—J. Stalin.:
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4 crisis, ‘to unemployment,. and to the closing down of
factories and workshops:

“'The general policy of retreat in the cities, and
of ceasing thé struggle of the workers for better
conditions, s tncorrect.  In the villages the
struggle should be developed, but at the same time
the favourable moment should be utilised to im-
prove the material and legal status of the workers,
endeavouring in every way to give an organised
character to the workers’ struggle, so as to pre-
vent excesses and premature action. Particular
care should be taken to get the struggle in the
cities :directed against the big imperialists, so as
‘to retain the petty and middle bourgeoisie of
China as far as possible in the united front against
the common foe. The system of conciliation
beards, arbitration courts, etc., we. consider ex-
pedient, providing -that a proper labour policv be
secured -in these institutions. At the same time
we deem it necessary to say that it is absolutely
inadmissible to issue decrees prohibiting strikes,
workers’ meetings, etc. In view of the import-
ance of this question, we ask you to send regular
information.”

“The Warning of the C.I.

A fourth document, issued six weeks prior to Chiang
Kai Shek’s coup d’etat :

“1t. is necessary to increase the activity of the
Kuomintang and Communist nuclei in the army,
and to organise them -where none exist, but where
it is possible to organise them. Where the organ-
isation of Communist nuclei is impossible, it is
necessary to carry on increased activity with the
aid of secret Communists.

“Tt is necessary to. steer our course towards the
arming of the workers and the peasants, the trans-
formation of the local peasant committees into
actual organs of authority, with the organisation
of self-defence, -and so on.

“Tt is mecessary that everywhere the Commun-
ist Party shall act as such: the policy of volun-
tary semi-legality is inadmissible; the Commun-
4st Party wmav not act-.as a brake on the mass
movement ; the Communist Party should not shield
the treacherous and reactionary policy of the Kuo-
mintang right wingers ;-in order to expose them,
it is necessarv to mobilise the masses around the
Kuomintang and the Chinese Communist Party.

“Tt is necessary to draw the attention of wor-
kers who are faithful to the revolution to the fact
that at the present time the Chinese revolution,
in view of the re-grouping of the class forces and
the concentration of the imperialist armies, is
passing through a critical period, and that further
victories. will be possible only .if a determined
course will be taken to develop the mass move-
ment . Otherwise the revolution is menaced with
grave peril, For this reason following the policy
laid down is just now more essential than ever.”

And at a still earlier date, in April, 1926, a whole
vear prior to the coup d’etat by the Kuomintang right
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wing and Chiang Kai Shek, the Comintern had ‘warned
the Chinese Communist Party, urging that it was “es-
sential to work either for the withdrawal or expulsion of
the right wingers from the Kuomintang.” -

This is how the Comintern understood, and con-
tinues to understand the tactics of the united front
against imperialism during the first stage of the colonial
revolution.

Does the Opposition know about these documents ?
Of course; it does. Why then does it hold ‘its tongue
about them ? Because it wants a quarrel, and not the
truth.

The Former Attitude of the Opposition

And yet there was a time when the present Opposi-
tion leaders, particularly comrades Zinoviev and Kam-
énev, did understand something about Leninism, and in
the main, they advocated the same policy in regard to
the Cbmese revolutionary movement as was carried out
by the Comintern, and which had been outlined to us
by comrade Lenin in his theses. 1 have in mind the
Sixth Plenum of the Communist International in Febru-
arv-March, 1926, when comrade Zinoviev was the presi-
dent of the Comintern, when he was still a Feninist and
had not vet gone over to the Trotsky camp. I referto
the Sixth Plenum of the Communist International be-
cause there exists a resolution of that Plenum on the
Chinese revolution, unanimously adonted in February-
March, 1926, containing approximately the same evalu-
ation of the first stage of the Chinese revolution, of the
the Canton Kuomintang and the Canton Government,
as is given by the Comintern and the Soviet C.P., and
which is now disowned by the Opposition: I refer to
that resolution because comrade Zinoviev voted for it,
whilst no one of the C.C. members raised any objection
to it, including comrades Trotsky, Kamenev and other
leaders of the present Opposition.

Permit me to quote a few passages from that resolu-
tion. Here is what the resolution has to say on the
Kuomintang :

“'The Shanghai and Hong Kong political strikes
of the Chinese workers (June-September, 1925)
have brought about a momentous departure in
the fight for liberation of the Chinese people
against the foreign imperialists. . .. The politi-
cal action of the proletariat has given a wonder-
ful impulse to the further development and con-
solidation of all the revolutionary-democratic or-
ganisations of the country, and in the first place,
of the national-revolutionary Kuomintang Party
and the revolutionary government at Canton. The
Kuomintang Partv, whose main bodv has acted
in alliance with the Chinese Communists, repre-
sents a revolutionary bloc of workers, peasants,
wntellectuals and urban democracy® on the grounds
of the common’ class interests of these elements
in the fight against the foreign imperialists and

" the whole of the militarist and feudal system, for
the independence of the country, and for a united
revolutionary-democratic  national  duthoritv.”

(See Resolution of Sixth Plenum of the E.C.C.1.)

Here, then, we have the Canton Kuommtang as the
alliance of four classes. Here, as-you see, we get some-

* The italics are mine;—J. Stahn.
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thing near to the “ Martynov doctrine” sanctioned by
none other than the then president of the Comintern,
comrade Zinoviev.

On the Canton Kuomintang Government

“The revolutionary Government at Canton
formed by the Kuomintang Party has already
established contact with the largest masses of the
workers, the peasants and the urban democracy,
and relying on them, it has smashed the counter-
revolutionary bands supported by the imperialists
and is now working on the radical democratisation
of the whole political life of the Kwantung Prov-
ince. Constituting thus the vanguard in the
struggle of the Chinese people for independence,
the Canton government constitutes a model for
the future revolutionary-democratic building of
the country.””* (Ibid.)

Thus we find that the Canton Kuomintang govern-
ment, representing a bloc of four classes, was a revolu-
tionary government, and not only that, but even a model
for the future revolutionary-democratic government in

China.

On the United Front of Workers, Peasants and the
Bourgeoisie

“In the face of the new dangers the Chinese
Communist Party and the Kuomintang should
develop the most extensive political activity, or-
ganising mass action in support of the fight of the
people’s army, taking advantage of internal fric-
tion in the imverialist camp, and opposing to
them the wunited national-revolutionarv front of
the widest elements of the population (workers
peasants and the bourgeoisie)* under the guid-
ance of the revolutionary-democratic. organisa-

tions.”  (Ibid.)

Thus we find that temporary blocs and understand-
ings with the bourgeoisie in the colonial countries at a
certain stage in the colonial revolution are not only
admissible, but even necessary.

Don’t you think that this resembles very closely
what Lenin told us in his famous thesis on the tactics
of Communists in the colonial and subject countries?
It is only a pity that comrade Zinoviev has already man-
aged to forget all about it.

On the Question of withdrawing from the
Kuomintang

“Individual strata of the upper bourgeoisie of
China, who temporarily grouped themselves
around the Kuomintang Party, have deserted it
during the last vear, which has caused the forma-
tion of a little group of the right wing of the
Kuomintang who are openly opposed to the close
alliance of the Kuomintang with the toiling
masses, who want the Communists expelled from
the Kuomintang, and who oppose the revolution-

* The italics are mine.—J. Stalin,
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ary policy of the Canton government. The de-
nunciation of this right wing at the Second Con-
gress of the Kuomintang (January, 1926) and
the confirmation of the need of the militant alli-
ance of the Kuomintang with the Communists
consolidates the revolutionary trend of the activi-
ties of the Kuomintang and the Canton Govern-
ment, and ensures to the Kuomintang the revolu-
tionary backing of the proletariat.”’® (Ibid.)
Thus we find that the withdrawal of the Communists
from the Kuomintang during the first stage of the Chin-
ese revolution would have constituted a serious mistake.
It was only a pity that comrade Zinoviev, who voted for
this resolution, has managed to forget all about it a
month or so afterwards. For we find that in April, 1926
(one month after) Zinoviev demanded the immediate
withdrawal of the Communists from the Kuomintang.

On Deviations in the Chinese Communist Party and on
the Inadmissibility of Jumping over the Kuomintang
Phase of the Revolution

“‘The political self-determination of the Chinese
Communists will grow in the course of combatting
two equally harmful deviations: the right wing
liquidators which ignore the independent class
tasks of the Chinese proletariat and which leads
to a formless fusion with the general democratic
national movement, and the extreme left tendencies
which are trying to jump over the revolutionary-
democralic stage of the movement directly to the
tasks of the proletarian dictatorship and Soviet
rule, forgetting about the peasantry,* this funda-
mental and deciding factor of the Chinese
national emancipation movement.” (Ibid.)

Here, as vou see, there is everything to show up
the present Opposition in regard to jumping over the
Kuomintang stage of development in China, under-esti-
mating the peasant movement, and leaping in the direc-
tion of Soviets. What a give-away this is.

Are comrades Zinoviev, Kamenev and Trotsky aware
of this resolution ?

Presumably thev are. At any rate, it ought to be
known to comrade Zinoviev, who was President of the
Comintern when it was adopted bv the Sixth Plenum,
and he himself voted for it. Why is it that the Opposi-
tion leaders now avoid mentioning this resolution carried
by the supreme organ of the International Communist
movement ? Why do they keep quiet about it ? Because
it turns against them on all questions relating to the
present Trotskyist argument of the Opposition. Be-
cause thev have gone astrav from the Comintern, astrav
from Leninism. and now, afraid of their own past, afraid
of their own shadow, thev are constrained to resort to
cowardlv evasion of the resolution of the Sixth Plenum
of the Comintern.

This much in regard to the first stage of the Chinese
revolution.

The Second Stage in China

Tet us now turn to the second stage of the Chinese

revolution. |
If the essential feature of the first stage consisted

" ¥ The italics are mine.—J, Stalin,
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in the fact that the edge of the revolution was directed
mainly against foreign imperialism, the characteristic
feature of the second stage consists in the fact that the
edge of the revolution is directed chiefly against the
internal enemies, and above all, against the feudal land-
lords and the feudal regime. Has the first stage accom-
plished its tasks of overthrowing foreign imperialism ?
No, it has not. It has left the accomplishment of this
task as a legacy to the second stage of the Chinese revo-
lutionary masses to rise against imperialism, to call a
halt and to leave this work for the future. It should be
presumed that the second stage of the revolution too will
fail in the complete achievement of the task of chasing
out the imperialists. It will give a further impetus to
the fight of the masses of the Chinese workers and peas-
ants acainst imperialism ; but whilst doing this, it will
leave the final achievement of the task to the next stage
of the Chinese revolution, to the Soviet stage.

And in this, there is nothing to be wondered at. Do
we not recollect similar facts in the history of our own
revolution, if under different circumstances? Do we not
know that the first stage of our own revolution did not
completely fulfil its task of accomplishing the agrarian
revolution, leaving this task to the next stage of the revo-
lution, the October revolution, which has completely and
entirely accomplished the task of stamping out the sur-
vivals of feudalism? Therefore, it will be no surprise
if the second stage of the Chinese revolution does not
succeed in bringing about the agrarian revolution in full,
and if the second stace of the revolution, after having
aroused the teemine millions of the peasantry to the fight
against the survivals of feudalism, leaves the final ac-
complishment of this task to the next stage of the revo-
lution, to the Soviet stage. And this will constitute
another task for the future Soviet revolution in China.

What was the essential task of the Communists at
the second stage of the revolution in China, when the
centre of the revolutionary movement had been clearly
transferred from Canton to Wuhan, and as a counterpoise
to the revolutionary government of Wuhan a counter-
revolutionary centre was formed at Nanking? Their
task was to take full advantage of the possibility of open
organisation of the Party, the proletariat (the trade
unions), the peasantry (the peasant unions), and the
revolution in general. Their task was to drive the
Wuhan Kuomintang people towards the left, towards the
agrarian revolution. Their task was to turn the Wuhan
Kuomintang into the centre of the fight against the
counter-revolution, and into the nucleus of the future
revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry.

Was this policv the correct one? - The facts have
shown it to have been the onlv correct policy, capable of
educating the wide masses of the workers and peasants
in the spirit of the further development of the revolution.

Opposition Adventurism

The Opposition demanded at that time the immedi-
ate formation of Soviets of workers’ and peasants’ de-
puties. But this was adventurism, an adventurous leap
forward ; for the immediate formation of Soviets would
have meant them jumping over the left Kuomintang
phase of development. Why ? Because the Kuomintang
at Wuhan, which was allied with the Communists, had
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not vet discredited and exposed itself before the wide
masses of the workers and peasants, had not yet spent
itself as a bourgeois revolutionary organisation. Be-
cause to launch the slogan of Soviets and the overthrow
of the Wuhan government at a moment when the masses
had not vet become convinced from their own experience
about the rottenness of that government, and about the
need to overthrow it, was to leap forward, to break away
from the masses, to lose the support of the masses, and
thus leap to defeat. The Opposition thinks that if it
could see the hopelessness, the instability, and the lack
of revolutionary principle on the part of the Wuhan Kuo-
mintang (and this could easily be seen by any politically
qualified worker), the situation was equally clear to the
masses, so much so that the masses could be induced to
form Soviets instead of the Kuomintang. But this is
the usual ultra-left error of the Opposition, which takes
its own consciousness and understanding for the con-
sciousness and understanding of the millions of workers
and peasants.

The Opposition is right in saying that the
Party should move onward. This is the usual Marx-
ian rule, and no real Communist Party can exist without
abiding by it. But this is only part of the truth. The
whole truth is that the Party should not only move on-
ward, but should also lead the masses behind it. To
move-onward without the masses following, is really to
lag behind, to stay in the tail of the movement. To
move onward while breaking away from the rear-guard,
failino to get the rearguard to follow, is to take a head-
long leap which mav have the result of arresting the
onward movement of the masses for some time to come.
It is the essence of Leninist leadership that the vanguard
should get the rearcuard to follow, that the vanguard
should move onward without breaking away from the
masses. But in order that the vanguard might not break
awav from the masses, that the vanguard should lead
behind it the millions, there is one essential condition
that is of decisive import, namely, that the masses them-
selves should become convinced from their own experi-
ence of the correctness of the instructions, policy and
slogans of the vanguard. Tt is precisely the trouble with
the Opposition that it fails to recognise this simple
Leninist rule of leading the masses, that a single party,
a single advanced group, without the support of the
teeming millions of the masses, is unable to bring about
a revolution, that the revolution is “made” in the long
run by the teeming miilions of the toiling masses.

1917.

Whyv was it that we, the Bolsheviks, in April, 1917,
did not launch the practical slogan of overthrowing the
Provisional (Government and establishing Soviet rule,
although we were convinced that in the near future we
would be confronted with the need of overthrowing the
Provisional Government and establishing Soviet rule ?
Because the wide masses of the toilers, both in the rear
and at the front, as well as the Soviets themselves, were
as vet unprepard to embrace such a slogan, believing as
thev did in the revolutionary soundness of the Provisional
Government. Because the Provisional Government had
not vet managed to scandalise and discredit itself by
supporting the counter-revolution in the rear and at the
front. Why did Tenin assail the Bogdatyev group in
April, 1917, in Leningrad, that launched the slogan of
the immediate overthrow of the Provisional Government
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and the establishment of Soviet rule ? Because the Bog-
datyev attempt would have been a dangerous leap for-
ward, creating the danger of detaching the Bolshevist
Party from the millions of workers and peasants.

Comrade Zinoviev sayvs that in alluding to the Bog-
datyev episode I am identifyving the present Chinese revo-
lution with our October revolution. This is sheer non-
sense, of course. Firstly, I have myself made the reser-
vation in my article “On Current Topics” that “the
analogy here was only conditional,” that “I drew that
analogy only with all the necessary reservations, bearing
in mind the difference between- the situation of China
to-day and Russia in 1917.” Secondly, it were foolish
to assert that it was generally wrong to draw an analogy
between the revolutions of the -different countries for
the purpose of demonstrating the character of the differ-
ent tendencies in the revolution of a given country, and
the mistakes committed by them. Does not the revo-
lution of one country learn from that of another coun-
try, even if these revolutions are not of one and the same
tvpe ? If so, what value is there in the scientific study
of the revolution? Zinoviev’'s argument amounts virtu-
ally to a denial of the possibility of scientific study of
the revolution. Is it not.a fact that Lenin shortly before
the October revolution accused Tscheidze, Tseretelli
and Steklov and others of the ‘‘Blanc-ism’’ of the French
revolution of 1848 ? Just read Lenin’s article “ On Louis
Blanc,” and you will see how Lenin draw a wide analogy
of the French revolution of 1848 when characterising the
mistakes of one or another of the leaders before October,
although Lenin knew quite well that the French revo-
lution of 1848 and our October revolution were not of
the same kind. And if it was proper to speak of the
“ Louis Blanc-ism” of Tscheidze and Tseretglli during
the pre-October period, whyv is it not right to speak of
the ‘“‘Bogdatyevism’’ of Zinoviev and Trotsky during
the period of the agrarian revolution in China?

The Revolutionary Centre

It is claimed by the Opposition that Wuhan was not
the centre of the revolutionary movement. But why did
comrade Zinoviev say then that ‘‘every help should be
extended’”’ to the Wuhan Government in order to turn
it into the centre of the fight against the Chinese
Cavaignacs? Why did the Wuhan territory, and not
any other, become the centre of the maximum develop-
ment of the agrarian movement? Is it not a fact that
it was precisely the Wuhan territory (Hunan, Wupei)
that was in the early part of this year the centre of the
maximum development of the agrarian movement?
Why may Canton, with no mass agrarian movement,
be described as the “centre of revolution”  (Trotsky)
whilst Wuhan, on whose territory the agrarian revolu-
tion has started and developed, may not be considered
as the centre of the revolutionary movement? If so,
how are we to account for the fact that the Opposition
demanded the retention of the Communist Party in the
Wuhan Kuomintang and in the Wuhan Government?
Can it be that the Opposition in April, 1927, favoured
a bloc with the = “counter-revolutionary’’ Wuhan
Kuomintang? Whence such ‘‘forgetfulness,” such con-
fusion in the ranks of the Opposition ?

The Opposition points out in an “I told you so”’
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sort of way that the bloc with the Wuhan Kuomintang
was short-lived, asserting in the same breath that the
Comintern did not warn the Chinese Communists of the
possible relapse of the WWuhan Kuomintang. It is hardly
necessary <o argue that this malignant jubilation of the
Opposition betokens only its political bankruptcy. It
is apparently the belief of the Opposition that the bloc
with the national bourgeoisie in the colonial countries
should be of long duration. This can be presumed only
by people who have shed the last remnants of Leninism.
If, at the present stage, the feudals and the imperialists
in China proved stronger than the revolution, if the
pressure of these inimical forces has caused the right-
ward swing of the Wuhan Kuomintang and the tempor-
arv defeat of the Chinese revolution, it can be a matter of
malignant jubilation only for people infected with the
spirit of defeatism. As to the Opposition’s assertion
that the Comintern did not warn the Chinese Com-
munist Party of the possible collapse of the Wuhan
Kuomintang, this is one of the usual gossiping stories
in which the Opposition arsenal abounds just now:

Two Documents—the First

As against these gossiping stories permit mie to cite
a few documents.
The first document bears the date of May, 1927:

““The most essential object just now in the in-
ternal policy of the Kuomintang is systematically
10 develop the agrarian revolution in all the pro-
vinces, and particularly in the Kwantung
Province, under the slogan of ‘All power to the
peasant unions and committees in the village.’
Therein lies the basis of the success of the revo-
tion and of the Kuomintang.* Therein lies the
basis in China for the formation of a mighty
political and military army against imperialism
and its agents. In practice, the slogan of land
confiscation is quite timely for the provinces that
are -involved in a strong agrarian movement, like-
Hunan, Kwantung, etc. Without this no de-
velopment of the agrarian revolution is possible.*

“It is necessary to proceed right away to the
organisation of eight or ten divisions of revolu-
tionary peasants and workers commanded by abso-
lutely reliable officers. These will constitute the
Wuhan guards both at the front and in the rear,
for the purpose of disarming the unreliable troops:
This should under no circumstances be delayed.

“It is necessary to increase the activity in the
rear and among the troops of Chiang Kai Shek to
demoralise them, and to render assistance to the
peasant insurgents in the Kwantung Province,
where the power of the landlords is particularly
unendurable.”’

Two Documents—the Second

The second document is also dated May, 1927 :

“Without the agrarian rvevclution victory 1is
impossible.  Without it the Kuomintang C.C.
will become transformed into a wmasevable play-
thing in the hands of unreliable generals. It is

* The italics are mine.—J. Stalin.
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necessary to curb excesses, not through the troops,
but through the peasant unions. We are de-
cidedly in favour of the actual seizure of the land
from below. ‘The fears entertained in connection
with Tan Pin Siang’s journey are not grounded.
We should not detach ourselves from the workers
and peasants’ movement, but should rather assist
it in every way. Otherwise you will ruin the
cause.

“Some of the old leaders in the Kuomintang
C.C. are scared by the events, are wavering and
compromising. It is necessary to attract to the
Kuomintang C.C. more new leaders from the
ranks of the peasants and workers below. Their
courageous voice will either imbue the old leaders
with determinalion or put them on the scrap-
heap. The present structure of the Kuomintang
should be modified. The top of the Kuomintang
must be renovated and replenished with mnew
leaders who came to. the front in the agrarian
revolution, whilst the membership should be en-
larged by drawing in the millions from the
workers’ and peasants’ unions. Without this
the Kuomintang runs the risk of becoming de-
tached from life and of losing every prestige.

“It is necessary to get vid of the dependence
upon unreliable generals. Mobilise about 20,000
Communists, add to them about 50,000 revolu-
tionary workers and peasants from Hunan and
Hupeh, form several new corps, utilise the
graduates from the military academies, and
organise, before it is too late, your own reliable
army. Without this there is no guarantee against
failure. 'This is a difficult task, but there is no
other way.

““Organise a revolutionary military tribunal,
with prominent non-Communist members of the
Kuomintang at the head. Punish the officers
who keep in touch with Chiang Kai Shek or who
incite the soldiers against the people, against the
workers and peasants. Coaxing alone won’t do.
It is time to begin to act. It is mecessary to
punish the scoundrels. If the Kuomintang people
will not learn to be revolutionary Jacobins, they
will be lost both to the people and to the revolu-
tion.””* '

Thus you see that the Comintern did foresee events,
that it signalised the dangers in time, warning the
Chinese Communists of the doom of the Wuhan Kuo-
mintang, if the Kuomintang people would not become
revolutionary Jacobins.

‘“Cavaignacs’’

It was said by comrade Kamenev that fér the defeat
of the Chinese revolution the policy of the Comintern
was to blame, that we ‘‘have reared Cavaignacs in
China.” Comrades, such things about the Party can
be said only by a man who is ready to commit a crime
against the Party.  Such things were said about the

* The italics are mine.-—1. Stal-
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Bolsheviks, by the Mensheviks during the period of the
July defeat of 1917, when Russian Cavaignacs appeared
upon the stage. Lenin in his article .““On Slogans’’ re-
ferred to the July defeat as the “‘victory of the Cavaig-
nacs.”” The Mensheviks were malignantly jubilant then,
asserting that for the appearance of the Russian
Cavaignacs the policy of Lenin was to be blamed. Thus
comrade Kamenev believed that for the appearance of
Russian Cavaignacs during the period of defeat of 1917
the policy of Lenin was to be blamed, the policy of our
Party, and not anything else?  Is it befitting for com-
rade Kamenev in this case to copy the Mensheviks?
(Laughter.) It is known that the revolution of 19oj5
was defeated, whilst the defeat was more profound than
that of the Chinese revolution to-day. It was then
asserted by the Mensheviks that for the defeat of the
1905 revolution the extreme revolutionary tactics of the
Bolsheviks were to be blamed. Does comrade Kamenev
intend to follow here .the example of the Mensheviks in
their interpretation of the history of our revolution, and
throw stones at the Bolsheviks? And how is the defeat
of the Bavarian Soviet Republic to be explained? Per-
haps by the policy of Lenin, and not by the correlation
of forces between the classes? How is the defeat of the
Hungarian Soviet Republic to be explained? Perhaps
by the policy of the Comintern, and not by the correla-
tion of the forces between the. classes? How can it be
asserted that the tactics of this or that Party can elimi-
nate or upset the correlation of the forces?

Was our policy in 1905 right or wrong? Why were
we defeated then? Do not the facts demonstrate that if
the-policy of the Opposition had been followed in China
the revolution would have been defeated far more quickly
than it was ? What name can we find for people who for-
get about the correlation of class forces in time of revolu-
tion, and are trving to explain everything merely by the
tactics of this or that party? About such people only one
thing can be said, that they have given up Marxism.

The Mistakes of the Opposition

Summing up, the following are the chief mistakes
of the Opposition :

(1) The Opposition does not understand the char-
acter and outlook of the Chinese revolution.

(2) The Opposition does not see the difference be-
tween the revolution in China and the revolution in
Russia, between revolution in colonial countries and the
revolution in imperialist countries.

(3) The Opposition gives up Leninist tactics on the
question of the attitude towards the mnational bour-
geoisie in the colonial countries during the first stage of
the revolution.

(4) The Opposition does not understand the ques-
tion of the participation of Communists in the Kuomin-
tang.

(5) The Opposition violates the fundamentals of
Leninist tactics on the question of the relation between
the vanguard (the Party) and the rearguard (the teem-
ing millions of the toiling masses).

(6) The Opposition dissociates itself from the resolu-
tion of the Sixth and Seventh Plenums of the Communist
International.

‘The Opposition noisily praises its own policy on the
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Chinese question, claiming that its policy in China
would have brought better results. There is hardly
any need to argue that with the crudest mistakes ad-
mitted by the Opposition, the Chinese Communist Party
would have landed in a hopeless cul-de-sac by following
the anti-Leninist, adventurous policy of the Opposition.
If the Chinese Communist Party has grown in a short
space of time from a little group of 2,000 people into a
mass Party of 60,000 members; if the Chinese Com-
munist Party has succceded during that period in organ-
1sing about 3,000,000 workers in the trade unions ; if the
Chinese Communist Party has succeeded in arousing the
teeming millions of the peasantry from their stupor, and
in attracting tens of millions of peasants into the revolu-
tionary peasant unions ; if the Chinese Communist Party
has succeeded during that period in gaining over to its
side whole regiments and divisions of the national troops ;
if the Chinese Communist Party has succeeded during
that period in turning the idea of the proletarian
hegemony from a wish into a fact; if the Chinese Com-
munist Party has attained all this during such a short
space of time, it was due, among other things, to the
fact that it has followed the path laid down by Lenin,
the path indicated by the Comintern.

Needless to say, under the policy of the Opposition,
with its mistakes, with its anti-Leninist course in ques-
tions of colonial revolution, the Chinese Communist
Party would have either attained none of these con-
quests or the gains would have been reduced to a mini-
mum.

This can be doubted only by ultra-left renegades
and adventurers.

On the Anglo:-Russian Unity Committee

As to the question of the Anglo-Russian Committee,
it is asserted by the Opposition that we have staked
on the Anglo-Russian Committee. This is untrue,
comrades. It is part of the gossip to which the bank-
rupt Opposition frequently resorts. The whole world
knows, and consequently also the Opposition ought to
know, that we put our stake not upon the Anglo-Russian
Committee, but upon the world revolution and upon the
successes of our Socialist construction. The Opposi-
tion deceives the Party when saving that we have put
or are putting our stake on the Anglo-Russian Com-
mittee.

What, then, does the Anglo-Russian Committee
represent ? It represents one of the forms of contact
between the Red unions, our trade unions, and the Eng-
lish trade unions, the reformist trade unions, the re-
actionary trade unions. Our work towards the revolu-
tionisation of the working class in Europe we conduct
at present along three channels: (a) the channel of
the Comintern, through the Communist sections, whose
immediate task is to dispense with the reformist political
leadership in the labour movement; (b) the channel of
the R.I.I..U., through the revolutionary trade union
minorities, ‘whose immediate task is to overcome the re-
actionary aristocracy of labour in the trade unions; and
(c) through the Anglo-Russian Unity Committee, as one
of the means which might facilitate to the R.I.L.U. and
its sections the struggle for the disintegration and isola-
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tion of the aristocracy of labour in the trade unions.
The first two channels are fundamental and permanent,
obligatory to Communists, as long as there are classes
and a class society. ‘The third channel is a temporary,
auxiliary, episodical one, and therefore undurable, not
always reliable, and at times altogether unreliable. To
place the third channel by the side of the first two is
to go against the interests of the working class, against
Communism. How can anyone say after this that we
have put our stake on the Anglo-Russian Committee ?

In going in for the formation of the Anglo-Russian
Commitiee it was our aim to establish open contact with
the masses of the workers organised in the English
trade unions. What for? Firstly, in order to facilitate
the formation of a united front of the workers against
capitalism, or at least to ohstruct the struggle of the
reactionary leaders in the trade union movement against
the formation of such united front. Secondly, in order
to facilitate the creation of a united front of the workers
against the menace of imperialist wars in general, and
against the menace of intervention in particular, or at
least to obstruct the struggle of the reactionary leaders
in the trade union movement against the formation of a
united front.

Communists and Reactionary T.U.’s

On the whole, is it admissible for Communists to
work in the reactionary trade unions?

It is not only admissible, but sometimes a direct
duty; for in the reactionary trade unions there are

* millions of workers, and the Communists have no right

to refrain from extending their activities to these trade
unions, to find the way to the masses, and to win them
over to the side of Communism. Just read Lenin’s
pamphlet, “Ieft Wing Communism, an Infantile
Disease,”” and vou will find that Leninist tactics make
it incumbent on Communists not to refrain from work
in the reaciionary trade unions.

Is it generally admissible to form temporary under-
standings with reactionary trade umnions, understand-
ings on trade union lines or on political lines?

Not only admissible, but at times the duty. That
the trade unions in the West are mostly reactionary,
is a matter of common knowledge. But this is not the
point. ‘The point is that these trade unions are mass
organisations. ‘The point is that through these trade
unions it is possible to gain access to the masses. The
point is that such understandings should not restrict
or limit the freedom of the revolutionary agitation and
propaganda of the Communists, but that such under-
standings should facilitate the disintegration of the re-
formists and the revolutionisation of the masses of the
workers who so far follow the reactionarv leaders.
Under such conditions temporary understandings with
the reactionary mass trade unions are not only admis-
sible, but at times the duty.

Lenin and Manceuvring

Here is what Lenin says on this subject :

““Capitalism would not be capitalism, had not
the ‘pure’ proletariat been surrounded by a mass
of extremely varied transitional types from the
proletarian to the semi-proletarian (that is, one
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who gains half of his livelihood by selling his
labour power), from the semi-proletarian to the
small peasant (including the small artisan, trafts-
man or little boss in general), from the small
peasant to the middle peasant, and so on ; had not
the proletariat itself been divided into more or
less developed strata, such as peasant organisa-
tions, trade unions, sometimes religious organisa-
tions, and so on. Hence the need, the absolure
need for the vanguard of the proletariat, for its
class-conscious section, for the Communist Parcy,
to resort lo manceuvring, to conciliation and com-
promise with the various groups of proletarians,
with the various parties of the workers and litile
bosses, becomes absolutely imperative.®  The
essential thing is to be able to apply these tactics
in order to raise, and not to lower the general
level of proletarian consciousness, of the revolu-
tionary spirit, and of the capacity tor struggle
and victory.” (Vol. XVII., page 162.)

And further :

‘““That the Hendersons, the Clynes’s, the Mac-
Donalds and the Snowdens are hopelessly reac-
tionary, is true. It is equally true that they
want to take power into their hands (preferring
to do so, however, through a coalition with the
bourgeoisie), that they want to ‘govern’ accord-
ing to the time-honoured bourgeois rules, that they
‘'will be bound to behave themselves when in power
in the same manner as the Scheidemanns and the
Noskes did. All this is quite true. But the de-
duction from this is not that to support them is
to betray the revolution, but rather that for the
sake of the revolution the working-class revolu-
tionaries must give certain parliamentary support
to these gentlemen.””* (Ibid., page 168.)

The trouble with the Opposition is that it fails to
understand and to recognise these indications given by
Lenin, preferring the noisy ultra-left talk about the
reactionary nature of the trade unions.

Does the Anglo-Soviet Committee hamper, or can it
hamper our agitation and propaganda? ‘No, it cannot.
We have always criticised, and always will, the reac-
tionary character of the English labour leaders, expos-
ing their treason and treachery before the masses of the
working class in England.  ILet the Opposition try to
deny the fact that we have always openly and unspar-
ingly criticised “the reactionary work of the General
Council.

We are told that our criticism may eventually
prompt the English to break up the Anglo-Russian Com-
mittee. Well, let them break. The point is not at all
whether or no there will be a break. The point is on
what ground the break will occur, what idea the break
will demonstrate. Just now we are confronted with the
menace of war in general, and of intervention in par-
ticular. If the English leaders break with us the work-
ing class will know that the reactionary leaders of the
English labour movement have broken with us because
they do not wish to counteract their imperialist govern-

* The italics are mine,—J. Stalin.
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ment in the organisation of war. It can hardly be
doubted that if the English leaders do break with us
under such circumstances it will be' easier for the Com-
munists to expose the General Council, for the ques-
tion of the war menace is just now the most burning
question of to-day.

Possibly they will not decide to break with us.
What will this mean? It will mean that we have
secured for ourselves the freedom of criticism, the free-
dom of speaking freely about the reactionary leaders of
the English labour movement, cxposing their treachery
and social-imperialism before the wide masses. Will
this be a good thing for us? I believe it will not be
bad.

Such, comrades, is our attitude on the questions of
the Anglo-Russian Comiuittee.

The War Menace and Defence of the U.S.S.R.

As to the question of war. First of all, T must
refute the absolutely wrong statement made by Zinoviev
and Trotsky alleging that 1 belonged to the so-called
military opposition at the Eighth Congress of our Party.
It is quite untrue, comrades. It is mere gossip,
wantonly fabricated by comrades Zinoviev and Trotsky.
I have in my hands the stenographic record which shows
clearly that I took my stand then by the side of Lenin
against the so-called military opposition.  TFinally,
there are here participants of the Eighth Congress of the
Party who will bear me out that I spoke against the
military opposition at the Eighth Party Congress. I
did not speak out with such hostility against the military
opposition as it may perhaps have pleased comrade
Trotsky, because I believe that among the military
oppositionists there were splendid workers without whom
we could not manage at the front; but that I spoke and
argued against the military oppositionists is a fact
which can be disputed only by such hopeless people as
comrades Zinoviev and Trotsky.

What was the controversy about at the KEighth
Congress? It was the question of the need to do away
with volunteer and guerilla organisations, of the need
to create a real, regular, workers’ and peasants’ army
with an iron discipline, of the need to attract military
experts to this work. There was one draft resolution
submitted by the advocates of a regular army and an
iron discipline, and it was supported by Lenin, Sokolni-
kov, Stalin and others. There was another draft by
V. Smirnov, submitted by the advocates of the reten-
tion of the elements of guerilla organisation in the army.
It was supported by V. Smirnov, Safarov, Voroshilov,
Piatakov and others.

The Need for a Disciplined Army

Here is an extract from my speech :

““All the questions touched upon here amount to
one thing : whether or no a strictly disciplined
army shall exist in Russia. This is the crux of
the question. About six or eight months ago we
had a new army, after the break-up of the old
Tsarist army, a volunteer, poorly-organised army,
with collective management and command, sub-
mitting to no orders. It was a time when the
aggressive intentions of the allied Powers became
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more or less clearly indicated. The army was
made up mainly, if not exclusively, of workers.
Owing to the absence of discipline, owing to the
absence of cohesion in this volunteer army, owing
to the fact that orders were ignored, owing to
disorganisation in the management of the army,
we suffered defeat, so much so that Kazan was
captured from us, whilst Krasnov was advancing
from the South. . . . The facts showed that the
volunteer army, poorly organised and poorly
disciplined, ~ould not stand criticism, that we,
the Soviet Republic, would be unable to defend
our Republic if we did not create another army,
a regular one, impregnated with the spirit of
discipline, with a well-organised political depart-
ment, capable and able to get to its feet at first
call and to throw itself against the encmy.

*“. .. The question is of deliberately supple-
menting the discipline of consciousness which we
had during the volunteer period, whether it was
bad or good, with a discipline of iron. I should
say that those non-working class elements which
make up the bulk of our army, the peasants, will
not fight for Socialism ; no, they won’t . Volun-
tarily they won’t fight. This has been indicated
by a whole series of facts on all the fronts. A
whole series of mutinies in the rear, and on the
fronts, a whole series of excesses on the fronts,
indicate that the non-proletarian elements, which
make up the majority of our armyv, will not volun-
tarily fight for Communism. Hence our task is
to compel these elements to fight, to follow the
proletariat not only in the rear, but also on the
fronts, to compel them to fight against imperial-
ism, and in this process of rallying the armed
peasantry around the proletarians, to complete
the building ol a real regular army, the only one
capable of defending the country. Such is the
question.

“. . . Fither we shall create a real workers’
and peasants’—chiefly peasants’—army, rigidly
disciplined, and then we shall defend our Re-
public, or we shall go under.

“. .. The draft worked out by comrade
Smirnov contains every attempt, disguised and
vague, vet quite clear to me, to undermine the
discipline, to relax it in regard to the peasant
elements, and to prevent the welding of the army
into a united disciplined mass.”’

Such, comrades, are the facts.

‘“Moral Capital’’—in the East

As vou see, comrades Trotsky and Zinoviev have
once again indulged in fibs. )

It was further asserted here by comrade Kamenev
that during the last period, during these two vears, we
have squandered all the moral capital which we previ-
ously possessed in the international world. Is that
true? Of course it isn’t. It is quite untrue. T'o what
elements of the population was comrade Kamenev re-
ferring, among which elements of the population in the
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East and in the West have we lost or gained influence?
T'his was not vouchsafed by comrade Kamenev. And
vet to us, as Marxists, it is just this question that
matters. ‘Take, for instance, China. Can it be said
that we have lost our moral capital among the Chinesc
workers and peasants? Clearly no. Until very lately
we were little known to the millions of workers and
peasants in China. Until very lately the prestige of
the U.S.S.R. was limited to the narrow circle of the
upper crust of Chinese society, to the narrow circle of
intellectuals in the Kuomintang, to leaders of the type
of Feng Yu Hsiang, the Canton generals, and so on.
Things have radically changed now. Now the U.S.S.R.
enjovs such prestige in the eves of millions of the masses
of workers and peasants in China, that could be envied
by any Power, any political party in the world. As
against this, the prestige of the U.S.S.R. has been
considerably lowered in the eves of the liberal intel-
lectuals in China, of the various generals, and so on,
whilst many of the latter are even beginning to fight
against the U.S.S.R.

Is there anything surprising or bad in this?
Can it be demanded from the U.S.S.R., from the
Soviet Power, from our Party, that our country
should have moral prestige among all clements of
Chinese society? Who but liberal phrasemongers can
demand this from our Party, from the Soviet Power?
What is better for us, prestige among the liberal in-
tellectuals and sundry reactionarv generals of China,
or prestige among the millions of the masses of workers
and peasants in China? What matters from the stand-
point of our international position, from the standpoint
of the development of the revolution throughout the
world : the growth of the prestige of the U.5.8.R. among
the teeming millions of the toilers coupled with the un-
doubted lowering of the prestige of the U.S.S.R. among
the liberal-reactionary circles of Chinese society, or
prestige among these liberal-reactionary circles whilst
losing our moral weight among the wide masses of the
popuiation ? To put this question is to see at once that
comrade Kamenev has pointed his finger at the skyv. . . .

‘‘Moral Capital”’—in the West

And what about the West? Can it be said that we
have squandered awav our moral capital among the prole-
tarian elements of the West? Clearly no. What, for
instance, is the evidence of the recent actions of the
proletariat in Vienna, of the general strike and coal
struggle in England, of the mass demonstrations by many
thousands of workers in GGermanv and in France in fav-
our of the IT.5.S.R. T Does it indicate the lowering of the
moral weight of the proletarian dictatorship in the eyves
of the teeming millions of the working class? Of course
it doesn’t. On the contrary, it indicates that the moral
wetght of the TV.8.8.R. is rising and growing in strength
among the workers of the West, that the workers in the
West are beginning to ficht against their hourgeoisie
“in the Russian manner.”” No doubt, among certain
clements of the pacifist and liberal-reactionary bhour-
geoisie a hostile attitude is developing against the
U.S.5.R.; particularly, in connection with the shooting
of 20 ‘“‘noble” terrorists and arson fiends. But does
comrade Kamenev indeed put more value on the opinion
of the liberal-reactionary pacifist circles of the hour-
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geoisie than on the opinion of the millions of the pro-
letarian masses of the West? Who will venture to deny
the fact that the shooting of the 20 ‘‘noble ones’ has
met with the profoundest sympathetic response among
the millions of the workers both here in the U.5.5.R.
and in the West? “Serves the soundrels right!”’ Such
was the verdict in working-class quarters on the shcot-
ing of the 20 “‘noble ones.”” I know there are among us
some people who believe that the milder we behave, the
better it will be for us. These people tell us: “The
cause of the U.5.5.R. was all right when England broke
with us; it was still better when Voikov was murdered,
but the cause of the U.S.S.R. became worse when we
showed our teeth, and in answer to the murder of com-
rade Voikov we shot zo ‘“‘noble” counter-revolution-
aries ; before the shooting of the 20 we were the object
of commiseration and sympathy in Furope; after the
shooting, on the contrary, that sympathy was gone,
and we began to be accused of not being the good boys
the public opinion of Europe wanted us to be.”” What
can be said about this reactionary-liberal philosophy ?

The only thing to be said about it is that its authors
would like to see the U.S.S.R. teethless and unarmed,
bowing to the ground bhefore the enemies, and surrender-
ing to them. “There was once a “bleeding Belgium”
whose pictures could be seen on cigarette-box labels.
Why not have a “bleeding U.S.S.R.”’ to arouse the
sympathies of all and sundry? . . . No, comrades,
that won’t do. Let them rather go to the devil with all
their liberal-pacifist philosophies of “‘sympathy’’ for the
U.S.S.R. Let us only have the sympathy of the masses
of the toilers, and the rest will be added. And if there
must needs be somebody ‘‘bleeding,”’ we shall see to it
that the smashed and bleeding object should be any
bourgeois country, but not the U.S.S.R.

On the Question of the Inevitability of War

Comrade Zinoviev has been at great pains to argue
that in Bukharin’s speeches the talk was ahout the
“probability’’ and ‘“‘inevitability’’ of war, but not about
its unconditional inevitability. He told us that such
formulation might lead to confusion in the Party. I
happened to peruse comrade Zinoviev’s article on the
“Outlines of the future war.”” And what did T find? I
fpund that in Zinoviev’s article there is not one word,
literally not one word, to the effect that war has become
inevitable. Comrade Zinoviev’s article speaks only of
the possibility of a new war. It has a whole chapter
which proves that war is possible. ‘I'hat chapter ends
with the sentence: ‘“T'hat’s why Bolshevik-Leninists
should legitimately and of necessity think just now of
the possibility of a new war.”” (General laughter.)
Take note, comrades, of that “to think of the possi-
bility of a new war.”” ’T'here is one passage in comrade
Zinoviev’s article which says that the war ‘‘is becom-
ing”’ inevitable, but not one word, literally not one word,
about the war having already become inevitable. And
this man has—how shall I put it mildly >—the bold-
ness to assail the theses of comrade Bukharin which
say that war has become probable and inevitable. What
does it mean to speak now of the ‘‘possibility’’ of war?
It means at the very least to throw us back for seven
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vears, because seven years ago we were told. by Lenin
that war between the U.S.S.R. and the capitalist world
was possible. What good was it for Zinoviev to re-
iterate the old lesson, offering his retrogression as a new
message ? What does it mean to say now that war is
becoming inevitable? It means at the very least to throw
us back for four years, because already at the time of
the Curzon Ultimatum we said that war was becoming
inevitable.

How could it happen that comrade Zinoviev, who
only vesterday wrote such a modelled and entirely
unfounded article on war, in which there is not a single
word to the effect that war has become inevitable—how
could it happen that this man should make bold to assail
the clear and definite thesis of Bukharin on the inevit-
ability of war? Tt happened because Zinoviev has for-
gotten about the things which he wrote yesterday. The
fact is that comrade Zinoviev helongs to those blissful
people who write in order to forget on the following day
all about it. (Laughter.) It was asserted here by
Zinoviev that Bukharin was ‘‘prompted’’ by Tchitcherin
to write his thesis in the spirit of the probability and

4

-inevitability of war. And I ask who ‘“‘prompted”’ com-

rade Zinoviev to write an article on the possibility of
war now that war has become inevitable? (L.aughter.)

On the Question of Stabilisation

Comrade Zinoviev has assailed Bukharin’s thesis on
the assertion that on the question of stabilisation the
thesis departs from the position of the Comintern. This,
of course, is a foolish assertion. Comrade Zinoviev has
only shown thereby his total ignorance on the question
of stabilisation, on the question of world capitalism.
Comrade Zinoviev believes that since there is stabilisa-
tion, it means that the cause of the revolution is lost.
He does not understand that the crisis of capitalism and
the preparation for its doom arises out of this stabilisa-
tion. Is it not a fact that capitalism has lately perfected
and rationalised its technical processes, turning out huge
masses of products for which no markets can be found ?
Is it not a fact that the capitalist governments are turn-
ing more and more to Fascism, taking the offensive
against the working class, and temporarily fortifying
their position? Does it follow from these facts that
stabilisation has been put on a solid basis? Of course,
it doesn’t. On the contrary, these very facts lead to the
aggravation of the crisis which existed before the last
imperialist war. The very fact of the capitalist govern-
ments turning to Fascism, precisely this fact leads to
the aggravation of the internal situation in the capitalist
countries, and to revolutionary actions on the part of the
workers (Vienna, England). The very fact that capital-
ism rationalises its technical processes and turns out
more goods than the markets can absorb, leads to the in-
tensification of the strife among the capitalists for new
markets for the exportation of capital and for the sell-
ing of goods, creating the conditions for a new war, for
a new division of the world. TIs it difhicult to understand
that the stupendous growth of the producing powers of
capitalism, given a certain limitation of the world mar-
kets and a stability of the “ spheres of influence,” serves
to intensify the scramble for markets, and the crisis of
capitalism ?

Capitalism might be able to dispose of this crisis,
were it in a position to increase the workers’ wages
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several times, were it able in this manner seriously to
increase the purchasing powers of the millions of toilers,
and the capacity of the home markets. But then capital-
ism would not be capitalism. Precisely because capital-
ism is unable to do this, precisely because capitalism
makes use of its “income” not to raise the well-being of
the majority of the toilers, but to increase their exploita-
tion and to export capital into the less developed coun-
tries in order.to reap even larger “returns”—precisely
because of this scramble for markets and for the export-
ation of capital leads to a desperate struggle for a new
sharing out of the world and for spheres ot influence, a
struggle which has already rendered inevitable a new im-
perialist war. Why is it that certain imperialist circles
look askance at the U.S.S.R., organising a united front
against it ? Because the U.S.S.R. represents an exceed-
ingly rich market for the sale of goods and the exporta-
tion of capital. Why is it that the same imperialist
circles intervened in China? Because China represents
an exceedingly rich market for the sale of commodities
and the exportation of capital. And so on, and so forth.
Herein lies the basis and the source of the inevitability
of a new war, it matters not whether it will flare up be-
tween the different imperialist coalitions, or against the
U.S.S.R.

The trouble with the Opposition is that it fails to
understand these simple, elementary things.

On the Question of the Defence of our Country

And now permit me to deal with the last question,
with the ‘question of how the Opposition proposes to
defend the U.S.S.R.

Comrades, the revolutionary character of this or that
group, of this or that tendency, of this or that party, is
not tested by the respective statements and declarations
they make. The revolutionary character is tested by
the work, the practice, the practical plans of this or
that group, this or that tendency, this or that Party.
‘One should not trust the statements and declarations of
people, however imposing they may sound, if these are
not supported by practical performances and achieve-
ments. There is one question which furnishes the touch-
stone wherewith to test the relative revolutionary or
non-revolutionary character of the various groups, ten-
dencies and parties. This question is now that of the
defence of the U.S.S.R., the question of the absolute,
unreserved defence of the U.S.S.R. against imperialist
aggression. He is a revolutionary who absolutely, un-
conditionally, openly and honestly, without any secret
military conferences, is prepared to defend and protect
the U.S.S.R.: for the U.S.S.R. is the world’s first pro-
letarian, revolutionary State, which is building Social-
ism. He is an internationalist who unreservedly, un-
hesitatingly, without any conditions, is prepared to de-
fend the U.S.S.R. because the U.S.S.R. is the basis of
the world revolution, and it is impossible to defend and
to move onward the world revolution without defending
the U.S.S.R. Because he who thinks of defending the
world revolution apart from and against the U.S.S.R.,
is setting his face against the world revolution, and will
ultimately be bound to descend into the camp of the
enemies of the world revolution.

Two camps have now been created in the face of
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the war menace, and consequently, two positions: the
position of unconditional defence of the U.S.S.R., and
that of fighting against the U.S.S.R. A choice has to
be made, for there is not and there cannot be any third
position. Neutrality in this respect, hesitation, reserva-
tions, and the seeking of a third position, are merely an
effort to shirk responsibility, to evade unconditional
defence of the U.S.S.R., to be among the “Noes” at
the most critical moment in the defence of the U.S.S.R..
And what does it mean to shirk responsibility ? It
means to glide imperceptibly into the camp of the
enemies of the U.S.S.R.

This is how the question now stands.

The Opposition and Defence

And how does the Opposition stand in regard to the
defence of the U.S.S.R.? Permit me to refer, if I have
to, to a certain letter addressed by comrade Trotsky to
the C.C.C., in order to demonstrate to you the theory
and the slogan of defence which comrade Trotsky keeps
in reserve, for the event of war against the U.S.S.R. A
passage from that letter has already been quoted by com-
rade Molotov in his speech, but he did not quote the
whole passage. Permit me to quote it jn full.

This then is how comrade Trotsky understands the
policies of defeat and defence:

“What is defeatism ? Tt is a policy which aims at
contributing to the defeat of ‘one’s own’ country that
is in the hands of the enemy class. Any other under-
standing and interpretation of defeatism would be a fal-
sification. Thus, for instance, should anyone say that
the political line of ignorant and dishonest claptrappers
should be swept out as so much rubbish in order to speed
the victory of the proletarian State, he does not thereby
by any means become a ‘defeatist.” On the contrary,
under the given concrete circumstances he would be the
real spokesman of the policy of revolutionary defence
of one’s own country : ideological rubbish does not bring
victory.

“ Quite instructive lessons in this respect may be
found in the history of other classes. I will cite only one
of them. The French bourgeoisie at the outset of im-
perialist war had at its head a government without rud-
der and sails. The Clemenceau group was in opposi-
tion to that Government. In spite of the war and the
military censorship, in spite even of the fact that the
Germans were within 8o kilometres of Paris (Clemen-
ceau said, ‘just because of that’) Clemenceau conducted
a furious fight against the weak-kneed and wavering
petty bourgeois policies, and for imperialist ferocity and
ruthlessness. Clemenceau did not betray his class, the
bourgeoisie ; on the contrary, he served it more faith-
fully, more firmly, decisively and wisely, than did Vivi-

, Painlevé and Co. This was shown by the subse-
quent course of events. The Clemenceau group came
into power, and by a more consistent, a more predatory
imperialist policy, it secured the victory of the French
bourgeoisie. Were there such newspapermen in France
who put the label of ‘defeatists’ on the Clemenceau
group? No doubt there were : fools and gossips will be
found in the van of both classes. But these are not
always given the opportunity to play an equally import-
ant part.” (From the letter addressed by Trotsky to
comrade Ordjonikidze, on July 11th, 1927.)
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Trotsky and Defence

And here is the theory of defence of the U.S.S.R.
(save the mark) as proposed by comrade Trotsky :

“Weak-kneed and wavering petty bourgeois poli-
cies,” such then is the description of a majority of our
Party, of a majority of our C.C., of the majority of our
Government. Clemenceau, that is, comrade Trotsky
and his group. (Laughter.) If the enemy should get
within 8o versts of the Kremlin, this new-found Clemen-
cean, this comic opera Clemenceau—it transpires—would
first of all try to overthrow the present majority, just
because the enemy got within 8o versts of the Kremlin,
and only then be would take up the defence. And if
our comic opera Clemenceau should succeed in doing this,
it would be the real and unconditional defence of the
U.S.S:R., so we are told. And in order to do this, he,
comrade Trotsky, i.e., Clemenceau, would endeavour,
in the first place, “‘to sweep out the rubbish in order
to speed the victory of the proletarian State.” And what
is meant by this “ rubbish” ? The majority of the Party,
the majority of the C.C., the majority of the Government.
Thus we learn that if the enemy should get within So
versts of the Kremlin, the comic opera Clemenceau would
be engaged not in defending the U.S.S.R., but in over-
throwing the present majority of the Party. And this
is what he calls defence. Of course, it is somewhat ridi-
culous when this little quixotic group, which has barelv
gathered a thousand odd votes in the course of four
months, when this little group threatens the million
strong Party, ‘I will sweep thee out.” You may judge
the miserable status of Trotsky’s group, if vou consider
that after working in the sweat of its brow for a stretch
of four months it has barely got together a thousand
signatures. I believe any Opposition group should be
able to collect a few thousand signatures, if it worked
efficiently. I repeat: it is ridiculous when this little
group, in which the leaders are more numerous than the
army (laughter), which as a result of four months’ work
has barely a thousand signatures to show, when this
little boy threatens the million strong Party : “I will
sweep thee out.” (Laughter.) And how does this little
factional group expect to “ sweep out ”the million strong
Party ? Do not the comrades in the Opposition imagine
that the present majority of the Party, that the present
majority of the C.C. has come by chance, that it has no
firm roots in the Party, that it has no roots in the work-
ing class, that it will voluntary allow itself to be ‘‘swept
out” by the comic opera Clemenceau? No, this major-
ity did not come by chance. It accumulated yvear by
vear, in the course of development of our Party, it was
tested in the fire of the struggle, during October and
after, during the civil war, and during the building of
Socialism. In order to “sweep out” such a majority, a
civil war will have to be started inside the Party at a
moment when the enemy would be within 8o versts of the
Kremlin. Well, this seems the limit . . . And the pre-
sent Opposition leaders, were they not tested? Was it
by chance that they, having at one time occupied fore-
most positions in our Party, have since turned out to be
backsliders ?

Is it necessary to prove that this was not the out-
come of chance? And now Trotsky, with the aid of
the little group which signed the platform of the Oppo-
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sition, wants to turn back the wheel of history in our
Party, and that at a moment when the enemy should
be within 8o versts of the Kremlin, whilst we are
told that some of the comrades who signed the Opposi-
tion platform did so because they thought in that way
to secure exemption from war service. {(Laughter.) No,
comrade Trotsky, you had better not speak of “sweep-
ing out the rubbish.” You had better not utter such
words, as they are contagious. Should the majority be-
come contaminated with this idea of “sweeping out the
rubbish,” I wonder if the Opposition would fare well.
Yet the possibility is not excluded that the majority of
the C.C. might become infected with the word of “ sweep-
ing out,” and proceed to “sweep out” some people. It
1s not alwayvs safe to talk about sweeping out, as such
talk might infect the majority of our C.C. And if com-
rade Trotsky intends to wield the broom against the
Party and its majority, what wonder if the Party should
turn this broom against the Opposition ?

Now we know how the Opposition proposed to de-
fend the U.S.S.R. This is demonstrated with sufficient
clearness by the semi-defeatist theory of comrade Trot-
sky about Clemenceau, to which the entire Opposition
subscribes.

Thus, in order to organise the defence of the
U.S.S.R., it would be necessary, in the first place, to
carry out the Clemenceau experiment.

This would be, so to speak, the first step of the
Opposition towards the “unconditional” defence of the

U.S.S.R.
The Party ‘‘Centrist”

The second step towards the defence of the U.S.S.R.
—s0 1t transpires—would be to declare our Party a cen-
trist one. It transpires that the fact that our Party
is combating the left deviation from Communism (Trot-
skv-Zinoviev) and the right deviation from Communism
(Smyrnov-Sapronov) is considered by our ignorant Op-
position as centrism. These cranks have apparently for-
gotten that in fighting against both deviations we are
carryving out the behests of Lenin, who positively in-

- sited on waging a determined fight both against “left

wing theorising” and against “ right wing opportunism.”
The Opposition leaders have departed from Leninism,
having consigned Lenin’s behests to oblivion. The Oppo-
sition leaders do not care to admit that their bloc, the
Opposition bloc, constitutes a bloc of left and right de-
viationists from Communism. They do not care to admit
that their present bloc constitutes a resurrection of the
sadly remembered August bloc of comrade Trotsky up-
on a new foundation. They do not wish to understand
that this very bloc harbours the menace of regeneration.
They do not care to admit that the fusion of ultra-lefts
like the rogues and counter-revolutionaries Maslov and
Ruth Fischer into one bloc with the Georgian nation-
alist deviationists constitutes the worst possible repro-
duction of the liquidatory August bloc.

Thus, we find, in order to organise the defence of
the country it would be necessary to declare our Partv
a centrist one and try to deprive it of the charm which
it has in the eves of the workers.

Such is the second step, so to speak, of the Opposi-
tion towards the “ unconditional” defence of the U.S.S.R.

The third step towards the defence of the U.S.S.R.
—so0 it transpires—consists in declaring our Party non-
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existent, and in depicting it as “ Stalin’s faction.” What
do the Oppositionists mean to say by this? They mean
to say that there is no Party, but there is a Stalin fac-
tion. They mean to say that the Party’s decisions are
not binding on them, and that they may violate these
decisions always and under all circumstances. By this
they mean to facilitate for themselves the fight against
our Party. It is true, they borrowed this weapon from
the armoury of the Menshevik “Sozialistichesky
Vestnik’ and of the bourgeois “Rul.” It is true that
to borrow weapons from the Mensheviks and the bour-
geois counter-revolutionaries is unworthy of Com-
munists. But what of it? All means are fair in the eves
of the Opposition, as long as a fight can be carried on
against the Party.

Thus, we find, in order to organise the defence of
the U.S.S.R., it would be mnecessary to declare non-
existent the very Party without which no defence can
he thought of.

This constitutes, so to speak, the third step of the
Opposition towards the “unconditional” defence of the

U.S.S.R.
Splitting the C.I.

Their fourth step in the defence of the U.S.S.R.
consists in splitting the Comintern, in organising a new
Party in Germany with the rogues and counter-revolu-
tionaries, Ruth Fischer and Maslov at the head, and in
thus rendering it difficult for the proletariat in Western
Europe to support the U.S.S.R.

Their fifth step in the defence of the U.S.S.R. con-
sists in ascribing Thermidor tendencies to our Party, in
splitting it, and in starting to build a new Party. For
if we have no Party, if there is only a Stalin faction
whose decisions are not binding upon the members of the
Party, if this faction is permeated with Thermidor
moods—foolish and ignorant as the talk about a Ther-
midor in our Party may be—what is to be done?

Thus, we find, in order to organise the defence of
the U.S.S.R., it would he necessary to split our Party
and to proceed to the organisation of a new Party.

This constitutes, so to speak, the fifth step of the
Opposition towards the “unconditional” defence of the
U.S.S.R.

Here you have the five principal measures proposed
by the Opposition for the defence of the U.S.S.R.

Need it be argued that all these measures of the
Opposition have nothing in common with the defence of
our country, with the defence of the hearth of world
revolution ?
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And these people want us to print their semi-defeat-
ist semi-Menslievik articles in our Party press. Whom
do they take us for? Is it that we already have ex-
tended the freedom of the press “‘from the Anarchists
to the Monarchists” ¥ No, we have not, and never shall.
Why do we refuse to print Menshevist articles? Be-
cause we have no freedom of the press for anti-Ieninist
tendencies “from Amnarchists to Monarchists.”

What is the wish of the Oppositionists when insist-
ing on having their semi-Menshevist, semi-defeatist
articles printed ? They wish to open a gap for freedom
of the press as theyv understand it, failing to see that
thereby they are animating the anti-Soviet elements and
increasing their pressure on tlie proletarian dictator-
ship, paving the road for bourgenis democracy. Whilst
knocking at one door, they open another.

Here is what a Mr. Dan writes about you:

“Russian  Social-Democrats would warmly wel-
come such legalisation of the Opposition, although they
have nothing in common with its positive programme.
They would welcome the legality of the political struggle,
the open self-liquidation of the dictatorship, and the
passing to new political forms which would open new
vistas for a wide labour movement.” (“ Sozialistichesky
Vestnik,” No. 13, July, 1927.)

The “open self-liquidation of the dictatorship,” this
is what is expected of you by the enemies of the
U.S.S.R., and this is where your policy leads to, com-
rades of the Opposition.

Comrades, we are confronted with two dangers: the
danger of war, which has turned into the menace of war,
and the danger of the degeneration of certain sections of
our Party. In preparing for the defence of our coun-
try, we must create an iron discipline in our Party.
Without this discipline, the defence will be impossible.
We must fortify the Party discipline, we must restrain
all those who are disorganising our Party. We must
restrain all those who are splitting our fraternal Parties
in the West and in the Fast. (Cheers.) We must
restrain all those who are splitting cur fraternal Par-
ties in the West, being supported in this work by rogues
like Souvarine, Ruth Fischer, Maslov and Treint, the
messer. Only thus, and only in this manner, shall we
meet the war menace fully armed, endeavouring at the
same time to make some material sacrifices in order o
put off the war, to gain time, to ransom off capitalism.
This vwe must do, and this we shall do.

T'he second danger is that of degeneration. Whence
Here is where it comes from (pointing
This danger we must remove.

does it come?
to the Opposition).
{Prolonged cheers.)
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BOOK REVIEW

LUPTA DE CLASA, theoretical fighting organ of the Com-
munist Party of Roumania. Nos. 1 to 5, June, 1926 to
June, 1927 ; 296 pages.

HE Communist Party of Roumania, which since its in-

ception in 1921 existed through the days of terror in a

state of semi-legality, and in 1924 became quite illegal,
has not been able to conduct the necessary ideological fight
for the Bolshevising of the Party masses to a sufficient
extent. Consequently not only were there varying opinions
within the ranks of the Party, but there al%o grew up by
degrees firmly crystallised tendencies which can only be
called ultra-left and right liguidatorial. Although the leaders
and the whole Party were for some years cognisant of these
dangers, and clear as to the methods for combating them,
the journal of the Party could not appear. Technical diffi-
culties—illegal press, organisational weakness of the Party,
the lack of any apparatus for distribution, and, finally, the
lack of adequate theoretical forces—these were the reasons
why the appearance of the journal necessary for the life of
the Party, and demanded by the Party masses, was con-
tinually deferred. It must be admitted that the lack of faith
in their own powers was another reason for the non-appear-
ance of such a paper. But the decision of the Sixth Plenumn
of the E.C.C'.1. declared: )

“The Central Committee of the C.P. of Roumania must
be clear as to the whole situation, and correct their former
mistakes, must issue a Party journal for the ideological edu-
cation of the Party, must conduct a definite struggle against
the right wing deviations in the spirit of the decisions of
the Communist International, must struggle against even the
smallest sectional manifestations, must work zealously for
the ideological, political and organisational Bolshevising of
the Party. . . .” )

Corresponding to the position of the C.P. of Roumania,
these words themselves include the programme of the journal
which later appeared. The first number appeared in June,
1926. Tt contained the Resolution of the Sixth Plenum of
the E.C.C.I. on the Roumanian question, the article of
comrade Martynov on “the Problem of the Revolution in
Roumania,” and four articles which betokened a good be-
ginning for putting into practice the decisions of the Comin-
tern, and for the recovery of the Party, also an article
against the liquidators in the person of Kristescu, one on
the internal conditions of Roumania, and two further articles
on the political policy of the Party. As is well known, the
Sixth Plenumr occupied itself with the mistakes of the C.P.
of Roumania in the matter of the Communal elections early
in 1926, when the ‘“‘united front of the working class with
all opposition bourgeois parties against the oligarchy,” was
preached and also partly brought about.

That, however, did not overcome the difficulties with
which the C.P. of Roumania has to contend. The ferocious
and bloody terror weakened the ranks of the Party physic-
ally, even disorganised it for a short time, while that same
terror and the consolidation of Roumanian capitalism
strengthened the right liquidatorial wing of the Party and
brought it out in various forms. In one year only five
numbers of the “Lupta de Clasa.” in three volumes, could
appear. This infrequent appearance of the journal rendered
on onc¢ hand any improvement in its content more difficult,
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and on the other hand gave the impression that the Central
Conmunittee did not define its position on many important
questions of the day ; and so the Party inembership and the
working masses who sympathised with them remained back-
ward in their class education. As an example we give the
following :

The journal fails to give a diary of international political
life and an account of the White Terror; it gives in general
little news on the work and struggles of the brother Parties
and of the Communist International. Since the publishing
company of an illegal Communist Party cannot be very
large, and is certainly very unsafe, the journal can only
contain purely theorctical articles on Marxism—and then only
translations. On the other hand, the journal can say scarcely
a word on trade union questions and trade unity in
Roumania, which circumstance, in the present position of
the organisational apparatus of the Communist Party, has
contributed to the recognised mistakes within the trade
union sphere.

In the second volumes (Nos. 2 and 3) “Lupta de Clasa’
publishes the resolution of the Central Committee of the
C.P. of the Soviet Union on “Fraction Work in the Party,”
and a translation of the most important theses and resolu-
tions of the Seventh Plenum of the E.C.C.I. Only two
articles were devoted in this volume to the internal situation :
one on the so-called “Struggle within the ruling classes and
the tasks of the working class” and the other attacking the
“Right wing tendency” of Kristescu.

'The last volume (Nos. 4 and 5) of June, 1927, contains,
b.e51d§:s the article of Stalin on “Perspectives of the Revolw.
tion in China” and the ‘“Theses of the Communist Inter-
national on the International Situation and the Tasks of the
C.1.,” which were accepted at the Seventh Plenum, six
articles concerning questions vital to the C.P. of Roumania
and 'therefore to the working class of that country.

. _The article, “The Struggle to Re-establish Trade Union
L’mty”' has in view the latest attack of the Government on
the umtary trade unions (dissolution by the courts), with
an objective criticism both of the reformist and the revolu-
tionary (unitary) trade unicns.

The leaders of the unitary trade unions showed great
hesitation in the negotiations which lasted eight to ten
months with the leaders of the Amsterdam trade unions in
Rouman}a on the question of unity. We say nothing of the
right wing of the unitary unions, who are actually Social-
Demomzats. and who, to deceive the masses, remained with
the Unitaries for vears, and now, at a moment of the most
open, brutal and intense attack of the bourgeoisie (the dis-
solution proceedings), consider the time to have arrived to
make their attack and leave the unitary trade unions and
attempt to split them. But this action of the members of
the unitary trade unions, who have now openlv declared
themselves to be reformists, failed completely. Onlv a few
hundred workers allowed themselves to be misled. The
others continued the fight, which can only be carried on
under the leadership of the unitary unions. Tn this complex
of difficulties the organ of the (1.C. of the C.P. of Roumania
gives the following directions for the struggle of the trade
nnions, while retaining their class war character, to estab-
lish their legality.

“The duty of mobilising the working class masses to en-
sure the lecality of the unitary trade unions is a primary
one for us Communists. Although the unitary trade unions
are not by any means a Communistic organisation, and
still less a Communist Partv organisation, as the Social-
Democrats and the hourgeoisie together maintain, they are
the one legal orzanisation hased on the class struggle, and
it is the duty of the Communists to use all their influence
in the unitary and reformist trade unions, in the workshovs
and factories, for rousing the workers to the fight for the
legality of the unitary trade unions. . . .”

As T have already remarked, however, it is necessary
ta devote more than one article to this problem in Roumania.
The question of trade union unity and the unmasking of the
Amsterdamers must appear continually in the journal, as the
same question appears uninterruptedly on the agenda of the
entire Communist Party of Roumania.

Two articles are devoted to the “Ideas’” of Minku. These
“Ideas’ appeared in the first number (second year) of the
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“Cultura Proletara,” and we have mentioned them in our
review in ‘“The Communist International.” The ‘“Lupta de
Clasa’’ enters sharply and decisively into the struggle against
Minku’s desire to conduct a “fight,”” ‘‘parallel ‘to and in
common with’’ one section of the bourgeoisie, against another
section. Minku recommends this method as the only correct
one for the working class. Minku does not understand the
capitalist character of the Liberal Party; he maintains that
it is an ‘“‘oligarchy,” a clique, and nothing else, and that
the bourgeoisie is conducting a struggle against them, in
which it may succeed. As against this incorrect idea the
“Lupta de Clasa’” declares that the Liberal Party is eco-
nomically the most highly-developed sectjou: of -the Rou-
manian bourgeoisie, exploiting the feudal section, and that
it is not indeed an oligarchy but a hegemony of the finance
capital of the country, an oligarchy of concentrated capital,
following the course of a further concentration of capital.
Sinee the power of the Liberals is expressed in the form of a
dictatorship of the large banks, that significes that the con-
trol of the economic life of the country, including industry,
is in the hands of the Liberals. Facts show that hundreds
of large factories and thousands of undertakings of all kinds
are founded by the banks of the Liberals bought up by them,
dependent on them or strongly influenced by them. Such
being the case, Minku’s great mistake consists in speaking
of the opposition bourgeois parties as of the ‘“bourgeoisie”
as such, which the oligarchic finance league must destroy ;
and in overlooking the fact that the power of the Liberals
is so great just because it is in accordance with the forms
of power ‘n modern capitalism. No real ‘“anti-Liberal bloc”
on the side of the opposition bourgeois parties is possible,
and on page 59 of the “Lupta de Clasa’ it is correctly and
definitely stated: ‘“The outlook of comrade Minku obscures
the class-consciousness of the working class; it gives rise to
illusions which prevent the crystallisation of the one social
force which is ‘actually capable of putting an end to the
dictatorship of the Liberals: the united front of the prole-
tariat with the broad masses of the peasantry, liberated
from the guardianship of the opposition bourgeois.”

Another question of great importance to the C.P. of
Roumania to-day is dealt with in the article ‘“Legal Illu-
sions.” In this two aspects of the question are considered :
(1) The openly-treacherous policy of liquidation of Kristescu,
who is already outside the Party, and well on the road
towards Social-Democracy; (2) the ‘‘policy of liquidation”
of those who demand the utilisation of legal possibilities of
work, according to the necessity of the time, in the form of
a ‘“legal workers’ party.”

The “deviations” of Kristescu have long been known to
us: against illegal work, for the affiliation of the unitary
trade unions to Amsterdam, for the unconditional union
with the Roumanian reformists, for ‘‘the political unity”’ of
the working elass. In practice his ideas amount to the fol-
lawing : refusal of any Party work, boycotting the workers’
'and peasants’ bloe—the only legal organisation which is
leading the masses to the fight and has accepted in part the
slogans of the C.P.—an election appeal for the ‘‘democratic
opposition bourgeois .parties against the workers’ and

peasants’ bloe—the true Labour Party!” Kristescu wants
“political unity,” for the “C.I. is going . .. to the right,
and the Second International is going . . . to the left””! He

appeals to the working class to found a ‘‘Socialist Party”
which should aim at making the workers brothers and not
enemies. Kristescu published these ‘‘thoughts’” during the
last election campaigh in his paper ‘“The Socialist Victory,”
and after the campaign in an appeal “To the whole working
class.”

Finally the question of the struggle between the
bourgeois parties, the question of the succession to the
throne is dealt with in the “Lupta de Clasa.”’ The article
“Carolism or Republic?”’ approaches this question which
has become: particularly acute since the death .of King
Ferdinand, The ‘‘Carol question’ has already endangered
the fame and the authority of the idea of monarchy to a
certain extent. The ‘fight”’ which is' being waged to-day
on this suhject by the opposition bourgeoisie against the
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Liberals endangers still more the idea of monarchy among
the working and peasant masses, as well as among a section
of the petty-bourgeoisie. This is taking place in spite of
the obviously treacherous position taken up by the National
Peasants’ Party, who wish to .use the question of the
Regency for eventually obtaining a share in the State power,
and for nothing else. At the same time, the ‘‘Persecution and
Exile of Prince Carol,”’ utilised politically by the opposi-
tional bourgeoisie, can win over petty-bourgeois sections
and create the illusion among many workers that a Rou-
manian ‘“Mussolini regime’’ would be in a position to change
the miserable conditions of the masses. That Prince Carol
is in close association with the Faseist organisations in
Roumania is an open secret.

The writer of the article foresaw the possibility of a
coup d’état on the part of the finance bourgeoisie (the
Liberal Party), and this did actually take place (the over-
throw of the Averescu Government). The Liberals carried
out this coup d’état to prevent any aggravation of the diffi-
culties involved in the question of succession by military
officers which might lead to a mass movement, the last thing
on earth desired by the bourgeoisie. The following is laid
down as “The task of the Party’: ‘“‘The present moment
demands courage and action from the proletariat. It
cannot, and must not, avoid the issue; it must be present
at such a decisive point of history. It must not leave to the
other classes, the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois, the initia-
tive in mobilising the working and peasant masses for out-
side interests. Against these dangerous manceuvres the
slogan of the Republic must be put forward, ‘Down with the
Bratianu Monarchy! Down with the Carolist Monarchy!
Up the People’s Republic!” The slogan of the Republic,
a workers’ and peasants’ republic, as the principal slogan
of the moment, capable of mobilising the broad masses of
the population, is extremely urgent. . . . The only further
requirement is for the C.P. to prove itself able to translate
this political policy into action. .. .”

Quite right! And we are convinced that the C.P. of
Roumania has in this a well-fertilised and fruitful soil for
activity, although in a country which has given up the idea
of a republic for the last 25 years, where Social-Democracy
gives ‘“‘warnings’”’ before any ‘“‘grave’’ events, it is no easy
task to win the workers over quickly to this slogan. But
because of these difficulties it is even more the duty of the
Communist Party to popularise more actively and more
rapidly the slogan of a People’s Republic.

* * * *

A Communist Party has and must have many tasks.
There are many more important questions with which the
C.P. of Roumania has to deal, such as, for example, unem-
ployment, the question of nationalities and the peasant
problem.. We are, however, convinced that the questions
touched upon in Nog. 4 and 5 of the “Lupta de Clasa’’ form
and will continue to form for a long time the central tasks
of the Party. ‘

The journal, appearing as an illegal theoretical organ
under conditions of indisputable difficulty, must throw light
on those problems which are chiefly discussed by the Party
membership. It remains the duty of the Central Committee
to make even more and even greater sacrifices for the
regular publication and distribution of the ‘Lupta de
Clasa” than they have done in the past. ’

AT BAD.
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