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Discussion on Comrade Stalin’s Report.

Comrade

(Verbatim

Comrades! The Speeches of the representatives of the Op-
position Bloc, who have spoken here, call for some remarks.
On me personally, the following circumstance especially has
made a terrible impression. One after another, Comrade Kame-
nev, Comrade Trotzky and Comrade Zinoviev get up and behave
simply as though nothing special had happened (cries of: “Eve-
rything is quiet!”), as though ‘there had simply been some slight
differences of opinion. According to Kamenev even these ditfe-
rences: of opinion are now reduced to a minimum; the Oppo-
sition leaders made their statement about one fact or another,
and there is an end of it! We should on the contrary recall what
has happened, what is the system of views the comrades refer-
red to maintain and the harm which this system of views
within our Party has done in the Comintern. They have said
nothing of the cgiei point, of the fundamental point, of what in
the end decides the question. In my opinion however, we ought

above all to draw. attention to this.

Past and present statements of the. Opposition.

Everyone knows that our Party was accused of having star-
ted on the path of “Thermidor”. Has a single word been said
about it now? No, nothing was said! Have they withdrawn the
statement that we are going through an “epoch of Thermidor”?
"They have not said a word about it, as ‘though it had never
been. ' S )

" Has a word been 'said about 'the' Cavaignacs? Has anything
‘been said about our' throttling the proletariat? Was this said
‘or not? It was said! It was said by Radek, it was said by. Sa-
proiiov, Preobrashensky hinted at it, the rumoirr is going round
in wid8'circles of the party. Have the representatives of the Op-

Bucharin:

Report.)

position behaved as though they felt guilty, have they branded
this phraseology which, from the standpoint of the party is re-
volting and criminal? (Applause.) Not a sound, not a word!
Did Comrade Trotzky say that representatives of our party
were grave-diggers ‘of the revolution; did he or did he not say
it? He did say it (cries of: “Shame!”). Now they say nothing
about it. It is apparently quite harmless to say that the Central
Committee — Stalin and others — are grave-diggers of the re-
volution. All this seems to be a mere trifle! But all this — even
about the grave-diggers — was said at the nucleus of the
“Aviopribor”. (Cries of: “They must be called to order!”)
Was it or was it not said that our party is running off the
‘lines-of the proletarian revolution? It was said. But here they
behave as though nothing had happened! - ' ) i
Was it or not said at the Conference of the Plenum of
the Central Committee that the policy of ‘our party was deviating
from the interests of the broad working masses? It was said by
Comrade Kamenev, it was said and written, but he gets up on
‘the platform and makes no sound; says no ‘word about-it, as
though nothing had happened. ' ’ o :
Was it or was it not said by Comrade Trotzky that “our
State-is far removed from being a proletarian State”? It was ‘said.
‘1t was only afterwards that Cofnrade Trotzky tried o improve
things- by a rectification, by altering the shorthand report in order
to deceive the party; after all that he gets mp here and oes not
repent, says nothing of having'made aﬁigﬂhtﬁui,diﬁsﬁaké — afll this
i§ apparently a trifle.. -~ ¢ - oo L
" Was it or:was it not said that'we are experiencing & bureai-
cratic degeneration in which a_ caste of people his formed and
.detached " themselves fromy the medsses, whilst' thié Jower stories

Thé-gpéechﬁoi_ Comrade Molotov and the concluding speech of
speeches .of

« g

Cc‘)mr“adér.St.;;xlih‘ éppear"oﬁ baéesl?#lii and .1,350:r§s_pectively‘. The

the -leaders of the Opposition; Cemrades Kamenev, Trotzky aad Zinoviev, will be.published in ‘the next
s o e Special Number which will-be issued tomorrow. et B cno e s
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of cur apparatus of State are flooded with peasant elements, the
peasants afterwards’ being turned infor Kulaks? And aiter that,
Kamenev said that anyome who mixes up the Kulaks with the
peasants’is a criminal. In this way he finds fault with himself.

Was all this said? It was said! And afterwards these people
get up and say nothing about it. Was it or was it not said
that our party is steering for the Kulaks? It was said! In this
respect also “silence *was observed. Was anything said about
our party regime in the statement at the Plenum of the Central
Committee?2 Did Comrade Trotzky assert on the basis of this very
platform that the party apparatus and the leading circles of the
party -hag-seized -the whole party by the throat? He did say so!
But “after: thé wheole party had seized our-Opposition by the
throat, they shut their eyes to it just as though absolutely nothing
had happened. (Applause.) :

The Opposition distributed an e%xtremely revolting pamphlet
under the title*“The Labour ‘Question”, in" which, among other
things,a terminology i$ used,”which is in no way distinguished
from that of the Menshevists and #n which it is said that the
miethods of arbitrary rule of prewar times are now being re-
initroduéd into’ our Tactories etc) etc. They wrote that! And now
they pass over it,

At the sessions of the Politbureau, it has repeatedly been
said .in connection with the discussions of the British question,
that ‘w2 are approaching the 2nd International, that we are carry-
ing of' a policy of the 2nd International. Now they say abso-
lutely nothing about it.

This is one side of the question. On the other hand, it seems
to mz that Comrade Larin was perfectly right when he main-
tained in his yesterday’s speech that the comrades referred to had
spoken like literary men and not liike politicians. What is your
political line? Where is your political line? Then Comrade Zino-
viev gets up and makes an attempt to taik about a milliard. You
have zll seen how pitiful and hollow this was. It is all the same
to Zinoviev whether it is 300 million,” 700 million or a milliard.
There is no difference. The whoie party has grown to such an
extent that we have to be continually calculating with a pencil
in our hand; every figure is reckoned out as exactly as possible,
and a* the same time one of the responsible leaders of the Oppo-
sition gets up and says: “Well, if it is not a milliard, it is
700 million.” For him the figures make no difference.

The second question is that of prices. Every comrade under-
stands very well that now the chief source of friction between
the workers and peasants is the question of prices. What other
questions are there in this commection? It is comprehensible even
to any>ody who is not particularly well trained in economics that
the ouestion of prices is the chiel source ol friction between the
working class and the peasantry, with which all economic pro-
blems are directly comnected, which weigh on our politics.. But
what did each of them say about it? We have heard rumours
that K-menaev did not agree with Piatakov, that Piatakov did not
agree with Kamenev nor with Trotzky, that Trotzky did not
agree with Zinoviev etc., but these are all rumours and we cannot
concern ourselves with them. But we do know -that increase of
retail prices is a tlow -for the working class, as the working
class suffers more than anyone from the increase of prices. We
know that. this line of action is a direct help for the Kulaks; for,
when prices are high, the Kulak can buy, not however the poor
peasant,

Whither is this line carrying them. What have they said
about it? That the party should consider this cardinal’ quéstion?
Trifles, ;all, these -are trifles, they. have defended an. improvement
according to classes. When.these main questions are put urgently,
they maintain silence;. Wy -have they not got up to speak on the
econoanic. questions? Because economic policy is their weakest
point, although. they are making every kind of a fuss about
-questions of .economics. -As a:matter of fact, they have got them-
selves iinto a perfect blind alley in.the main' question of prices.
They keep silence here because their line of issue is the line
of Trotzkyism, which — I dio not know whether it has been forced
on thom. or accepted by them, .in agreement or in semi-argree-
ment — but anyhow it is the line of the whole Opposition. And
the party has every right to place this main argument in the
whele .economic.-platform of the Opposition. Nothing has been
siaid about-this, absolutely nothing. It is just the same with regard
to the question of withdrawing means from the domain of trade,
just the same with regard to all the main questions of our eco-
nomic policy.

THE “THEORY” OF SPEECHES WHICH “SLIPPED OuUT”.

In order to give all these matters some form of justification,
it “pleased” Comrade Kamenev yesterday to propound a very
amusing theory which I have never heard before at a party
conference. He said: It matters little what Zinoviev said, it
matters little what this or that- member of the Communist
Academy said, it matters little what Preobrashensky said. It
sometimes happens with us that a word slips out, that a sen-
tence slips out, that even a speech slips cut. It may be said
that it is a remarkable political leader of the Opposition who
is of so agile a nature that even a speech slips -out of him!
(Cries of: *“Not making a speech!” Laughter.)

I can only say that we could continue this evidence: A
wholé book slipped out of Cemrade Zinoviev for instance
(applause, laughter). Then however, for the sake of the bloc
with Trotzky, Comrade Zinoviev tore out of this book which
had skipped out of him (in Russian the words “to slip out”
and “to tear .out” come irom the same root) a certain number
of pages which were directed against Trotzky (laughter).

The theory of “slipping out” is altogether a peculiar
theory of the tactics of the Opposition. These are “all nothing
but trifles, but is it possible that anyone could justify himseli
through them? In this way it is possible to delend omeself
against anything; if even a speech can slip out, it is possible
for anything to slip out. The question cannot possibly be
put that way. It is impossible to accept: the assumption that
the word “Cavaignac” slipped out, hat the word “Thermidor”
slipped out, that the word “grave-diggers” slipped out, that
the deviation towarcs the Kulaks” slipped out. Has not too
much slipped: out? (Tempestuous, continued applause, laughter.)
And even if all this had slipped out, in such a situation the
whole sum of what has slipped out forms a complete poli-
tical line, and the axis of this political line is an estimate
of our situation which suggests that we are degenerating econo-
mically and politically.

THE CAUSES OF THE CAPITULATION OF THE
OPPOSITION.

This is why the party was bound to put the main question
of the revolution and to ask firmly and decidedly all the workers

~organised in our party as well as those workers who back

us and go with our party: Yes or no? Are in error or not?
Are we following the lines which are in keeping with our class?

This is why we brought up the main questions of the
revolution. Just for this reason! And this is by no means
our fault but the fault of those who made an attack on the
party under the slogan of ‘Thermidor”, who accused our party
of “Thermidor degeneration”. Thus, this political attitude, this
liné taken by them was practically identical with a pronounced
fractional fight.

When yesterday Comrade Trotzky completed the picture by
stating that, if everything had been as it should be, we should
have been obliged to resort to the method of building up a new

party and so om, his statement is quite true. But, allow me

to ask, have they not made efforts to form a new party within
the framework of our party? Did they not only renounce the
attack after the party had downed them? Did they not send
Ossovsky who proposed this system to two or several parties?
They did send him! Did not Kamenev and Trotzky vote
against Ossovsky being excluded? They did vote against it!
Did they not sacrifice the organisatory teaching of’ Leninism
in favour of the freedom of fractions and groups? They sacri-
ficed it in accordance with a quite definite logic. Did they then
not understand that in doing so they were deviating from the
organisatory principles of Leninism? They understood it per-
fectly! But they justified it by alleging that they were building
up a party as it should be against the “Thermudor party”, and
that, in order fo -build up this party, they had to disintegrate
the oixd,'pa;rty. This is why they began to speak of the freedom -
of the: fractions and groups; from this point of view it is
uite natural that they had to destroy all -the norms within
the party. They joined together and -aimad their blows -at

_the party.

When they had no success with this number, when these
tactics, which' took' their origin absolutely in their -political
orientation, were rejected (what Trotzky said yesterday .that
we all more or less struck out when the m=ans and aims just'fied
it, is wrong). after the workers had led them along the orthodox
path, when the workasrs had shown that they acted as a rampart
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to our party — then onmly did they beat a retreat. And even
then an attempt was made; this was Comrade Zinoviev’s visit
- to Leningrad, as we all know to the “sick papa”, who turned
out to be a worker at the Putilov works! It was undertaken as
a last attempt to feel the pulse of the mood of the masses. And
when in Leningrad they realised that all stosd round the
party like a rampart, only then did they begin to reflect: Per
haps they are not so degenerated as it seemed to us. ‘

It was right that they did thus return to a good conscience
but then they ought to have come here and said that it was
the workers who had made them think in this way. But they
not only did not say this, but, as is evident from the speeches
of the representatives of the Opposition — both Kamenev’s and
Zinoviev’s and especially Trotzky’s — they still maintain exactly
the same standpoint as previously (cries ol: “Hear! Hear!?) and
this is the purport of their speeches.

At present they maintain that they only beat a retreat be-
cause they wanted to avoid a catastrophe. What catastrophe do
they mean, perhaps a split in the party?! Three persons will
secede from the party, that would have been the whole split
(laughter). ‘At the present time there can be no split, because
the whole party is completely united, and all these reflections
which are made with regard to a catastrophe, to the end of
all things, all this groaning and moaning is the fruit of the
devastated imagination of Comrade Zinoviev, because they see
that the ground is slipping from beneath their feet. That is a
catastrophe, but it is a catastrophe of political leaders and not
a catastrophe of our party. (Applause.)

WHO “RELIES” UPON WHOM IN THE OPPOSITION
BLOC?

We now see, comrades, with what attitude and what thoughts
the comrades of the Opposition come before uis. I must say that
in recent times they — particularly Comrade Trotzky, who is
known for his self-assertion — advocate the remarkable idea
that they carry in their bags the most important ideological lug-
gage, whilst the Central Committee is in this respect poor H1
spirit, as the Gospel says. (Applause.) What is then this ideo-
logical luggage which the Opposition produces as something
from which the party should learn? :

Comrades, 1 pass directly to what Comrade Trotzky has
expounded. Only one preliminary remark! At present all -this
has ceased to-be. a tragedy and has, to a large extent, turned
into - a farce. (Cries of: “Hear! Hear!”) Ii Comrade Kamenev
gets up here ‘and, in reply to a straight question as to the
relations between him and Trotzkyism, says: I Kamenev, join
at present with Trotzky as Lenin joined with Trotzky- and
ieaned on him, we can omnly reply with homeric laughter. Just
see, what a fine Lenin we have found. You see and we all sez
very well that Comrade Kamenev and Comrade Zinoviev lean
on Trotzky in a very . peculiar way. (Prolonged laughter,
Applause.) They “lean” on Trotzky in such a way that. Trotzky
is completely “astride” them. (Laughter; applause) And then,
with a somewhat. hoarse voice, Comrade Kamenev cries from
the depths' of Trotzky’s ideological hegemony: I'lean on Trotzky.
(Laughter.) Just like Lenin. (Laugliter)) A remarkable statement!
Well, is not this a farce? Is it not a comedy? Ot course it is
a comedy, nothing more nor less than a comedy, in which
nobody has any. faith. ’ Co ‘

THE PRESENT SIGNIFICANCE OF THE THEORY OF THE
PERMANENT REVOLUTION.

With vour permission, comrades, I will now pass ‘o Com-
rade Trotzky’s views. For many years the party has discussed
the question of the permanent revolution in this or that form;
but all this happened in 1923 with the immediate help and
support and even at the instigation of Comrades Zinoviev and
Kamenev. Everyone knows that all our political and economic
questions of a‘ fundamental and decisive nature are based on
the question of the relations of the class forces in our country.
Now Comrade Trotzky comes along and says: but the question
of the permanent revolution has“nothing to do with this. Did
not the theory of the mermanent revolution in the first place
take a certain estimate of the class forces in our country for
granted. and did not Comrade Trotzky write in his letter to
Comrrade O'minsky that his estimate had on the. whole been
confirmed, and- were. Comrades Kamenev and Zinoviev wrong

when they connected the discussion of the question of the per-
manent revolution with the discussion of the questions cf our
economic policy, of reform of currency, of poliey with regard
to prices etc..?

It they were wrong, they might be so kind as to get up
and say: We were wrong, the permanent revolution has nothing
to do with all these questions. They have kept silence on this
question! These are their “high principles”, this is their “grand
theoretical and ideological luggage”! Comrade Trotzky, how-
ever, says straight out: This has nothing to do with our
disputes! But it is very directly connected with them!

They might complain and say to the C. C.: Do you analyse
all these great fundamental questions? This attitude would have
been in place had they not brought up their accusation of
Thermidor. When however they accuse us oi Thermidorism,
then, pardon me, we cannot discuss the matter. )

With regard to Comrade Trotzky, Lenin himself said that
he takes what he likes from one and ‘the other without it being
ciear what he takes, and tries to take what should not be taken.
Comrade Trotzky said yesterday: “The theory ol the permanent
revolution with all its features right and wrong”. Allow me to
ask what we are to understand under “wrong”. To whom has
Comrade Trotzky communicated this? When did we hear irom
Trotzky what he considers right and what wrong? Never,
never once have we- heard it. If only Trotzky had ever con-
descended to say what he thinks right and what wrong! In
his most recent works he says that Bolshevism has learnt some-
thing new, that Bolshevism, according to Trotzky, has - arrived
at Trotzkyism, at the theory of the permanent revolution —
and we know nothing more. We, however, are not under an
obligation to'know when Comrade Trotzky will tell us anything
more.

What he told us- yesterday is very interesting! He struck
up a song to the effect that a boom of socialist ecotiomy in our
Country is only possible if the State gets help from  outside.
I consider this an extremely important assertion. For indeed,
Comrades Trotzky, Kamenev and a number of others represent
the ‘affair in such a way — and here they are right — as
to make it seem that we must advance at a more and more
rapid and furious pace; in the resolution of the C. C. it is
said that we must catch up the world economy and ‘the level of
world economy but must then out-distance it.

Allow me however to ask: If a boom ins socialist eco-
nomy is impossible without State help from outside, how
then, dear friends, will you catch up Europe and other countries
without this State help? Get up thén and say: - “Until
the international revolution is victorious,- nothing can be said
as to the pace alluded to in the resolufion of the C. C. Try
it, say it, prove it! And what will the workers say’ to that?
We “say that it is possible, so that in the resolution we do
not write empty rubbish, nothing on the lines of Zinoviev's
productions — 700 millions, one milliard — no nonsense, but
we write this because we consider that such’ a -pace of de-
velopment is possible. We are of the opinion that the internat
forces and the internal material sources of our country admif
of this pace. 1 shall not discuss this fmatter in detail,’ T only
bring up the question. ' »

And vet you say that the question of the permanent re-
volution has nothing to do with this matter; oh yes, indeed,
it has very much to do with it! s S

ON THE INTERNAL FORCES OF OUR REVOLUTION.

Ncw, Comirades, I turn to a sécond question. This is the
question about which Comrade Tro-‘fz‘kt%'l.fs‘ﬁlike (he spoke more
happily than the others, e spoke with gﬁ;glgreatgst elan, not,
it .is true, inspired by the socialist ecoriomy but by his own
spirit). Comrade Trotzky’s jniost important argument was directed
against our evidénice brought forward in the question of the
vonstruction of socialism, in -cme country. We mjaintain that
it is necessary to make a logical distinction betwieen the question
of determining our internal forces (here it isa: case of formu-
lating the question as to the character of qur; revolution ditfe-
rently) and the question of intervention. Comrade Trotzky got
uip here, made great fun of the matter and said that our writing

about it is the best materialisation' of the “metaphysical spirit”,

that the aquestion carinot be put in that way, that intervention

can absolutely not be separated from: internal affairs, ; and
altogether, that internal and external things are interwoven. .
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Well and good, we will speak of this interweaving iater;
but 1 would like to make a single quotation from Lenin. Lenin
said the following in his article “Econcmics and Politics in the
Eposh of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat”. He begins by saying
that the matter of collecting corn is proceeding in some way or
other, that we have improved a little etc. Comrades, 1 ask you
to listen with particular attention fo this most remarkable quo-
tation:

 Lenin writes:

“However much the bourgeoisie in all countries and
their immediate and secret accomplices (the “socialists” of
the 2nd International} may lie and calumniate us, there can be
no 'doubt that, irom the standpoini of the chiei economic
problem, the victory of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
the victory: of Communism over Capitalism, is assured in our
country. This is the reason why the bourgeoisie of the whole
world is raging against Bolshevism and organising cam-
paigns, conspiracies etc. against the Bolsheviki, because they
understand very well that our victory with the reconstruction
of social economics is inevitable unless they suppress us by
military force; and they will not find it easy to suppress
us.” (The italics are mime, N. B))

. Does Lenin here separate intervention from the internal
building ‘up’ of our economtic conditions? Undoubtedly he sepa-
rates them. How does he put the question? Line for line, exactly
as we put it. Unless thé bourgeoisie succeeds in suppressing us
by military foree, the question of sccialist construction from the
point of view of the iaternal relations of the economic forces in
our country, can be solved positively to a successtul end. This is
a definite and clear way of putting the question. Let Comrade
Trotzky come up on the platform and say: “Lenin is a well-
known metaplysician, for it is impossible to. separate intervention
from the. quéstion of internal comstruction, it is impossible to
separate economiic resources from the danger of war” etc. All this
is as unlike Lenin as chalk is from cheese. This was Trotzky’s
main idea, this was the centre point of his reflections, this was
the chiel arrow he shot at the representatives of the standpoint
of the C. C., but the arrow proved to be a Parthian arrow, it
fell back on Trotzky, because amyene who advocaies the theory
of the permanent revolution should not refer to Lenin. The theory
of the ‘perimarient revolution is not a Leninist theory.

. Conmade Trotzky spoke of there being a quotation from
Lenn with regard o the active co-operation of the proletariat
of other -countries with the workers of our country, that the final
victory of socialism in-our coumtry is impossible without this
co-operation, This is quite right, but it is not the matter under
disoussion. Answer the following question: Is it possible in view
of .the internal ecopomic. resources of our country, in view of
the given dynamics of the forces, io carry the construction of
secialism . through to the end, unless we are prevented by inter-
vention, or is it not? This jis how Lenin put the question. Do
you support this quotation from Lenin or do you not? Do you
claim solidarity with him or. not? Yes or no? We want a straight
amswer. . . L 4 o vt

. 1 miust -say, cemrades, that even the quotation referred to
recently by Comrade Zinoviev speaks entirely against them, When
Lenin says that. we havg everything that is necessary, and that
m su{f:f;ici._ent measure, for the construction of socialism, if” oaly
international complications do mnot -interfere, Lenin is distin-
guishing between the.external and the internal factors and he
separates them in his amnalysis.

. Tdtzky has thought out as’an exanwle-that; if one walks: in
the street naked in January, it is difficult .to detach oneself from
the weathier, wch‘;mﬂfit ns; 1 agree, it is indeed difficult. If, however,
there are mdividudls or meibers of the party — whether belon-
ging to the Opposition o ), '
to whéther the person who hias to gonaked has feet or not and
if they begin {0 idoubt the existence of i feet, the' question can
be. putt: "AS this perSon' has no feet, be cannot walk about whate-
ver the weather may be. You saf therefore that the analogy which
claims to be 4"joke, i$ not'to thé paint. The ‘quesiion is: 'If this

o man had feet, he would riot been robbed of his feet, his
| tongrds Cuhaks fwviontd not have caused his  feet
9he srwin' off. I the question i5 'put this ‘way, we are combletely
Hiktiflen itt’ defaching ourselvies frofh the weather from time to
time: in order* ?\'di'sccu'sé' the still imote tmiportant quéstion of the
eet.” But if, itl spite of ‘that, the feit “are’coiinected with the
wiather, e mbdt distinguish -between the feét on the one hand
and-‘the Wéather: on ‘the other hand.- (Applanse.) A

n ‘or nof — who bring up the subfect as.

international Press Correspondence No. 78

Comrade Trotzky creates a similar fog when he introduces
the following marvellous cogitation: Well then, war is war, they
are just frightened; intervention is war, but is the continuation
of politics with other means, jpolitics however are concentrated -
cconomics. What differences of opinion have we here? Is it not
a1l the same whether there is war or not? See, what a humerous
dialectician he is! The substitution he has made is absolutely
inadmissible. It is ome thing that everything here is connected
with everything else, but another matter is the question as to
the identity of these things. From the way Comrade Trotzky
puts the question, the direct condlusion might be drawn that it
1s all the same whether we carry on trade with or make war
against foreign Powers! (Laughter, applause.)

Of course, when foreign Powers trade with us, they try
to injure us in every possible way. When they carry on war,
they continue the same policy, but with other and more violent
means. The position is exactly the same with regard to our
home and foreign trade and our wars, when we carry them
on. But from this we mmy not draw the topsy-turvy conclusion
drawn by Comrade Trotzky, who is not fond ot talking of
metaphysics and ‘who believes that, because there is nothing
metaphisical, everything can be thrown into one pot, as
Trotzky, Zinoviev, Shiiapnikov and Medvediev have done in
one united Bloc. Even there certain things must be distinguished
from one another. :

It seems to me that there are three kinds of questions to
be solved when discussing the problem of building up so-
cialism in a single country. The first is the question of the
internal resources and of the internal relation of forces, that
is, in essentials, the question as to the character of our revo-
lution; the second is the question of intervention and- the:danger
of armed suppression by the bourgeoisie and finally, the third
question, is that of the pressure of world economics on us.
I think that these questions should be answered as follows:
Our internal relations of forces’ and our internal resources
suffice completely for building up a socialist” society. Only a
victorious international revolution can be a guarantee against
intervention and against wars. The pressire of world economics
is a tremendous difficulty for us, but by no means an insuperable
difficulty. This is how the question must b2 put and this is the
answer to the questions which have been put here.

There is another piece of evidence of Cecmrade Trotzky who
maintains that the question will cease to exist as soom as the
international revolution triumphs. In connection with this, he
represents things as though we held the wiew . that the .victory
of the international revolution will not be possible within the
next ten years. This is a calumnious way of putting the
question ‘on the part of Comrade Trotzky, a calummious mis-
répresentation of our views.

Who was it ‘that said that we exclude the possibility of an
international revolution for decades, and when did he say it?

Where was it said? Who said it? :

If .anyone has already said it, it is Maslov, the former
comimunist, who is now working hand in hand with Zinoviev.
He 'said it, but we have never said it, never and nowhere.
Not a single sentence, not a .single.quotation, not a single
sound . has. been uftered by us to this ‘effect. At «can of course
be said that in the course of life all sorts of questions fall away.
including questions which are the subject of differences of
opinion. This is quite true. But to decline discussing questions
in the present because they will fall away in the future —
no one-but Trotzky could be cunning enough to put the question
in that way. o Ly e ‘ ‘

~ Comrade Trotzky has said that he wrote, what he wrote
i -1922, from theé point of view of 1905, biit this only shows
thit he is juggling and’ wants ‘o' wriggle out of it."This' is
a ¢onjuring trick, ‘but “Weé 'want 1o ‘determine the prospects of
our development ‘and to ianswer 'the question: Can we build
up socialism 6f not, can we start from the presumption’ that
we can count on a victory? This question 'is* by no means
§mper’ﬂu0us. For; il; in wview of’the internal relation of forces
in our country, it were impossible to cary on socialism to an
economic victory, it ‘is quite’'natural that we should live as long
as we miake Continual toncéssions, as long as we beat a retreat
if there 8 anv deldy in the” world revolution, It is then natural
that, ‘if there is a delay in the world revolution we should live
if, from a ‘cerfain voint oniwards. we begin to degenerate by
% change in' our class system.” Thus. in spite of averything,
thifigs cofms fo light according to-all the rules of art.. '
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This * easily explains that all these “Thermidors” and
“Cavaignacs” the “running off the rails” and other things have
been put in circulation because people said that this process
was far advanced. They say that there are no objective internal
preliminary conditions for the construction of socialism, that thé
international revolution is not coming, that we are in power,
that the Nep is omnly a retreat, that the resolutions of the
14th Party Conference are only a retreat, which was under-
taken in the 8th year of the proletarian dictatorship, in the
8th year of the proletarian dictatorship we are starting a
retreat on the most important fronts. It is impossible to retreat
the whole time, to throw out ballast as from a balloon. Some
time or other degeneration will begin. That is why this affair
began ‘with Thermidor, with the Cavaignacs etc. So that every-
thing is linked up with each other.

I wonder how it is possible that intellectually developed
persons do not understand why, in these »circumts:tan;:es, the
question regarding the internal forces of the revolution has
to be put. Because, if you answer this question in the negative,
dear friends, the Cavaignacs will jump out like a Jack-in-the-
box. That is how the question must be put! With you. every-
thing is linked up. Do not play the simple Simon, do not
behave as people who cannot see the connection between things.
We do not believe it! You have already allied yourselves! But
you have made a mistake in your calculations, although you
have ltinked up. Therelore you must not complain that the party
puts the question of the internal forces of our revolution, i. e.
the question as to the character of our revolution.

What is Comrade Trotzky now doing towards the further
justification of his theory? In my opinion, he is playing an
absolutely revolting game with Lenin. It is the same game as
at the time when Comrade Trotzky maintained that Bolshevism
had learnt something nmew and had put on the clothing of
Trotzkyism. The party cannot permit this game to be played.
Here people must say straight out with what things they agree
and ‘with what things they do not agree. It is periectly in-
admissible to concern oneself with the school of military
camouflage at this Conference. Only see what Trotzky is doing.
Trotzky came here and asked: What did Lenin write before the
revolution of 1905, what did Lenin say at the Congress of
Stockhotm? Lenin wrote and said that after the victorious re-
volution, even if the land were nationalised, the middle peasant
would inevitably become counter-revolutionary and that this
counter-revolutionary element would bring us into a delicate
situation. Then - however Trotzky: continues:. Well -then, ‘do: not
Lenin’s prophecies (I will show later that here Lenin is only
a pseudonym for Trotzky) coincide with my prophecies? And
the fights ‘with Machno and Kronstadt and this and that?

Of what did Lenin speak at the Stockhelm Congress before
the revolution of 1905? About the bourgeois revolution. Is that
so or not? It is so. What was taken for granted at that time?
That, unless help came from the socialist proletariat, a tem-
porary government whicl carried through the dictatorship of the
proletariat and the peasantry, would inevitably fall, thanks to the
internal relation of forces. Why? Because, in view of the capitalist
instincts for private property, which are held up by nothing but
have, on the contrary, been given the widest scope, the peasantry
would, ‘after the destruction of feudalism, whole-heartedly tread
the path of the development of capitalismi. Under the conditions
of this capitalist development, the ‘progressive revolutionary part
played by the peasantry would come to nothing, the proletariat
of the bourgeois demotratic State would not be able to maintain
the alliance with the mass of small property owners' who de-
velop in a capitalist milieu. No other way was expected.

Was Lenin’s prophécy wrong in these circumstances? “It
was absolutely right. Did at that time the question of a further
advance become prominent, dt ‘any rate so markedly? H we did
himt at it, it was in the Stockholm speech etc. only a case of the
bourgeois ‘revolution. And, when Lenin spoke of' a change in
the' peasantry, he was only tHinking of the bourgeois type
of the development of this peasantry. Now Trotzky coffies and
says: These prophecies of Lenin’s “have come true and, since
T said almost exactly the same ‘with fegard to the sotialist re-
volytion, this means. that my prophecies also are’ partly justi-
fied.. What kind of"a tendencv-is this? It is -a tendency ‘which
is theoretically "quite ‘undignifield. (Stalin:’ “Conjuring “fricks!’).
For, let us now consider what has come true and what has 'not.
'We will leave Lenin on one side. He has nothing to ‘do’'with it.
Lenin brought up qute different questions and only"the  ciiritiing

‘downfall is inevitable,

Al

fingers of Comrade Trotzky drew out this thread and tied it
up with the problem which we are now examining; we, however,
shall cut tthis thread, because it is entirely artificial.

' What does Trotzky say? Let him speak in his own name
but not in the name of Lenin. And do not let him appear under
the pseudonym of Lenin. This would be much better, more
honest theoretically and miore useful for the party. Trotzky said
as follows: The prioletariat will seize the power; since the
peasantry is numerically in the majority and will inevitably be
counter-revolutionary, the proletariat will not be able to maintzin
this power without State help from the international proletariat.
‘He not ionly said this in 1905, he repeated it i1 1922 This would
have had to be confirmed in the course of our revolution, znd
he says with regard to it, that it has been partly confirmed. I
think that the opposite has been confirmed. For Lenin wis quitd
right when he said that the civil war had consolidated the al-
iiance between the proletariat and the peasantry, but this was
a special form of alliance, a military fors.

.. There were vacillations among the middle peasants. This is
true. There were vacillations also among the poor peasanis. And
indeed, in specially difficult times there were even wvacillations
within the prolefariat. It is enough to recsll the timie before the
days of Kronstadt. Is it, however, allowable to amix up the fun-
damental lines of the development of the forces of the classes in
our dountry with the vacillations in the mocds of the individual
classes which existed in cur country? The general line of our
development is that we have persuaded. the peasantry to ally
itsell with us. If Trotzky says that conilict and consequently
ruin is inevitable, things have turned out quite differently with
us, something eise has come true. The alliance with, the peasantry
has become a reality. Afterwards, Trotzky gets wp and says:
Everything, much has come true. This is’again an attempt  to
bring forward Trotzky’s theory under the mask .ef Lenin,
although it has not come true in the least. , S

ON THE SOCIAL DEMOCRATIC DEVIATION. OF THE
OPPOSITICN.

. A small remark with regard to the following questions.
Yesterday Comrade Trotzky got frightfully excited bezcause he
was compared with Otto Bauer. “Excuse me, hcw can I be
compared with Bauer?” (Stalin: “Was not Bauer indignant about
it?”). 1 am not in touch with him. (Laughter) Now Trotzky
says: “How can anyome compare me with Bauer, sirce I have
written against Kautsky and against Bauar and have carried out
this or that useful piece of work under instructions from the
party.” This -is true. Trotzky has written against Kautsky, he
has written against Bauer; if Trotzky had written nothjng Against
Kautsky and Bauer, there would be nothing to distinguish him
from Kautsky and Bauer, then we shou!d Lave nothing io say to
Comrade Trotzky. , ' T T
. Why then has Comrade Trotzky backed ouf of answering
the question as to how his views differ from Baper’s. words
which are quoted in the resolution? (Cry of: This does not apply
to him). Perhaps this does not touch the spot like the theory
of the permanent revolution, but'it is neveriheless both ‘in form
and.in its nature a Trotzkyist theory. Does not 'Otto Bauer say
that in a country with such a backward peasantry as has Russia,
the proletariat alone will not be able to hold the power, that its
“Just thé same as Trotzky says?’ - e Y
~ But Trotzky has played dever tricks, he'took a sentence
aboutt the culture of the peasants and said: “Excase me, but what
bad taste to describe the peasant culture in this way!” The down-
fall ‘he simiply ignores. The fact is' ‘that Otto Bauer says that, in
the measure in which the class-consciousness of the = peasantry
grows, this same peasantry ' will develop its own culture, in that
it is partly educated by the “prolétarian dictatorshjp, This is a
political idea; what hds peasart ‘oulture to do with it? Buf what
has Comrade Trotzky said with regard to the dowmtall? Not a
single word, Not a single word dgainst the cardinal political idea.
As though it simply had not existed there. =~~~
. Thus we see here a ‘typical ‘backing ‘out; he took this sarde
peasant culture dnd began 'to barricade himself behinid the word.
As for the potitical “idea which it contains, it has nothing %
with us, we know nofhing about ‘it; let Pushkin seftle Wﬁ% .
(Laughter.) = T o oy
. There is still another argument: “Youy say that we show signs

of a social democratic deviation. How fs 'this? We derand' higher
wages for the workers, we démand exemption from ‘taxation for
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40% of the poor peasants and we refuse to join the Amsterdam
International. Just see what good fellows we arel” I ask you:
What would happen if our development were to proceed om
Ossovsky’s lines — from which the communist God preserve
us — and if we were to have a purely parliamentary bourgeois
fraction at the World Congress? (Stalin: “A Menshevist one”.).
I do not even speak of a Menshevist one, but even if we had
a bourgeois fraction, what do you imagine, do you not think it
would display the greatest affection for the workers? Of course
‘they would be in favour of a seven hours’ day, they would say
that the workers in our country live in poverty and misery, that

“their position must be improved eic. Why would they say all
.this? Because they would have to support themselves on the

masses 1n order to cut us out. Afterwards, however, they would

,infringe the seven hours’ day. Let us look at the Menshevist

Press; does it not write that the workers get very little, that
an agitation must be carnied on, that strikes must be carried
through with this slogan? To this Comrade Trotzky says: What
is there social democratic about that? All this simply means that
they have not understood the chief mechanism of the development
of political forces. What is there about this which is in its nature
‘essentially social democratic? What is actually social democratic
about it is that the comrades-are of the opinion that the inner
forces of our revolution are so inadequate that a Thermidor is
more or less inevitably linked up with it.

But Comrade Trotzky has introduced still another argument.
He says: I we speak of our being runed, explain to us why we
suggest plundering the pédsantry > Nobody will answer ws: That
in itseM is a terrible argument!

It is ‘fiot in the least terrible. It is only your way of putting
ihe question’ wihich dssurties a ternibly “raging” logic. But we are
not olliged to wocept it. We have seen how flogical yon are in all
the gystems 'of ideas you construct. Why then do you suggest
plundering the peasantry? Doubtless because with you it is a
gesture of despair. You believe that our situation--will get worse
and wo.s2, that cur difficulties will grow from year te year. You
take for granted that we shall only get out of them by superhuman
pressure.

This s the psychology of gestures of despair, of superhuman
‘pressure, of impulses' of will which are so characteristic of
‘Cosfirade Trotzky.

~ We, however, are in favowr of a quieter course, of a calmer,
move convinced paticy, which. yields better results. It seems to
e, that Comrade Trotzky’s speech shows that Trotzky has not
shaken off a single one of his chief ideas, (Stalin: Quite right!”),
that he has ket every item of his so-called ideological luggage,
‘ont which he wants to paste a Leninist label, though with very
bad pasté.”’] he comrades may be offended that we are obliged to
‘éxplain this phraseology to ‘the party, that we have to carry on
“ant ideological' fight; that we are obliged to do this because we
are ‘faced by the Trotzkyan conception. Trotzky will not learn,
‘Trotzky refuses to think out the question to its ‘end he - only
wants fo avoid he ihain problem by wrapping' his Trotzkyism
in ‘a Leninist flag. . . ' U ‘ .

ON THE CAPITULATIONISM OF THE OPPOSITION AND
THE MISREPRESENTATION' OF THE HISTORY OF THE
s PARTY. c

I ]pa)ss ‘on now to the second hero of ihe Opp»osiﬁo;n, 1o
Comrade Kamenev. Comrade Kamgenev believed that. at the be-
ginning of his speech he cojld deaden our: senses — ‘or: achieve

‘31 enormoys siigoess by <rying Gut: “Before whoni are we laying

. down our azms? Are we laying down our arms before the Ne
1 ng : ep

man? Are we laying down our arms before the capifaiist world?
Are we laying. down our arms bgfore social democracy?” efc.
fffl“ow can, you assume this?” But now I ask you: When Lenin
cailed your aftitude iin the October days. scregming pessimism,
before whom did you lay down yeur arms then? OI course you
did, pot lay them down straight away dr order to do something
‘which suited the bourgeoisis, but you had estimatedthe jnternal
forces as though verything .were wrong with.the workers. and
sverything good with the bourgepisie. When now the bourgeoisie
gts ap, and. says: Just ook, jn.the old. capifalist sgoigly, the

' paid s6 much; or whed Smirnov under the. pseudo-

wym. .o ﬁgys’li{rj. writes .in - the ,(f,‘Bpwsﬁ(é:vﬂif? that we_ are E%‘_tua?lly

forming 'a’ réserve army which exceeds the example given.us. Gy

the . bourgeoisie; or, when our, successes .and eur achigvements

are belifiled by ft%f -,bPPOfsi'ﬁidn and,whep, it onsiders that_every-
fitig s bad with th ' ing g

himg is e workers and, everything good with, the

i
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bourgeoisie, all this is screaming pessimism. When you concern
yourselves with the disintegrating prophecies of Thermidor, of
degeneration etc. and collect all this worthless trash, you are
capitulating objectively to the bourgeoisie, however strange it may
seem (Cries of: Hear! Hear!).

Comrade Kamenev thought he was playing a -spécial trump
card when he said that since the time of the February revolution
we have never faced the question as to the estimation of our
revolution, and that Bucharin alone had brought up this question
in the resolution of the Moscow district bureau. He read you
this very resolution which was read once more by Zinowiev,
thanks to a terrible unanimity in the ranks of the Oppesition.
1 must say that everyone kmows perfectly well that I was - the
first of the whole group of the Left Communists to confess my
Left Communist errors; mevertheless 1 cannot pass over Comrade
Kamenev’s remark for, in view of his office, he should know the
history of the party. This rsolution was not written by me but by
Comrade Stukov, who has now drifted into the ranks of the
present Opposition. Why, to put it mildly, this falsification of
the document? We cannot stand this, Wher Comrade Trotzky
does it by attributing Trotzkyism to Lenin, Kamenev repeats
the conjuring trick, although he knows perfectly well that it is
not true. Comrade Stukov has spoken on this matter, and Comrade
Kamenev, 1 repeat it, is by his function bound to know the
history of the party. It seems to mie that 1t was hardly necessary
to resorf to a misrepresentation. And if Comrade Kamenev now
émphasises the idea that we have not once since April made an
attempt to amalyse the class forces differently, I say to him here:
Dear Comrade Kamenev, you have simply swaliowed your
October mistakes. Was your October luggage, were your October
mistakes quite ephemeral? :

You certainly based them on something or other. Or was

‘this. simply the babbling of some youthful dreamer to whom it

occured for some reason of other to oppose insurrection? Why
do you recount to us all sorts of sins and conceal what happened
after April when you made eflorts to revise the lme of the
estimationr of our revolution? Pardon me, but surely all your
October mistakes weré due to this, all of them were based on
this estimation. You, however, say ithat this was not the case.
We know, dear friends, that as- far as you are concerned, a
tradition has deéveloped in this respect. In his book ,Leninism”,
Comrade Zinoviev says that his :whole October errors amounted
to nothing more nor less than that he comtirued on Leninist
lines for about two days longer. Kamenev on the other hand is
supporting +his twin brother. He declares that there was abso-
lutely nothing, that there were no explanaticns of any kind. But
after -all, we have our semses about us- and are not so easily
caught with this chaff. - '

I now pass to some of the main . statements of Comrade
Kaimenev’s - speech and will- endeavour to show that even now,
even in yesterday’s speech, Comrade Kamenev repeats his wrong
attitude of - October. and April. (Cries of: True!’). We have
brought up the question of tuilding up socialism-in cur ccuntry.
Is this true or is it not? It s true, Comrade Kamenev gets up
on this platform, blames Comrade Stalin and says: “See what is
written in- the “Social Democrat”, even in the theses about our
revolution; it is written there that there is a bourgeois demo-
cratic revolution in cur country.” He stops at this. But if Comrade
Kamenev makes - politically a full-stop there, it means that he is
turning Lenin from a. proletarian revolutionary who looks for
support to the socialist revolution, into a nadical bourgeois
demoprat. (Cries of: “Hear! Hear!”). This means nothing more
nor less than beginning; even from this platiorm — though with
very,. insulficient means, it is true — to conceal the October error
which Comrade Kamenev has swallowed so- unsuccessiully. I
am-afraid that the Ogtober bone will stick in Comrade Kamenev’s
throat and that we shall not allow him to swallow it comnletely.
. How did Lenin actually put the question in.these theses?
He put the question as-to the point of issue of the revolution, -as
to the first stage of this revolygipn, by hints.which are found. in

_these theses. with regard to. th=.further advance, but by very feeble
-thints. Was this right? It was right. At that phase of development

it was absolutely. right, but;,, L. repeat, Comrade Kameney..is
putting a..political fullstop here ;.when.we discuss. the: question
of, the possibility. of building, up socialisn in. our .country. This
is; monstrous. And. afterwards he gets up here :and says: “I-be-
Tieve: that...we  qught..tp. interpret, Lepin .correctly”. - This -is
TICHIOUS, o\ e ot mmer x5 e S e L

. 1.Comrade Kamenev has: obvigusly caught the infection to this
tendency. from. Trotzky.. Just as Trofzky dances round.Lenin and

e
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tries to present himself under the pseudonym of Lenin, Kamenev
is also beginning to justify his Aprnil and October tricks with
Leninist theses. I maintain that, if a full-stop is put after this
bourgeois stage of our revolution, now when we are discussing
the question of socialist construction in our country, it reveals
a social democratic deviation. Socialdemocratic ears are peeping
from behind your phraseology. (Laughter.)

THE ECONOMIC “PHILOSOPHY” OF COMRADE
KAMENEV.

I will now take economics. I will not speak of that which we
have already discussed so many times. Comrade Kamenev, ho-
wever, has made a remarkable economic statement: “See, if your
estimate is right, if the Kulak is small in our “country, and’ this
is true; if the Nep man is small in our country, which is the
case; and if there is but little accumulation of private capital in
our country, with what means are we then to build up socia-
lism?” — This is literally what he said, you have all heard it.
-But allow me fo ask what results from it. This must be inve-
stigated; a imatter like this musf on no account be passed over,
for this is the centre-point of the whole economic platform, as
I will prove.

If we presume that we can only build up socialism by fiscal
extortions ironi the Nep man and from the Kulak, we are taking
for granted such a large measure of accumulation of private
capital that almost our whole willage would be on capitalist
lines and the sante would be true, to a large extent, of our trade.
This is denying the poesibility of the socialist revolution in the
village, this is denying Lenin’s cooperative plan, this is imagining
that both in the village and in the town we shall have to pass
through a tremendous and highly developed phase of State ca-
pitalism. Then, be so kind as to say this — or withdraw your
statement.

We are by no means basing our ideas on any fiscal theory of
the construction of socialism, if we build up socialism with the
help of the taxation of the Nep man and the Kulak, from whom
of course we shall collect enormous sums. This is one of the
elements of our accumulation, one of the channels through which
we shall collect from the economic elements which are hostile to
us, but it is by no means the most important. And our intentions
are by no means to promote this accumulation indefinitely, to
such a degree as to construct socialism out of it. When you
begin to put the question in this way, fear takes possession of
your soul and both social democratic ears peep out again:

All this however is connected with another question, with
the question of taking the means for trade from the sphere of
circulation, about which Comrade Larin spoke. How can anyone
say that the private traders must be enabled to lean both  their
elbows on the table and afterwards shear them:. with taxation?
.Then, it is true, we shall have to forget what Lenin taight:
“Learn to carry on trade”. That is nothing, Lenin may have been
mistaken; let us do it in this way: fleece the traders, fleece the
Kulaks and then both can lean their elbows: on the table.” This
is another way of looking at things! It is not ours, it is not that
-of the party and, allow me to say, it is not a- communist one.
(Hear! Hear!) : , .

This is the economic completion of Comrade Kamenev's
political attitude with regard to what -he says as to the bour-
‘geois demdcratic phase of our revolution, where he  puts a
full-stop and observes silence as to the question of advancing

“further. Is not this political attitude in conneetion with his eco-
nomic propositions? I think it is. They .do- not contradict one
another in the least, on' the contrary, they complete one another.
For. were things in such a desperate state as regards the growth
of the socialist elements, had it been necessary to’ take our direc-
tion in accordance with a situation. in which capitalism must
develop, and" if socialismi were then built up on this development.
then of course -the line taken by our:party would have been
quite a different one and our political line would have been one
that could not be describéd "as cortmmimtist.” :

" Finally, a third remark about'Comrade Kamenev’s speech.
This is the question as to how"far the “remarkable” ‘prophecies
of the Opposition have ‘Cortfe true. Comrade Kamenev said: here
without turning a hair: “The difficulties”have proved tobe ‘con-
'siderably greater than we *had anticipated.- Things ceased ito de-
velop. We:proved to be-in the vight” Here, Comrade Kamenev
can certainly not be $aid to have'capitulated; on thé contrary, he
Stiowed ‘great’ courage. =’ P M RREER T T

o
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It seems to me, however, that this is a very sad kind of
courage for, call to mind comrades, what was said last year
by Comrade Kamenev as to what was most important with
regard to economic difficulties. At that time he formulated his
views as follows: The chief danger we have to fear is from the
peasants making accumulation, from the Kulaks making accu-
mulation, the Kulaks have started a strike in the production of
corn in opposition to us. Did he say this? He did. Do not forget
this. Let us call this Comrade Kamenev’s thesis No. 1. Well then,
in thesis No. 1 Comrade Kamenev says: The Kulak has taken up
astand which has proved himv to be so strong that he has entered
on a corn producing strike and has upset all our plans.

On the other hand we have Cowmrade Kamenevs thesis
No. 2, which has cropped up in recent times. The Kulak has now
become much more powerful, he has accumulated much greater
forces, the danger with which the Kulak threatens us has be-
come much more serious. This is the second thesis.

I ask you: Is the production of corn this year worse than it
was? The result would have to be that it was worse, but it is
actually better. We ask: Since the Kulak has become 50 formi-
dable, why has he not played us some nasty trick? The fact of
our collection of corn, the fact of the reconstruction of our Bud-
get, the fact that we have spent more than a milliard on the
industry of our country, tears the whole philosophy of ‘economic
construction, which was preactied by the Opposition last year,
into- shreds. Nothing of it will remain, because everyone under-
stands that it is not the restriction of the production of corn
which is to blame, but the stupid policy of those who were at
that time responsible for the collection of corn. (Applause.)

‘ If we had at that time accepted the whole philosophy and
had consented to use much' greater pressure and to beat them
with all kinds of scorpions etc., we should actually have got
into difficulties this year, from which we should not have been
able to escape. '

I propose to read to all those present the speech of a member
of the Opposition, of Comrade Andrejev, who made a report to
the active functionaries of the Moscow district of Chamovniki
as to -why he had left the Opposition: “I left the Opposition,
when the Opposition leaders said’ that they had met with reac-
tionary behaviour on the part of the masses of workers, and
secondly that -the economic situation turned out to be not as
bad .as they had expected.” This is what. he,said. When this
honest worker heard such jokes being made, he said: “Aha, ypu
speculated on that!” and he left the Opposition. Now, however,
Comrade Kamenev says, that everything, was completély justified.
Just as what Comrade Trotzky prophesied with regard to ‘the
peasantry came true, in just the same measure has this come
true, that is to say — exactly the opposite has happened. And
that, because tlie policy’ carried on by the party was the right
‘one. This is the true state of affairs! ’

These, camarades, are the remarks which T wished to make
‘with’ regard to° Comrade Kamerfev. T will only, as a last word,
point out how Comrade Kamenev deflects the question — and
T believe that in this way ‘they are trying to wriggle out of it —

.he deflects the question in' such’ a2’ way as to say that, after all,

the C. C. acted according to the'Views of the Opposition and that
the Opposition has thus fulfilled its “historical mission”. If we
had spoken in such a languagé as now, if we had paid the wage
they demanded, if we carried through industrialisatibn when ‘it
was necessary then everything-would- have turned out right.

. Everyone understands.what: thig is all about:- What was ‘the

position in-April when there was the dispute about.the auestion
of -wages? ‘A frightful tension of credit, a tottering. Tchervonetz,
a shrinking of all undertakings. There was a terrible tension.and
we had to get out of this difficult situation, to restrict credits
etc. as we were not getting money from anywhere. -When the

“situation became different, when, thanks to our nolicv,,_the Tcher-
‘vonetz began to rise -and industry began to:extricate. itself from
“its- serjous’ situation, when. the “situation improved  along. the

whole ' front,- we said: Now we can. increase: wages.- What .is

‘there wonderful about this? Does it mean that:the C.C. went

over to-the Opposition? Such a suggestion.js ridiculous!.When,

~however, within a-vertain period, we were able to allocate four

times as much to industry, they: came and-said: .Did, we .not say’
that ‘it-was possible to’ allocate four times as much to. industry,

~what is there wonderful. about it? They, were able .to.give. as

mich and- they gave it. Politics are not carried-on in'a: vacuum.

“They demand certain ‘conditions, and tremendous cynicism; s
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niecessary to be able to say that one had prophesied this at such
and such a time. “At that time”, you did not say exactly the
same, comrades!

- That which they did say about all the Thermidors etc., will
be remembered, that is what you might tell the party about, it
is in the consciousness of this guilt, that you might come before
the party and say: forgive us, comrades, that we have sinned
both against the spirit and against the letter and also against
the true nature of Leninism! (Applause.)

THE i)OUBLE POLICY OF COMRADE ZINOVIEV.

I should like to say only a few words with regard to Com-
rade Zinoviev. It seems to me that Comrade Zinoviev’s speech
had at the beginning the following character: it was quite pos-
sible to interpret Comrade Zinoviev as giving the slogan to Ur-
bahns and others, who already had one foot outside the party:
“Wait and see! Things ate nof yet so bad. We still maintain our
positions! You have misunderstood us! Keep your flag flying,
in thie end things will not be so bad after all” etc.

This, it seems to me, was his attitude to Urbahns and others.
This attitude is completely wrong. It would be impossible to
speak in this way now. It would have been necessary to con-
demn decidedly everything which was under discussion in these
groups. :

Here I return for a moment to-what Comrade Kamenev said.
Comrade Kamenev said the same thing: “Does it mean a wea-
kening of the will of the proletariat, if we point out defects?
Do we weaken the will of the proletariat when we say a number
of bitter truths? All this, however, is mere words. This is not
the question. The question is what is done by this or that poli-
tical group. The, question will be decided by experience, and ex-
perience has already shown what is of importance. What is im-
portant is that all those -who rage against Soviet Russia and
against the Comintern have gathered round the opinions of the
Opposition. '

Who was it that rejoiced when our Opposition raised its
head? Korsch and the rest of them! They said that we had dege-
nerated. Could they support themselves on what our Opposition
said? They could, because the expressions “Thermidor” and
others took their origin here, from “our” Opposition! (Cries of:
True!) What did they say with regard to our present policy?
That we are opposing the workers. This was said by Ruth
Fischer, by Maslov and also by Urbahns and others. Further,
the Opposition speaks about Thermidor; Korsch and Schwarz,
however, went so far as to say: “There ought to be an armed
revolt against Soviet Russia.” Such an attitude was actually taken.

Now that a malodorous bouquet of everything corrupt and
counter revolutionary has gathered round the calumnious phrases
of the Opposition, they get up here -and say: We have streng-
thened the faith of the working class in the construction of so-
cialism. Is not this ridiculous? Experience teaches something
quite different, and it was not in vain that the bourgeoisie pres-
sed you so passionately to its heart, dear comrades, not in vain!
Thaf is what experience has shown. And Comrade Zinoviev,
who knows all this, says: Keep up your courage, things are
not so bad! ' .

" Such words should not have been spoken. He ought to have
said with all firmness: Do not dare to calumniate Soviet Russia!
Do mnot dare to continue on that reactionary course which you
are pursuing! Do not dare to cry that there is a Thermidor in
our country! Do not dare to cry that there is degeneration
amongst us. Tell me honestly: Was Trotzky wrong when he said
that the State “was not quite proletarian?” Why have you not
the elementary courage to get up and say that this was a mistake?
Why? You are ashamed to say that you were in the wrong!
That is what is the matter! Comrade Zinoviev said nothing of
the kind! He chiefly spoke of how good was their position and
of how well Lenin treated the Opposition in that he did not
exclude them all when he only got two votes altogéther at a trade
union meeting. Lenin knew what he was doing; how can you
exclude everyone when you have only got two votes? (Laughter.)
When. however, you hdve all the votes in vour favour and only
two’are ‘against you and they are ctying ‘“Thermidor”, then may
think of it. (Cries of: Very true! Applause, laughter. Stalin:
Very good, Bucharin, very good. “The thing is mnot.to speak
but to stab.”) - ’

Now comrades, I must say something with regard to all
{hese quasi-theoretical exercises of Comrade Zinoviev’s — “right
through the Nep” ... “fluid and smooth”. Who has said some-
thing about “fluid and smooth”? This “fluid” existed in the ima-
gination of Comrade Zinoviev who always liked to make use
of distorted and wrong quotations. For instance he made use
of a quotation from the “ABC of Communism” in such a way
that he himseli sat between two stools because the secretaries
left out the part which was most dangerous to him. You can
read this in the “Bolshevik”, where I have written about it.
This then is a fruit of the zeal of Comrade Zinoviev’s secre-
taries. (Laughter.) And when he now gets up here and says
with regard to stabilisation: “This is our platform — partial,
unstable...” “the English strike has made evident...” efc, this
is our platform also.

But have you not said that there is no such thing as partial
stabilisation? Did that slip out too? Well then say: It slipped out,
but I am wrong. But you keep silent about it. Comrade Kamie-
nev hushes up the mistake about October, but you say nothing
about stabilisation. You are using all efforts to enlighten the
party with remarkably fine theories. You say that there has been
a deviation which expressed itself in weakness towards even the
well-off sections of the peasantry and that you fought against it
furiously. I must say that a few small barriers which held up
the development of the farming of the wealthy peasants, were
removed at the 14th Party Conterence. This was the case in the
question of tenancy, of wage labour etc. Allow me to remind
you: Did Comrades Kamenev and Zinoviev vote for these mea-
sures or not? They did vote for them. And now Comrade Zino-
viev gets up and says: “Lenin said that we must restrict the Nep.”
Tt is, however, suggested to develop it to a certain extent.

Allow me to ask, do you in any way connect that with what
was done at the 14th Conference? Then you say, as you have
already said with regard to a resolution at the 14th Conference,
that this was a compromise resolution; we, however, have only
learnt this to-day. Do you then also say with regard to the little
economic barriers thaf this was a compromise resolution? Did
we not ask you at the 14th Party Conference whether you wished
to do away with the resolutions of the 14th Party Conference?
You answered: No, we do not wish to. We are entirely in favour
of them. Why then do you carry on an unworthy, ambiguous
policy? (Cries of: “Demagogy again!”}

Then you remembered the word “extension”. 1 will only say
that this word was said by Trotzky, but we struck it out of one
of his articles. 1 personally asked Comrade Trotzky to strike it
out, and this word was struck out of Comrade Trotzky’s article,
but it remained in that of Comrade Krupskaja. And now you
want to put the blame on some young comrade, forgetting that
exactly the same was put in circulation by Comrade Trotzky and
Comrade Krupskaja. This is simply too dull for words! It is
a matter of complete indifference what is in these papers from
which Zinoviev has given quotations to-day and from which by

now, soup could be made. (Laughter) At every meeting you
'say exactly the same thing, is it not possible to say something

new? Honoured and first-rate orators, dear comrades, do dish
us up something fresh! (Applause, laughter.)

OUR REVOLUTION AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE WORLD
REVOLUTION.

Now and in conclusion a few words about the compromise
and about all sorts of other things to which Comrade Zinoviev
has referred. Stalin quoted a very strong formula of Engels’ which
is wrong in-this setting; and Stalin was right when he. criticised
this formula. But Stalin did not in the least mean to say that
Marx and Engels had not. expressed themselves in other ways
also. In this formula of Engels’, which Stalin criticised, there is
the supposition that the revolution is an act complete in itself.
There is nothing surprising about this, for it was written in the
forties and was an immature work. Of course.the social demo-
crats and others opposed this, but Marx has a number of other
formula, for instance that the working class needs 15. 20 or 50
years of civil war and internecine battles in order to be able to
transform its own nature. g ‘ ! : "

" What Comrade Zinoviev said: “Germany will begin, France
will carry it through to an end”. speaks of a great, long-drawn-
out epoch. And this is quite right.”Now, however, Comrade Zi-
noviev tries to represent our position as though we were oppo-
sing the international revolution to the revolution in our country.
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This, however will deceive no one. Qur revolution is an integral
part of the great process of international revolution to which
belong the colonial wars, the national revolutions, the proletarian
insurrections, the incomplete proletarian revolutions, the vic-
torious proletarian revolutions and all the revolutions which will
ever be, for we have entered on an epoch of wars and revolutions.
Our revolution is part of the international revolution and our
final victory will of course be the victory of World Communism.
Who, would be so foolish as to dispute this?

Here we are by our nature international revolutionaries, and
this question is put so pointedly that we must in theory admit
that we admit an attack of a victorious revolution on the capi-
talist countries. Have we not said this twenty thousand times?
Who doubts it? Do our practical politics prove that we take
this standpoint? No, they confirm our old standpoint. No one
offers more moral support to revolutionary China than we do,
no one has helped the British miners more than have the trade
unions of the Soviet Union; no one can deny that the communist
party of the Soviet Union is, was and will be 2 support to the
World Revolution. Everyone knows this and it is ridiculous to
quarrel about it! Comrade Zinoviev’s attempt to oppose our
revolution to the international revolution, seems to me to be a
complete failure.

For us our revolution is an integral part of the general,
international, revolubionary process which advances in zig-zags,
which does not advance in such a way that all the columns march
in one line, which even, by its very nature consists of difierent
parts. It is enough to regard the proletarian revolutions and the
national-revolutionary colonial and semi-colonial insurrections in
order to become convinced that this is a great process which will
extend over a vast epoch. We do not dispute this and the attempt
to transfer the question of the subjects of the present dispute to
the interpretation, to the repetition of the commonplace that we
must be internatiomal revolutionaries, that we must carry through
the slogan: “Proletarians of all countries, unite!” is a complete
failure, is wrong, incorrect and imadmissibile.

There was a disagreeable incident yesteriday when Comrade
Trotzky said that the Conference might laugh because he had
said that we must go side by side with the international pro-
letariat. The Conference did not laugh for that reason but because
Comrade Trotzky will chew the cud of this truism. Anyone
must possess an enormous amount of pride, self glorification
and district in the party who subspects a Party Conference of
that of which Comrade Trotzky subspects it. (Applause. Lasian:
“He has never known the party”.)

Our dispute is as to whether our internal forces allow us
to carry on the cause of socialist construction with complete
certainty. We maintain that they do. We can build up socialism.
Therefore we regard the line of the Nep not as a retreat, but as
an attack. And when we speak of the ourrent economic year, we
are all aware of an actual, mighty growth of our forces, because
this is a year of tramsition, In spite of the difficulties which we
have in our own country, this is a year of a still more deter-
mined attack on capital. This finds expression in industrialisation,
in the ousting of the private trader from retail trade, in the
burden of tariffs laid on him, in the consolidation of the credit
system and finally in the growing power of the socialist elements
in our industny. )

What is there in all this which resembles a “Thermidor”?
It seems to me that the whole party is right in putting the urgent
question to the comrades of the Opposition: Tell us, do you stick
to your former resolution and to your former views about the
“Thermidor” or do you condemn them? It seems to us quite
ridiculous when Comrade Kamenev gets up and says that there
are only small practical differences of opinion. (Applause.) We
must now say: Answer these main questions: Do you prophesy
that we shall rot to the core or do you agree with us that we are
on the advance? This is the question, this is the fundamental
question, and to this question we answer: We are marching for-
wards, we shall march forwards and shall triumph in spite of
the phrophecies with regard to Thermidor and in opposition to
these prophecies. (Prolonged tempestuous applause. Ovation from
the whole audience).

Speech of Comrade Molotov.

Comrades! Anyone who is compelled to make such an all-
embracing speech dealing with such a tremendous number of
questionis must certainly chose one basic question and concen-
trate his attention upon it. 1 have selected therefore the following
themes: Why must the jparty characterise the present oppositiom,
the present oppositional bloc as a social democratic deviation?
It seems to me that we have’sufficiently serious reasons for this
and that these reasons are given in comrade Stalin’s theses.

1. THE IDEAS OF BOLSHEVISM AND THE QUESTION OF
THE HEGEMONY OF THE PROLETARIAT IN OUR RE-
VOLUTION.

Before the period of our revolution one can fix two chief
stages in the development of the ideas of Bolshevism concerning
the basic questions of the revolution and of revolutionary tactics.
These two chief stages are in accordance with the stages of the
development of our revolution. First of all, the stage of the
bourgeois democratic revolution and secondly the stage of the
proletarian revolution. Referring to the second ‘question, I will
make two further sub-divisions into two special periods for the
sake of greater clarity, which are indissolubly bound up with
one another. In this way it will be easier to concentrate atteantion
upon the peculiarities of the present moment.

In the epoch of the first in its essense bourgeois revolution
before 1905, Bolshevism and above all Lenin considered the
question of the hegemony of the proletariat to be the basic
question of the revolution. This question determined whether a
comrade who called himself a Revolutionary, a really determined
and logical revolutionary, a Marxist, a Bolshevist, or as we
would now say a Leninisf, was really so or merely a half-liberal,
an opportunist, a Menshevist, or as we would now say, a social
democrat in the present sense of the word. It was just this
question of the hegemony of the proletariat in the revolution
which split the old social democratic party of Russia into two
fractions, into the Bolsheviki and the Mensheviki. What is the
revolutionary force upon which our party must rely as the leader of

the revolution? is it the proletariat or the libéral bourgeoisie?
This is the question upon which the division into Bolsheviki
and Mensheviki took place, this was the basic question of the
split of that period.

He who came to the conclusion that in that period of our
revolution it was necessary to propagate the idea of prole-
tarian hegemony, he went the correct revolutionary way and
came unavoidably to the practical Bolshevist conclusion that a
realisation of the proletarian hegemony in the -epoch of the
bourgeois democratic revolution was nothing .but the revo-
lutionary democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the pea-
santry. He who denied this or who vacillated,abandoned therefore
the task of realising the dictatorship of the proletariat and the
peasantry. And finally he who abandoned the idea of the demo-
cratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry,. its una-
voidable necessity, and the possibility of its realisation, inevi-
tably went the way which rejects the basic idea of the hegemony
of the proletariat in our revolution and hands over the leadership
of the revolution to the bourgeoisie. This was the question in
that stage of our revolution. The Bolsheviki were those Marxists,
those logical revolutionaries, who approached the tasks of the
proletariat in the period 1904 to 1917 as the tasks of realising
the hegemony of the proletariat in the revolution. The Mensheviki,
on the other hand, concentrated themseives completely upon
defending the hegemony of the liberal bourgeoisie in the revo-
lution, In this basic question Comrade Trotzky was actually with
the Mensheviki.

If we now consider the second period of the revolution, the
period when our party put the question of the seizure of power,
we meet with this same idea of the hegemony of the proletariat
in a new form. The sixth party congress declared conclusively
in the name of the whole party that we were approaching the
solution of the questions of the new stage of the revolution, that
we were immediately proceeding to the tasks of the seizure of
power by the proletariat. This decision upon the immediate

transition to the seizure of power was also a further stage of
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the development of the idea of the proletarian hegemony in

accordance with the conditions of the second half of 1917,

The whole course of the revolution showed us that only two
rossibilities remained for the proletariat and the toiling masses:
either to follow the bourgeoisie, to follow one or the other
liberal. wing and in point of fact to follow the Entente and im-
perialism, or to follow the Bolsheviki, the advance guard. of the
proletariat, upon the way to.socialism. Our party declared at
that time that there could be no other way for the proletariat
thdn that of insurrection against the bourgeoisie,  against im-
perialism. The party- declared conclusively that this was the
only way to end the war, to obtain peace, and economic rzbirth
and the freedom of the people. )

The party, and above all its leader Lenmin, could not fail to
formulate the questions: If we carry out the Octcber insurrec-
tion, have we any hope of victory? A few weeks before the in-
surréction Lenin published his remarkable pamphlet: “Will the
Bolsheviki maintain Power?” in which he gives a. direct answer
to’ this question. ‘After examining the conditions in which the
party found.itseli at that time and the. .way to pass the.crisis,
Lenin declared decisively: “. ... there is no power on. earth
which will prevent the Bolsheviki from maintaining power until
the victory of the socialist world revolution, ii they do not permit
themselves to be intimidated and wunderstand how. to seize
power .. . .” Lenin proved not only the necessity of the prole-
tarian and socialist revolution from the objective historical
circumstances of .the second half of 1917,.but he raised the
question whether the Bolsheviki under those conditions could
maintain power and. answered this question affirmatively. He
therefore formulated the question of the imsurrection bravely,
decisively, and in a revolutionary: and proletarian manner. Can
one really lead an insurrection, lead the workers into a desperate
struggle, without a belief -in victory, without the possibility ‘of
winning?: -, N LI o T

Tt is characteristic that those who did' not recognise the
October insurrection as an unpostponable practical question, also
did not admit that under those conditions the Bolsheviki could
maintain power. These were the Mensheviki, the people from
the “Novaya Shisn” etc. But not only-these. Also -amongst the
Bolsheviki there were those who'did.not believe jin victory, who
did not believe in the possibility of the Bolsheviki maintaining
power and these comrades came unavoidably to conclusions in
opposition to the October insurrection. Comrades Zinoviev and
Kamenev ‘- were amongst these. Kamenev and Zinoviev did not
consider October 1917 to be the momient to open up a ftew stage
of the socialist revolution because they did not admit that, of
which Lenin was convinced, that is to say, the possibility that
the Bolsheviks could maintain power. But at that time it was
glst this question which divided the Bolsheviki from the non-

olsheviki, the proletarian revolutionaries from . the bourgeoisie,
including also the petty bourgeois politicians. And at the same
time the decision in this question, the question of the insurrection
and the victory of the proletariat under the new revolutionary
conditions, meant the decision of the question of the hegemony
of the proletariat in"a new stage of the revolution.

As is known, in 1917 Comrade Trotzky was opposed to
Comrades Zinoviev and Kamenev. In the October insurrection iie
stood together with the Bolsheviki. Can one, however, say, that
in this moment Comrade Trotzky stood completely upon the line
of our party, upon the position of Lenin? Can one find in
Comrade Trotzky’s” articles’ and. speeches of that period one
indication -that he recognised as clearly as Lenin that the Bol-
sheviks had to proceed to insurrection and that they would win
and be able to maintain power until the victory of the -socialist
world revolution? No, that is-not to be found. Comrade Trotzky
formulated his question differently. His position in‘the October
period of 1917 was in general thé following: He, like the
Bolsheviki, was of the opinion that there was no other way out
for the party and the working class than the insurrection and the
struggle for power. Nevertheless o say of Comrade Trotzky
(judging from what he said and wrote at that time) that le
recognised like Lenin that the Bolsheviki «could maintain power

until the: victory of the soctalist world revolution, would be-

incorrect.. That was the difference beween Lenin and Trotzky in
the October revolution. One must not forget that today. Lenin
undertook the October insurrection and tead the workers with
him because he knew that the October victory was possible and

_ internatiogal Press Correspondence

No. 78

not merely possible but certain “if the Bolsheviki do not permit
themselves to be intimidated .and understand how to seize power”
— Lenin recogiised therefore that jt depended upon the party,
upon the. Bolsheviki themselves, how this question was solved.
It is another thing to make an insprrection and to regard it as
an experiment which may perhaps succeed, or perhaps fail, but
in the best case to hope for the immediate help of the European
revolution. But to make an. insurrection like an experiment without
believing in its success — that borders wupon -a revolutionary
adventurer’s policy.. .

Let us take for instance the participation of the Left éocial
Revolutionaries in the October insurrection. This participation
was quite elementary and to a-considerable extent mixed with
revolutionary adventurism. This, however, left its mark upon
their whole . attitude. I remember that in Smolny on the night
of the 25th of october there were Left Social Revolutionaries in
the Revoiutionary Military Committee who justified their parti-
cipation. in the Revolutionary Military Comunittee with the most
absurd reasons: We are participating in the Revolutionary Mili-
tary Committee because we must . defend owurseives against
Kerensky; we are protecting revolutionary Petrograd from the
danger of a new Kornilov dictatorship. At the same time, howe-
ver, the guns were bombarding the Winter Palace and the Bol-
sheviki had taken the most idecisive positions which determined
the result of the insurrection. The Lett Social Revolutionaries fell
into this rather clumsy sitisation -because they had no correct
estimation of the objective force of: the revolutionary events
and ‘no Marxist understanding of the revolutionary perspectives.
This, however, was not the way which the Marxists, the Bolshe-
viki; the Leninists, that is 1o say our Party, went. Our course in
the October Revolution was the course of the Bolsheviki who
firmly believed in the triumph of the proletarian insurrection the
leadership of which -was completely in- their hands.

Comrades! If we take the queston of the hegemony of the
proletariat in accordance with present day circumstances we see
that it is only to be solved in connmection with the perspectives
for the building up of socialism. At the present time no ome
amongst us can deny that the building wp of socialism is possible
and that we are carrying it out. Nevertheless, it is not enough
merely to say this. The question is: By carrying on the work of

« rgstablishing; socialism, do Webeli€ve in the possibility of victory,

do we believe that the”victory of socialism in our country is
possible, or do we agree with comrades Trotzky, Kamenev and
Zinoviev who-say approximately the following: Yes, the prole-
tariat of the U. S: S. R. is carrying out the work of socialist
reconstruction, but whether it will triumph with it own forces
we do not know. We are not convinced that the proletariat of
the U. S. S. R. will maintain power with “its own forces, that
ts to. say, that it will build up. socialism, and finally do not
demand .any .theoretical or politicat- oath from us.

However, if we had approached the OctoBer insurrection in
1917 in this spirit, it would have meant disbelief in the possi-
bility of maintaining power and our appeal to the workers in
October would have borne the stamp of political adventurism.
Similarly, neither the Russian working. class nor the international
proletariat can accept a policy which says that we are building
up socialism but do not know whether, we can complete that work
or whether we can be. victorious wupon the basis of our own
internal conditions without the direct support of the European
revolution, From this it follows that he who does not believe,
who. is not comvinced ‘that socialism..can be built up upon the
basis of our internal relation of forces, he will also vacillate
in practice, in this question, he will have no enthusiasm, he will
be confused, have no logical policy and-coniuse all those whom
he can. That is the logic of things. If we had approached the
October insurrection without being convinced that we could hold
power, then we would have been bad revolutionaries and would
hardly have won. And even now we can only be victorious upon
condition that we clearly understand that victory is possible
(naturally assuming correct relations between the proletariat and
the peasantry which depend upon thé policy of the party and
assumiing that an dmperialist inmtervention which no longer
depends ‘upon us alone, does not prévent our victory). He who
still does not believe in the victory of socialism, who does not
admit the possibility of building up socialism in the U. S. S. R.
without the victory of socialism in the other countries, he must,
as Comrade Bucharin correctly says, in view of the delay of
the international proletarian revolution, adopt the ideology of
the “degeneration”. . .

.
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The logic of things ‘will drive him to ‘the conclusion that the
“degeneration” of the Soviet power and ‘of the Party in''this ‘or
gﬁ’éa:form is ‘unaveidable, he 'will develop involunfarily into'a

tist. : s ‘

2, THE QUESTION OF THE VICTORY OF SOCIALISM IN

OUR COUNTRY AND THE
.~ TROTZKY, ZINOVIEV .AND KAMENEYV. .

-~ I'put the following question: Can .one remove from the

agenda the question the - building: wp of socialism in ' one

country as Comrade Trotzky: proposed?:When he said .this he

stressed ‘continually . that much had beert said and written by
him upoen the socialist. cliaracter of our revolution. It is possible

that Comrade Trotzky at.the begiuming. of his speech ‘gave some

comrades hopes in connection with his' attitude to our work of -
socialist construction, He declared that the theses of Comrade:

Stalin chieily. quote.his old articles apd. that he ‘could -quote this,
that or-the other artides dealing with. the question of socialist
construction. Comrade Trotzky: also made numerous -quotations
from his speeches. Has he, however, produced one new quotation

or even a phrase showing .that.we are not merely building: up:
socialism in our country upon:the basis of our internal . pOssi-,

bilities, but. that the possibility of building it up is there? No!

He did not do that and could not do it. With a.beaytiful gesture -
he ignored this question and declared that for him it <id.not exist.

Be‘caus,e‘?.. Comrade Trotzky reckons, that.,the international revo-
lution will come, earlier than in 30 to 50 years, therefore in his

opinion one cannot discuss this question, Is that so? Why then

did Lenin’ speak of this question eleven. years ‘ago .in: 1915. and
consider it even then fo be real? At that time one could  talk: of

socialist revolution as ‘a pefs,pe»ctiiye, but. Lenin spoke already ..
about the possibility of the wictory . of “socialism , “even- in one .
single capitalist country”. And today Comrade Trotzky finds that .

this question is unimportant, thit™the party. need fof make a
decision tipbn it and that in'any cdsé it is not necessary to

“dematid a theoretical and pofitical dath” from any one on the .

point. In actual fact this miedns to avoid a principle question. of
the revolution and ‘to avoid giving a’ clear answer. Here we see
a remarkable difference beteen Leénin and Trotzky. .~ °

- Further, in passing I’ would: like to pb‘intqu’t‘“t_ha"t Cbmradej‘

Trotzky flatters himself “with quotations' from his’ books but

misuses 'othet quotations. In particular he pointed outthat the
“Bolshevik” had ‘quoted ‘one of' Lenin’s articles prirted in 'the
5th’ Lenin" Almanach. He spoke here of the fact that the. “Bol-’

shevik” had printed a quotation from Lenin’s article and left the

most important phrase concerning -the middle - Peasantry,’ out.

I am an editor of the “Bolshevik” and when 1 heard Comirade
Trotzky say that.1 was astourided: because I remembered distinctly
to have read this quotation in full-in ‘one of the nuinbers of ‘the
“Bolshevik”, Yesterday 1 compared Comrade, Trotzky’s statement
with- the quotation and what was the result?’ Comrade: Trotzky
mentioned the page containing the quotation. The quotation men-

tioned, by Comrade Trotzky is on: page 451 of Nr. 5.0t the Lenin

‘Almanac. If we take Nrs. 13 and. 14 of the “Bolshevik”; page 111,
which contains a review of Nr.:5 of the Lenin. Almanac we find

the whole: quotation :of which Comrade Erotzky spoke. To say
that;: the “Bolshevik” had mutilated an important quotation of.

Lenin is very peculiar. However, Comrade. Frotzky: did . not
mention this number of the “Bolshevik”. In actual fact in

Nr. 19/20:0f: the “Bolsheyik” there is:an article: byiaiftolish «com- -

rade ‘Kastrzeva. “Concerning the Role of the :Pelty; Bourgeoisie
in the Revolution” and this: article deals::also with the article
of Lenin in question. This article (or better the printed drait of
this article published. in the Lernin Almanac) deals ‘wﬂ:h a’very
important’ question, that of the transformation of the bourgeois-
democratic revolution into the ‘sdcialist' revolution. Lenit’s' article
has six poiits. Comrade Kostrzeva quotés the first 'four points
in full, the fifth point of
spoken, shortened ‘and the sixth .point still further -shortened.

Did: -Comrade Kostrseva commit: an :error. in quoting ‘this. .
that: .- Comrade. -

draft - of . Lenin? It seems  to -me
Kostrzeva  really. committed. an: error-by leaving -outia. very
important. - part. and: - by ' incorretly . shortesriing . the.  last
two points. May one, however, in this. case. say ‘that the “Bol-

shevik” has mutilated: important quotations of Lenin: and: has
left out that which does not please us? To -sayrisuch: a thing.
is to misrepresent the real situation as I have .mentioned it :

It would- have beeri:good if Comrade Trotzky had made his re-
presentations to - the “Bolshevik” in. connection. with the extre-
mely intéresting draft of Lenin mentioned here,~ Comrade Bu-

IDEAS . OF “COMRADES

which Comrade ‘Trotzky has -
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charin has already made the proposal that' Comrade Trotzky:
should express his opinions. in the press upon-the permanent re-
volution and in particular upon the correctness ‘or incorrectness
in. this: question. This would have been particularly good in
connection with. this. draft of: Lenin. For this reason I entirely
agree with.the:proposal of Comrade Bucharin. : .

* D'return:now to the chief theme, the question of the victory
of socialism if one country alone. If the question of the victory
of socialism in one country alone ‘can ‘be.removed : from the
agenda as a question of no serious significance, as is the opinion
of Comrade Trotzky, what: is then ‘to' be ‘done ‘with: Comrades
Zinoviev and - Kamenev? L L HA AT IR I

The 14th party conference adopted a definite. resolution . for
which we unanimously voted upon this question after- aspeéch
of: comrade -Zinoviev. This resolution .of the Central -Committes
forwhich Comrade Zinoviev spoke, was unanimously- adopted
tagether with the votes of Zinoviev and Kamenev. It was unani:
mogsly -adopted by.the 14th party conference and ratified by the
14th. party: congress, We still stand completely upon the basis
of.this resolution. It is; however, interesting that not merely the
resolution of the 13th party conference and the 13th party.con-
gress upon Trotzkyism, but also the resolution of the 14th party
confgrence . in ¢onnection with which Comrades Zinoviev and
Kamenev, always declared, that there was no disunity, are now
no -longer recogaised, in particular however, from Comrade
Zinoviev, who himselt defended the resolution at the previous
party conference. This is a proof for the complete.alteration of
the line of Cotiirades Zinoviev and Kamenev and shows 'what
has Happened with them sirice this tifie.”Up to yesterday neither
Conifade Zinoviev nor Comrade Kamenev have declared théir:
disagreenferit with"this resolution. Now, howevet, they forrally
oppose it. ~ o R )

What d¢- they now say? They’ say,-as ‘we heard yesterday
from Comrade Kamenev, the following: The 14th party “confe-
rence declared that the Victory of socialism in our country is
absoluteély. possible ‘if our’country does not succumb to an“im-
periilist ‘intetvenfion, ‘Now, however, Comrade Kamenev ‘con-
siders this, 'So° t0 “speak, external condition, to ‘be insufficient.
He'i5 of the opinion ‘that idr the final decisiont in the question -
of #k victory ‘of socialism, a secénd condition must ‘bé put; na-

. mély ‘thé giiarantee' of a sufficient tempo of the economic re-

construction of the U.S.S.R. By the side of the one condition,
external: danger, 'is noW placed the necessity ‘of a second econdi-
tionjiof" internal order for the victory of socialism' in otir country.
But why did neither- Comrade: Kamenev' nor Comrade Zinoviev
say: anything about this at the 14th party conference? :Why did
we'adopt ‘the resolution -at’the  14th' party conference - unani-
mously together with.their votes, according to which' the only
hindrance to the construction_of soctalism in our. country, as
long :as. the victory::ofithe international proletariat .is dacking,
is a.possible imperialist: intervention?. The reason is that.in this:
question .of principle. concerning. the chbaracter of our: revolution,
1ts perspectives. and our tactics, Comrades :Zinoviev.and Kame-..

" nev, have abaudoned their former position and: .gone (ver :to

Trotzkysm, against which -they formerly fought. (Interruption:
Quite se¥) ... . . . o IR
i The question of the “tempo”. of - bur “socialist ‘¢tanstructios;
was taised “itt-its- essentials by Comrades Zinoviev and Kamnieney.
and ‘also by Comrade Trotzky in the Plenary Session of the -
Central Committee last April. This is just why.the present oppo-
sitional bloc is called the “April: bloc”.: The question of the
tempo: was put by them in connection with the economic reso-
lution whichuthe party committee adopted ‘at:that time. Both
Comrades - Zinoviev -and. Kamenev ;weré then opposed to :the
resolution of €Comrade .Rykov upon.: the -economic -situation de-
claring 'that all the principle’economic:conditions; that is to say,
all the objective material ‘circumstances, for the; building up-'of
socialism sin ‘our country before:#ié: victory of the international.
proletarian revolution, were present, unless an. imperialist inter-
vention interferes.:. The - 14th .party :conference, the 14th party
congress:-and finally -the Plenary:Sessiont-of -the Central Com-
mittee .in- April have given a-'clear and. definite -answer to.the
question . whether our country possesses-the objective ‘conditions
for the ‘building; up of socialism. In these resolutions the party
declares definitely upon the basis of what Lenin has.said upon
this matter; “all the necessary. and sufficient conditions are pre-
sent” — that-all objective conditions. far the victory: of, sogialism
in our country are existent before the. secialist victory in- other

countries.
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3. THE OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE CONDITIONS FOR

THE VICTORY OF CAPITALISM. THE SOCIAL DEMO-

CRACY AND THE SOCIAL DEMOCRATIC DEVIATIONS IN
THE C. P. OF THE U. S. 8. R.

Hoiwever, the victory of socialism depends not only upon the
objective conditions but also upon the existence of the necessary
subjective conditions, that is to say above all upon the existence
of the class consciousness and the organisation of the workers,
upon the capacity of the Communist Party to lead the proletariat
correctly. The complement of the objective conditions with the
necessary subjective conditions is necessary for the victorious
construction of socialism in the present stage of our revolution.
This is the essence of the question. From the existence of the
objective facts as in our case, comes the extraordinary importance
of the question of the capacity of the Communist Party to lead
the working class correctly. Under the present circumstances this
is of decistve importance and determines the further course and
the real possibilities of the victory of socialism in our country.
Lenin’s words “Ten to twenty years of correct relations with
the peasantry and the victory on a world-scale is assured”, are
to be understood from this point of view. From the point of
view of Lenin and our party it is therefore not a question of
the objective conditions, which exist in our country, but of
the correct policy and before all of the correct relations between
the proletariat and the peasantry, that is to say it depends upon
the party itself whether it is capable of leading the proletariat
on the-way to the victory of socialism.

Further. Comrade Trotzky and after him Comrade Zinoviev
have said that in deciding the question of building up socialism
in our coumtry, we cannot “isolate” ourselves from the inter-
national -situafion. But read what Lenin wrote in his article
“Concerning the Co-operatives”, read this article from the first
to the last line. ‘With the exception of two sentences in which
he deals specially with the international situation and with our
international communist duties, he examines the question and
“isolates” it from international questions, concentrating his at-
tention exclusively upon internal  questioms. This is ‘the sense
of Lenin’s words “Everything necessary and sufficient” for the
victary of socialism in our country is present, and also the fol-
lowing words of Lenin from his article “Concerning the Co-
operatives”: We only need now this cultural revolution .in order
to become a completely socialist country”. '

The members of the opposition say: You demand that we
believe in the spossibility of victory, that we abandon our dis-
belief and lack of ocourage, but we need not believe as others
believe and the reference to our disbelief has no political signi-
ficance, for the words “disbelief” “ lack of courage”, etc. have
no political but only a psychological significance. No, comrades,
it is nmot'so simple. This psychological characteristic mentioned
by the opposition is not so absurd that one may not speak of it
at the ‘party conference as'an important question. Lenin did not
call ‘the opponents of the October - insurrection “pessimistic
squallers” who did' not believe in the victory of the proletariat,
for nothing. Lenin grasped the fact that when the objective con-
ditiohs for the wvictory of the insurrection are present, when the
objective conditions for the victorious revolution of the pro-
letariat are present, then, the belief in victory, the confidence in
one’s own forces, the real conviction of the correctness of one’s
own policy and the resultant unshakeable determination in the
struggle are decisive.

This is also essentially the question at the present time when
the party has spoken its decisive word upon the existance of the
objective conditions dor the victory of socialism in our country.
One must remember that Lenin has proved, see his article against
Suchanov “Comcerning our Revolution”, that in a certain re-
volutionary situation the proletariat can “first of all create the
conditions for the further growth of the civilisation which is
absolutely necessary for the building up of socialism, by carrying
out the revolution”. :

Upon the basis of a scientific analysis of the course of our
whole revolution and «directly upon the basis of Leninism, we,
(the party) declare that in the question of the victorious building
up of socialism we can proceed from the existing objective con-
ditions, but that we need in this period of intensive and pro-
tractéd struggle for victory, firm hands and determined will,
clear understanding and Marxist conviction that we can be

victorious with a correct leadership of the working class and’

peasantry. 1 repeat that Lenin in his well-known éstimation of

the objective conditions of the revolution only placed one con-
dition for victory, namely the necessity of one or two decades
of lasting correct and mutual relations between the proletariat
and the peasantry. This is an internal condition the realisation of
which depends upon the party, that is to say upon the sub-
jective factor of the revolution.

Let us now treat the question of the socialist revolution on
an international scale. What is at the present time at least in the
most advanced capitalist countries, the relation of the objective
and subjective conditions for the victory of socialism? There
can bz no question amongst us about the fact that in sich
countries as Great Britain, Germany, France and the United
States the objective conditions for socialism are present but that
the subjective conditions are not yet present. They are not
prevailing because previously the leadership of the working
masses has been in the hands of the social democracy which
doles mot believe in the possibility of socialism. It is just the
circumstance that in these countries the necessary subjective com-
ditions were not prevailing, and that here the Communist Parties
must first of all grow and consolidate, and that they have not
yet completely found their feet, just this fact, ‘this historical de-
ficiency of a subjective nature has prevented and still prevents
the wictory of the proletariat in the leading capitalist countries.

If the Communist Parties in the leading capitalist countries
had proved themselves capable, let' us say, 'in the last years of
the imperialist war or immediately following upon it, of leading
the proletariat, would the victory of the latter in Great Britain,
the United States, Germany and France have been certain or
not? Every Bolshevik will answer: Yes, it would have been
certain. But today also the chief hindrance for this victory is
the fact that the social democracy has been able to maintain its
influence upon broad masses of the working class and thus to
prevent the victory of socialism in the leading. capitalist coun-
tries. Comrade Trotzky says that “Purcellery” is a pseudonym
that is to say another nmame for capitalist stabilisation. He is
completely right, however, “Purcellery” is not only to be found
where there is a capitalist stabilisation, it is also expressed in
the persons of those pessimists in our party who do not believe
in the possibility of the victory of socialism in our country.
However, that one must understand. Analogous to the role of
the social democracy in the international working class move-
ment would be in our country as the chief hindrance for the
victory of the socialist revolution, the triumph of the policy which
is embodied in our oppositional bloc, that is the tendency to
disbelief in the possibility of victory. The party had therefore
to carry on a merciless struggle against this policy of the op-
positional bloc because at the present time the overcoming of
this policy, the death of this ideology is a pre-condition for
turther progress towards the victory of socialism.

Naturally, our opposition is not the social democracy and
no one says it is. However, its approach to the solution of im-
portant tasks of the working class of the U.S.S.R. express to
a certain degree the spirit, tendency and policy of the social de-
mocracy. The ideology of distrust in the victory of socialism
under our historical conditions is an ideology which reflects -

. the remnants of the ideological influence of the social demo- -

cracy, and for this reason our present opposition is justly called
a “social democratic deviation”, T

4. FROM DISBELIEF IN THE VICTORY OF SOCIALISM TO
THE IDEA OF THE DEGENERATION OF THE PROLE-
TARIAN REVOLUTION. C

This deviation, however, must be fought to the bitter end.
For it is from the disbelief in. the possibility of the victory of,
socialism under our present conditions that the talk of the “de-.
generation” of our revolution, the “degeneration” of our prole-.
tarian state issues. '

Comrade Trotzky attempted to free himself from the suspi-
cion that he has any part in contentions of this sort. However, -
Comrade Trotzky said at the plenary session of the Central Com-
mittee and the Central Control Committee that our state is “by
no means completely proletarian”. He corrected himself upon
this point, but his vacillation in this question was clearly visible.
But such vacillations in a basic question where today one thing
is said and. to-morrow corrections made, such vacillations give
people like Ossovsky reason to believe that our party and our
state, already now try to follow, it is true a more or less “pro-
letarian” policy, but do not follow a “purely proletarian policy”,
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but try to give this policy “the greatest possible maximum of
proletarian character under present conditions”. Thus says Os-
sovsky, read him, ) R
I will only quote one of the recent documents of the oppo-
sition, which, it seems to me, is not essentially different from
that which Comrade Trotzky said in the Plenary Session of the
C.C. and the C.C.C. in July K and which, he corrected in. the
stenogram. It is one of those anonymous documents of the oppo-
sition which has recently been distributed in Tula and which
was given to me at this.conierence by comrade Kabakov. Without
a doubt it originated from the pen of one of the leaders of the
opposition. It says: “The majority of the C.C. promote in reality
the gradual diminuition of the proletarian character of our state.”
w compare “by no means completely proletarian state” and
“the majority of the C.C. promote in reality the gradual dimi-
nuition of the proletarian character of our state”. In my opinion
they are essentially the same. Between these two formulations
there is no essential difference.” And if Comrade Trotzky aban-
dons his formulation in the stenogram which he corrected, then
there is another document which says essentialy the same, which
ei(pré;sses the same thoughts which Ossovsky expressed still more
clearly. ’ o

We must have a clear and definite answer to this question
of the nature of our state. Is our state and its policy, its prin-
ciples, its class lines proletarian or “unproletarian”, “by no
means completely ~proletarian” or not “purely proletarian”?
Above all it must be pointed out that every attempt to bring an
antagonism between the state and the working class, is a tho-
roughly false attempt, a thoroughly negative attempt which em-
bodies an abandonment ‘of the basic line of the construction’ of
the Soviet state. ‘ '

Comrade Kamenev said here: Why does one. always speak
of the necessily -of “proletarianisation”? That is true, we have
spoken of this necessity and we will continue to speak of it and
we will do everything in practice ‘o carry it out. However, can
we speak of a'“proletarianisation” of our state as far. as its po-
liey, principles and. direction are concerned? But find me a com-
rade who says that we must not only “proletarise” our state
apparatus, but also.the pelicy and the class character of our
state. Such a comrade would deny that the dictatorship of the
proletariat exists in our country. One must not- coniuse the
question of our state character, that is to say, the basic question
of its class principles and .its class direction, with the question
of the state apparatus. This latter is something quite different.

Our state is a proletarian, a workers state, nevertheless, as
Lenin and after him the whole party has said, our workers state
is-in .a peasant coumtry and in practice, that is to, say in the
work of its apparatus, it shows -certain bureaucratic defects.
Lenin has not merely -said hard words in connection with the
state apparatus, In- his article “Congcerning the Co-operatives”
he says directly.that our stafe apparatus is “good for nothing”.
Further than this characteristic of our state apparatus it seems
to me, one cannot -go, 1t is, however, also irue for the present
time, That is to say, we must “proletarise” the apparatus, better
it and make it socialist. However, to confuse the question of the
class character of our state with the question of what our state
apparatus looks like in practice, means to fail to see the political
line behind the question of the apparatus and thus to take up a
purely mechanical standpoint, something of which Lenin more
than once and with justification accysed Comrade Trotzky. The
capacity to confuse questions of principle with questions of the
apparatus has nothing to do with Marxism. This ‘was always
one of Comrade Trotzky’s failings and still is today. .

. Tt.is worth while to spend.a little time to discover how far
the onposition has erred in its estimation of our state power,
this first victorious dictatorship of the .proletariat, similarly in
the: estimation of the leadership of this dictatorship by our party.

This can be shown most, clearly of all when we compare its
estimations with that which the foreign critics in the camp of
Menshevism have to- say about our proletarian dictatorship. In
the. “Socialist Messenger” it is always said that in our country
there is no dictatorship of the proletariat but a dictatorship of
our party. , ¢ S

To .place the one in contradiction to the other is regarded
by every Menshevist as his.elementary duty. Our opposition,
however, has gone still farther in. this question, The opposition
has committed the great stupidity of declaring that in our party
allegedly. a “fractional dictatorship” is dominant, that the lea-
dership of the: party has been replaced by a fractional dictator-
ship. The opposition, however, did not stop there. In the same
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document from Tula from which I have already quoted, the op-
position goes so far as to declare that in our country the “dic-
tatorship of the proletariat” has been replaced by — what do
vou think — the “dictatorship of the secretariat”. It is simply
said: “The. dictatorship of the proletariat is being replaced by
the dictatorship;of the secretariat”. No Meushevik has quife gone
so far. I think that this s the very extreme of hostility to our
party, of an out and out bourgeois renegade attitude to our
working class power, to the dictatorship of the proletariat in the
U.S. S.%Q. Farther than that one cannot go. .

THE PARTY AND THE OPPOSITION. WHY THE OPPO-
SITION HAS SUFFERED SUCH A COMPLETE DEFEAT.

Now I will proceed to the: question of the relation of our
party to the opposition.

The struggle of the opposition against the party has, as has
already been sufficiently explained, gone recently beyond all
bounds. The reason for this was apparently the attitude of the
opposition to the party and its wcentral committee. Naturally,
every Party deserves the central committee it has. I think that this
is also the case in our party. It is interesting to see how the
opposition 'determines. its attitude to the Central Committee and
how it expresses itself ‘with regard to the “majority of the C:C.”
at least in this “Document from Tula”, which contains a list of
“questionls and answers” concerning the (pninciple differences
between the opposition -and the party. Concerning the “majority
of the C.C.” this document says: ' "

“Question 21. What principles unite the majority of the
C.C.? The majority of the C.C. characterises the opposition
as a group of the most varied elements - I will not make
any objection to this expression for the moment — but what
is it isel? ‘It is itself a bloc of the most varied elements.
There are party elements ‘which have- completely fallen to
the standpoint of the Kulaks (Kalinin, A.P. Smyrnov, Voro-
-shilov) united' with elements which have fallen to the stand-
point of the trade unions, elements amongst our trade union
leaders who are greatly impressed by the ‘lights’ of the
European trade unions (Tomsky, Ugarov, Schmidt) —
communists who beend their backs before the strong pea-
sants, with communists who crawl before all sorts of Pur-
cells and Pughs as the strongest elememts in the working
class movement, further the party bureaucracy who do not
see further than the end of their noses, who prefer the appa-
ratus to the party and who consider the important questions
put by the revolution and raised by the opposition to be the
talk of intellectuals.” : e

What strange voice is that, comrades? Who has put out those
“ideological feelers”? They are the “ideological feelers” of the
bourgeois intellectuals. (Interruption: Hear! Hear! Applaise.)
And whom have they found to accuse of spinelessness in face
of the Kulaks ‘and ctrawling before the Purcells? Whom have they
found to fling into one sack and label it “parfy bureaucracy”?
They mention six names, the names of six absolute proletarians:
Kalinin, Smiyrnov, Voroshilov, Tomsky, Ugarov and Schmidt
— all workers, the .cream of our party. (Interruption: Quite so!
The whole ‘conférence stands up and cheers the eomrades men-
tioned.) They are all. without exception, workers. Five metal
workers *with, if one may say so; a printer:at their head —
Tomsky. Each one of them can look back of not less:than
20 years of irreproachable Bolshevist work, some of them have
already thirty vears of such work on their backs. There are
comrades who have never parted company with our party for one
moment.” They were never merely talkers like many others. They
were naver to be found amongst the Mensheviki or amongst the
“compromisers” of any sort. (Applause.) Aceording to the words
of the opposition it is just this Ero_wp. representing the best ele-
ments of the real Russian proletariat which forms the majority
of the present Central Comimitfee. I support this with pleasure,
for the.six comrades and others like them are really the kernel
of the party and of our C.C. (Applause.) This is the estimation
of the opposition concerning our party staff. But what is its
relation to the party as a whole?

I will not waste much time on this point. The facts, which

we all know, the circumstances under which the leaders qf_tlhe
opposition were received in our workers nuclei, are sufficient.
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This reception which the workers nuclei gave to these leaders
is extremely instructive and is actually an eéxtraoordinarly fm-
portant évent in the history of our party. I must here make a
slight degression and dealt” Wwith another fact!'In reply to the
mvitation of the nucleus “AWiopribor” on' the fateful Ogtobet-1st,

Comrade - Bucharian and miyself wanted to go to' this ‘nucleus

where almiost all the members of the op

‘ ] sition were assembled:
Trotzky, Zinoviev, Piatakov, Smilga,

apronov and Radek. We

considered our intention a while and then decided not to go

because we were convinced that the party masses and the local

leadership: would: resist “the ;overheated leaders of thes gpposition

sufficientty well. We:relied: in; this . instan¢e upon the -growth of
our internal party democracy. We came to the conclusion that
this' internal party ‘democracy must be of some use. And we were

not disappeinted. Now it even seems to me it ‘can soon thappen:

that the dissatistaction with the development of the internal party
democracy. is”more on- the side of those.wlig have. previously
paraded-in the role of:leaders of the opposition. The party de-
mogracy has. tanght even. these. comrades -something in. the. last

few weeks.;One only ‘needs. to.ask which form of internal party.

deiniocracy they like better, that'in the “Aviopribor” or that in
ther “Red.. Putilov Works” (Laughter). 1 believe .that Comrade

Zinoviev:as a Leningrad. local: patriot would .nevertheless prefer

that..of the: Pudilov..works, Comrade Trotzky on the other hand
would: gertainly: preter that of the “Aviopribor” (Laughter).

Our oppositional comrades fiow talk sometimes “like this:
When we spoke we only expressed our “fears” for the fate of
the revolution: and the party,- we only pointed out:the “diffi-
culties”. One: cannot -blame, us for that. Comrades of the oppo-
sitiom, .you'‘¢ertainly have pointed out the “difficulties”,. you have
certainly expressed your “fears”, and have reckoned:so much
withthe. “difficulties). that not every social demtocrat could, keep
up with’ you. That is, however, the question,-for the social de-
moeracy; must:also think: out dozens: and hundreds . pf difficulties
responsible. for: the: postponement. of every revolutionary, struggle
and for every spoke:they put in the wheel of the proletariat, And
all this despite the existence of objective conditions favourable
to-the wictory ofcthe workers, in order to justify their. owa re-
jection of the revelutionary insurrection. and their own. ohjection
fo. 4 fevolutiomary- struggle in general. The. social dgemocrais in
the West differ. from.the communists. by the fact-that the former
reckon. with such-.a.iremendous mumber -of “difliculties”. in the
struggle for;the dictatorship of the proletariat, they have so many
“Jears”; for. theopessibility jof a defeat of an insurrection of the
working class that.thesg “diffioulties” and “fears” finally force  them
against the revolution and against the working; class and make
them in reality the crawling slaves of capitalism. This social
democratic spirit isi;very.dangerous for our party, and whep this
“spirit” gets into our /party. the result is a “social :dgmogratic
deviation” which the party must resist, seriously: and, mercilessly.
The name itself. “social democratic deviation” which, the. oppo-
sitional- ‘blac:iwhich <has  ‘completely. gone. over ,to. Trotzkyism,
has justly earned, swill become the sign of an ideological struggle
with foreign influence in the ranks of-our party. . . ... ;

' Comrade Zinioviev expressed the hopethat.after the fractional
atternpt of the ‘opposition and the reception it received: om the
patt of the party’ membership, the party might get down..to
work by permitting’ the: opposition the right to defend its opi-
nions Within'the: limits .of thecparty statutes. But he hinted fairly
clebirly- that oppositiotis ~had existed :in_the party before, for
instanoe, ‘the “opposition of #he el Wing  Communists” in
1918 which. evesi hadilitsiown newspaper- and -he suggested. that
they  were also only human. The party-had tolerated them and
everything ' had “ended well. ‘Comrade: Zinoviev has, however,
not grasped: the fact that today is a very different period. Between
1918 and’ 1926 there is a wery great-difference. A

. They. say fo us: I 1918 the opposition had its own phper;
but.at that time, the ‘M{{us‘lfviki,md the social revolutionarigs
also had their papers. Even the Cadets had their paper. Something

is-miot-in order. Is it not fo be seen? For some it is probably
not to be seéen, for othets, however, it is’ very obvious. In’icon-
nection ‘with ‘the treedom of propaganda in our party weihave
a still later example than 1918. It ‘is worth while for' Comrade
Zinoviey do - remember 1921 when Lenin. submitted:a . rather
enetgetic. ‘resolution “at .the 10th congress. with regard to the
anarcho-syndicalist..-opinions of Shlapnikov, Medvedyev and
others. In 1921 Lenin proposed not merely to give them no
newspaper, but proposed the adoption of the following: The
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approval of the propaganda of these ideas (the"ékpression of @
syndicalist and anarchist deviation) is irreconcilable “with menw
bership’ of the C.P. of the U.S.S.R. That has happened to
“certain ideas” not to speak of “own” newspapers. The parfy
has the right to say: If*you wént to be a 'Bolshevik, then be’
a Bolshevik, try to remember ‘what a revolutionary, a proletarian
fighter, a Leninist looks like, that is to say, the propaganda of
ideas hostile to Leninism' is irreconcilable with membership ‘i
the party. Lenin has taught us-this and naturally if the opp6si-
tion ‘choses the wrong ‘way and pursues its 'social democritic¢:
deviation, it will'end in an' irreconcilable struggle with the patty:
The party cannot réconcile itself “with the development ‘6f a
social “democratic deviation’ ‘because under these circttmstances
the. ‘party cannot be built up; cannot devélop itsell. The party
must ‘call 4 halt here. = = T ' -

.The latest events and the fact that thie rejection of the frac-
tional work of the opposition on the par{ of "the party was car-
ried out with extreme comradeship, are of quite exclusive’ signifi-
cance. Why has the opposition sufféred such a compléte defeat?
];lhe leaders 'of the opposition must think more seriously about
this.

f - § E ¢ ‘ ) . i B

- The fact is really that,the party which has. fought since 1923
against- Trotzkyism, which. was. and ds a remnant of the social
democracy within our own ranks; has grown to such an extent.
that it has now. practically gvercome. this deviation. The. com-
rades — who were recently leaders — who, still. cling to their
leaning towards this opposition,..are in a very.absurd situation,
making claims. upon the leadership of the party with these ideas
that the party has already rejected. . ‘

“Once the party had become ‘clear upon its relations’ to Trotz-
kyism, once it ‘had digested the' antiilieninist' naturerof Trotz-
kyism, during the colrse of' 'years, and ‘once it hadl taken:ithe
decisive ‘steps’ beyond it, all attempts fo 'resiscitate ‘this" outworn
social ‘democratic “deviation'"in ! our’ party: 'weré boumd to’ meet
with' a fiasco. Utider these' conditibns dny ‘ene ‘who attempts to
defend an ideclogy rejected by ‘the 'paity, who atternpts to march
backwards and'take the party with himfi. filust inevitably get into
an absurd sitwation, because ‘despite’:all atteripts fo 'draw the
party back; it will 26 further and further' forward:on ‘the eertain
way 1o ' victory. ‘Comrade Larin is right. Theé revolution' and
above all the party, grows beyotitt a ‘cerfain section of itsileaders.
The ‘party“is ‘proceeding securelysto thé vietory iGF socialismt. Tt
fiust bvercome every ~attempt © t0” resuscitite Trotzkyism, this
social’ democratic deviation' ifi ‘our party. == L Lo

Concerning  the Perspectives. Concernitg” the international
Socialist Revolution atid our imternational Duaties. ' = =
A few words coficerning the'perspectives..” " -~
" An' examination ‘of the!facts “of ‘revolutionary’‘déveldpment,
of the internal objective preliminary conditions “and ‘subjective
factors of our revolution leads us to the Contlusion that the wor-
king .class of the U.S.S.R. supporting’ itseli ‘upon these, objec-
tive and subjective possibili‘tijés, can apnd’ mpst be victorious; in
building ‘and ‘attaining socialism.” THat' ddes not meai "that we
have ;already completely learnt the significance of the proletarian
revolution in’ other countries for our victory. Comrade Trotzky
here eéxpressed the hope that ‘the imnternational, revolution would
come before thirty or fifty ,gears. "There. can be 'no quarrel
amongst us uponthis poinf. However, the declaration of Com-
rade . Trotzky at. this party conference: “You reckon' obviously
with fhe prospect that the Etropean ‘proletariat. wili not seize
power within the next thirty years” can'only be charactgrised
as_an upheard-of slander up{)_nfthfé“pa‘i'%}{_;f The party’ Has''not the
faintest ground. to doubt that we shall not have to wdit thtee
or, more decades for, the international ‘evolution. s
- That, however, by, .no mean:

i

( ieans” tHat we miust ‘get rid of
the. question of the possibility, of ‘the, victory 'of socialism in our
coutitty alone, gs ‘far as_an imperialist intervention does not
prevent it, like ap objéctionable fy.” We” have always declared
and repeat once again that the final victory of socidlism is only
possible on an international scale and that ‘only then the dangets
of.an international nature, that is to say the external dangers for
the socialist revolution in one country. will disappear. If we
manage to obfain clarity in principle fipon our attitude to the
question of ‘the building up of socialsm inm one (in our) country,
this has,. as is clear from all, that has dfready been' said, nmot
only-. very  greaf -théoretical importarice, but’ 'dlso the "greatest
practical importance. We can only advance' with a firm “tread
towards the victory of socialism if we ‘are convinced that ‘the
possibility of victory is present, if we believe in victory
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1+ On the-other hand (if .one considers that the U. S. Szﬁ% is
economically surrounded by more highly developed states, that
communism is growing in all capitalist countries, that the buil-
ding up:.of socialism.in the U. S.'S. R, .is a powerful effective
factor for the advancement of the proletarian revolution: in other
counitries and that with each new suoccess . the.victorious prole-
tariat of:thesbJ. S:.S. Rawill help more directly than ever) it is
quite: possible . that in. practioe  the victory .of; socialism in one
(imour) country alone will coincide with the imternational victory
ol socialism and-in anycase :will jinevitably draw.the,victory of
socialism on an international scale behind it, that is to say that
aiso 1in case;of a delay of the socialist revolufion in,.other coun-
trigs, thevictory of socialism:in gne (in .our), country under the
historical conditions of contemporary. impegialism turns into final
victory, that is into a victory which not merely abolishes the
internal but also the international hindrances in the way of an
all ‘rounid socialist development and thus ‘itself’leads to ‘the victory
of commumnism. - ; AHa St
*We are now coming to complete clarity in’the fundamental
principles relating to the possibility ot the building 'up and the
vidfory. of socialism upon ‘thé'ibasis of the giverr objéctive ¢ircum-
stances ‘existing in ‘our ' country.” As far as we can, we: will
" consider this question (at least methodologically) “apart' from the
international situation. It is possible that that which the party said
at the 114th party oconference comcerning the possibility of. the
victory:of socialism. in. owr country and.-which it rafified at the
last party .congress, has completely entered into the consciousness
of :our members. That will mean at the same time that the party
will completely realise that the cause of the victory of socialism
iniour oountry is indissolubly bound wp in historical perspectivc
wiith the.victory of socialism on an international scale:.From
this fact result all, the .international duties of which Lenin and the
whole party have always spoken as of the unchangeable duties
of every 'Communist Party, every victorfous proletarian republic.
o Tﬁgt ‘we in“actual fact follow this line, that in actual fact our
whole ‘ifternal work for the building up’ of socialism links up

flu
»

the struggle for the victory of socialism with, the interests of
the infernational proletarian revolution, is proved by the unhdeni-
able, facts that we connect our whole work, the whole party, the
working class of our country, ideologically and practically in a
revolutionary manner with the chief eolumns of the ‘proletarian
revolution - (Great Britain 'and, China) in. which, as comrade
Bucharin correctly says the chief line of the advance of the'inter-
national proletarian revolution is proceeding at thé moment. The
U."S.' S, R, the fighting- working "class of Great Britain-and the
developing revolution «in China, these are the three cchief direcs
tions of the proletarian revolution. And our party . and our
working - class fin-its whole struggle, in its whole socialist work,
is more thar ever inseparably :bound with all the chief direc-
tions of revolutionary: development. The: policy of our party is
and remains the policy of the victory of socialism in our country
and at the same time the policy of the final victory of socialism
upon an international scale. AR

_ The workers of all countries know that we are not bad
internationalists, that we, the Bolsheviki, connect our whole 'work
with the ‘interests” of the internatiomal workers’ revolution. We
have not for' mothing defiied and internationalised the mame of
our oppositional deviation -at the present time. We have oalled it
“social demecratic, deviation” with comiplete justification and are
giving its pobitical character the necessary clarity iii an_inter-
national sense: (Amusement).. This internationalisation is also
necessary from the standpoint of the interests of the internatiomal
proletarian revolution (Interruption: Hear! Hear!) because our
opposition attempts to lind allies on an ‘international scale. We
have given the opposition the clear name that it has earnetand
say to the whole Communist International: There is a social demo-
cratic deviation .in our party, we are_fighting against. it and
appeal: to all communists to fake up -the -struggle against it
wherever it may..show. itself. One can-therefore noi. doubt that
our party and at the present moment ifs representative, the’ 15th
party .conference, will be as.unanimous in this question, as one
man, (Protracted and stormy applause) ° - ,

Concluding Speech of Comrade Stalin on the Discussion

on the Opposition Blocand the Inner Partv-"lsituatipn.

| CONCERNING A FEW GENERAL QUESTIONS,
MARXISM 1§ NO DOGMA BUT A ‘GUIDE TO ACTION.

 Comtades! In miy speéch I said that' Marxism is no’dogma
but a guide to action, that'the well-known formulation of Engels,
‘made by him 'in the foutties of the last century, was correct in
his time, but foday it i$ no longer sufficient. 1 have said that it
was therefore'complementgd by the formulation of Lenin according
to which, under' the new' conditions of the development of capi-
talism and the class struggle, ‘the wictory of socialism in indi-
vidual countries is completely possible and even probable.

Objections have .been made to this during the course:of the
disoussion. Comrade Zinoviev  has been particularly zealous in
this respect. I am therefore compelled,to. raise these questioms
once again.and to deal with them in more:detail. )

1 believe: that Comrade :Zinoviev has not read “The funda-
mental’ Principles- of Communism” by- Engels and if he had read
it then he  has.not understood: it. Otherwise he would not have
denied the fact that the soeial :demacrats in their struggle -against
Leninism, cling to the old formula of Engels. Otherwise Comrade
Zinoviev would have grasped that when one follows the tracks
of the social democracy, one meets with certain dangers of “de-
generation”. 5 e e o

~ Engels said the.following in his “The Fundamental Prin-
ciples of Communism” which deals with these fundamental prin-
ciples in the form of questions and answers:
~“Question: Will : the  abelitioni -of private. property be

possible.-at one blow? It :
: Ahswer: No, Just as the already.existing productive
forces will not permit themselves to'be multiplied sufficiently
in order i to create the socialist commonwealth. The prole-
tarian revolution which is in all probability approaching,
will . 4herefore- only. gradually transform existing society and
only then be able to abolish private property when the
necessary means of production have been created.

Question: Thro-ugh" what developmient will ithis revo-

.. lwtion go?. ... .. .. AT S .

- Answer: It will above all:create a democratic state form

v and ‘with this directly or indirectly the political rule of the
proletariat.” : T i

It is apparently here a question of the overthrow of the
bourgeoisie and the struggle jor the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat.” You know, comradés that this‘ point-has -already been
reachied in our country and already passéd.-(Interruption: Quite
sol!) ‘And then: o : NS . REC .

. “Democracy. would be absolutely useless, for the prole-

tariat .. i, were not ﬁimmediatei){‘lis'ed" as’ a mnieans to

secure further measures directly ‘aftacking private
.. property .and guaranteeing the existence of the proletariat.

The most important of these measures which already show

themselves as the necessary conséquerces of the 'existing

* ciroumstances' are the following: -1 =

‘1. Limitation of private propeity through progressive
taxation, heavy death duties, the abolition of inheritance of
relations mot in the direct line, as:for! instance  brothers,
nephews, etc., compulsory loans.” SiRERY
You know that these measures were ‘it ‘into practice and are

still in force in our country. Indeed, we have gone much. farther.
Further: . : T ‘

“2, Gradual expropriation of landowmners, factory owners,
railway owmners and ship owners, partly through the compe-
tition of the state industry and partly through compensation
by iassignats.” . : :

"You know that we carried out these trieasures in our. country
in the first years of our revolution. Further: Y
“3, Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and
rebels against the majority of the .people.”
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 You know that we have already confiscated so much in this
di’{ffﬁ%ﬁm that there is nothing more to’ confiscate. (Laughter!)
rifier: , o o
- %4 The organisation of the proletariat to work upon
the national farms, and in the mational factories, etc. thus
abolishing the competition amongst the workers and forcing
" those factory owners who still exist to pay the increased
.. wages paid by the state.” ~ : ~
© It is known that we went this way, and that we had a
umber of successes. This point is essentially carried out in our
coontry. Further: - - :
“ 45 Similar compulsory labour for all members of society
up to the complete -abolition -of private property. The for-
mation of industrial armies particularly for agriculture.”

You know that during the period of war communism we

attempted to do this in the form of the orgamisation of labour
armies. ,
. We did not however, achieve very great results in this
direction. We then set ourselves to .reach this aim in a round
about way and there is no doubt that we have achieved very
consilerably success in this direction. Further: ‘

“6. The centralisation of the credit and currency system
in the hands of the state through a national bank with
state capital. The suppression of all private banks and
bankers.” '

" As you are aware, comrades, this has been done in its
essenfial in our country. Further:

«7. An increase of the number of national factories,
workshops, railways and ships. The tilling of ail land and
the betterment of all previously tilled land dn the same pro-
portion to the increase of the capital and.labour at the
disponal of’ the nation.” o

You know that this is also being dome here and that it is
developing, both through /the nationalisation of the land and the
nationalisation of the chief branches of industry.

“8. The edugation of all children from the moment when
¢ thieyare able fo-do without the first maternal attentions. This
‘is 10 be done in mational institutions at natiomal® cost.”
*This is also being done here -although it has not yet been
fully carried otit in consequence of the devastations €aused by the
war and the interventions which prevented us from educating
all chiidren at the expense of the state. Further:

“9. The building of great palaces upon the national
farms as commumity houses for communities- of citizens
working both in industry and agriculture and uniting
the advantages of town and country life without the one-
?,idednes-s and disadvantages of one or the other of these
orms ! ' '

‘Here it was apparently a question of the housing question
on a large scale. You know that we are making progress in this
direction and aithough essentially this has not been carried out
here and will not so soon be carried out, this is caused by the
fact that we inlierited a paralysed industry and have not yet had
time to accurmdate sufficient means for housing schemes on a
large scaie.

“10. The. destruction of all unhealthy and badly built

houses and districts.” .

This point is a part of 'the previous point and therefore
what was said concerning point nine is also valid here.
Further: . ) :

“11. Equal right of inheritance for illegitimate with
legitimate children.”

It seems to me that this matter is satisfactorily solved in
our country. And finally the last point:

“12. The concentration of all transport in the hands
of the nation.” : . -

You know that this has already been completely carried out
in our -country. ‘

That, comrades, is the programme of the proletarian revo-
lution . set up by Engels in his “The Fundamental Principles
of Communism”, ) i

You see that nine tenth of this programme has already been
carried out by our revolution. Further:

~ “Question: Will this revolution (which was mentioned
E&ove. J.'St) be able to take place in one single country
alone? SR RIS
Answer: No, Industry by creating the world market
has brought all the peoples of the earth and particularly -the
civilised peoples into such relations with each other that
each separate nation is dependent upon what is done by
the others. Further, it has made social development in all
civilised countries in so far equal that in all these countries
the ‘bourgeoisie and the proletariat have become the.two
decisive social classes, and the struggle between these two
has become the chief struggle of the time. The. communist
revolution will therefore not be simply a mnational. revo-
lution, but it will take place in all civilised countries,.that
is to say at least in Great Britain, America, France and
Germany, at tlie same time.” -

That is the situation, comrades. Engels said that the pro-
letarian revolution with the above programme could not succeed
in-one single country, alone. The facts, however, show_ that under
the new conditions of imperialism, such a revolution in its most
essential parts has already been carried through in one single
country alene, for we have carried out nine tenth of this pro-
gramme in our countfry. - ) i

Comrade Zinoviev may say that we have -committed a
mistake by carrying out the points of this programme
(Laughter). It is very easily possible that in carrying out these
points ‘we have shown 4 certain “national limitedness” (Laughter).
[hat is very easily possible. One thing is nevertheless true; that
which Engels wrote in the fourties of the last century under the
conditions of pre-monopolistic capitalism and which was im-
possible for one country alone has become possible under
the conditions of imperialism in-our own country.

Naturally, if Engels were alive today, he would not cling
to the old formula. On the contrary, he would welcome our
revolution and say: To hell with all old formulas! Long live
the victorious revolution in the Soviet Union! The gentlemen
in the ranks of the social democracy, however, do not think
like that. geh% cling to t}h: old formulation of Engels in order
to. facilitate their st > against’ revolution, “againge- the
Bolsheviki. That is nﬁgfany f%eir aﬁig:;’ t is only se?'igous‘ when
Comrade Zinoviev attempts.to imitate these gentlemen and in
this matter to go #he way ot the social democracy.; .

When I quoted the formula of Engels and dealt with it in
detail, I did so from three considerations: First of all 1 wished
to obtain the greatest possible clarity’in this question by com-
paring the formula of Lenin upon the possibility of the victory
of socialism in one country alone, with the formula of Engels
which in that period répresented the standpoint of Marxism
in its most extreme and sharpest form. Secondly, 1 wish in
this way to expose the reformism and hestility of the social de-
mocracy to the revolution which attempts to cover its opportu-
nism with, the old formula .of Engels. Thirdly, I wished to
prove that Lenin was the first who solved this question of the
victory of socialism in one country alone.

One must recognise,” comrades, that it was Lenin and no
other who first of-all established the proof of the possibility of
the victory of socialism ‘in one country alone. One may not
deny Lenin that which is due to him. One must not be afraid
of the truth, one must have the courage to speak the truth,
one must have the courage to declare that Lenin was the first
Marxist who formulated the question of the victory of socialism
in one country alone in a new form and answered it in the
aifirmative. ; J : .

I do not wish with this to say that Lenin as a thirker
stood higher than Marx or Engels. I only wish to say two
things: First of all one must not demand of Marx and Engels
although they were tremendous thinkers and genmiuses, that in
the period of pre-monopolistic capital they could foresee all
the possibilities of the proletarian class struggle and the pro-
letarian revolution which developed half a century later in the
period of developed monopolistic capitalism. Secondly, there
is nothing particularly wonderful in® the fact that- Lenin, him-
self a'genius and a follower of Engels and Marx, should have
understood the new ‘possibilities of the proletarian revelution
under the new  conditions of capitalist development and thus
establish the truth that the victory of socialism in one country
alone is possible.
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One must{ understand to distinguish between the letter and
the spirit of Marxism, between the individual sentences and the
methods of Marxism. Lenin was successful in establishing the
truth that the victory of socialism in one country alone was
possible, because he did not regard Marxism as a dogma, but
as a guide to action. He was no slave of the letter and under-
stood how to grasp the spirit, the chief significance of Marxism.
In his “Left-Wing Communism” Lenin writes the following
upon this point:

“Our theory is no dogma, but a guide to action, said

Marx and Engels. The greatest error, the greatest crime

of such ‘patented Marxists’ like Karl Kautsky and Otto

Bauer is that they have not grasped and not understood

how to apply this truth in tﬁe most important moments

of the proletarian revolution.”

That is the way of Marx, Engels and Lenin, that is the
way we must go in the future if we wish to be consistent revo-
lutionaries. Leninism has maintained itself as the Marxism of
the epoch of imperialism and the proletarian revolution because
it has gone and is still going this way. To deviate from this
way means to sink into the bog of opportunism. To abandon
this way means {o be dragged into the wake of the social
democracy, as this has happened in this question with comrade
Zinoviev.

Comrade Zinoviev said here that Marx and Engels had
later modified the old formula of Engels and admitted the possi-
bility that the proletarian revolution could begin in individual
countries. He quoted Engels according to whom the French
will begin and the Germans finish. That is correct, every student
in our party courses knows that. But that is not the question of
the moment, Comrade Zinoviev, It is quite a definite thing to
say: Commence the revolution, in the immediate future the
victorious revolution in other countries will support you and
then in case of victory in the other countries you yourself can
reckon on victory. It is quite another thing, however, to sav:
Commence the revolution and ¢arry on in the consciousness that
even although in the immediate future the revolution in other
countries does not win, the conditions of the struggle are
nevertheless such that in the period of developed imperialism
you can win in order to cause the revolution in other countries.
~ That is_quite a different matter. When I quoted the old
formula of Engels, | did not do this in order to pass over the
fact that later on Engels and Marx modified this sharp and
extreme formula, but in order to create complete clarity in this
question by comparing the two opposed formulas, and further,
to expose -the opportunism of the social democracy which is
attempting "to use the old formula of Engels as a cover, and
finally to prove that Lenin was the first who formulated the
question of the victory of socialism in one country in a new
manner and answered . it in the affirmative.

As you see, comrades, I was right when 1 said that Zinoviev
had not read “The Fundamental Pringiples of Communism” or
if he had read them had not understood them, for he dealt with
the old formulation of Engels in a social democratic manner
and thus slipped into the road of opportunism.

A FEW REMARKS OF LENIN CONCERNING THE DICTA-
TORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT.

I said further in my speech that we are faced with a more
or less similar case in the question of the dictatorship of the
proletariat under the circumstances of developed imperialism. I
said that in the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat in
the sense of smashing the old bourgeois state apparatus and
building up the new proletarian apparatus, Marx (in the seventies
of the last century) permitted an exception for England and for
America where militarism and bureaucracy where then very
fittle developed and where at that time the possibility could
exist to set up the political rule of the proletariat along “peaceful
lines”. 1 said that this exception or limitation . which Marx
permitted for England and America was correct at that time.
According to Lenin, however, this is incorrect and superfluous
under the present existing conditions of developed imperialism
where militarism and bureaucracy is just as much developed in
Great Britain and America as in the other countries.

(Interruption of Comrade Riasanov: It has not become
incorrect today, it -was incorrect then! Further interruption:
Don’t interrupt Comrade Riasanov! Comrade Riasanov: 1 am
not interrupting!)

Permit me, Comrades, to appeal o Marx. Marx wrote the
following in his letter to Kugelmann in April 1871:

“If you look at the last chapter of my Eighteenth
Brumaire you will see that I declare ihe next attempt of
the French Revolution to be: not merely to hand over, from
one set of hands to another, the bureaucratic and military
machinery — as has occurred hitherto — but to shatter it;
and it is that is the preliminary condition of any real
people’s revolution on the Continent (underlined by me
J. St) It is exactly this that constitutes the attempt of our
heroic Parisian comrades”.

This was written by Marx in 1871.

As is known, the social democrats of all shades have clung
to this quotation, above all Kautsky who contended that a
violent revolution of the proletariat was not absolutely necessa-
rily a method of the movement towards socialism, that the
dictatorship of the proletariat was not necessarily to be under-
stood as a breaking of the old bourgeois state apparatus and
ithe building up of a new proletarian apparatus and that the
proletariat must fight for the peaceful way of transition from
capitalism to socialism. . ]

What has Lenin to say to this? Lenin wrote the following
in his book “State and Revolution”:

“It it interesting particularly to notice two points in
the passage quoted by Marx. First he confines his con-
clusions to the Continent. This was natural in 1871, when
England was still the pattern of a purely capitalist country,
without a military machine and, in large measure, without
a bureaucracy. Hence Marx excluded England where a
revolution, even a people’s revolution, could be imagined,
and was then possible, without the preliminary condition
of the destruction of the “available ready machinery of the
State”.

Today in 1917, in the epoch of the first great imperialist
war, this distinction of Marx becomes unreal and England
and America, the greatest and last representatives of Anglo-
Saxon “liberty” in the sense of the absence of militarism and
bureaucracy, have today completely. rolled down into the
dirty, bloody morass of military-bureaucratic institutions
common to all Europe, subordinating all else to jhemselves.
crushing all else under themselves. Today, both in England
and in America, the “preliminary condition of any real
people’s revolution” is the break-up, the shat’(ermg of the
“ayailable ready machinery of the State”, perfected in those
countries between 1014 and 1917 to the “European” general
imperialist standard”.

You see that we have here a case which is more or less
oimilar to the one of which I have spoken in connection with the
old formula of Engels. .

The: exception permitted by Marx to England and America
was based on the fact ‘that at that time there was no developed
militarism and bureaucracy in these countries. This limitation
was in the opinion of Lenin no more valid under the new con-
ditions of monopolistic capitalism, when militarism and bureau-
cracy in England and America was not less, perhaps even further
developed than in the countries of the European continent.

For this reason the violent revolution of the proletariat, the
dictatorship of the proletariat is an unavoidable and absolutely
necessary preliminary condition for the advance towards
socialism in all imperialist countries without exception.

The opportunists of all countries therefore, who still cling
to the limitation imposed by Marx and who oppose the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, are not defending Marxism but their
own opportunism. , '

Lenin came to this conclusion because he was capablg of
distinguishing between the letter and the spirit of Marxism,
because he did not regard Marxism as a dogma, but as a guide
to action.

It would be strange to demand from Marx that he should
foresee all possibilities of the development of capitalism and the
class struggle for many decades ahead. But it would be still more
strange to wonder why Lenin was able to recognise these possi-
bilities under the new conditions of capitalist development when
these possibilities' had shown themselves and developed to a
more than sufficient degree. .

An interrnntion was made, 1 believe, by Comrade Riasanov,
that the exception made by Marx for England and America was
not merely incorrect for the present stage of the class struggle,
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but that it was also incorrect when Marx wrote it. 1 am. not
‘n.agreement with Comrade Riasanov. I am of the opinion that
he is mistaken. Lenin, in apy case, does not agree with him.
Lenin declares quite definitely that Marx was correct when he
permitted au exception for England and America in the seventies.
in this' connection Lenin writes in his pamphlet “Concerning the
Taxes in Kind”: e .
“When we. quarreled withi! Comrade Bucharin in the
< All Russian Exécutive Commitiee he remarked amongst other
things: In the question of the high pay for bourgeois specia-
lists ‘we’ stand ‘further, right than Lenin’ because we -see
here no abandonment of principles. We think of the words
of' Marx that under certain conditions ‘it would be more

practical for ‘the working cass to -‘purchase- its- freedom’ -

from these ‘bandits’, (namely the bandits of capitalists) that

~is to sa¥, to buy the land,-the factories and the means of -

" production from the bourgeoisie. <
© “That is- very: interesting.
the train of ‘thoughts of Mark: & .
“In England in the ‘seveniies of the last'centry it was

a question of the culminating period of pre-monopolistic-

"capitalism, it'was a question of a country in which at that
time militarism and bureaucricy - were very little rampant
and: . the possibilities of a. ‘peacriul’ victory :of socialism in
the sence:of ‘buying out’: of. the bourgeoisie by the working
class were present. And Marx said:. Under certain. condi-
“tions the working class by no means:refuses.to:buy out the
‘bourgeoisie, Marx did mnot bind. himsell and the future
leaders of- the socialistrevolution. in. the question of the
form and ‘methods of the overthrow.-He grasped very clearly
what a tremendous mumber. of new -problems would' arise
in the 'course’ of. the ‘transformation,. how - the..whole situ-
ation would be altered and how often and how very much
the situation’ would alter - during - the overthrow.

© - “And did not certain’such ‘conditions show themselves
in Soviet Russia after the sejzure of power by :the proletariat,

" after the breaking of 'the-military resistance and the sabotage
of the exploiters, donditions” similar to- those which might
haye ‘existed “in"Engldnd half"a century ago if at that time
a pélcetul “transformation to soctalism had taken place?
"7 '“The subordination’ of the”capitalists” to the ‘dominance
‘of the workers cofild have been secured at that time by the

_ following circumstanges:" : o

., “. By the. preponderance of the’ working class, the
proletarians in the population, in consequence of the :lack
of a peasantry (in the ’seventies there' were signs in Eng-
land which led "toi'the hope of an:extremely quick success
for 'socialism’ amongst-the agricultural workers);: »

“2. by the excellent organisation of the proletariat ‘i

. the tradé uriionS™ ( ‘at"that time England held the first.place

. in {his congection;)

“3, by a. comparatively ;high cultyral level of the pro-

. letariat which was, schooled for centuries’in 'the dvelopment
. of political ireedom; v e
“4. by the long -custom of the excellently organised

- English ; capitalists . .at. that time they were the "best
“organised capitalists in the world — (at the present moment
the. .German capitalists have. first place in this conhnection)

— to setile all political and economjc- questions by way of’

- compromise. Cee e ;
»4#On “account .of these circumstances the idea of the

“‘postibility of: a'peaveiul subiugation of the English capitalists .

_ was able to arise amongst the working class ... . .
"“Bucharin is an ‘excellently schooled Marxist economist.
He 'therefore $aid vetry correctly that Marx was completely

“right when he ‘poiiited out to ‘the working ‘class the impor- -

tance of retaining the organisation of large-scale production
jiist in"'the ‘interests of facilitating the transitionté socialism

" and. when he admitted ‘the complete  permissibility of . the .
“idea’’to ‘pay’ the ‘capitalists well, tobuy them out, -when:

under éxceptional cir¢umstances (England ‘was such an ex-
- ‘ception)’ $uch’ relations ~develop : which force the capitalists
to suBordirfate themselves: peacefully and make possible in
a cultural and organised manner the transition to socialism
‘by buying out the capitalists.” - ' ’

I bel‘ieve'that here Lenin and not Comrade Riasanov is right..
T Have ‘a very "high” opinion of Comrade Riasanov, but 1
confess that my opinion of Lenin is still higher.

Let’ us place ourselves in

CONCERNING THE UNEQUAL DEVELOPMENT OF
CAPITALIST COUNTRIES.

1 said in my speech that Lenin had discovered and established
the law of the inequality of the economic and political develop-
ment of capitalist countries and’ that Lenin, proceeding from
this law, from the fact of the progress and intemsification of
this inequality, came to the idea of the victory of socialism in
one country alone. Comrades Trotzky and Zinoviev opposed this
contention. Comrade Trotzky said that: this “sentence of Lenin
was : theoretically incorrect, and Comrade Zinoviev declared
together with Comrade Trotzky that the inequality’ of develop-
ment 'previously, that is-to say in the period of pre-monopolistic
capitalism; was greater-than it is today in the peried of mono-
polistic capitalism and that the idea of the possibility “of the
victory of socialism in one country alone should not be connec-
ted with the law of the unequal development of capitalist
countries. ' ‘ B i '

The fact that Comrade Trotzky objects to the well-known
theoretical theses of Lenin concerning the law of unequal de-
velopment, is nothing sutprising, for this law destroys the
“theory” of Comrade Trotzky concerning the permanefit revo-
lution. ‘ . C
" Apart from this, Comrade Trotzky obviously adopts a
vulgar standpoint here. He confuses the economic _inequality
of individual countries 'in ‘the past — such an inequality did
not always lead to a jerky development on the part of these
countries” and  could ndt do so — with the inequality of the
economic and political development in the period of imperialism
in’ which the economic inequality betweefr the countries is less
than it was'in the past, the inéquality of economic and political
development, however, takes on an incomparably’ greater extent
#nd shows itself more sharply than previously. This. in-
equality inevitably leads t6 a development by jumps. It leads
to “an “overtaking of more advanced countries, by industrially
backward countries in.a more or less short space ‘of time, and
thus inevitably create§ the conditions for large-scale imperialist
wars and for the’ possibility of the victory ol socialism in one
country’ alone. ‘ o B

It"is hardly necessary to prove that such a confusion of
two quité different conceptions does not point to a very high
“theoretical” level of Comrade Trotzky. . . " .

1 ¢an, however, not understahd Comrade Zinoviev = who
has, nevertheless, been a Bolshevik and smelt sométhing of -
Bolshevism, How .can one say that the inequality of development
formerly was greater thad it is_today under the relations of
monopolistic capitalistn without running the daiiger of falling in,
the bog of super-imperialism and Kautzkyism? How can one
say that the idea of the victory -of socialism in one country.
alone is not connected with the Taw of the inequality of develop-
ment. Is it not generally kngwn that Lenin came to’ this con-
clusion ‘directly ‘from the law’ of the inequality of development?
The foltowing words of Lenin show this, for “instance: S

'“The inequality of economic .and political, development
is an absolute law of capitalism. From. this follows (under-
lined by me. 1. St.) that the victory of socialism is possible
first of all in several or perhaps in one single capitalist
country alope” 7+ - -t W d e R Ty

From what' ddes’ the law of unequal’ development proceed?
It comes from: S S P :

1. The fact that the old pre-monopolistic - capitalism has-
grown inte . a- monopolistic ' capitalism, into imperialism; " -

From what does the law of unequal development proceed?
It comes from: a monopolistic capitalism, into imperialism; -

2. the fact that thé division of the-world .into: the spheres
of influence -of the imperialist groups and powers: has -already
been concluded; o sl e ,

3. the fact that the development of -world. economy is pro-
ceeding:under the relations created by a fatal struggle of: the
imperialist groups - for :markets -and raw - material and for the
extension of their old spheres-of influence; .’ S I

4. the fact that this development is not’ even, but proceeds
in..leaps-and bounds in the form of the pushing: aside of the
old powers. from the inarkets and the advance-of new ' powers;

5. the fact that this form of development is determined . by
the .possibility that one imperialist group can develop its: tech-
nique more quickly, cheapen its goods more quickly and cap-
ture the market to the disadvantage of other imperialist groups.

6. the fact that the periodical re-division of the: already
divided world will therefore be absolutely necessary;
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7. the fact that this re-division can only take place by violence,
in.the measuring of forces, in the violent testing of power of
this or -that. imperialist group;.. ST

'8..the fact .that. this gircuglstance must .inevitably lead to the
intensification of conflicts and .tremendous. .wars between the
imperialist . groups; : 1 :

. 9. the Jact that such a situation inevitably leads to a mutual
weakening ' of the imperialists: and creates the possibility of
breaking through the imperialist froat in individual - countries;

10. the fact that the possibility: of breaking through the im-
perialist front in- individual countries :must create favourable
conditions for .the victory-.of socialism «in one country alone.

" What . determines the intensification of the inequality, and
the decisive importance of the unequal development under the
conditions of imperialism?. ,

Two chief faclors: Frist -that the division of the world
amongst the imperialist groups is already at an end and ‘that
there \is no. longer any “iree” territory in the world: and that
the re-division of the already divided world in order to establish
an economic. balance, can only be attained by means of im-
perialist wars;. secondly that an tnparalleled powerful deve-
lopment of technique makes it possible for one imperialist’ group
to’ overtake and pass other imperialist groups in the struggle
for markets, for raw :material sources, etc.’ .

These conditions, - however, only developed and reached
their culminating point in the period of developed imperialism.
It could;not be otherwise because the division of the world
-could .onily be concluded in the period of imperialism and the
powerful “technical possibilities could only. appear in the period
.of developed imperialism. - S . o

This explains fhe fact that although formerly Eugland, from
the industrial point ‘of yiew, was at the head of all. states, and
leit .them, approximately a century behind, later Germany was
able in approximately two decades to begin. to overtake England,
and America needed still less time in order to overtake all the
European countries. P I R .

%en one considers. all this,. how can one possibly say
that the inequality of development was formerly greater than it
is now, that the 1dea of the victory of socialism in one.cot iry
alone is not connected with the law of the unequal development
of imperialism? N o :

. Is it not clear that. only vulgar theoreticians could -confuse
the economic inequality of industrial countries in the past with
the law of the irregularity of economic and political develon-
ment which was particularly intensified and sharpened first of
‘all in the period of monopolistic capitalism?; . - e

" Is'it not clear that only a complefe ignorance of Leninism
could lead’ Comrade Zinoviev. and his-iriends to the more than
peculiar objections against the well-known theses-of Lenin which
are ‘connected with the law of the inequality of economic and
political development? : P Y o

COMRADE KAMENEV CLEARS THE WAY FOR COM-

a o RADE TROTZKY. Ly s : ,

What is  the, essential significance of the speech of Comrade
Kamenev at ‘thjs conferénce? When .we ignore one or two
‘smaller 'matters “and also ‘the usual’ diplomacy ‘of Comrade
Kamenev, then the significance of this speech consists in the
fact that-he made it easy for Comrade Trotzky to defend his
standpoint in the struggle against Leninism in the chief question
of the 'possibility of "the victory of ‘socialism in one country
alone. ’ .

To this end Comrade Kamenev took the ;‘trbublpf’ to prove .

that “thie basic article of Comrade Lenin (1915) which deals
With the possibility of socialism in one country alone, allegedly
did ‘not refer to Russia, but that when Lenin spoke of such
a possibility he was thinking not of Russia but of other capi-
talist countries. Comrade Kamenev took this doubtful, “trouble”
in order to clear the way for Comrade Trotzky whose. “scheme”
was refused by the article of Lenin written in 1915, -

. To put- it vulgarly, Comrade, Kamenev has played:ithe role
of housemaid to Comrade Trotzky by cleaning the way for him
(Laughter). It is naturally a sad sight to observe the director
of the Lenin Institute in the role of Housemaid to Comrade
Trotzky. Not that there: is anything undignified - in the work
of a housemaid, but because comrade Kamenev- is  without
doubt a capable person who might very well concern himself
with more qualified work. He .adopted this role, however,
perfectly voluntarily, as of course he was fully entitled to do,
so that nothing is to be done in the miatter, :

_ Trotzky at any price.”

How has Comrade Kamenev carried out this peculiar role?

-Comrade Kamenev declared in his: speech that the - chief theses

of Lenin.in -his article written :in 1915, the ‘theses: which have
determined: the whole policy of ourirevolution andiits work of
reconstruction, the theses which speak of ‘the possibility of the

.:victory of socialism in ;one country alone,. does:not refer to

Russia and could not refer to Russia and that-whens Lenin spoke
of the victory of socialism in one couniry alone; he was not
thinking of Russia but of other capitalist .countries. That is

" unbelievable ‘and’ unheard of, that sounds like a direct slander

against Comrade Lenin.” But Comrade Kamenev, evidently does
not care what the party” thinks "about .such a falsification of

Lenin. He is only concerned to clear the way for Comrade

How has he attempted to justify this peculiar contention?

He said that two weeks after. the publication of the article
mentioned, Comrade Lenin published, his well-known theses con-
cerning the chiaracter of the: ¢oniing revolution in which he
said that the task of Marxists would, be exhausted with the
efforts {o' achieve the victory of the boiirgeais democratic revo-
lutiomr in Russia apgd’ that Lenin, when he said this, spoke on

“the assumiption, that the Revolufion in -Russia would retain

its bouigeois ‘stagé and not deyelop ifitp. g socialist . revolytion.
As, however, the article of Lenin upon_ the possibility of . the

_victory of socialism in ‘one country. alone .deals. not with the

bourgeois 'r‘evo]lffiqn" but” with the" socailist , revolution, it is
i:{lear' that Lenin in his _ article could not Lave been thinking of
ussia.’ : ‘ - Coaps U gt ol
. According to, Kamenev it turns out that Lenin interpreted
the extent of the Russian revolution just as a . left. bourgeois
revolutionary or a ‘reformist of .the social - democratic type
would have done, dccording to whose opinigns a baurgeois
revolution’ would not develop .into a sogialist revolution rand
that between a bourgeois and a. socialist . revolution -a : long
historical interval, a long’ pause of at.least several, decades must
intervene whilst capitalism developes. and the. proletariat. vege-
tates. o ¥ '
According to Kamenev it,turns out that in 1915 when he
wrote his article, Lenin. did not think: and: did not. conceive. of
directly going on to the socialist revolution: after the victorys.
of the bourgeois revolution. You will say, this is unbelievabll
and unheard of, Yes, this contention of Comrade Kameitev is
really unbelievable and unheard of. But Kamenev does not: mind
about that in the least. _ o : 5
. Permit me to mention a few documents which ‘prove that
Comrade Kamenev has yvulgarly-falsified the opinions of Com-
rade Lenin in this question. . Coliohls s
Already in 1905, when . the forces:of the :Russian revolu-
tion were not yet so powerful and could not: be so powerful as
they later became 'in February 1917  in consequence of the
imperialist ‘war, Lenin wrote the following: PP,

" “Aiter the democratic revolution we ‘must begin - im-
mediately (emphasised by me. ]. St.) to. proceed to the
socialist revolution as far -as our forces, the Torces of the
class conmscious and . organised proletariat, permit -us.”
(Lenin, Collected Works, Russian -edition, - Vol. 6. Page
440—450.) e B A P

This quotation wa$ taken from an a:ticle written by Lenin
in September 1905, ' A
Does ‘Comrade Kamenev know of the existence of this
article? I believe that the Director of the Lenin Institute should
know of its existence. We see from this that Lenin did not
regard the victory of the bourgeois démocratic revolution as the
end of the struggle of the proletariat, but as the first ,phase and
as a transitional step to the socjalist revolution.. G
Perhaps, however, Lenin altered his attitude to the character
ond extent of the Russian revolution later on? Let us. take
another document. I am thinking of an article of Lenin published
in November 1915, two months after the appearance of the
basic article of ‘Comrade Lenin upon the, possibility- of the
victory of socialism in one country alone. This ‘article;contains
the fo{lowixng paragraph: . .. PRt ER REE
“The proletariat is fighting and will-fight ruthlessly for
the seizure.of - power, for . the -repubtic rand forthe’ con-
* liscation of the land, that is 4o say for the mobilisation
of. the peasantry, for the absorption of its revolutionary
forces, for the participation of:the ‘non-proletarian -masses
of the people’ in the struggle for the freeing of bourgeois
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Russia from militarist, feudalist ‘imperialism’ (Czarism).
And the proletariat will immediately use this emancipation
of bourgeois Russia from Czarism, from the power of the
landowners, not in order to support the well-to-do. peasants
in their struggle against the land workers but to bring
about the socialist revolution in alliance with the European
proletariat.”

As you see, Lenin wrote here as in the previous quotation,
in 1905 as in 1915, from the same assumption that the bour-
geois revolution in Russia would develop into a socialist
revolution, that the victory of the bourgeois revolution in Russia,
is the first stage of the Russian revolution which is necessary
in order to proceed immediately to the second stage, to the
socialist revolution.

But where are we to fit in the theses of Lenin from 1915
to which Comrade Kamenev appealed in his speech and which
deal with the tasks of the bourgeois democratic revolution in
Russia? Do not these .theses contradict the idea of the develop-
ment of the bourgeois revolution into a socialist revolution.
No, they do not, on the contrary. The basis of these theses
is just the idea of the development of the bourgeois revolution
into the socialist revolution, the idea of the first stage of the
Russian revolution into its second stage.

First of all Lenin by no mreans says in these theses that the
extent of the Russian revolution and the tasks of the Marxists
in Russia are exhausted with the fall of the Czar and the land-
owners, by the fulfilment of the tasks set by the bourgeois
democratic revolution. Secondly, Lenin in these theses limited
himself to characterising the tasks of the bourgeois democratic
revolution because he regarded this revolution as the first stage
and as the immediate task of the Russian Marxists. Thirdly,
Lenin proceeds from the assumption that the Russian Marxists
must not commence their task with the second stage (as comrade
Trotzky proposed with his slogan “down with the Czar, form a
workers government”) but with the first stage, with the stage of
the bourgeois democratic revolution.

Is there any contradiction here? Is even the shadow of a
contradiction with the idea of the development of the bourgeois
revolution into the socialist revolution here? The opposite is
“the case.

We see that Comrade Kamenev has definitely falsified the
standpoint of Lenin.

But we have not only documents, written by Lenin to support
us against Comrade Kamenev, but alsc: the evidence of living
people, for instance Comrade Trotzky, our 14th party conference
and finally, although this may seem peculiar, the evidence of
Comrades Kamenev and Zinoviev themselves.

It is known that the article.of Lenin on the possibility of
the victory of Socialism in one country, was published in 1915.
It is known that at that time Comrade Trotzky immediately
polemised against Comrade Lenin in this question, that is to
say in 1915 he published a special critical answer to this article.
What did Comrade Trotzky write in this article? How did
he estimate the article of Comrade Lenin? Did he take up the
attitude that when Lenin spoke of the victory of Socialism in
one country he was not thinking of Russia? Or did he understand
it in another way, say, as we understand the article today? I
will read a quotation from this article of Comrade Trotzky:

“The only hali-way doncrete historical consideration
formulated against the slogan of the United States was pu-
blished in the Swiss ‘Social Democrat’, (the central organ
of the Bolsheviki at that time which published the article of

Lenin mentioned. I. 8.) This was done iin the following

sentence: ‘The inequality of economic and political deve-

lopment is an absolute law of capitalism’. From this the

‘Social Democrat’ has drawn the conclusion that the victory

of Socialism in one country alone is possible, and that there-

fore there -exist no reasons to make the dictatorship of the
proletariat in each individual oountry depend wupon the
formation of the United States of Europe.... It is an ele-
mentary idea that no single country in its struggle may
‘wait’ on the others. The repetition of this is wuseful and
necessary in order to prevent the idea of parallel inter-
national action being replaced by the idea of procrastinating
international inaction. Without waiting for other countries,
we must begin and continue our struggle upon a national
basis with complete confidence that our initiative will assist
the struggle in other ccuntries. Should this, however, not
be the case, then it would be hopeless to think, and this

is proved both by historical experience and by theoretical

considerations, that for instance, a revolutionary Russia

could exist in face of a conservative Europe, or a socialist

Germany isolated in a capitalist world.”

It turns out that at that time Comrade Trotzky did not

understand the article of Lenin as today Comrade Kamenev
is trying to understand it, but he understood it as Lenin meant
it to be understood, as the Party understands it and as we under-
stand it. Otherwise Comrade Trotzky in his polemic with Lenin
‘would never have used the argument with regard to Russia.

It turns out that in this quotation Comrade Trotzky gives
evidence against his present ally, Comrade Kamenev.

But why did he not oppose Comrade Kamenev in this que-
stion at our Conference? Why did not Comrade Trotzky openly
and honestly declare that Comrade Kamenev had obviously
distorted? Does Comrade Trotzky think that his silence in this
connection can be termed an example of honest polemics? Com-
rade Trotzky did not attack Comrade Kamenev because, appa-
rently, he did not wish to interfere in the doubtful matter of a
direct slander of Lenin, — he left this doubtful work to be dome
by Comrade Kamenev.

How does the Party comsider this matter, however? For
instance, its 14th party conference? The resolution of the 14th
party conference, for instance, which deals with the question of
the victory of Socialism in one country alone, says:

“From the ‘inequality of economic and political deve-
lopment which represents an absolute law- of capitalism’
Comrade Lenin rightly drew two conclusions: a) The pos-
sibility of ‘the victory of Socialism first of all in several
capitalist countries or even in ome single capitalist country’
and b) the possibility that these few countries or even that
this one country would not necessarily be countries or a
country of developed capitalism. (Compare in particular
with the Remarks concerning Suchanov). The experience of
the Russian revolution has proved that such a victory first
of all in one country alone is not merely possible but that,
assuming a number of favourable circumstances, this first
country of the victorious proletarian revolution (assuming
that it received a certain amount of support from the inter-
national proletariat) can maintain and consolidate its
position indefinitely even although the support which it
received does not take the form of direct proletarian revo-
lutions in other countries.” .

It turns out that the whole Party represented by its 14th
conference, is against Comrade Kamenev and his contention that
Lenin, in his article upon the victory of Socialism in one country
alone, was not thinking of Russia. Otherwise the conference would
not have said that the correctness of Lenin’s articles upon the vic-
tory of Socialism in one country alone was proved by the
experience of the Russian revolution.

It turns out that the 14th party conference understood the
article of Comrade Lenin like Lenin meant it to be understood,
like Trotzky understood it and like we all understand it.

What was the attitude, however, of Comrades Kamenev and
Zinoviev to this resolution of the 14th party conference? Is it
not a fact that the draft of this resolution was drawn up by
a commission amongst whose members were Comrades Kamenev
and Zinoviev, and that this draft was unanimously adopted by
the commission? Is it not a fact that Comrade Kamenev was the
chairman of the 14th party conference which unanimously adopted
the resolution mentioned, and that Comrade Zinoviev made the
chief speech in favour of this resolution? How did it come that
Comrades Kamenev and Zinoviev voted for this resolution,
voted for all the points of this resolution? Is it not clear that
at that time Comrade Kamenev understood the article of Lenin,
a quotation of which appeared in the resolution of the 14th party
conference, differently from his ‘understanding’ today? Which
Kamenev should we believe: that Kamenev who as chairman of
the 14th party conference voted for the resolution or that
Kamenev who now, at the 15th party conference, comes forward
in the role of housemaid to Comrade Trotzky? It turns out that
Comrade Kamenev of the 14th party conference gives evidence
against Comrade Kamenev of the 15th party conference.

And why is Comrade Zinoviev silent? Why does he not
attempt to correct Comrade Kamenev who has obviously falsi-
fied both Lenin’s 1915 article and the resolution of the 14th
party conference? Is it not a fact that Comrade Zinoviev and
no other but he defended the idea of the victory of Socialism
in one country alone at the 14th party conference?



No. 78

International Press Correspondence

1355

It turns out that everything is not in order with Comirade
Zinoviev in this matter. Where is the honest polemic here?

It turns out that Comrades Kamenev and Zinoviev are no
longer concerned with honest polemics.

And the conclusion? The conclusion is that Comrade
Kamenev was not able to carry out the role of housemaid to
Comrade Trotzky. He has not fulfilled the hopes of Comrade
Trotzky.

UNBELIEVABLE CONFUSION OR: COMRADE ZINOVIEV
UPON REVOLUTION AND IMPERIALISM.

I will now proceed to deal with the speech of Comrade '

Zinoviev. Whilst Comrade Kamenev in his speech did everything
possible to clear the way for Comrade Zinoviev, Comrade
Zinoviev undertook the task of proving that the leaders of the
Opposition are almost the only revolutionaries and the only
internationalists in the whole world. .

Let us have a look at these “arguments”. He joins issue
with the words of Comrade Bucharin that in considering inter-
nal questions (the building up of socialism) we must proceed
methodologically, independently of external questions; he then
connects this sentence of Comrade Bucharin with the theses
upon the oppositional bloc which speak of the possibility of
socialism in our country, and he then comes to the conclusion
that Bucharin and the Central Committed which ratified these
theses in their essentials, through this ratification allegedly forgot
the international tasks of our revolution and the interests of the
international revolution itself.

Is that correct? No, it is nonsense, comrades. The secret
is that Comrade Zinoviev is very weak in questions of methodo-
logy and represents his own confusion as reality. Bucharin does
not by any means say that the internal questions are not related
to the external questions, to the international questions, to the
question of a guarantee against intervention in our country. He
only says that one must not mix up the questions of the first
order with the questions of the second. That is a fundamental
and elementary methodological demand. Who is responsible if
Comrade Zinoviev does not grasp elementary questions of
methodology?

We proceed from the fact that our country shows two groups
of contradictions: Contradictions of an internal, and contradic-
tions of an external character. The contradictions of an internal
character consist chiefly in the struggle between the socialist
and capitalist elements of our economy for the leadership of the
peasantry. We say that we shall be able to overcome these con-
tradictions with our own forces, to defeat the capitalist elements
of our economy, to draw the chief masses of the peasantry to
a participation in the work for the building up of socialism, and
finally to build up the socialist society itseli. The contradictions
of an external nature consist in the struggle between the coun-
try of Bolshevism and its capitalist environment. We say-that we
are not able to overcome these contradictions with our own
forces. The victory of socialism at least in several other countries
is necessary for this. Just for this reason we say that the victory
of Socialism in one country is not an aim in itself, but a spur,
a means, an instrument towards the victory of the proletarian
revolution in all countries.

Is that correct? Let Comrade Zinoviev prove that it is in-
correct. The misfortune of Comrade Zinoviev consists in the fact
that he. cannot see the difference between these two groups of
contradictions, that he confuses them terribly and represents
his own confusion as ‘“true’ internationalism in the opinion that
if one deals methodologically with the questions of one sort
apart from the quéstions of the other sort, then ome thereby
forgets the interests of the international revolution.

That is very amuising, but it is understandable that it is
not convincing. .

With regard to the theses which allegedly ignore the inter-
national implication of our revolution, one only needs to read
these theses in- order to understand that once again Comrade
Zinoviev has created confusion. The theses contain the following
paragraph: . v C :

“The Party proceeds irom the fact that our revolution is

a socialist revolution, that the October Revolution does not

merely signifiy the commencement of the socialist revolution
in the West, but that it is simultaneously 1) a basis for a
further development of the world revolution and 2) that it
opens the transitional period from capitalism to Socialism
in the Soviet Union (the dictatorship of the proletariat) in
which the proletariat, carrying out a complete socialist so-
ciety, provided of course the power of the international re-
volutionary movement on the one hand and the power of
the proletariat of the Soviet Union on the other hand, will
be suificient to guard the Soviet Union against the danger
of military intervention.”

We see that the international implication of our revolution
is completely dealt within the theses.

Further: Comrade Zinoviev and with him also Comrade
Trotzky, have read quotations from the works of Lenin to
prove that a complete victory of the socialist revolution in
one country alone is unthinkable. It demands according to them
the most active co-operative work of at least several of the
most advanced countries. Peculiarly enough they draw the
conclusion from this that the building up of socialism in our
country is beyond the forces of our proletariat. That is con-
fusionism, comrades! Has the Party ever said that the complete
victory, the final victory of socialism in our country is possible
for the proletariat of our country alone? Where and when was
that said?

Does not the Party say and has it not always said together
with Lenin that the complete and final victory of socialism is
only possible after the victory of Socialism in a number of
countries? Has not the Party said a dozen times, a hundred
times that one must not confuse the victory of Socialism in
one country alone with the complete and final victory of
Socialism? The Party has always proceeded from the assumption
that the victory of Sociailsm in ome country means the possi-
bility of the building up of Socialism in that country and that
this task is within the forces at the disposal of that country.
However, the complete victory of socialism means a guarantee
against intervention and restoration and this can only be given
by the victory of the revolution in several countries. After all
this, how can one possibly so confuse one part with the other?
Who is responsible for the fact that Comrade Zinoviev and with
him also Comrade Trotzky confuse the victory, of Socialism in
one country with the final victory of Secialism? One has only
to read the resolution of the 14th party conierence in this
connection. This resolution explains this question with an
accuracy which would satisfy even a student in one of our Party
schoois. '

Comrade Zinoviev and with him also Comrade Trotzky
have read a number of quotations from Lenin’s works during
the period of Brest Litovsk which say that the external enemy
could suppress our revolution. Is it, however, so difficult to
grasp that these quotations do not concern themselves with the
question of the possibility of the building up of socialism in
our country? Comrade Lenin said that we are not certainly
guarded against the possibility of an intervention, and he was
perfectly right. But has the Party ever said that we are in a
position, by our own forces, to guarantee our country against
the danger of an intervention? Has not the Party said and
does it not still say that only the victory of the proletarian
revolution in several countries can give us this guarantee against
intervention? How can one contend on this basis that the
building up of Socialism in our country cannot be carried out
by the proletariat of our country. Is it not high time to stop
deliberately confusing external questions, the question of the
direct struggle against the world bourgeoisie with the question
of the building up of socialism in our country, that is to say
with the internal questions?

Further: Comrade Zinoviev has quoted from the Com-
munist Manifesto, according to which the united efforts of at
least the most civilised countries are one of the chief conditions
for the emancipation of the proletariat. He connects this quo-
tation with a quotation from a manuscript of Comrade Lenin
according to which the -common efforts of the workers of
several advanced countries are necessary for the victory of So-
cialism, and comes to the conclusion that our Party is allegedly
opposed to these generally recognised and undeniable prin-
ciples, that it has forgotten the international conditions for the
victory of the proletarian revolution. Is that not absurd? Where
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and when has our Party underestimated the decisive impor-
tance of the international efforts of the working class and the
international conditions for the victory of the revolution in
our country? What is the Comintern other than the expression
of the united efforts of the proletariat, not only of the advanced
countries but of the whole world, both for the world revo-
lution and for the development of our . revolution? Who took
the initiative for the lormation of the Comintern and which is
the leading group in the Comintern if not our Party?

And what is the policy of trade union unity if it is not
that of uniting the efiorts of the workers not only of the ad-
vanced countries but of all countries? Who can deny the pro-
minent role of our Party in the carrying out of the policy of
trale union unity in the whole world? Is it not a fact that
our revolution has always supported the development of the
revolution in other countries and will always support it? Is
it not a fact that the workers of all countries have supported
our revolution on account of their sympathy for it and through

their struggle against the attempts at intervention on the part

of their governments? What is this if it is not the unification
of thé eftorts of the workers of all countries in the interest
of the victory of our revolution? And the struggle of the British
workers against Curzon at the time of his famous note? And
the support of the British miners by the workers of the Soviet
Union? 1 could quote many such well-known facts of this
nature if it were necessary. )

How can one say therefore that the Party forgets the inter-
national tasks of our revolution? :

Where is the secret here? The secret is that Comrade Zi-
noviev attempts to replace the cardinal question of the possi-
biity of the building up of socialism in our country, the cardinal
question whether or not, under the given international circum-
stances, the preletarian power will be able to maintain itself
in the face of conservative Europe, by the question of the joini
efiorts of the proletariat of all countries in the interests of the
victory of socialism in our country.

Comrade Trotzky, the present teacher of Zinoviev, says:

“It would be hopeless to think... that, for instance,
a revolutionary Russia could exist in face of a conservative
Europe...” ’
Comrade Trotzky, the peresent feacher of Zinoviev says:

“Without a direct state support on the part of “the
Eurcpean proletariat the working class of ‘Russia cannot
maintain power nor transform its temporary hegemony into
a permanent socialist dictatorship. This cannot be doubted
for one moment.”

The party contends, however, that both these quotations
from the works of Comrade Trotzky express a social democratic
deviation, express disbeliéf in the power of the proletariat. *

That is. the question, comrade Zinoviev, that is what we
are quarelling about. S

Comrade Zinoviev attempts to replace this basic question
by another question, the question of the unification of the efiorts
of the proletariat in the advanced countries in-the interest of
the victory in our country. Comrade Zifoviev ' attempts to do
this by quotations from Lenin and froni the Communist Mani-
festo. o T '

Here is the real Signiﬁcahce of the statements of Comrade
Zinoviev with regard fo the alleged negligence of the party of
the international tasks of our revolution. e

Here is the secret of the confusion and the contradictions
in the speech of Comrade Zinoviev, : '
And Comrade Zinoviev “modestly” attempts {0 present.this
unbelievable confusionism, this porridge of senselessness in his
own mind as “real” revolutionism and- as *real” internatioralism
of the oppositional bloc! k - : TN Lo

: Isn’l“c that absurd, cdﬁma«des?

 No, Comrades of the opposition, in“order to be ‘an ‘intér-
national revolutionary in our time one must, if oneis "4 member
.of our- party, support it with all ‘ones fotces, for our party“is
the -advance guard of the Continterri.  You, “however, “weaken
.and threaten to destroy it =

[n order to be an internationlist in -our time, one must
support the Communist International with all ones lorces. You,
however, disrupt it and threaten to destroy it by supporting
Maslov and Souvarine, and whatever they are all called. 1t
is high time, comrades of the opposition, that you should
grasp that one cannot be a revolutionary and an internationalist
it one is continually on a war footing with ones own party,
the advance guard of the Communist . lnternational! (Applause.)

It is high time, comrades of the opposition, that you should
understand that by your declaration of war against the Com-
itern you have ceased to be revolutionaries and internatio-
nalists. It is high time that you should grasp that you are
neither revolutionaries nor internationalists but only talkers
about the revolution and about internationalism (Applause).

It is high time, that you understand that you are no revolu-
tionaries of action but revolutionaries of high-sounding phrases,
kino-revolutionaries (Laughter, Applause). ‘

COMRADE TROTZKY FALSIFIES LENINISM.

The Magic of Comrade Trotzky or the Question of the *“Per-
manent Revolution”. '

I will now deal with the speech of Comrade Trotzky.
Comrade Trotzky declared that the theory of the permanent
revolution stands in no connection with the discussed %uéstion
of the character and perspectives of our revolution. That is,
to say the least of it,ypeculiar. Isn’t the theory of the permanent
revolution a theory relating to the driving forces of our revo-
lution? What is the question of the character and the perspectives
of cur revolution if it is not the question of the driving forces
of our revolution? How can one then say that the theory of
the permanent revolution stands in no relation to the discussed
question? That is not true, comrades. That is a red herring, that
is a lawyers quibble, that is hide and seek. Comrade Trotzky,
your efforts are in vain. Don’t 4ry to hide yourself, you will not
succeed. ' -

In another part of his speech comrade Trotzky attempted
to “hint” that he has already ceased to attach’ any serious
importance to his theory of the permanent revolution and Com-
rade Kamenev in his speech gave us to understand that Com-
rade Trotzky was not averse to turning his back upon the
theory of permanent revolution if he has not already done so.
A wonderful thing! '

Is it true that the theory of permanent revolution has no
relation to the question under discussion, and if it is not true,
can ‘one believe Comrade Kamenev that Comrade Trotzky has
practically abandoned this théory of permanent revolution and
attaches no-longer any serious significance to it? .

Let us look at the documents. I am thinking above aJl of
a letter written by Comrade Trotzky to Comrade Olminsky in
December 1921 which was- published in the press in 1925, a
letter which Comrade Trotzky has neither directly nor indirectly
withdrawn and whichi-.in consequence is still completely in
force. What does this letter say concerning th epermanent re-
volution.  Let us-see:- .=+ - : o : ‘

) . . . N '
“l by no means believe that in all my_differences with
the Bolsheviks I was in the wrong. 1 was wrong and
thoroughly wrong in the estimation of the Menshevist
. fraction. 1 overestimated its revélutionary  possibilities and
hoped “that: it “would” be possible to-isolate and destroy
the Right wing. This fundamental mistake comes, however,
from the fact that I treated both fractions, .both ihe Bol-
hevik ard the Menshevik fraction from the standpoint of
the idea of the perinanent revolution and the ‘dictatorship
of the proletariat, whilst both 'the Bolsheviki' and -thie .Men-
sheviki stood upon the basis - of -the’ bourgeois * revolution
' and the democratic republic. 1 believed. that the differences
of principle between the two fractions were not all 'too deep
.-and hoped (I expressed this hope more than once in letters
" and .in ‘speeches) 'that ‘thé course of the revolution itself
-would bring both these fractions to the standpoint of the
_permanent revolution and the conquest of power by the
working class. To"a’ cértain” extent this took place”in” 1905
(Prefact of Comrade Lenin to the article of Kautsky: upon

Y
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the driving forces of the Russian Revolution and the general
tendency of the newspaper “Natshalo”).

I believe that my estimation of the driving forces of
the - revolution was wundeniably correct. The conclusions,
however, which I drew in connection with the two fractions
were undeniably incorrect. Only Bolshevism concentrated
within its ranks, thanks to its irreconcilable policy, the
real revolutionary elements both of the old intelligentsia as
also of the advanced sections of the working class. Only
thanks to the fact that Bolshevism succeeded in creating this
revolutionary consolidated organisation, was such a swiit
turn from the standpoint of the democratic revolution to the
standpoint of the socialist revolution, possible.

Today also 1 can, without difficulty, divide my polemical
articles against the Mensheviki the Bolsheviki into two
cathegories. One cathegory is devoted to an analysis of
the internal forces of the revolution and its perspectives, (the
Polish theoretical organ of Rosa Luxemburg “Neue Zeit”)
and the other cathegory is devoted to an estimation of the
fractions of the Russian.social democrats, their struggles,
etc. I could issue the' articles in the first category today
without any corrections, because they coincide completely
with the standpoint of our party in 1917. The articles in
the second ocategory.are obviously erroneous and it would
not bz worth while to publish them.”

What results from this?

Comrade Trotzky admifs that he has made mistakes in or-
ganisational questions, contends, however, that in his estimation
of cur revolution in the question of the permanent revolution, his
opinions were and are correct.

Comrade Trotzky must certainly know hat up to the time of

his death Comrade Lenin fought against the theory of permanent

revolution. That does not deter Comrade Trotzky, however.

It turns out that both fractions, both the Mensheviki and
the Bolsheviki should have ddopted the theory of permanent
revolution, but that only the Bolsheviki adopted this theory be-
cause they had.a revolutionary consolidated organisation of wor-
kers and elements from the old intelligentsia and even they did
not adort this theory at once, but only “since” 1917.

It turns out finally, that the theory of permanent revolution
completely coincides with the staidpoint of our party in 1917.

Now judge for yourself whether this shows that Comrade
Trotzky no longer attaches any serious significance {o the theory
oi permanent revolution. No, it doss.-not show anything of the
kind, on the contrary, if the theory of permanent revolution is
really “since 1917” in agreement with the standpoint of the party,
then one can only draw the conclusion that Comrade Trotzky
attached and still attaches a very decisive importance for our
whole party to this heory. : :

What does that mean, however “concide”? How could the
theory of permanent. revolution coincide with the standpoint ot
our party when it is a fact that our party represenfed by Lenin
dought against this theory the whole time? One thing or the
other: Either our party had no theory of its-own and was forced
by the course of events to. adopt  the theory. of fhe,Permanen't
revolution of Comrade Trotzky or it had its awn theory and this
theory was finally  replaced in 1917 by the permanent revo-
lution of Coimrade Troflzky. : . :

Comrade Trofizky . has explained this “misunderstanding”
for us-in the “Preface” to his book “1905”. (This “Prevace” was
written .in 1922.) After describing the nature of the theory of
permanent revolution. and after an analysis of the .estimation
of our revolution from the standpoint of the theory of permanent
revolution, Trotzky arrives at the following conclusion:

“This opinion. was acémpletely justified after énf inter-
- ruption of twelve :years.” v s

In other words; ‘the’ theory of permanent revoiution -which
was worked out by Comrade Trotzky'in 1905 was “completeély
justified” .in 1917, that is to say after. an interruption of twelve
years.. P P S
How could it be justified, however?  And-what happened: to
‘the Bolsheviki? Did they  enter: the revolution without. any thepry

of their own? Were they only capable of uniting the revolutionary
intelligentsia and the revolutionary workers? And wpon what
basis did they unite the workers? Had the Bolsheviki no theory,
no estimation of the driving forces of the revolution? Was there
no other theory in our party apart irom the theory of the per-
manent revolution? Judge for yourseli: Have we Bolsheviki
lived without perspectives and developed without a revolutionary
theory? Did we wander through the years from 1903 to 1917 in
order then to swallow suddenly the theory of permanent revo-
lution and find our feet? That is undeniably an extremely inter-
esting fairy tale. But how could that happen so suddenly, so
unnoticeably, so without struggle, without any trouble in our
party? How could that happen so simply? It is -well-known
that Comrade Lenin and his party fought against the theory
of the permanent revolution from the first day of its birth.

Comrade Trotzky also erplains this misunderstanding to us
in another document. I am thinking of the “Remarks” upon the
article of Comrade Trotzky “Our Difierences” which he wrote
in 1922. k

The part of this article in quesiion reads:

“The Mensheviki proceed from the abstraction ‘our revo-
lution is a bourgeois revolution’ and come “fo the idea of
adapting the whole policy of the proletariat to the attitude
of the liberal bourgoisie up to the seizure of the state power
by the latter. But the Bolsheviki from the same stark ab-
straction: ‘democratic and not socialist dictatorship’ come
to the idea of the bourgeois democratic self-limitation of the
proletariat in whose hands the state power rests. Certainly
there is a very important difference batween them in this
question: Whilst the anti-revolutionary sides of Meunshevism
aiready show themselves in full force, the anti-revolutionary

* characteristics of Bolshevism are only dangerous in case of
a revolutionary victory.” '

It turns out that not only Mnshevism had anti-revolutcnary
sides, but that also Bolshevism was not free from “anti-revoiu-
tionary characteristics” which however, “are only dangerous in
case of a revolutionary victory”.

. Have the Bolsheviks got rid of their “anti-revolutionary
characteristics”? If so, in what manner? ,
" Comrade Trotzky explains this misunderstanding to us in
the “Remarks” to his article “Our Differences”. Listen:

“That was, as is known, not the case. For Bolshevism
under the ladership of comrade Lenin (not withoirt interenal
struggle) changed its ideological armament in“this most
xmportant question in- the spring of 1917, that is to say be-
fore the conquest of power.” :

We see therefore a “change of armament” of the Bolsheviki
since 1917 upon the basis of the theory of permanent revolution
and thus the salvation of the Bolsheviki: from the “anti-revolu-
tionary” characteristics of Bolshevism and finally the fact that the
theory of permanent revolution received in this way its “com-
plete justification” — these are the conclusions of Comrade
Trotzky. - ' '

But where is Leninism? Where is the: theory of Bolshevism,
the Boslhevist estimation of our revolutiom, the Bolshevist esti-
mation of the driving forces of our revolution, etc.? -They have
either not been “completely justified”, or they have not been “justi-
fied” at all or they fled at the time of the “change of armament”
of the party and made way for the theory of the permanent
revolution. '

There were therefore once upon a time Bolsheviki in the
world, they “comsolidated”. the party, since 1903, they had no
revolutionary iheory,” they <wandered tlirough eérrors and con-
tusion since 1903 and somehow reached the.year 1917. They then
noticed Comrade Trotzky with a theory of permanent revolution
in his hand and decided to “change their ideological armament”
and they did so. They: flung the last remmants of Leninism and
the Leninist theory of revolution over board and thus caused a
“complete coincidence” between the -theory of the permanent revo-
tution and the “standpoint” of our party. .

That. isa_very interesting fairy tale, comrades. Thai is. to
say; . if -you 1like such wonderful. magic can be scen in cir-
cusses. But we are not in a circus, we are at a conference of our
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party and we have not engaged Comrade Trotzky as a circus
magician. Why then all this magic?

‘What did Lenin think of Comrade Trotzky’s theory of
permanent revolution? In one of his articles he wrote the
following, scorning this theory and terming it “original” and
“wondertul”.

“The chief task of a revolutionary party is to clarify
the class relationships in the coming revolution. Trotzky
carries out this task in ‘Nashe Slovo’ incorrectly. He repeats
his ‘original’ theory of 1905 and will not consider why
life has ignored this wonderful theory for full ten years.
This original theory of Trotzky takes the demand for a
decisive revolutionary struggle of the proletariat for the
conquest of power, from the Bolsheviki and from the Men-
sheviki it takes the ‘denial’ of the role of the peasantry...
In -this way Trotzky actually assists the liberal labour
politicians of Russia who understand the phrase ‘denial’ of
the roie of the peasantry as unwillingness to lead the
peasantry to a revolution.”

It turns out that according to Lenin the theory of the per-
manent revolution is a half Menshevist theory which ignores
the revolutionary role of the peasantry in the Russian revo-
lution.

It is ununderstandable how this semi-Menshevist theory
could possibly have ‘completely coincided’ with  the standpoint
of our party even if only since 1917.

What does our party think of the theory of permanent re-
volution?  The well-known resolution of the 14th party con-
ference says the following about it:

“A part, of the Trotzkyist theory of permanent revo-
lution is the confention that a real progress of socialist
economy in Russia will only be possible after the victory
of the proletariat in the most important countries of
Europe (Trotzky 1922), a contention which condemns the
proletariat of the Soviet Union in the present period to a
fatalist passivity. Comrade Lenin wrote the Iollowing
against such ‘theories’:

It is terribly mechanical, for instance, this conclusion
which they learnt by rote during the development of the
West European social democracy which contends, as various
‘learned. gentlemen’ expressed themselves, that the objective
economic preliminary conditions for socialism are not pre-

" vajling in Russia’ (Concerning Suchanov).”

It turns out that the theory of permanent revolution is a
theory like the theory of Suchanov which Lenin in *his: work
“Concerning our Revolution” characterised as a social demo-
cratic standpoint.

It is ununderstandable how our Bolshevist pa}ty could
have“‘changed its ideological armament” to accept this theory.

Comrade Kamenev gave us to understand in his speech that
Comrade Trotzky was about to abandon his theory of the per-
wanent revolution and in order to support this contention Com-
rade Kaménev read the following more than ambiguous quota-
tion from the last letter of Comrade Trotzky to the supporters
of the opposition: “

. “We proceed from the fact that experience has un-
- deniably shown that in -all those more or less basic questions
in which any of us have disagreed with Lenin, Lenin was
always right”

Comrade 'Kamenev, however, concealed th fact that imme-
diately following this quotation in the same letter of Trotzky
he makes the following declaration which nullifies the quotation
read by Comrade Kamenev: . , .

, “The Leningrad opposition has energetically opposed
. the theory' of socialism in one country alone as the theore-
“tical ‘justification of national limitedness.” ;

What significance can the ‘fi»r’st ambigﬁous declaration of
Comrade Trotzky which binds him to nothing, have in com-
parison with ‘his “second 'declaration which completely cancels
it? o : ‘ : . .

What is the theory of permanent revolution? The denial
of the Leninist “theory of socialism in one country alone”?

What is the Leninist “theory of socialism in one country
alone”? The denial of the theory of permanent revolution of
Comrade Trotzky.

- Is it then not clear that Comrade Kamenev has attempted
to mislead and confuse our party by reading the first quotation
from Trotzky’s letter and concealing the second quotation?

But, comrades of the opposition, it is not so easy to mislead
our party.

JUGGLING WITH QUOTATICONS, OR COMRADE TROTZKY
FALSIFIES LENINISM.

Have you noticed, comrades, - that the whole speech of
Trotzky is interspersed with various quotations irom the works
of Lenin? When one reads these quotations which have been
torn out of various articles by Comrade Lenin, than one is at
a loss to understand what Comrade Trotzky actually wanted.
Did he want to justify his own standpoint with these quota-
tions or did he perhaps wish to catch Comrade Lenin “con-
tradicting himself”? He read a series of quotations from Lenin
which declare that the danger of intervention can only be aboli-
shed by the victory of the revolution in various other countries
and seemed to believe by this to ‘“expose the party”. He does
not grap, however, or will not grasp that these quotations are
not against the standpoint of the party, but for the standpoint
of the party and against the standpoint of Trotzky, as the
estimation of external danger by our party is in complete agree-
ment with the policy of Lenin.

He read a number of other quotations which say that the
complete victory of socialism is impossible without the victory
of the revolution in several other countries. He attempted to
juggle with these quotations in all possible ways, but he-does
not understand or will not understand that one must not confuse
the complete victory of socialism (the guarantee against inter-
vention) and the victory of socialism (the building up of a
socialist society). He does not grasp or will not grasp that these
quotations of Lenin are not against the party, but in favour of
the party and against the standpoint of Comrade Trotzky.

By reading all sorts of quotations which have rothing to
do with the question, Comrade Trotzky apparently thought that
it would not be necessary to deal with the basic article of
Lenin upon the possibility of the victory of socialism in one
country alone (1915). He apparently assumed that Comrade
Kamenev with his speech- had fortunately spared him the
necessity of dealing with this article. !

One can, however, now regard it as definitely proved that
Comrade Kamenev was not able to carry out his role and that
therefore the article of Lenin remains completely valid. Com-
rade Trotzky further quoted from the well-known article of
Comrade Lenin in which Lenin says that in the peasant ques-
tion no differences existed between him and Trotzky regarding
immediate policy. He forgot to say, however, that this- article
does ‘not touch the questions of the differences in the peasant
question in counéction with the possibility of the building up
of a complete socialist’ society in out country.

This - explains also the operations -of Comra'dé Trotzky
with his quotations which developed into- an empty juggling.

Comirade Trotzky attempted to prove’ that his  standpoint
“coincided” with the standpoint of Lenin in the question of the
possibility of building up a’ socialist-society in our country with
the internal forces of our revolution. How can one, however,
prove the unprovable? g ' i B

How can one reconcile the thesis of Lenin that “the victory
of socialism is possible first of all in several countries or even
in one single capitalist country” with"the théses of Comrade
Trotzky that it would be hopeless ‘to. think that .... revolu-
tionary Russia could exist in..face pi a: conservative Europe”.

How can oné reconcile the thesis of Lenin that “the victori-
ous proletariat of this country after it has expropriated ifs
capitalists and- organised  the socialist production would rise
against - the -rest of the capitalist world” with the thesis of
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Comrade Trotzky that without a direct state support on the
part of the European proletariat the working class of Russia
could not maintain power and not transform its temporary hege-
mony into a permarnent socialist dictatorship?

And finally, how can one reconcile the thesis of Lenin.th'at
“only an understanding with the peasantry can save the socialist
revolution in Russia as long as the revolution does not break
out in other countries” with the thesis of Trotzky that the
contradiction in the situation of a workers government in a
backward country with an overwhelming majority of peasants,
can only find its solution on an international scale in the arena
of the proletarian world revolution?

And then: what is the difference between the standpoint of
Trotzky in the question of the victory of socialism in our
country and the standpoint of Ofto Bauer that:

“in Russia where the proletariat is only a smali .minolrity
of the nation, it can only temporarily maintain its hege-
mony.” ’

And - that:

“it must lose this hegemony as soon as the peasant
masses of the nation are culturally mature enough to take
over the power themselves.”

And that:

“only the conquest of 'poli'tical power by the proletariat
of the industrial West can guarantee a lasting hegemony of
industrial socialism in Russia”?

Is it not clear that Trotzky stands nearer to Bauer than
to Lenin? And is it not true that the standpoint of Trotzky is
a social democratic deviation? Is it not true that Trotzky essen-
tially denies the socialist character of our revolution?

. Comrade Trotzky -attempts to justify his thesis upon the
impossibility of maintaining the hegemony of a proletarian
power in face of a conservative Europe by the contention that
present-day Europe ‘is not conservative, but that it is more or
. less liberal, and that if Europe were really conservative, the
proletariat of our country could not maintain power. Is it
difficult to grasp that here Comrade Trotzky is :in complete .con-
fusion? How can one, for instance, call present-day Italy or
England or France Conservative or liberal? What is present-day
North America, a.conservative or a liberal country? What signi-
ficance io6r the integrity and the maintenance of our republic can
this “fine” and absurd stressing of the difference between a
conservative and a “liberal” Europe have? Did not republican
France and democratic America intervene against our country
- in the period of Koltchak and Denikin just in.the same way as
monarchist and conservative England? :

Comrade Trotzky dévoted especially much “attention to the
question- of the middle peasantry. He read a quotation fromi
. Lenin’s works fromthe period 1906 in which Lenin foresaw
the ‘possibility” that’ a Section of tlie'middle peasantry. might turn

away "into' the camp of the' counter-revolution after the victory

of the bourgeois revolution. Ttotzky is apparently trying to
prove that this quotation “coincides” with his standpoint in the
question of the. peasantry atter the victory of the socialist revo-
_lution. It is difficult to understand how Comrade Trotzky ma-
nages to compare incomparable things. Comrade; Trotzky tends
to regard the middle peasantry as something absolute, something
* permanent, something ‘definite-once ‘and for ever. The Bolsheviki,
© however, haveé never reghrded the middle peasantry iri this way.
Comrade Trotzky has apparenily forgotten .that the Bolsheviki
had three plans in connection ‘with the chief .masses -of the- pea-
sanfry: -& plan for. the period -of the .bourgeois revolution, a

second -plan for the perijod.of the proletarian- revolution and . -

third plan for the period after the comsolidation of .the. Soviet
POWCI". v - ) ¥ e

. 'In; the first “period-ithe Belsheviki said:: Together: with. . the
whole: pEsSAntEy *higaingti'the “Czad, against. the: [andowners, for
the bourgeois democrati¢’ revolution; the liberal bourgeoisie 1o
be neutralised. SEELT LT sy ol

In the second period the Bolsheviki said: Together with the
poor peasantry against the bourgeoisie and against the Kulaks
for the socialist revolution; the middle peasantry to be neutralised.

What does the neutralisation of the middle peasantry mean?
It means to hold it under the political control of the profetariat,
not to trust it and to take all measures that it does no get
out of hand.

In the third period, the present period, the Bolsheviki say:
Together with the village poor in permanent alliance with the
middle peasantry against the capitalist elements of our economy
in town and country for the victory of the construction of
socialism. ~ . .

) Whoever confuses these three plans, these three diffege‘nt
lines, which reflect three different periods of our revolution,
understands nothing of Bolshevism.

Lenin was completely right when he said that a section of
the middle peasantry would go over to the camp of the counter-
revolution after the victory of the bourgeois revolution.

That was for instance the -case in' the period of the
government of “Uflin” when a section of the mriddle peasantry
in the Volga district made common cause with the counter-
revolution and the Kulaks whilst a great section of the middle
peasantry vacillated between the revolution and the counter-
revolution. It could not have been otherwise. The middle peasant
is just a middle peasant in order to wait and hesitate and see:
“The Devil knows who will win; it is much better to wait
and see.” Only after the first serious victories of the revolution
over the counter-revolution and particularly after the consoli-
dation of the Soviét Power, did the middle peasant definitely
begin to swing over to the side of the Soviet Power. He was
apparently of the opinion that nothing could be done without
power that the Bolshevist power was strong enough to represent
the only solutipn. .

Just in this period” Comrade Lenin wrote the following im-
portant words: .

“We have entered such a stage of socialist construction
that we must concretely and in detail work out all basic
rules and regulations upon:the basis of the experience of
cur work in the village, and we must allow ourselves {o
be guided thereby in order to place us ypon the basis of
a permanent ailiance with the middle peasantry.” )
That is the question of the middle peasantry.

The mistake of Comrade Trotzky is that he approaches the
question of the middle peasant metaphysically, that he regards
the middle peasantry as something absolute and thus confuses
the question and distorts and falsifies Leninism. -

Finally, it is by no means said that the proletariat could
not and will not have conilicts with a certain. section of the
middle peasantry. The differences between the party and the
opposition do not concern themselves with this matter. The
differences between ‘the -party’ and the opposition, consist in the
fact, that the party considers these contradictions and these
possible conilicts as.solvable upon the basis of the forces of our
revolution whilst comrade Trotzky and. the opposition are of the
opinion . that these contradictions and conilicts can only be
solved-upon “an international scale and in the arema of the
proletarian world revolution” . S .

Comrade Trotzky juggles’ with blquofatiaons and -attempts to
drop somehow these differences of opinion. But I have already
said that he will not be successful in- misleading our party.

And the conclusion? The conclusion is thaf one must be a
dialectician and not a magician. If; comrades of the opposition,
you had learnt dialectics from. Lenin, if you had read: his works,
then you :would. be. some. use {Applause, Laughter). - - Sy

T

" “TRIFLES”. AND. CURIOSITIES. -
Comrade Trotzky accused me as the author of the thesis

that:1 spoke in them of the revolution “as ‘such” as a socialist

revolution. Corirade. Trotzky is of the opinion that such a treat-

. ment of the revolution is metaphysical. I can by no .means agree

with hini,
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. Why does the thesis speak of the revolution “as such” as a
socialist revolution? The reason ffor this is that this expresses the
whole difference in the estimation of our revolution between the
standpoint of our party and the standpoint of the opposition. What
is this difference? The difference is that our party regards the
revolution as a socialist revolution, as a revolution with certain
independent forces which is capable of taking up the struggle
against the capitalist world, whilst the opposition regards our
revolution as a free supplement of the future, as a free supplement
to the revolution in the West which has not yet shown itself,
as a supplement to the future revolution in the West, as some-
thing which has no independent power. One only needs to com-
pare the estimation of the proletarian dictatorship in our country
made by Comrade Lenin with the estimation made by the oppo-
sitional bloc in order to grasp the great chasm which lies bet-
ween us.

Whilst comrade Lenin regards the proletarian dictatorship as
capable of great initiative which, after the organisation of the
socialist economy, must proceed directly to the support of the
world proletariat in the struggle against the capitalist world, the
opposition regards the proletarian dictatorship in our country
as a passive force over which the sword of Damokles, i. e. the
immediate loss of power is hanging because of the existence of
“conservative Europe”.

Is it not «clear that the word “metaphysics” is used in order
to cover up the nakedness of the social democratic estimation of
our revolution by the oppositional bloc?

Comrade Trotzky also declares that I have replaced the in-
correct and inexact formulation of the question of the victory of
socialism in one country alone, which I made in my book “The
Fundamental Principles of Leninism” in 1924 by a more correct
and more exact foermulation. Comrade Trotzky i1s apparently dis-
satisfied with this. But he does not say why nor give his reason. What
can be wrong in the fact that I have replaced an :incorrect formu-
lation by a correct one? [ by no means consider myself to be
infallible. I believe the party can only gain if a mistake which is
made by this or that comrade, is recognised and corrected by
him. What does Comrade Trotzky want to say when he stresses
this fact? Does he perhaps want to follow my good example and
finally rectify his numerous errors? (Laughter and Applause.)
Very well, I am prepared to assist him in this matter if my assi-
stance is mecessary,; I am prepared to take the initiative to assist
him. Comrade Trotzky, however, apparentiy has another aim in
view. If that is so then 1 must say; he will not succeed.

Comrade Trotzky said in his speech that he was by no
means such a bad Communist as the representatives of the party
majority would make out. He quoted a great number of points
from his own articles to prove that he Comrade Trotzky, recog-
nised and recognises the “socialist character” of our work and
that he does not deny the “socialist character” of our state
industry. e '

What" novelties comrade’ Trotzky has told us, to be true! It
will be the limit if Comrade Trotzky denied the socialist character
of our work, of our state industry. These facts are admittéd today
even by the New York stock exchange, even by our own Nep
men, not to speak of Otto Bauer. Today everyone sees, both our
friends and our foes, that we are not building up our industry
like the capitalists build theirs, that we have introduced into the
development of our economic and political life certain new ele-
ments which have nothing to.do with capitalism. '

No, comrades of ‘the opposition, this is not the question. The
matter is far more serious than the oppositional bloc seems to
think. s , : . ,

It is not a question ‘now of the socialist characier of our
industry, but whether we will be able to build wp the sociatist
economy in its entirity desplte our capitalist environment, despite
ihe existence of internal and external foes who expect the fall of
the proletarian dictatorship. We must work for the cemplete
triumph of Leninism in cur party.

Jt is new mo question of trifles and curiosities. One cannot
talk today about trifles and curiositi€s before the party. Today
the party demands more .than that. Either you will have the
courage and be able to, recognise and abandon your errors
openly and honestly or you will not do so and you will have
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to accept the justilied characterisation of the party for your stand-
point as a social democratic deviation.

One or the other. You have the choice! (Interruption: “Hear!
Hear!” Applause.)

THE PRACTICAL PLATFORM OF THE OPPOGSITION —
THE DEMANDS OF THE PARTY.

After juggling with quotations the leaders of the Opposition
attempted to go on to the differences oi a practical character.
Comrades Trotzky and Kamenev and similarly Comrade Zinoviev
attempted to formulate these differences and contended at the
same time that not the theoretical but the practical differences
were of importance. I must say, however, that not one single
formulation concerning our differences of opinion which the oppo-
sition has placed before this conference, can be termed objective
or complete.

You want to know, comrades of the opposition, of what our
practical differences consist? You want to know what the party
demands of you.

Very well, listen.

1. The party cannot and will not any longer tolerate it, that
any time you are in the minority you go into the highways and
the byeways and declare that there is a crisis in the party and
attack the party. The party will tolerate that no longer. (Inter-
ruption: “Hear! Hear!”).

2. The party cannot and will not tolerate any longer that you,
after you have lost hope of winning the majority of our party,
mobilise around yourselves all dissatisfied elements as material
for a new party. The party cannot and will not tolerate this any
longer.

3. The party cannot and will not tolerate that you slander
the leading parfy apparatus and the regime in the party, break
the iron party discipline and mobilise all the tendencies con-
demned by the party under the flag of iractional freedom in order
to form a new party. The party will not tolerate that (Applause).

4. We know that we are faced with great difficulties on the
way of the building up of socialism. We see these difficulties and we
have the ‘possibility of overcoming them: We .would welcome the
assistance of the opposition in overcoming these difficulties. But
the party cannct and will not tolerate that you attempt to exploit
these difficulties to worsen our situation, and to attack the party.
(Applause).

5. The party understands better than all the oppositions
together that the advance of the industrialisation and the advance
of socialism is only possible upon the condition of a permanent
rise of the material and, cultural situation of the working class.
The party is doing everything and will do everything to see to
it that the material aid cultural situation of the working class
permanently improves. But the party cannot and will not tolerate
it that the material and cultural sityation of the working class
demagogic demands for an immediate increase of wages from
30 to 40 per cent although it very well knows that at the
present moment industry is not in a position to stand such wage
increases. Such demagogy has not the betterment of the situation
of the working class as its aim, but the promotion of dissatis-
faction amongst the backward sections of the toilers against the
party and to organise it against the working class.- The party
cannot and will not tolerate this. (“Hear! Hear!”).

6. The party cannot and will not tolerate it that the oppo-
sition continues to undermine the basis of the alliance between
the workers and the péasants by propagating the idea of raising
the prices of industrial commodities and increasing the pressure
of taxation upon the peasantry. That the oprosition represents
the relation between tlte proletariat and the peasantry not as a
relation of economic co-operation but ‘4s a relation of the exploi-
thtion of the peasantry by the proletarian state. The party cannot
and will not tolerate this.

7. The party cannot and will not tolerate that you, comrades
of the opposition, continue in the future to cause confusion by
exaggerating our difficulties and creating defeatism by propa-
gating the idea of the impossibility of the tuilding up of socialism
in our country and thus undermining the fundamenial principles
of Leninism. (Interruption: “Hear! Hear!”).
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8. The party cannot and will not tolerate i, altbough it is
not a matter for the party alone but a matter for all the sections
of the Comintern, that you continue to hinder the Comintern in
its work, to disorganise its sections and weaken its leadership.
The party cannot and will not tolerate it. .

These, comrades of the opposition, are our praclical differ-
ences of opinion.

This is the essence of the political and practical platform of
the oppositional bloc against which our party is fighting today.

Comrade Trotzky who explained several points of this plat-
form in his speech and carefully concealed the rest, asked:
“What is social democratic here?” I would like to ask however:
What is communist in the platiorm of the oppositional bioc? What
is not social democratic? Is it not clear that the practical platform
of the oppositional bloc represents a deviation from Leninism
and an approach to the soial democracy?

You wanted to know what the party demanded of you? Now
you know it. Either you will carry out these conditions which
at the same time represent the conditions for complete unity in
our party, or you will not do so, and then the party, which
defeated you yesterday, will finally defeat you tomorrow.
(Applause.)

THE BALANCE.

What are the conclusions, the results of our internal party
struggle? 1 have before me a document dated September 1926
and undersigned by Comrade Trotzky. This document is remar-
kable in the sense that to a certain extent it attempts to prophesy
the results of our internal party struggle, that it contains a

. certain prognosis, a ocertain perspective of our internal party

struggle. It says:

“The wmited opposition has shown in April and July
and will also show in October, that the vulgar and disloyal
campaign which has been carried on against it, will only
strengthen the unity of its opinions, and the party will grasp
that a way out of the present serious crisis is only possible
upon the basis of the ideas of the united opposition.” (Letter
of Comrade Trotzky to the supporters of the Opposition.)

You see that this is -almost a prophesy. (Interruption:
“Almost!”) This is almost a prophesy of a truly Marxist type,
a prophesy made fully two months in advance. (Laughter).

Naturally, there are one or two exaggerations in this pro-
phesy. (Laughter). It speaks for instance of the present serious
crisis in our party. Thank god, we are alive, we are healty

and we have not even noticed this crisis. There is naturally
a certain crisis, but it is not a party crisis, it is the crisis of
a fraction, a fraction calling itself the oppositional bloc. One
must, however, not represent the crisis of a small fraction as
the crisis of a great party. The document of comrade Trotzky
further says that the oppositional bloc is consolidating itself and
will be still more consolidated in the future. I think that here
also there is a certain exaggeration. One cannot deny the fact
that the oppositional bloc is decaying, that its best elements are
leaving it, that it is being stifled in its own contradictions. Is
it not a fact that for instance Comrade Krupskaya is leaving
the oppositional bloc. (Storms of Applause). Is that an accident?

The document of Comrade Trotzky turther says that there
is a way out of the present crisis only on the basis of the
ideas of the united opposition. I think that Comrade Trotzky
exaggerates here also. The Comrades of the opposition must
know that the party has consolidated itself not on the basis
of the ideas of the oppositional bloc, but in the struggle against
these ideas, upon the basis of the socialist perspectives of our
work of construction. That is an obvious exaggeration in the
document of Comrade Trotzky. ‘

If one subtracts from the document of Comrade Trotzky
all the exaggerations, then, comrades, there remains nothing
left of the prognosis.

As you see, comrades, what resulted was exactly the op-
posite prophesied by Comrade Trotzky.

In conclusion, comrades, Comrade Zinoviev boasted for a
long time that when he puts his ear to the ground, (Laughter)
he can hear the march of history. It is possible that this is
really so. But one must recognise that Comrade Zinoviev who
can hear the march of history, sometimes fails to hear certain
“trifles”. (Interruption of Comrade Syrzov: “He hears with the
wrong ear”.) Perhaps the opposition can really place its ear
on the ground and hear such a wonderful thing as the march
of history. But one must recognise, that whilst it hears such
wonderful things, it has not noticed the trifling fact that the
party has long ago turned its back upon the opposition and
left it stranded. The opposition has not noticed that. What con-
clusion must one draw from this? The conclusion is that the
hearing of the opposition is not in order. (Laughter.)

That is my conclusion: Comrades of the opposition, have
your hearing attended to! (Storms of protracted applause during
which the assembly rises from its seats.)

After the closing speech of Comrade Stalin, the thesis pre-
sented by him on behalf of the Polit ‘Bureau was unanimously
accepted unaltered.
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