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‘Comrades! Two weeks ago the Central Committe accepted
“with satisfaction” as its communiqué states, a declaration from
a number of the members of .the C.C. And next day the editor
of our central organ observed that the communiqué of the Cen-
tral Committee, and our declaration, were “historical docu-
ments”. : , : ‘

Why have we made this S“Decla{'ation ,
: of the Six”? .

I believe that the words of the Central Committee, and the
comrment of the central organ; intend to point out that the Party
does not regard our declaration as an inner Party manoeuvre,
or as a mere move in a game. This declaration, which closes
a very difficult period of inner Party history, -is, not the result
of any “manoeuvre”, but -has been’ called forth by our compre-
hension of the conditions . in the Party, by our understanding of
what is expected of us, we who have signed the declaration and
those comrades who-have supported it, by the broad masses of
the members ‘of the Party. . .

Above all, the declaration has been called forth by the fear
that we -might be obliged to face that prospect against which
Lenin warned us so urgently during the last few months of his
life; the prospect of a split (Sensation). This declaration is there-
fore, by no means, purely organisatory in character. To us it is
a purely political document, an obligation which we undertake
towards the central authorities of the Party, towards the whole
Party, and towards those proletarian masses who will read our
declaration. in every quarter of the globe..

We, in the Bolshevist Party, do not set up an impenetrable

.

Comrade Kamenev.

1 (Verbatim Report.)

barrier between the questions of ideas and principles, and the
questions of organisatory forms. It would be incorrect to regard
our declaration as an organisatory measure. QoL

Our declaration imposes upor us a number of 'political
obligations. One of these obligations, political in character, is
that we shall be obliged to defend our views in forms not. per-
mitting anybody either in the Party or among our enemies out-
side to interpret our attitude, in questions upon which we differ
from the Central Committe or othér leading bodies, as a rene-
wal of the conilict, or ‘as a preparation for fresh. contentions.
Our declaratior imposes upon us the obligation of renouncing
all~methods of defence of our views. which might be regarded
as an attack upon, the Central Committee of that Party which
embodies. the dictatorship of the proletariat in the sole country
building up the socialist state of society.” " "

‘We' were of the opinion that these obligations. made it in-
cumbent 'upon us to say as little as possible at the present junc-
ture, . since .the atmosphere of the recent contflict is not yet by
any means dispersed, and there is a danger that any utterance
made by us may be interpreted as a fresh preparation for con-
flict, or as ‘an attack upon the Central Committee. But I think
you will understand, comrades, that after we have kept silence
during the last few days, we cannot very well' renounce making
a statement of our standpoint, in' view of the accusations: con-
tained in a brief form in a document which comrade Stalin has
defended here. (Voices: And righfly defended!): :

It is my- task to. ascertain, on the basis .of this dogument,
the true extent of our differences of opinion, and to point out
as briefly as possible our estimate of the fate of these differences
in the course of the further history of our Party.
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What are our Differences of Opinion?
I. FICLITIOUS ACCUSATIONS,

The resolution here defended by comrade Stalin places on
record differences in fundamental questions, and constructs dif-
‘erences between the so-called opposition bloc and the Central
Committee. 1 assume that if it were really true that fundamental
¢nd essential differences existed between us in the main ques-
tions of the character and prospects of our revolution, the cha-
racter and prospects of our state, and the character of the pre-
sent epoch of the world’s history, or differences of opinion
with regard to the determination of the general tasks of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 1 assume that should we
really meet with the great misfortune of differing in opismion
with the Central Committee in these main questions, then we
should actually be unable to work. together. Then we should
have to- part, and it would be more honourable to part, that
each side might perform its own historical task.

Comrades! Although this resolution places on record essen-
tial differences of opinion' in these main questions, I am of the
opinion that this is not the case. 1 shall endeavour to prove
this by reference to the text of the resolution. TheYe is truly no
necessity to add non-existent differences of opinion in main
questions {o those which really exist between us.

Before 1 pass to the various points of the political indict-
ment brought against us by. the Central Committee and the
Central Control Commission, | should like to point out that the
first preliminary towards characterising our views consists of
the following words:

“Some, it is true, only a very small number of our
Party menfbers, are frightened by the difficulties, are dis-
playing signs of weariness and hesitation, are falling into
doubts and are being overcome by the feelings of disinte-
gration, of unbelief in the creative forces of the proletariat
and this is leading them to an ideology of capitulation.”
(Voices: “This is perfectly true!”)

Comrades! 1 am of the opinion that this characterisation is
partly not really psychological. “Unbelief, weariness, feelings “of
disintegration”. These are things which cannot be accurately
weighed on a political scale. We, for our part, can say that we
are not conscious of any weariness, pessimistic feelings, or lack
of faith. (Uproar.) Comrade Voroschilov was right in his ob-
servation that it is difficult to weigh up these abstractions; we
shall do better to pass on {o the ascertainment and formulation
of a tangible political accusation. This accusation is contained
in the term: ideology of capitulation. This political accusation
is a matter which can and must be translated into class lan-
guage, and not into the mood of this or that individual. But
here 1 must ask: What is meant under an ideology of capitula-
tion, what does this accusation actually signify?

To capitulate means: to lay down our arms, to surrender
to the mercy of the victor. (A voice: “That is what you have
done! Have you not surrendered?” Uproar.) Before whom have
we laid down our arms? At whose mercy have we surrendered?
Have we laid down our arms to the Party? This is not the
question; we are not accused of laying down our arms before
the Party. The accusation insinuates that we surrender our
zrms to some class enémy. No other interpretation is possible.

What does this accusation mean? To whom has the so-
called opposition bloc surrendered its weapons? To the Nep-
men? This is a class force against which Communism must fight.
Have we surrendered our weapons to the Nep? Is this what
you accuse us of? (A voice: Not against the capitalists, but
against the Party.)

The second force which is hostile fo Communism is the
kulak. Is it to him that the opposition bloc. is surrendering its
weapons? (Comrade Babuschkin: “You are afraid of him!”)

The third class force against which Communism has to
fight is the international bourgeoisie, the international Stock
Exchange. Have we laid down our .arms to this? .

. And finally, the last of the great class forces opposing Com-
munism, to whom it would be shameful to surrender — after
the Nep-man, after the kulak, after the international bourgeoisie
— is the Second International. Have we surrendered to this?
(Comrade Moisseyenko: “You surrender to all of them!”)

Comrades, this harsh term of “capitulation ideology” can-
not be maintained. It goes too far. (A voice: “It is right!”) But,
comrades, you do not name the force, you do not name in our
Marxist Bolsheyist class language the force to which you ac-
cuse us of surrendering. We do not want to surrender to the
Nep-man, but are fighting him. We do not want to surrender
to the Second Imternational, but are fighting it. (A voice: “A fine
to the kulak, but are fighting him. We do not want to surrender
way you have of fighting!” ILaughter, excitement among - the
audience. Voices: “And you are not going to fight against the
Party any more?” Comrade Moyssenyenko: “Were you figh-
ting against the kulak in the Aviopribor nucleus?”)

Comrade Moyssenyenko, I ‘was not in the Aviopribor nue-
leus. (Comrade Moyssenyenko: “If your were not, then your
frieds were!”) 1 have risen to speak here for the purpose of
pointing out our errors. I am equally prepared to deal with the
suggestion that we have fought badly. But I beg the conference
to make it possible for me, in view of the political indictment
brought against us, to express what 1 really believe.

No superfluous accusations! That is the first thing. If we
are guilty, then pronounce your verdict on our real sins, of
which we have sufficient, but do not invent new and superfluous
ones. (Laughter.)

The same applies to the accusation of “defeatism”. In the
Bolshevik Party we are accustomed to designate as defeatism
that political current which desires the defeat of a given country
or class. Nothing else has ever been understood under defea-
tism. At the risk of arousing Comrade Moyssenyenko’s indigna-
tion once more, I must ask you: What are you accusing us of
when you accuse us of defeatism? For whose defeat are we
anxious? Do you suppose that we desire the defeat of the wor-
king class? (Voices: “Yes!”. Disturbance) Do we desire the
defeat of the Soviet Union? Or the defeat of the Party? (Voices:
“Yes!” Disturbance.)

No, comrades, that is not true, that is not true! (Voice:
“Then why have you carried on a fractional struggle? You have
been waiting for an economic crisis”.) Comrades, surely you
are strong eiough to condemn all our real errors. But it is not
strength, but weakness, when you prevent me at such a moment
from stating exactly what we believe. (Hear, hear!) We do not
desire any defeat, and we repudiate the designation of “de-
featism”.

I now pass to the fundamental items of the indictment which
has here been brought against us. The first, a really fundamental
point. is the question of the character of our revolution and
its future. The resolution puts this question to us, and we reply
to the question of the character and future of our revolution,
without a moment’s hesitation, that no one of us has ever doub-
ted, since the April conference of 1917 at which Lenin’s resolu-
tion defined the whole of the future character of our revolution,
that our revolution is a socialist revolution, not only because
it is headed by the proletariat, but because the proletariat is
utilising the power which it has gained for the establishment
of the socialist state of society.

Attention has frequently been drawn of late {o recollections
of 1917. This is extremely useful. I maintain, however, that since
that time, since the April conference of 1917, all those differences
which existed between me personally and some other comrades
on the one hand, and comrade Lenin on the other with regard
to the possible character of the revolution, exist no longer.
From® that moment onwards none of us has ever uttered a single
word which could be taken to mean that we doubted the socialist
character of our revolution. I, comrades, know of only one de-
claration, subsequent to that April conference, which really re-
vised the character of our revolution. but which does not by auy
means originate with us. This declaration, made in February
1918, has been printed in Comrade Lenin’s works, and reads as
follows:

“In the interests of the international revolution, we
consider it necessary to deal with the possibility of the loss
of the Soviet power, which has now become purely formal.”

This is truly a revision of the socialist import of our re-
volution and of our State. Happily for our Party this declara-
tion has only. been made once during the past nine years of our
revolution. This declaration originated in the circle of the “Left
communists”, and Comrade Bucharin has been the only one to
find the courage to declare that the Soviet power assumes a
purely formal character. (Disturbance. Voices: “You are using
improper methods, Comrade Kamenev!”) Comrade Bucharin
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speedily abandoned this declaration. But still it remains as the
sole revision of the socialist character of our revolution since
the time when Comrade Lenin formulated the tasks of our re-
volution. (Comrade Schvermik: “And who was to be expelled
from the Party?”. Agitation in the audience.) '

We therefore wish, comrades, without doing any violence to
our convictions, to express our full and complete agreement with
that characterisation of our revolution which is given in the
political document defended by Comrade Stalin. Here it is stated:

“The Party holds the standpoint that our revolution is

a socialist revolution, and that the October Revolution re-
presents not only the signal, the impetus, and the starting
point of socialist revolution in the West, but that it is at the
same time, firstly, a base for the advance of international
revolution, and secondly, opens the transition period from
capitalism to socialism in the Soviet Union (dictatorship of
the proletariat).”

I repeat that we do not:doubt this in the very least, and you
yourselves must admit that our past does not give the slightest
reason which could render it in the least difficult for us to
agree with this characterisation.

Our whole Party holds the standpoint that our revolution
is a socialist revolution, that it represents the basis for the fur-
ther development of international revolution, and that it forms
the transitional period from capitalism to socialism. Indeed, we
even believe that this characterisation is somewhat incomplete.
that it is not a perfect characterisation of the internationally
sccialist character of our revolution. (Laughter.)

There is too little expressed when we state that our revolu-
tion is a basis for the further development of the world revolu-
tion, and that it forms in the Soviet Union the transition period
from capitalism to socialism (this calls forth no differences);

this characterisation could have been supplemented — as in the

resolution passed by the XIV Party Conference — by pointing
out that our revolution is not only a basis, a support, and a
stronghold for international revolution, but the guide and leader
of this revolution, We may remember Lenin’s words, that in cer-
tain historical emergencies the leadership may be transferred
from Moscow to Berlin or London, but that during the present
period the leadership is not only the fulcrum, but at the same
time the lever, of the world revolution.

Why is it then necessary, comrades, to invent . differences
of opinion on the character of our revolution and its future,
since we are able to agree wholly and entirely with everything
expressed in this resolution as the point of departure of the
Party in the question of the nature of our revolution? (A voice:
“Can socialism be established?”) Wait, comrades. I cannot say
everything at once. Wait till 1 come to that.

The question of the tasks of our Party is closely bound up
with this question. The resolution passed by the Central Com-
mittee states that the October revolution o

“forms a period of transition from capitalism to socialism
in the Soviet Union (the dictatorship of the proletariat), in
which the proletariat, provided it pursues a correct policy
in its relations with the peasantry, will be able to succeed in
establishing the completely socialist state of society”.
And further adds: ‘ : v
“Provided, of course, that the power of the international
revolutionary movement on the one hand, and the power
of the proletariat of the Soviet Union on the other, will be
sufficiently great to protect the Soviet Union from a mili-
tary intervention.”

We still hold in every respect to this same standpoint, which
we held at the XIV national conference, and have held during
the whole course of the revolution since October; the Party has
nothing new to say to us here.

II. THE CHARACTER OF OUR REVOLUTION.

Yes, in the course of the transition period between capita-
lism and Communism the proletariat will be able to establish the
completely socialist state of society, provided it pursues a cor-
rect policy in its relations with the peasantry. But here the au-
thors of the resolution have themselves put in the word “provi-
ded”, and this “provided” must be exactly formulated.

“Provided”, adds the resolution, “of course, that the
power of the international movement on the one hand, and
the power of the proletariat of the Soviet Union on the
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other, will be sufficiently great to protect -the Soviet Union

from ‘a military intérvention.” - (Hear, hear!)

Quite right, comrades, but insufficient. First of all 1 must
dS.k' whether this restrictive condition, that is, the possibility of a
military intervention, interrupting the victorious progress of
socialisation, exhausts the whole of the dangers involved in the
fact that we are surrounded on all sides by capitalism.

I have told you, comrades, that as far as possible I shall
refer to no quotations or materials except those statements ac-
tually given in documents here iaid before the conference. I take
Rykov’s resolution on the economic situation. [ read here:

“It is necessary that we endeavour to reach, and then
to pass, the level of industrial development in the advanced
capitalist countries.”

I ask: Is this true? And I reply: It is absolutely true. But
why did Comrade Rykow write, and why did you unanimously
decide — we are in perfect agreement with this standpoint —
that we must catch up to and pass the level of development in
the advanced capitalist countries within a historically compa-
rative minimum of time? Why does the resolution not coniine
itself to saying “it is desirable”, or “it would be good”? No,
Comrade Rykov has formulated it correctly: it is necessary for
us to reach and pass this level. Why? geca-use it is only by
catching up to and outstripping the capitalist countries that we
can prove the advantages of socialist economics as compared
with capitalist. It is solely for this reason that the resolution
speaks of the necessity of reaching and passing the capitalist
level. What does this mean? (Comrade Bucharin- “It means that
it is possible!”) It means that you, as well as we, regard such
a speed of development as necessary. (Comrade Rykov: “And
possible!”) :

The point is, comrades, that this speed is necessary, and
we must ask why it is considered necessary. It is necessary be-
cause the Soviet Union, as the first country- of Socialism, must
prove to the millions of the working people, the workers and
peasants, the real superiority of socialist economy. This means
that this country must and can provide for the needs of the po-
pulation much more completely and cheaply than capitalist eco-
nomics are capable of doing. (Comrade: “Thank God for that!”
Laughter.) o

I ask: Does this sentence in the resolution, proclaiming the
necessity of reaching and. passing -the level of the capitalist
countries, refer in any way to our environments oy does it not?
What danger can threaten us? If you find it necessary to draw
our attention to this necessity, it appears probable that the fai-
lure to fulfil this task is expected to involve dangers and diffi-
culties. And if we have once raised the subject, then we must
follow it to its logical conclusion: It is not only military inter-
vention which may prove an obstacle in the path of the realisa-
tion of the completely socialist state of society, but the failure
to carry out the above instructions. For this reason we raise the
question of the rate of development of our economics, and not
only the question of military intervention. The rate of our eco-
nomic development, as compared with the rate of capitalist deve-
lopment, the neécessity of rapidly attaining and passing the level
of capitalism, is as important a prerequisite for the final victory
of Socialism in our country as the necessity of safeguarding
against military intervention.

In the resolution passed by the XIV. national conference
(April 1925) we find the conditions required for the final victory
of socialism referred to somewhat differently. And although the
resolution of the XIV. national conference was the result of
a compromise, nevertheless it expresses this point more clearly
and accurately: .

“On the other hand the existence of iwo directly anta-
gonistic systems of society creates the constant danger of the
- capitalist bloeckade and other forms of economic- pressure,
of armed infervention, and of the restoration of the capita-
list order. The sole security for the final victory of Socia-
lism, that is, the sole security against the restoration of the
capitalist state of society, is, therefore, the vietoriou$:socia-
list revolution: in a number of countries.”

Why does the present resolution, dealing with the condi-
tions under which the victory of Socialism is possible, iticlude
the “military intervention”, but omit the question of the other
forms of economic pressure? To answer this question is to aimit
the necessity of developing our €conomics at a rate which will
convert our country, as Lenin said (Stalin quotes’ this), from a
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“border state’' of the capitalist world”, into ‘an illustration of the
tangible advantages. of socialist economics, from the standpoint
of actually supplying the needs of the vast masses, ovér the capi-
talist methods of economic organisation. "~ ° B N
It is very necessary to point out the danger of a military
intervention. This danger stirs us to muster our forces; it forces
us to prepare for the possibility of such an intervention. But we
do not point out this danger alone. We are not threaténed solely
by armoured cruisers and iachine guns, But by the danger that
the rate of our economic development, of our priceés, our wages,
and our agricultural progress, remains behind the standard of
the" capitalist countries, instead of coming nearer and nearer io
this level every day, and demonstrating that we shall surpass it.
Does the pointing out of this danger  imply pessimism?
Will it not-rather stimulate the fighting will of the proletarint,
as’ effectually as the threat of military intervéntion? Will it not
arouse the will of the proletariat, and of all other strata, to ward
off this danger? Can the pointing out of this possibility be con-
structed even to the slightest extent into a factor of unbelief or
despair? (Voice: “We shall judge by your deeds, not by your
words.”_“Less ‘chatter, and more real action.”’) Comrades, if
you regard my efforts to defend myself against the accusations
which have been raised here, as mere chatter, I shall leave the
platform. Do you know, comrades, when the following words
were writter: . i
“We have created the type of the Soviet state, and with
* this we have begun a new world historical epoch, the epoch
of the political rule of the proletariat, succeeding the rule
of the bourgeoisie. This cannot be revoked, although only
.. the practical expérience of the working class 'in several
fcoun(tir)i,es will enable the type of the Soviet state to be per-
ected. P ‘

Did the author of these words give in them the slightest
cause to .suspect a lack of faith, have these words spread pessi-
mism abroad, have they robbed the working class of its future,
have they in any way disorganised the-con$ciousness and the
will of the working class, or have they not rather organised
them? And yet this passage contains the statement that not only
the ‘economic order, but at the same time the political order, the
“type of the Soviet state”, can only be perfected by the practical
experience of the working class in several countries. The author
then passes to the economic aspect of the question:*

. “But we haye not completed even the foundation of so-
- cialist -.economics, and the hostile forces of expiring capita-
lism .may still rob us of it again. We must recognise this
clearly, and admit openly that there is nothing so dange-
_rous as illusions (and dizziness, especially at great heights).
. . And there is nothing “frightful”, nothing in the least likély
“to drive us to despair, in the recognition of this bitter truth,
for. we have always proclaimed and repeated this elementary
_ truth of Marxism, that the victory. of Socialism demands the
_joint efforts .of the workers: of several countries. (Lenin,
‘Complete works, Russian ed. vol. XX/2, page 487).”

‘ Comrades, do these words  contain anything which calls
upon’ vs to’ despair; are they not rather a powerful appeal for
the acceleration of our work of building the foundation of socia-
list economics? (A voice: “When was that, written?) I know,
comrades, ‘that you would be very pleased if it could be said
that. this ‘was written i 1917, 1918, or 1919. But I see neither
for myself nor for the proletariat the slightest cause for sorrow
or despair when 1 tell you that this article was written in March
1022, actually a few months before that article on the co-opera-
tives, in which we are told that we possess’ everything which is
“-required and sufficient for the establishment of Socialism. Are
. these words not right, is it not true that there is nothing “iright-
tul”, nothing desperate, in the récognition of the elementary
truth of the necessity of the joint efforts of the workers of seve-

ral advanced countries for the victory of Socialism?
Must these words be repeated again and again today, be-

fore the whole of the proletariat and peasantry? =
Is it necessary that we abandon ourselves to delusions,
is it necessary to assert that our difficulties consist solely of the

dreadnoughts” and machine guns. which may come and bombard

us? Would' it not greatly spur our proletariat -on to action, if
't were to learn from the resolutions of our conference the plain
ruth that the foundation of our socialist. state of society is not
et firmly established, that though we have made great progress
n comparison with 1922, stil we must not delude ourselves
nto thinking that our failure to keep up the pace of economic
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development can only threaten us with- dangers in the form of
dreadnoughts and cannous, but we must recognise that danger
can threaten in even so simple a form as the question of prices,
or ‘the question of imports and exports. Is this then despair?

I believe that if we were to add these words of Lenin to
the proposed resolution; if we were to take these words as the
basis for the enlightenment of the broad masses of the workers
with regard to our tasks, we should become stronger, not
weaker. I we state that it is not merely military intervention
which can hamper us in our work, and then add these words
of Lenin, then no further differences can arise, then nothing will
prevent us from joining hands, and working together on the
common basis furnished by Lenin’s words.

Without in the least way violating our theoretical
conscience as commurists and Leninists, we can accept the cha-
racterisation here given of our revolution. We are, however, of
the opinion that it would be more accurate if the words on direct
military intervention- were supplemented by some' words poin-
ting out the necessity of accelerating the speed of economic deve-
lopment, as stated by Lenin. Ad then, I repeat, there will be no
more differences in this question. (Comrade Ryutin: “Then we
can add at the same time a few words on the unity of the Party.”)
I shall come to that presently. I canuot talk about the possibility
of Socialism in one single couniry and about ‘the unity of the
Party, in one breath. One thing at a time, .

HI. LENIN’S STANDPOINT IN 1915.

Comrade Stalin has here given us a detajled analysis of
Lenin’s views on the possibility of the realisation of .Socialism
in one country. In this he referred to an article of Lenin
published in 1915. He proved that the theory and practice of
the establishment of Socialism in the Soviet Union arise, so to
speak, from his quotations, and from -this law of the inequality
of capitalist development. I cannot deal with this in detail, as
the time is too short, and I must still spedk of a. number of
other. questions. But I cannot but observe that one must not
refer to this quotation as indicating how Lenin conceived the
tasks of the revolution in Russia at that time.

The simple duty of being perfectly accurate with . respect
to quotations from Lenin forces me to this explanation. This
quotation, adduced correctly and completely by Comrade Stalin,
was published in the “Social Democrat”, the then. central organ
of our Party, on- 25. August 1915. The article from which. it
is. taken contains a general criticism of the standpoint of those
social' ttaitors who -had said: . We cannot begin the 'social re-
valution in Germany-or in England or in Italy, we must begin
everywhere at once. Lenin replied to them: You are traitors,
for under the cloak of this theory, which compels one country
to wait for another, you wish toravoid.fulfilling your duty of
kindling the proletarian revelution in every counmtry. This was
during the epoch of the imperialist war, in 1915. A month and
a half later, in number 47 of the “Social Democrat”, published
on "13. October, exactly six .weeks afterwards, Lenin wrote an
article dealinig specially with the tasks then confronting the
Bolsheviki in Russia. Since Lenin stated 'in September that the
victory of Socialism is possible in one country, even a backward
country, and since he stated that it was ‘the duty of every
proletarian revolutionist to maintamn this standpoint, we should
naturally expect that he would apply ile stardpoint first of
all to Russia. o

But, comrades, this is not the case. We must not carelessly
represent. the true history of Lenin's views in order to score
points in debate. Six weeks after: the publication of the passage
quoted by comrade Stalin, Lenin wrote in: his famous article
“Some' theses”: : e .

“While paying due regard to the demands made by
our comrades from Russia, we Iormulate some theses on
the actual questions of our present work”.

runs as follows: : :

_ “The social import of the next revolution in Russia can
only be the revolutionary democratic dictatorship of -the
proletariat and the peasantry.”
The sixth thesis reads:

“It is the task of ‘the proletariat of Russia to carry
through ‘the bourgeois democratic revolution to' its end, in
order to arouse socialist revolution in Europe. This second

A number of these are then enumerated, of ‘which the fifth
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task is now following very closely upon the first, but it
~“still’ continues to remain a special and second task.”

(Voices: “What of it?”, “We have read that for ourselves”.
“That will not do. Nothing can be made of that!”.) Comrades,
1 cannot help .

it if it is diSagreeable for you io hear these sentences.’

(Voices: “We not only hear them, but we understand them
as well!”), ‘

If you will accord a straightforward consideration to the
declaration of Lenin, made six weeks after the appearance of
the article correctly quoted by Comrade Stalin, you will be
" bound to admut that Lenin’s words in 1915 on the establisment
of Socialism in one country referred clearly to the West Europe-
an States... (A voice: “Nothing of the sort!”), and that at the
same time he pointed out another urgent task for Russia. That
which I have read to you is his definition of the social import
of the impending revolution. (A voice “You would do better
to read what the New Economic Policy says”.) Nobody will
forget that as early as 1905 Lenin was prepared to break through
the confines of the burgeois democratic revolution at any
moment, as soon as the power of the proletariat should be
great enough to render it possible.

There are two points upon which we have no doubt
whatever. Firstly, we were told by Lenin in 1917, as soon as the
first rumblings of revolution were heard, that:

“We must break through the confines of our old Bolshe-
vism, based on the idea that the import of the revolution
in Russia will be bourgeois democratic, and we must go
ahead with full steam towards socialist revolution.”

Secondly. At that time many of us held to this old Bolshevist
idea, but none of us denies that we were wrong, and Lenin
completly right. But do not these references to the history of
the Leninist standpoint confirm us in the belief that the passage
quoted by Comrade Stalin from the year 1915 could not by
any means have been intended to apply to Russia, and that
Lenin was thinking of other countries? (A voice: “What leads
you to suppose that?”) I have already shown you what Lenin
regarded as the task of the revolution in Russia in 1915. But
if it appears to you that this has no connection whatever
with the revolution of 1917, then you may permit me to read
you another passage:

“Immediately after the February revolution of 1917,
when Lenin was organising the propaganda of Bolshevist
views, he wrote as follows to Comirade Ganetzky:

“Above all I must at any price have new editions —
even if under the title,” From the History of the last years
of Czarism’ — of the local “Social Democrat”’, of the
pamphlets by Lenin ‘and Zinoviev on War and Socialism,
of the “communist”, and of the “Sammelheft des Sozial-
democrats”. But most of all and before all the new edition
of the theses from No. 47 of the “Social Democrat” (13. Oc-
tober 1915). These theses state directly, clearly, and accura-
tely, a year and a half before the revolution, what we are
to do in a revolution in Russia.”

These theses have been magnificently confirmed by the
revolution, down to the last letter.

I repeat once more, in order to avoid any possible mis-
understanding: You cannot quote a single passage out of any
of our works which could indicate the slightest doubt on our
part as to the socialist character of our revolution. I no not
doubt in the least that the criticism exercised by Lenin on
our views, which prevailed in our circle in the editorial staff
of the “Pravda”, and were held by me personally, until the
arrival of Lenin, and the designation of these views as old-
Bolshevist, and entirely incapable of application to the socialist
revolution of 1917, was absolutely correct. But this is no reason
whatever why we should confine ourselves, at the present junc-
ture, to insisting upon the danger of military intervention as
the sole difficulty in the way of the complete. establishment of
an independent socialist state of society. This, comrades. is
the first and main question to which I referred when stating
that: If a difference of opinion existed between us on the leading
question of the character and future of the revolution, then
indeed it would be extremely difficult to carry on a joint

policy.

IV. THE CHARACTER OF OUR STATE.

The second question, not dealt with directly in Comrade
Stalin’s- theses, but frequently raised of laie, and in my opinion
greatly in need of a clear definition — and you have a right to
demand a perfectly clear answer from us in this question —,
is the question of the character of our State. We ‘maintain,
clearly and completely, the standpoint that our State is a prole-
tarian State in the double sense of the word. (Laughter. A voice:
“And Trotzky?”).

Comrades, if your accusations touched on matters referring
to our real differences of opinion, I should have to answer
them. (Upro_ar.). Comirades, permit me to put the question
directly: Is it disagreeable to you to hear that in the question
of the State we are entirely of your opinion? (Laughter, distur-
bance, voices: “Extremely agreeable!”). I am much afraid, com-
rades, or at least the impression cannot be avoided, that when
I here declare my absolute agreement with this or that view of
the Party, Comrade Moysseyenko is dissatisfied for some
reason - or . another. (Comrade Moysseyenko: = “I sit and say
nothing, Comrade Kamenev, but 1 shall tell you what I think
afterwards.” A voice: “And when are you going to speak of
Trgtzky?”) You will hear something about Trotzky toc, com-
rades.

. We regard our State as a proletarian State, not only
because it is a State ruled by the dictatorship of the proletariat,
but because the proletariat is utilising state power.and state
organisation as an instrument for- raising up to Socialism the
whole of the non-proletarian strata of the workers.

But, comrades, we must add — and it is our duty to do
this — all that Lenin said on. this question. Were we to state
that we have a proletarian State and nothing more, then we
should not be stating the truth, nor what Lenin said. For Lenin
told us that we have a proletarian State in a double sense: the
dictatorship of the proletariat, and the raising of the whole
stratum of the workers to an ever higher level; but we have
a proletarian State in a country with a preponderant peasant
population and with bureaucratic deformations. (A voice: “True,
but what follows?”) If nobody disputes this, then let us register
it in that golden book in which we write all the things we are
agreed upon, (Laughter.) Some entries will still remain in that
other book in which we register all the points upon which we
are not agreed. But we must not confuse these two books with
one another. The matter must not be represented as if differences
of opinion existed on questions in which the whole Party is
actually in full agreement. ‘

But when a proletarian dictatorship is realised in a country
with a preponderantly peasant- population, the inevitable prac-
tical result is that in ordinary daily work theé lowest stories of
the building of state. power will not be found to be in the hands
of the purely industrial proletariat, but in the hands of the
peasantry. (Disturbance. Voices: “Where then is the proletariat?”
“Should we send the proletariat into the village Soviets, instead
of to work in the factories?”) Permit me to ask, comrades, if
this a fact or is it not? If you say that it is not a fact, then
you deny all arithmetic, geography, and so forth. It is a' fact.
If we are to pursue a correct proletarian policy, and to realise
the right leadership, that is, the dictatorship of the proletariat
in our country, and if we are to take the lead over the peasantry
as we should, then it is useless to close’ our eyes to this fact.
It is a faet, and cannot be otherwise. If we have 100 million

_peasants, and if we pursue the correct line of Soviet democracy,

the certain result is the fact which 1 have just stated. It is to
redouble our efforts towards adapting the proletarian methods
of leadership to those subordinate organs of the Soviet apparatus
and the Soviet power which are unavoidably in the hands of the
peasantry. (Voices: “What object do these facts serve?”). As
soon as- we touch upon this necessary task, then you begin tc
say: You are exaggerating, that is not a fact at all. In this wa
we can come. to no understanding, comrades.

And precisely as this fact is the inevitable consequence of
the realisation of the dictatorship .of the proletariat and of the
proletarian State in an agrarian country, in the same manner
the bureaucratic deformations of the state apparatus are an
expression of class. ' ) . .

What does this mean? In my opinion it means that the state
apparatus, viewed from the class standpoint, is endeavouring fo
oust the workers from immediate participation in the administra-
tion of the State. and to subordinate the independent activily
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~f iliese masses more and more to the bureaucratic apparatus.
V/hen we place this fact on record, and- say: This is a tendency
‘'n the state apparatus, promoted by the whole petty bourgeois
-{mosphere; it must be combatted by increased participation
on the part of the workers, by the methods of furthering the
roletarisation of the State, then we are fold on the one hand
*hat a proletarian State cannot be proletarised, since it is already
~roletarian, and on the other hand we are told that we
cxaggerate the facts. There are no differences of opinion in
orinciple between us and the ‘Party on the subject of the
~haracter of the State. It is solely our endeavour to ascertain
from this Leninist characterisation what are our actual tasks
with reference to the leadership of the peasantry, the proletari-
sing of the state apparatus, and the struggle against bureau-
cratism. We regard this as our dutv. .

- T have ra‘sed the question of the character of our revolution,
and have foud no fundamental differences of opimion with re-
gard to it. I have raised the question ot the general tssks of the
Comumunist Parties in the present situation, and have pointed out
those prerequisites for the comiplete realisation of a socialist
state ol socicty which have, in part, not been dealt with exhausti-
vely in the resolution. (Disturbance. Voices: “Then why have you
fought against us?”). Surely you do not believe that we have
fought against you for the reason that we regard our revolution
as a bourgois revolution. You write a great deal, Comrade Ruben,
but you do not understand anything about our dispute. (Laughter,
distursance, the chairman calls for order. A voice: “It was not
Ruben, but his cousin”.) Unfortunately not only Ruben, but his
relations as well, do not understand the import of our con-
temtion.

I pass to the fourth question. (Voices: “You have been tal-
liing for three hours and a half already.”)

Chairman: I believe that I am acting in accordance with
the wishes of ‘the- conference in not limiting Comrade Kamenev,
who represents the Opposition. Comrade Kamenev has already
spoken for ome hour, and asks for another half hour. (Voices:
Agreed.) : ,

Comrade Kamenev: Comrades, you will understand that my
wish to make our standpoint perfectly clear is justified. (Distur-
bance.) 1 shall not ke2p you much longer, and shall speak in
thesis form. ' o

1 have discussed three central questions, in which such
differences of opinion as are imputed to us would make our joint
work impossible, were these differences to exist.

V. THE GUESTION OF THE ESTIMATE TO BE FORMED
OF THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION OF CAPITALISM.

The fourth point is the question of how we judge the inter-
national situation, the present stage of the world’s history. Should
we disagree on this question, should we have formed a difierent
estimate of the whole international situation, of the whole pre-
sent stage of development in the world revolution, then it would
be difficult indeed for us to come to an understanding om any
subject, I am, however, of the opinion that in this question, too,
no such difference of opinion exists.

In the resolution proposed by comrade Stalin we read:

“The Party holds the standpoint that the advanced
capitalist counfries are, for the most part, in a state of
partial and temporary stabilisation, that the present period
represents a period between two revolutions, imposing upon
the Communist Parties the duty of preparing the proletariat
for the impending revolution; that the offensive of capital,
vairily endeavouring to secure the stabilisation, must call forth
the defensive struggle and the combination of the forces of
- the working dlass against capital, that the Communist Parties
nuitst take part in the aggravated ciass struggle, and convert
the attacks of <capital into counter-attacks of the proletariat,
aiming at the dictatorship of the .proletariat.”

1 do not see the slightest reason why we should not -adopt
this chanacterisation of the present period as a.period between
two revolutions as the common standpeint’ of the whole. Party.
If you have been told, whilst working out this- resolution, that
we are of the opinion. that during the given- period, .today or
“within a few: weeks, a :revolutionary 'situation -will arise which
will -compel ‘us : to..ge ;over:fo.:the atiack; .or if .you. haye .been
‘told  that: we sdonot believe: it the: world: revolution at all, then,
comrades, you have been told falsehcods. (A veice! “You yourself
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have written 25 pages of print about it!”) It does not matter
who ‘has written 25 pages of print about it, or 25,000 — our
standpoint is that we are in the midst of a partial and temporary
stabilisation, and that this is being shaken by the revolutionary
movement ol the proletariat, and can be transiormed, by a correct
policy on the -part of our Party and the Comintern, within a
more or less brief period, into an offensive of the proletariat
against capitalism. (A voice: “And Zinoviev’s speech?”) I shall
come to Zinoviev. '

But when I read in the speech of Comrade Lozovsky, leader
of the Red International of Labour Unions, in the course of the
five points which he formudates, of:

“....an element of stabilisation, a very powerful element

indeed, extending <the period of stabilisation over decades.”
then, comrades, I must say: I am not in agreement with this.

The period between 1905 and 1917 may be designated -as a
period between two revolutions; these 12 years, in which the
forces of the rewvolution expanded, organised themselyes, were
thrown back and recovered again and went forward, may be
called a period between two revolutions, But what waould you
think of anybody who maintained that the period, let us say,
between the Paris Commune of 1871 and the revolution of 1905,
was a period between two revolutions? It is obvious that those
comrades who expect the stabilisation to last for decades are on
quite another track. Those who calculate on decades of stabili-
sation must certainly revise their tactics.

Tactics suitable for a period between two revolutions are

of no use for a period of capitalist stabilisation extending over
decades.. This is where our difference of opinion comes in. {A
voice: “That is to say a difference with Lozovsky.”) No, com-
rades, Lozovsky is mot alone. I maintain that an article by a
fertile writer (Laughter), Comrade Sten, entitled “The stabili-
sation and its prospects”, repeats substantially Comrade Lo-
zovsky’s anticipations with regard to the stabilisation, and I
can only offer Comirade Sten my sincere condolence that the social
democrats have praised him greatly, and declared that they are
perfectly in agreement with his view of the stabilisation. Com-
rades, is it quite fair to criticise a faw separate sentences, per-
haps unhappiliy expressed, from a speech of Comrade Zinoviev's?
Is it really so very dreadful when Comrade Zinoviev exclaims,
in the course of an agitation speech, something to the effect that:
“I do mot care a rap for the stabilisation, I think nothing whate-
ver of the stabilisation.” (A voice: “But it is permissible to
criticise Lozovsky.” Another voice: “That was not a speech, but
theses.”) Zinoviev did not write any theses alone: the theses
are a collective work, and we are responsible for them. (Distur-
bance.) Pardon me, comrades, but I have only half an hour, and
cannot continuz if you interrupt,
" Take our standpoint as it is; criticise it, but do not criticise
the words, but the substance. Combat those who declare that the
revolution will break out tomorrow, and declare us to be mad,
if we have stated anywhere that there will be a revolutionary
situation tomorrow,

But at the same time you must combat those who cultivate
the idea of decades of stabilisation, and veil their propagation of
this idea behind attacks on ws. Do not forget to combat these
comrades; they will do you much more harm than we, for they
speak the language of another class.

I have finished this part of my speech. I maintain that in the
central questions, in the question of the character and future of
the revolution, in the question of the character and future of our
State, in the question of the general tasks connected with esta-
blishing Socialism in our country, and in the general estimate
of the intermational situation, no such fundamental differences of
opinion exist' between us as could separate us into two Parties,
or give anyone the right to insult us, and to label us as social
democrats before the astomished eyes of the whole world.

VL. THE RELATION OF CLASS FORCES IN OUR COUNTRY.

There are, however, other categories of difierences’ of

- opinion, comrades; there are differences of opinion relating

to the estimiate of the felation of class forces in our country.

.Thesé are political differences of opinion. The question of the

‘estjmate’ of the relation of class forces in our country is a

‘political question. It cannot, “however, force us to such con-
- clusions as_ we should be ‘obliged to draw in ‘the case of

differances of opinion referring to the general 'character of our
revolution, or to the general character of our State. But they
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can throw difficulties in the way of practical work, and have
alreaay uonc SO. : :

These differences of opinion in the estimate of the concreie
situation at a given moment, and of the comparative forces of
the different classes, can lead to practical differences. Certain
organisatory conclusions can be drawn from this. It may be
saw: 4 you are not agreed with such an estimate of class
forces at a given moment, if you do not agree with such
an estimate of the relations between the kulak, the peasant
poor, the proletariat, etc. then you cannot be a member of
the staff which has to form practical decisions on the Dbasis
of the given estimate. If you say this, you are right fro_m
your pount of view. But there is no need to call us social
democrats, in flat contradiction of the truth and of -history,
in order to arrive at such practical and organisatory comn-
clusions.

These differences, comrades, undoubtedly exist, and we must
estimate their extent. And you have a'right to ask what has
induced us to sound the alarm. (A voice: “Your fractional
attitude.”) But I did not come into the world with a fractional
attitude, nor was it laid in my cradle. It did not make its
appearance until 1925. (A woice: ‘No, already in 1917.”) A
fractional zttitude in 1917? No, that is not the case. I became
“infected” with the fractional attitude in 1925.

It must be of ‘interest to you, comrades, to ask how it
could come about that Zinoviev, Kamenev, Trotzky — all com-
rades who have not suffered from this affection during the
last eight yz2ars — (A voice: “Trotzky has not sulfered from
it?” Laughter, uproar.). 1 assure you, comrades, that I shall
come to Irotzky presently. (Laughter, disturbance.) 1 have
risen to speak here with the intention of telling you straight-
fonwardly why the practical policy of the Party is causing us
anxiety at the presemt moment. (A voice: “Why?”). Why? Let
me tell you. Because we have formed the opinion that in the
question of the estimate of the concrete class relations in our
country in 1925, the Party is not on the right road. We have
therefore felt it to be our duty to point out that the wrong path
is being taken, and to raise an alarm. In deing this we exceeded
the limits of Party discipline and of the Party-statutes. Punish
us for this. We are already sufficiently punished; but you must
not deny that this violation of discipiine has arisen from no
other cause than the anxiety for a correct -Party policy, and
the wish to convince the Party. We have not been able to
convince the Party. We do not wish to force our views
upon it.

At the Party Congress you rejected our standpoint. You
rejected it both in April and in June. We have nc desire to
force our convictions wupon you at any price. (Disturbance.
Comrade Schvernik: “That was the only thing you failed to
do.”) It you hold the opinion that when one is politically
accused one has the right to state how he has come to this
or that conviction, hear me quietly.

At the given moment we were profoundly and sincerely
anxious on account of the policy being pursued by the Party,
and it seemed to us that a number of comrades, and especially
the press, were underestimating those progesses which are
taking place, not in the socialist section of our economics, but
in the capitalist. It appeared to us that the Party is not suifi-
ciently aware of those difficulties resulting from the increasing
accumulation in the hands of the kulak and the Nep-man, and
the increasing estrangement between us and the poor peasantry.
Whether we were right or not is another matter. We were,
however, convinced that it was our duty — within the con-
fines of the Party statutes of course — to tell the Party of this.

We were further of the opinion that .the Party under-
estimates the influence, exercised by this process of accu-
mulation however slow in the non-socialist section of our
economics upon the socialist section. i

Comrades, the Central Committee has already once declared
me to be liable to a social democratic deviation, but this cannot
hinder me from declaring the following here before the C. C.
Before the beginning of ‘the last economic year, I persomally
pointed out not only our’ successes, ‘but our difﬁcwl‘t.les, an;l
now, a year later, everyone who observed -carefully will admit
that 4hé  difficulties have proved greater tham could’ have "Been
anticipated in -September 1925, “and *that these difficulties have
beeri along ‘the lines of “which 1 warned "you; of ' which™ we

warned you. (Disturbance.) Difficulties arose with regard to the
process of accumidation among the kulaks and the - Nep-men,
which attained such proportions that the development of ‘our
state section was hampered in such a manner that 'we were
unable to obtain the grain-and other products required for
export, and were obliged to restrict imports. (A voice: “Panic!”)
Ah, panic: 1 do not know, comrades, what you understand
under the word panic. If some comrade polnts out this or that
difficulty, and you call that a panic, perhaps you prefer that
we come fo you and say: There are no difficulties whatever.
Is that what you want? 'We cannot oblige you. o

The main task confronting us in this regard is the correct
solution of -the question of the firmer establishment of the
alliance with the peasantry. The resolutiom, in stating that' we

“must pursue an economic policy (price policy, taxation poliay,

etc.) which cements more firmly the bond between 'industry
and peasantry, and preserves the alliance between the working
class and the main mass of the peasantry”, is, in our opinion,
quite correct, but much too general in expression. It ds:. a
standpoint equally 'correct for 1921 and 1925, and for 1930.
The alliance is necessary, but the question is, what are the
dangers threatening this alliance in 1925/26, what is likely to
destroy it? (A voice: The high prices and the two milliards!”) .

The alliance is threatened by the disproportion, by the
goods famine with all its comsequences. That is, by the high
retail prices, by the incomplete stabilisation of the chervonetz,
ctc. This, comrades, was the reason for our disquietude in this
matter. Are we proposing measures, as has been said here,
which treat the peasantry as a hostile element? It is not true,
it is an invention (A voice: “And Preobraschensky?”). We
Leninists could not possible regard the peasantry as a hostile
element. I declare that anyone maintaining such a  standpoint
must not merely be called ‘a social democrat, but must be told
that he is dead to politics, -and can pack up and go' home:
(Disturbance, laughter.)

The essential point of the question is: Does our countrv
possess inner resources enabling industry to be raised to a
level ensuring that the peasantry is not aroused against us by
the shortage of goods and the: high prices, but can be convinced
of the advantages of the proletarian economics in big industry?
Does our country possess material recources sufficing for -this?
We reply: - It does. (A voice: Two milliards! Disturbance,
laughter,) Would you be displeased if we had two milliards?

Now, comrades, these inland resources exist. The next
question is, how we can reach them. (A voice: “That is the most
important!”) Comrades, if the standpoint that the accumulation
in the hands of the kulak and the Nep-man is proceeding only
to a very small extent gains the upper hand in our Party, if
those elements which are undoubtedly striving to veil the incre-
ased differentiation among the peasantry, and the growth of the
kulaks and. the Nep-men, are really to determine the policy of
our Party, then we must really ask: Where are we to find in
our own country the material resources required far the indu-
strialisation, if the workers receive low wages, if the “unhappy”
“little” kulak is still to be pitied, and promises besides to “grow
gradually into socialism”, and if the Nep-man is earning. four
roubles per head — where are we to find the -money? We
must not deceive ourselves. We must admit that the develop-
ment of Socialism will proceed at such a “snail-like pace”, as
Comrade Bucharin says, that nothing will remain of the necessity
of reaching and passing the capitalist countries except the beau-
tiful phrases of Comrade Rykov. , .

We shall certainly not apply to Poincaré for money. There
is no difference of opinion among us about this. We shall not
pay for foreign credits by means of the foreign trade monopoly
(A" voice: “And Sokolnikov?”) Where are “we then to finl
material resources? ) .

If a correct taxation policy is to be pursued, the Party mus!
first of all ' recognise two things. Firstly, that the growth of
private capitalist “accumulation in town and country is a fat
which it is useless and dangerous to conceal; secondly, you must
acknowledge that the question of the distribution: of national
income, that is, the transference of the means accumulated in the
non-socialist section. of our industry into the state section, is a
question of the class struggle. These two ‘facts must first be
recognised, before we sit down at our desks with pencils, ani
calculate the amount of the taxes,«etc. .- ) e s

I ‘maintdift that'oiir disquietisde was caused by’ the Tact ‘thit
the: recognition -of' these two faetors of the gr‘cgwfh”of}‘ﬁgpi‘fﬂiﬂ
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accumulation, and of the class struggle for the redistribution of
this fresih accumulation, had not found a sufficient echo in Party
consciousness, and was not accorded its proper place in the
practice of the policy of the Party.

You may tell us that we are exaggerating, that the Party
has been perfectly aware of conditions, that everything is in
perfect order.

No, comrades. We declare: In this sense everything has
not been in perfect order in the Party, there has been no clear
conception of the importance of these lacts. When it is stated,
as it is in the proclamation issued by Comrades Stalin, Rykov,
and Kuybyschev on the regime of economy (dealing substantially
with various deformations of the regime of economy, the attempts
at raising the means for industrialisation at the expense of
the working class), that a section of the communists are pro-
posing to plunder the peasantry, then 1 must really say: Accuse
us of what vou will, comrades, but remember that we are no
longer living in the Middle Ages. The day in which witches
were burnt to death is past. It is unallowable to say to living
human beings, who have stated that the taxation screw should
be tightened on the kulak, the peasant poor ‘should be helped,
and that we should build up socialism in conjunction with the
peasant poor, — it is unallowable to accuse such comrades of
wanting to plunder the peasantry, and to burn them at the
political stake. Lenin once said to the Left S.R.:

“Anyone who classifies the kulak and the peasantry in
one category, and speaks of the peasantry as a whole instead
of the kulak, is a criminal.”

I you can find so much as a single comma in all our
writings which might hini that we demanded the taxation screw
to be tightened upon the whole of the peasantry, then it would
be. a different matter. But did we not point out the necessity
of a clearer definition in the resolution of the Party, of the
differentiation in the peasantry? Have we mnot proposed a
reduction of taxes for the poor peasantry? You cannot have
it both ways. :

First- we are accused of wanting to cver-indulge the village
poor, for we propose that 40 per cent of the peasantry should
be freed from taxation instead of 25 per cent; and then we are
accused of being unjust to the kulak, and of not believing that
he is going to grow into Socialism. Again, we are accused of
wanting to plunder the whole peasantry.

No, comrades, this is not true. Punish us for the sins which
we have committed, if you think us guilty, but pronounce no
verdicts in themselves unjust, and attributing to us views which
we have never shared. We do not hold the theory that the middle
peasantry represent an element hostile to us. ‘We hold the
theory that the peasantry is differentiated ... (A voice: Are you
for or against Preobraschensky?”) Damn it all, I repeat once
again, 1 am for the Party! (Laughter.) :

"Comrades, 1 now conclude. (A voice: “And what about
Trotzky?”) In a moment. 1 trust that you will lengthen the
time T am permitted to speak, for Trotzky’s sake. The five
minutes left of my half hour I shall devote to the question of
where our differences of opinion begin in this question.

Comrade Stalin’s theses begin as follows:

“The complication of the struggle between the socialist
and the capitalist elements in our country is characteristic
of the present period.”

Complication of the struggle! This does not state the matter
very plainly. It is obvious that the struggle is becoming more
complicated between the capitalist and the socialist elements. But
it is not so obvious in what direction it is becoming more
complicated, and with what class content.

We have, however, Comrade Rykov’s resolution, which
states that the Soviet Union is passing through ,

“a sharp- struggle between the socialist and capitalist ele-

ments both in town and in the village.”

And we have Comrade Tomsky's resolution, which defines the.

words “sharp struggle” more precisely.

, I do not ask, comrades, and do not think that I should ask
at the present moment, when this “sharp struggle” commenced,
after the XIV. Party Conierence, or after the April Plenum, or
after the July Plenum. (Comrade Zifronaoyitsch: “It has never
stopped!”). Comrade Tomsky says:

“The growth of the productive forces of the country
is accompanied by a simultaneous growth of the social
antagonisms, and, at a given period, by a certain aggrava-
tion of the class struggle in the country,”
so that ’ ' ‘

“the economic and political activity of the classes and groups
hostile to the proletariat, the bourgeoisie and the kulaks,
and the activity of the city and rural bourgeoisie, greatly
increase.”

Comrades, if you want to disarm the Opposition, if you
want to strike the i1deological weapon from our hands, (A voice:
“Do you want to make capital of that?”), then your best means
is to speak in this language (A voice: “We have always
spoken in that language”.) of the social antagonisms, of the
growing activity of the classes and groups hostile to the prole-
tariat. But how all this is to’ be made consistent I do not know.
(A voice: “It now appears that the Party came to the Opposi-
tion”.) How can we be accused of social democratic deviations,
simply because we propose that the Party should speak in this
language.

I have here the leading article of the “Pravda” of 27. Oc-
tober. I must say that this leading article is written in a manner
“disarming” us. To be sure, this leading article cannot refrain
from asserting that we, the Opposition, have doubted that we
can successfully establish Socialism on the basis of our own
home resources. This is the inevitable accompaniment,- so to
speak. But what is the substance of this leading article? I regard
this leading article, after the passages quoted from the resolu-
tions drawn up by Comrades Rykov and Tomsky, as one of the
most important documents. This leading article says:

“We are faced by the task of our growing economics,
but there is another task demanding even more imperatively
the energies of the proletariat, the task of the proper utilisa-
tion of the accumulation taking place in the country.

This task is a task of the class struggle, for in a country
surrounded by capitalism, and under the conditions im-
posed by the capitalist accumulation going on in town and
country (kulak and private capitalism), the question of the
utilisation of the means accumulated, for the object of the
consolidating the positions of Socialism, is bound to be a
question of acutest class warfare.”

These words, this estimate of -the present situation, con-
centrates the attention of the Party upon the fact that we are
now faced by the question of the redistribution of our nationail
income, and that this ‘question is one of acutest class struggle,
in which the kulak and the poor peasant are on different sides
of the barricade, and the Nep-man and the socialist industry
opponents of one another. If this were the principle upon which
the members of the Party were educated, if this estimate of
the situation were taken as the signpost for showing the way
to the proletariat, if the working class were being prepared: for
the consequences of this situation, then the Opposition would
be satisfied. (A voice: “In any case it is disarmed”.)

Let us read what the “Pravda” has to say further:

“The problem of the utilisation of the means accumu-
lated is at the same time decisive for the question of the
speed of industrialisation, as well as for the question of our
increasing strength as compared with that of the hostile
capitalism surrounding us... If we regard the situation at
the beginning of the economic year, it is perfecily clear that
it is imperative for us to increase our industrial production.

The same will probably be the case next year. The rate
of industrial production and of investment of capital laid
down by our plan will not abolish the shortage of goods.
What is to be done?

What we have to do is to find ways and means for in-
creasing the mobilisation of the means which have accumu-
lated in our country, and to apply these to industrialisation.”
This is an acknowledgement of the fact that even the sums

allotted for industrialisation by the council for Labour and
Defence under my chairmanship — sums alleged to be too gene-
rous — and now allotted under the chairmanship of Comrade
Rykov, are insufficient to meet the needs of the shoitage of goods.
What is to be done? We must find out the right means of
mobilising the accumulated capital. This is a class struggle
problem. In this struggle for the firmer establishment of prole-
tarian power at the expense of the means accumulated by the
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capitalist section of our economics. both infown.and country —
among the Nep-men, the new bourgeoisie, and the kulaks —
the .Party will have no differences of opinion with us, we shall
place no difficulties in the way.

My time has expired, and I shall only say two words on
the -apparatus, on bureaucracy, and on Trotzky. Comrades, I
promise. to be finished with all this in two minutes. You state in
your resolution that we have not only criticised, not only tried to
have things done differently, but that we have ansulted the Party
apparatus. 1 now reply to this. You wmite in the resolution,
which constitutes an indictment against ws: '

“The Party apparatus comprises the best members of

. the working class; it can and must be criticised, and it can

and must be “revived”, but it cannot be insulted without the

dpange’r’ being incurred of disintegrating and disarming the
Party.” -

This is true, comrrades, perfectly drue. (A voice: “And the
declaration?”). I shall read to you what the declaration says.
Now, comrades, what did we say in this fighting document —
you are well aware that it is a fighting document? (A voice:
“A disgraceful document!”) In this document, in your opinion
a disgraceful one, you may read:

“The importance of a closely wmited and centralised
apparatus in a Bolshevist Party requires no further sub-
stantiation. Without this framework the proletarian revo-
lution would be impossible. The majority of the members
of the Party apparatus are disinterested and faithful soldiers
of the Party, influenced only by the struggle for the inter-
ests ‘of the workers, (A voice: “And further?”). Given the
right regime, and a suitable distribution of forces, these
same functionaries could demand with success the realisation
of Party democracy.”

And now, comrades, another point, and a new idea. (Laughter.)
This document, our declaration at the July Plenum of the C. C.
and the C. C. C,, is a fighting document. That is true. In this
document we have concentrated everything which we had to
say to the Party, and wanted to say, and in my opinion it
would be better if the resolution, in criticising our standpoint,
would not refer to quotations from 1922/23, or to isolated ideas
uttered at the Commiunist Academy, but to this document, for
which we bear the responsibility, and to which our signa-
tures are subscribed. Then you could not assert that this histo-
rical - fighting document “insults” the Party, for you would
have the words which I have just quoted before your eyes,
and these say something very different. L

I do not deny that in the heat of discussion a word or a
sentence may fall which might be otherwise "interpreted.
(Laughter.) If you had been able to find such sentences, com-
rades, you would have brought them up against us here. But
you have not dome this. In the official document, thought out
by us outside of the heat of discussion, and containing what we
really wish to say to the Party, we have spoken about the
Party apparatus in the words which I have just read. We
are ready to join you in condemning any criticism going beyond
this, and assuming the nature of an “insult”. .

And now to comrades Trotzky.

THE BLOC WITH TROTFZKY.

Comrades. In this question your formulation is as follows:
“The fundamental fac in the development of inner Party
relations in the C. P. of the Soviet Union since the
XIV. Party Congress, which Congress condemned the prin-
ciples of the views of the “New Opposition”, consists of
the fact that the “New Opposition” (Comrades Zinoviev,
_ Kamenev),. who at one time fought against Trotzkyism,
against the social democratic deviation in our Party, have
gone over to the ideological standpoint of Trotzkyism....
A voice: “True!”) .

There is only one thing more to be asked, comrades. For
what ‘did you conderiin us at the Party Congress?

- If “the fundamental fact in the development of inmer-Party
relations since the XIV. Party Congress consists of the Oppo-
sition  having gone over to the ideological standpoint of
Trotzkyism”, then for what did 'you condemm ms at the time

‘?of.ﬁ;e-*Xl":V.«My Congiress? (Disturbance, A voice: “At the

XIV. Party Congress there were other sins to condemn!”) You
condemned us-at the XIV. Party Congress, although we had
not gone over fo the standpoint of Trotzkyism. Now you want
to condemn wus because we are alleged to. have gone over
to Trotzkyism. I fear that you condemn wus, whatever the stand-
point we adopt. (Laughter.) e

Facts remain facts: I.declare that.you cannot prove to us
by asingle quotation, or .a single. fact, that we have “gone
over” to the ideological standpoint of Trotzkyism. Not even the
exhaustive report given by Comrade Stalin could bring evidence
of this. (A voice: “And the .declaration?”). We have never and
nowhere defended; do not defend, and never shall defend —
of this. we may assure you. — that which specifically. diffe-
rentiates historical Trotzkyism from Leninism. (Laughter.). For-
us, comrades, Leninism is sufficient. (A voice: “So Trotzky has
abandoned his standpoint?”’) Wait, comrades., : :

We have joined forces with Trotzky for the defencé of
particular Views against particular ‘deviations iti the Party.
In doing this we have merely followed the practice of Lenin
(Laughter) of joining forces with this or that group within
the leading Party organs in the case of inner-Party conflicts.
Comrade Lenin, as you should be aware, fought with wus against
Trotzky, and at other times fought with Comirades Trotzky
against this orf that ‘deviation, against’ Rykov or Tomsky. These
are facts in the history of the Party. They are recorded in the
history of the Party. And the fact that we have been induced
by what we consider — rightly or wrongly - o be our
duty at the present time, to co-operate with comrade Trotzky in
the defence of a certain line — in this there is nothing imper-

missible, much less anything detrimental.

~ One of the political documents of- this political bloc eon-
sists -of these words of Comrade -Trotzky’s -(quoted from  his
“Reply to the questions put by comrades to the Opposition”,
printed in the “Stenographic minutes of the sessions of the
Polit Bureau. 8. and 11. Oct. 1926):

“We proceed from the conviction that, as experience
has incontestably shown, Lenin was without doubt invariably
right in all questions, touching to any extent on principles,
in which any. one of us 'was not agreement with Lenin.”
And when you read further that Comrade Trotzky has

stated, in this same document,; that: ) R o

. “In the question of the relations between the prole-
tariat and the peasantry, we are in complete and entire agree-
ment with the theoretical and practical teaching formulated
by Lenin.” .

. Then I think you will admit that ouf bloc with Trotzky
is nothing extraordinary or extravagant, and that the question
in hand is not whether the bloc has included Trotzky or mnot,
but whether its general lines have been correct or the contrary.

Comrades, after all this I ask you: Can the existing differen-
ces of opinion be séttled within the boundaries. set by. our
joint work, and by the solidarity and responsibility felt by
every one of us for the work of the Party. - | -

We declare: Yes, this' can-and must be done. You do not
realise, eomrades, that the acceptince of the resolution on the
social democratic deviation throws great difficulties in the way
of joint work. We for our part are prepared to exert our utmost
efforts to engage in practical work ‘in aceordance with the Party
decisions, the decisions of the C. C., and: of the Conference, and
to subordinate all our steps, all our actions and utterances, to
the supreme principle of the unity of the Party and:the firmer
establishment of the dictatorship.. We place on record that our
declaration, to the effect that the system of fractions is incon-
sistent with the interests of Party 'Unity and the proletarian
dictatorship, is our- political deciaration, that we stand on this
platiorm only; and that we recognise that no individual member
of the Party, whatever position he may occupy, can avoid the
responsibility incurred by the general policy:of the Party) We
believe that it is our duty as communists to defend our views
within the limits of those differences of opinion which actually
exist, but that it 4s also our duty — which we will fulfill — to
submit to the Party discipline, and to recognise our responsi-
bility for the joint work.
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points of ‘contention Which have divided us, the minority’ of the
C.C., from the majority during the period just' past, that is,
the period in which the designation “opposition ‘bloc” has" been
in use. I must place on record that the points of contention, and
our standpoint with respect to the point of. contention; offer no
basis for the accusation of a “social demoratic deviation”.

THE QUESTIONS IN DISPUTE.

The question upon which we have disagreed miost, com-
rades, is that which asks which danger threatens us during the
present époch: the -danger that our ‘state industry remdins back-
ward, or that it rushes too hastily forward. The Opposition —
in which I am included — has proved that the real danget thre-
atening us is that our state industry may :remain behind. the
development of the national economy as a whole, - We have
poipted out that the policy being pursued in the distribution of

national income involves the further growth of the disproportien.:

For some reason or other this has been named “pessimism”.

Comrades, arithmetic knows neither pessimism nor optimism,

neither discouragement nor capitulation. Figures are figures, If
you -examine the control figures of our planned economics; you
will find that these figures show the disproportion, ,or -more

exactly expressed, the shormtage of industrial goods, to have -

reached the amount.of 380 million roubles last year, whilst this
year the figure will be 500 millions, that is, the original figures
of the planning commission show the disproportion to have
increased by 25 per cent. Comrade Rykeov stated in his theses
that we might hope (merely hope) that the disproportion will
not increase this year. What justification is there for this “hope?”’
The: fact.that the harvest is not so favourable as we all expected.
Were 1 to follow in the false tracks of our critics, I might say’
that Comrade Rykov’s theses welcome the fact that the unfavou-
rable conditions obtaining at harvest time detracted from crops
which were otherwise not bad, since, had the harvest been greater,
the result. would have been a greater disproportion. (Comrade
Rykov: “I am of a diflerent opinion”.) The figures .speak -for
themselves. (A voice: “Why did you not take part in the dis-
cussion on Comrade Rykov’s report?”) Comrade Kamenev has
here told you why we did not. Because I could not have added
anything to this special economic report, in the form of amend-
ments or arguments, that we had not brought forward at the
April Plenum. The amendments and other proposals submitted
by ‘me and other comrades to the April Plenum remain. in full
force today. But the economic experience gained since April is
obviously too small to give us room for hope that at the present
stage the comrades present at this Conference will be convinced.
To bring up these points of contention again, before the actual
course of economic life has tested them, would arouse useless
discussion. These questions will be more acceptable to the Party
when they can be answered by the statistics based on the latest
experience; for objective economic experience does not decide
whether figures are optimistic or pessimistic, but solely whether
they are right or wrong. I believe our standpoint on the dis-
proportion to have been right.

We have disagreed on the rate of our industrialisation, and
I have been among those comrades who have pointed out that
the present rate is insufficient, and that precisely this insufficient
speed in industrialisation imparts the greatest importance to the
differentiation process going on in the villages. To be sure it
is no catastrophe that the kulak raises his head, or — this is
the other aspect of the same subject — that the poorer peasantry
1o longer preponderates. These are some of the serious accom-
paniments of the period of transition. They are unhealthy signs.
It need not be said that they give no cause for “alarm”. But they
are phenomena which must be correctly estimated. And. I have
been among those comrades who have maintained that the pro-

cess of differentiation of the wvillage may assume a dangerous:
form if industry lags behind, that is, if the disproportion incre- -
ases. The Opposition maintains: that it is our duty to lessen the
disproportion year by year. I see nothing social democratic.

in this. . P
We -have insisted that the differentiation of the village de-

mands a2 more elastic taxation policy with respect to.the various

strata of the peasantry, a reduction of taxation for the poorer

Speech qf. :\_c’o‘m'r‘a.dev Trotzkv.

- Comrades! The resolution accuses the Opposition, including
me, of a social-democratic deviation. 1 Have thought over 'afl the’

middle strata of the peasantry, and increased taxation for the
well-to-do middle strata, and an energetic pressure upon the
kulak, especially in his relations to trading capital. We have pro-
posed that 40 per cent of the poor peasantry should be freed
from taxation altogether: Are we right or not? I believe we are
right; you believe we are wrong. But what is “social democratic”
about this is a mystery to me. (Laughter.) SR

We have asserted that the increasing differentiation among
the peasantry, taking place under the conditions imposed by the
backwardness of ‘our industry, brings with it the necessity of
double safeguards in the field of politics, that.is, we were en-
tirely unable’ to agree with the extensiom of the franchise with .
respect to the kulak, the employer and exploiter, if only on a
small scale. We raised the alarm when the election inspectorates -
extended  the suffrage among the petty bourgeoisie. Were we
right, or not? You consider that our alarm was “exaggerated”.
Well, even assuming that it was, there is nothing social demo-
cratic, about it.

We demanded and proposed that the course. being taken by
the agricultural cooperatives towards the “highly :productive
middle farmer”, under which name we generally find the kulak,
should be severely condemned. We proposed that the tendency
of the credit cooperatives towards the side of the well-to-do
peasantry should be condemmned. I cannot comprehend, comrades,
what you find “social democratic” in this.

Theére have been differences of opinion in the question of
wages. In substance these differences consist of our being of the
opinion that at the given stage of development of our industry
and economics, and at our present level of economics, the wage
question must not be settled on the assumption that the worker
must first increase the productivity of labour, which will then
raise the wages, but that the contrary must be the rule, that is,
a rise in wages, however modest, must be the prerequisite for
an increased productivity of labour. (A voice: “And where is
the money coming from?”) This may be right or it may not, but
it is not “social democratic”. ‘

We have pointed out the connection between various well
known aspects of our inner-Party life and the growth of bureau-
crz;]tism. I believe there is nothing “social democratic” about this
either.,

We have further opposed an overestimation of the economic
elements of the capitalist stabilisation, ard the underestimation of
its political elements. If we inquire, for instance: What does the
economic stabilisation consist of in England ‘at the present time?,
then it appears that England is going to ruin, that its trade ba-
lance is adverse, that its foreign trade returns are falling off,
that its production is declining. This is the “economic stabilisa-
tion” of England. But to whom is bourgeois England clinging?
Not to Baldwin, not to Thomas, but to Purcell. Purcellism is the
pseudonym of the present “stabilisation” in England. We are
therefore of the opinion that it is fundamentally wrong, in con-
sideration of the working masses who carried cut the general
strike, to combine either directly or indirectly with Purcell. This
is the reason why we have demanded the dissolution of the
Anglo-Russian Committee. 1 see nothing “social democratic” in
this.

We have insisted upon a fresh revision of our trade union
Statutes, upon which subject I reporied to the C. C. A revision
of those statutes from which the word “Profintern” was struck
out last year, and replaced by “International Trade Union Asso-
ciation”, under which it is impossible to understand anything
else than “Amsterdam”. T am glad to say that this revision of last
vear’s revision has been accomplished, and the word “Profin-
tern” has been replaced in our trade union statutes. But why
was our uneasiness on the subject “social democratic”? That,
comrades, is something which I entirely fail to understand.

I should like, as briefly as possible, to enumerate the main
points of the differences of opiniorn which have arisen oi late.
Our standpoint in the questions concerned has been that we have
observed the dangers likely to threaten the class line of the Party
and of the workers’ State under the conditions imposed by a long
continuance of the Nep, and our encirclement by international ca-
pitalism. But these differences of opinion, and the standpoint
adopted by us in the defence of our opinions, cannot be construed
into a “social democratic deviation” by the most complicated lo-
gical or even scholastic methods.



No. 79

Internatio-nvalb AP»"r’éss beréspomfence

1373

'THE CHARACTER OF ‘OUR REVOLUTION.

It has therefore been found necessary 6 leave' these actual and
serious 'differences’ of opinion, engendered by the given epoch
Js ‘Otir economic and political development, and to go back into
the past in order to construe differences i the conception of the
“character of our revolution” in general — not in the given pe-
"riod” of ‘our revolution, not with regard to the given concrete

“task, ‘but'with regard to the character of the revolution in gene-
‘ral, or, as expresSed in the:theses, the revolution “in ifself”, the
“revolutin “in its substance”. When a" German speaks of a thing
“in-itset?”’, he is using a metaphysical term placing the revolu-
tion ‘ov:side ‘of all conrection with -the redl world ‘around it;
ds'at-“trdcted frofh yesterday and to-morrow, and regarded as
a “sub-tance” from wthiich- everything will proceed. Now then,
‘itr the ¢qilestion of the actual “substance” of'revolution I have been
“found guilty, in the ninth year of our revolution, of having denied
the: ¢scialist character of our revolution! No more and no less!
T discovered this for the first-time'in this resolution itself. If the
o girades find it necessary for ‘some reason to ‘constriict a-reso-
“lution on’ quotatipns from my writings — aad ‘the imain portion
of the resolution, pushing into'the foreground the theory of ori-
ginal, sin (Trotzkyism”), is built up upon, quotations from mv
- writings between 1917 and 1922 — then. it would at least be ad-
visable to select the essential from all I have writfen on the cha-
racter of our revolution. P o 3
... You will excuse me, comrades, but it is no pleasure to have
to set aside the actual subject, and to retail where and when I
wrote this or that. But this resolution, in substantiating . the
“social democrati¢” deviation, refers to. passages from my wri-
tings, and I am obliged to give the information. In 1922 T was
commissioned by the Party to write the book: “Terrorism and
Communism” against Kautsky, against the characterisation of
“our revolution by Kautsky as a non-proletarian and non-socialist
tevolution. A large number of editions of this book were di-
_stributed both at home and abroad by the Comintern."The book
‘met with no hostile reception among our nearest comrades, nor
from Lenin. This book is not quioted in the resolution.
~ In 1922 T was commissioned by the Polit Bureau to write
the boock entitled: “Between Imperialism and Revolution.” In
‘this book T utilised the special experience gained in Georgia, .in
the form of a refutation of the standpoint of those internationai
social democrats who were using the Georgian rising .as ma-
terial for agitation against us, for the purpose of subjecting to a
fresh examination the main questions of that proletarian revolu-
tion which has a right to"tear down mnot only petty bourgeois
prejudices, but also petty bourgeois institutions. ’
At the 111, Congress of the Comintern 1 give a report, cn be-
"half of the C,-C., declaring in substance that we had entered on
an époch of unstable balance. I opposed Comrade Bucharin, who
~dt that time was of the opinion that we should pass through an
“uninterrupted series ‘of revolutions and crises until the victory
of Socialism in the whole world, and that there would not and
could not be any “stabilisation”. At that time Comrade Bucharin
accused me of a Right deviation (perhaps social democratic too?)
In full agreement with Lenin I defended at the IIl. Congress the
theses which I had formulated. The import of the theses was that
we, despite the slower speed of the revolution, would pass suc-
cessfully through this epoch by developirig the socialist elements
of our econcmics.

At the IV. World Congress in 1923 I was commissioned by
the C.C. to follow Lenin with a report on the NEP. What did
I prove? I proved that the Nep. merely signifies a change in
the forms and methods of socialist development. And now,
instead of taking these works of mine, which may have been good
_or bad, but were at least fundamental, and in which, on behalf
of the Party, I defined the character of our revolution in the
years between 1920 and 1923, you seize upon a few little pas-
sages, each only two or three lines, out of a preface and a
postscript written at the same period, I repeat that none of the
passages quoted is from a fundamental work. These four little
quotations (1907 to 1922) form the sole foundation for the ac-
cusation that I deny the socialist character of our revolution, The
structure of the accusation thus being ocompleted, every ima-
ginable original sin is added to it, even the sin of the opposition
of 1925. The demand for a more rapid industrialisation, and the
proposal to inrease the taxation of the kulaks, all arise front these
four passages. (A voice: “Form no fractions!”.)
Comrades, I regret having to take your time, but I ‘must
quote a few more passages — I could adduce hundreds — in

confutation of all‘that the resolution ascribes to me. First of all

I must draw your:attention to the fact that the four quotations

upon which the theory of my original sin is based,: have all

been taken: from writings of mine between 1917 .and 1922.

- Everything that I have said since appears to have beest. swept
away by the wind. Nobody knows whether I subsequently re-
garded our revolution as- socialist or not. Today, at the end
of 1926, the present standpoint of the . so-called QOpposition in

«the leading: questioms- ofi:economics and politics ‘is. sought in

passages Irom: my persenal writings: befween 1917 and. 1922,

and not even in passages from my chief ‘works, but in works

written for some quite chance occasion. I shall return to these
quotations, and answer for:every one of them. But first permit
me to adduce some quotations of a more essential character,

‘written at the same:period: . PRRTEE :

‘ For instance, the following is an exfract from my :speech
at: the’ conferefice 'of the Moscow : Trade . Union Comn¢il on
©28. October: 1921;- after the introduction of the Nep:

2 “We have ‘teorganised’ our economi¢ - poliey in nticipa-
tion of a slow development of our economics. - ‘We'teckon
“with the possibility that the revolution ‘in E‘ﬂm}oﬂé;' though
developing and growing, is developing more’ stowly ‘than

" -we expected. The bourgeoisie has provéd more tenacious.

" Even in our’ &Wwn coumtry we are obliged to reckon with a

‘slower frafisition to Socialism, for are ‘surroutided by

-capitalis{ countries, We must concentrate ‘our forces on the

"largest and best équipped undertakirigs. At the same time

we must not forget that the taxation 'in kind® among the

~ peasantry, and the ircrease of leased undertakifigs form a

basis. for the development of the economics of commodities,
. for the ‘accumulation -of ¢apital, and:for the rise of a new
bourgeoisie. At the same time the socialist economy will be

" built"up on thé narrower but firmer basis of big industry.

- At & members’ meeting of the C.P. of the S.U:, on10. No-

“vémbeér of the samié’year, in the Moscow district of 'Sokolniki,
Iistated: ‘ i E

“What have we now? We liave now the process of

socialist revolution, in the first place in.a State, and in the

second place in a State which is the most backward of all

+ botheconomically and culturally, and surrounded on all

~~gldes by capitalist coumtries.” !

' What conclusion did I draw from this? Did I propose ca-
pitulation?. T proposed the following: '

- “H is our task to mmake. Socialism prove its advan-
tages... The peasant will be-the judge who pronounces on
the advamtages or draw-backs of the socialist state. We are

. comipeting with ‘capitalism. in the peasant market...”
¢ #What is the present basis for our conviction that we
shall be victorious? There are many. reasons justifying our
belief. ‘These lie both in the international situation and in
.. the development of the Communist Party; in the fact that
. /we retain the power in our hands, and in the fact that we
. permit free trade solely within the limits which we deem
‘necessary.” :

This, ‘comrades, was said in 1921, and not in 1926!
_In my report at the IV. World Congress (directed against
' Otto Bauer, to whom my relationship has now been discovered)
I'spoke as follows:

“Our main weapon in the economic struggle, as based
on the market, is state power. Only shortsighted reformists
are unable to grasp the importance of this instrument. The
bourgeoisie knows it well. That is proved by its whole
history.

Other tools in the hands of the proletariat are: the
possession -of the most important productive forces of the
country, of all economic traffic, of all mines, of the majority
of the undertakings working up raw materials. These are
subject to the immediate economic control of the working class.
At the same time the working class owns the land, and
the peasant gives hundreds of millions of poods of grain for
it every year, in the form of taxation in kind.

The frontiers of the country are in the hands of the
Workers’ state; foreign goods, and foreign capital, can only
be imported into the country to the extent approved by the
workers’ state.

These are the instruments

Th and means for building up
Socialism”.
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In a booklet published by me in 1923, under the title of
“Questions of daily life”, you may read on this subject?

“What has the working class actually atteined and se-
cured by its struggle up to now? :

1. The dictatorship of the proletariat (with -the aid of
the workers’ and peasants’ State led by the .Communist
Party). = . . y

2. The Red Army as the material suppori of the pro-
letarian dictatorship. ;

3. The socialisation of the most important means of pro-
duction, without which the dictatorship of the preletariat
would be an empty form, without .meaning.

G e 4. The monopoly of foreign trade, a necessary premise
..~ for the building up of socialism in a country surrounded
by capitalism. ; '

These four elements, irrevocably gained, form the steel
_framework of our work. Thanks to this framework, every
further economic or cultural success which we achieve —
provided it is a real and not a supposed success — will
necessarily become a constituent part of our socialist
structure.” :

... . This same booklet contains another and even more definite
Jormulation:,

“The easier. the revolutionary wupheaval has been —
. relatively speaking — to the Russian. proletariat, the more
difficult is its task of establishing the socialist state of society.
But the framework of our new social life, welded by the
revolution, supported by four fundamental pillars (see begin-
ning of chapter), imparts to every sincere and sensibly
directed elfort in economics and culture an okjectively
‘socialist character. In the bourgeois state of society the worker,
unconsciously and unintentionally, enriches the bourgeoisie
~ imore and more the better he works. In the Soviet State the
good and , conscientious worker, without thinking of it or
troubling himself about it (if he is a non-political worker),
performs socialist work, and increases the means of the
working class. This is the actual import of the October
revolution, and in this sense the New Economic Policy brings

no change whatever.”

TOWARDS CAPITALISM OR SOCIALISM?

I could prolong ths chain of quotations indefinitely, for I
never have and never could characterise our revolution diiferently.
I shall confine myself however to one more passage, from a
book quoted by Comrade Stalin (“Towards Capitalism or
Socialism?”). This book was published for the first time in
1925, and was printed originally as feuilleton in the “Pravda”.
The editors of our central organ have never drawn my attention
to any heresies in this book with respect to the character of our
revolution. This year the ‘second edition of the book was issued.
It has been translated into different languages by the Comintern,
and it is the first time that I hear that it gives a false idea of our
economic development. Comrade Stalin has read you a few lines
dicked out arbitrarily in order to show that this is “unclearly
ormulated”. 1 am thus obliged to read a somewhat longer
rassage, in order to prove that the idea in question is quite clearly
ormulated. The following is stated in the preface, devoted to a
criticism of our bourgeois and social democratic critics, above
all Kautsky and Otto Bauer, Here you may read:

“These judgments (formed by the enemies of our econo-
mics) assume two forms: in the first place they assert that
in building wp socialist economics we are ruining the country;
but in the second place they assert that in developing the
forces of production we are really returning to capitalism.

The former of these two ‘criticisms is characteristic of

. the mentality of the bourgeoisie. The second is peculiar to
social democracy, that is, to the bourgeois mentality sociali-
stically veiled. There is no strict boundary between these two
desoriptions of criticism, and very irequently interchange of
arguments between them, without either of them noticing that
he is using his neighbour’s weapon, in the enthusiasm of the
hold way against “communist barbarity.”

The present booklet hopes to serve the object of showing
the unprejudiced reader that both are deceivers — both the
openly big bourgeois and the petty bourgeois masquerading
as socialist.  They lie when they say that the Bolsheviki
have ruined Russia... They lie when they say that the
development of productive forces is the road to capitalism;
the role played by state economics in industry, in transport
and traffic service, trade, finance, and credit, does not
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lessen with the growth of productive forces, but on the

contrary increases within the collective economics of the

country. Facts and figures prove this beyond all doubt.
In agriculture the matter is much more complicated. To

a Marxist there is nothing unexpected in this. The transition
from the “atomised” individual farming system of agri-
culture to socialist agriculture is only conceivable after a
number of steps have been surmounted in technics,. econo-
mics, and cultivation. The fundamental premise ior this
transition is that the power remains in the hands of the
class anxious to lead society to Socialism, and becoming
increasingly capable of influencing the peasant population
by means of state industry, by means of technical improve-
ments in agriculture, and thereby furnishing the prerequisites
for the collectivisation of agricultural work.”

The draft of the resolution on the Opposition states that
Trotzky’s standpoint closely approaches that of Otto Bauer, who
has said that “in Russia, where the proletariat represents only.a
small minority of the nation, the proletariat can only maintain
its rule temporarily, and is bound to lose it again as soon as the
peasant majority of the nation has become culturally mature
enough to take over the rule itself”. :

In the first place, comrades, who could entertain the idea
that so absurd a formulation could occur to any one of us?
Whatever is to be understood by: “as soon as the peasant
majority of the nation has become culturally mature enough?”.
What does this mean? What are we to understand by “culture?”
Under capitalist conditions the peasantry have no independent
culture. As far as culture is concerned the peasantry may mature
under the influence of the proletariat or of the bourgeoisie.
These are the only two possibilities existing for the cultural
advance of the peasantry. To a Marxist the idea that the
“culturally matured” peasantry, having overthrown the pro-
letariat, could take over power on its own account, is a wildly
prejudiced absurdity. The experience of two revolutions has
taught us that the peasantry, should it come into conflict with
the proletariat and overthrow the proletarian power, simply
forms a bridge — through Bonapartism — for the bourgeoisie.
An independent peasant state founded neither on proletarian nor
bourgeois culture is impossible. This whole construction of
O‘o’m()l Bauer’s collapses into a lamentable petty bourgeois ab-
surdity. °

We are told that we have not believed in the establishment
of Socialism. And at the same time we are accused of wanting
to pillage the peasantry (not the kulaks, but the peasantry!).

I think, comrades, that these are not words out of our
dictionary at all. The communists cannot propose to the workers’
State to “plunder” the peasantry, and it is precisely with the
peasantry that we are concerned. A proposal to free 40 per cent
of the poor peasantry from all taxation, and to lay these taxes
upon the kulak, may be right or it may be wrong, but it
can never be interpreted as a proposal to “plunder” the pea-
santry.

I ask you: If we have no faith in the establishment of
Socialism _in our country, or (as is said of me) we propose
that the European revolution be passively awaited, then why
do we propose to “plunder” the peasantry? To what end? That
is incomprehensible. We are of the opinion that industrialisation
— the basis of socialisation — is proceeding too slowly, and
that this places the peasantry at a disadvantage. If, let us say,
the quantity of agricultural products put upon the market this
year be 20 per cent more than last — I take these figures with
a reservation —, and at the same time the grain price has
sunk by 18 per cent and the prices of various industrial pro-
ducts have risen by 16 per cent, as has been the case, then the
peasant gains less than when his crops are poorer and the retail
prices for industrial products lower. The acceleration of in-
dustrialisation, made possible to a great extent by the in-
creased taxation of the kulak, will result in the production of a
larger quantity of goods, reducing the retail price, to the ad-
vantage of the workers and of the greater part of the peasantry.

It is possible that you do not agree with this. But nobody
can deny that it is a system of views on the development of
our economics. How can you assert that we do not believe
in the possibility of socialist development, and yet at the same
time that we demand the plundering of the mujik? With what
object? For what purpose? Nobody can explain this. Again,
I have often asked mysel{ why the dissolution of the Anglo-
Russian Committee can be supposed to imply a call to leave
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the trade unions? And why does the non-entry into the Amster-
dam International not constitute an appeal to the workers not
to join the Amsterdam trade unions? (A voice: “That will be
explained to you!”) 1 have never received an answer to this
question, and never will. (A voice: “You will get your answer”.)
Neither shall I receive a reply to the question of how we contrive
to disbelieve in the realisation of Socialism, and yet endeavour to
“plunder” the peasantry. .

The book of mine from which T last quoted speaks in
detail of the importance of the correct distribution of our national
income, since our economic development is proceeding. amidst
the struggle of two tendencies: the socialist and the capitalist
tendency.

“The issue of the struggle depends on the rate of de-
velopment of these tendencies. In other words: Should state
industry develop more slowly than agriculture; should the
opposite poles of capitalist farmer “on top” and proletariat
“at the bottom” separate more widely and rapidly in the
course of development — then the process would of course
lead to the restoration of capitalism.

But our enemies may do their best to prove the ine-
vitability of this possibility. Even if they go about it much
more skilfully than the unfortunate Kautsky (or MacDonald),
they will burn their fingers. Is the possibility just indicated
entirely excluded? Theoretically it is not. If the ruling Party
were to commit one error aiter another, both in politics
and economics, if it should thus hamper the development of
industry now so promising, and if it were to relinquish
control of the political and economic development of the
peasantry, then, of course, the cause of Socialism in our
country would be lost But we have not the slightest reason
to adopt such premises for our prognosis. How to lose
power, how to throw away the achievements of the pro-
tetariat, and how to work for capitalism, these are points
which were made brilliantly clear by Kautsky and his
friends to the infernational proletariat after the 9. Novem-

- ber 1918. Nobody needs to add anything on this subject.

Our tasks, our aims, and our methods are very ‘dif-
ferent. What we want to show is the way to maintain and
firmly establish the power once seized, and the way in which

. the proletarian form of state is to be given the economic
content of socialism.”

The whole contents of this book (A voice: “There is nothing
about the cooperatives in it!”) — I shall come to the co-operatives
— the whole contents of this book are devoted to the subject
of how the proletarian form of State is to be given the economic
content of Socialism. It may be said (insinuations have already
been made in this direction): Yes, you believed that we were
moving towards Socialism so long as the process of reconstruc-
tion was going om, and so long as industry developed at a speed
of 45 or 35 per cent yearly, but now that we have arrived at a
crisis of foundation capital, and you see the difficulties of
exlending foundation capital, you have been seized with a sc-
called “panic”.

I cannot quote the whole of the chapter on: “The rate of

development, its material possibilities and its limits”. It points
out the four elements characterising the advantages of our system
over capitalism, and draws the following conclusion:

“Taken all in all, these four advantages — properly
applied — will enable us to increase the coefficient of our
industrial growth not only to double the 6 per cent of the
pre-war period, but to triple this, or even more.”

If I am not mistaken, the coefficient of our industrial growth.

will amount, according to the plans, to 18 per cent. In this there
are, of course, still reconstruction elements. But in any case the
extremely rough statistical prognosis which I made as an
example eigtheen months ago coincides fairly well with our
actual speed this year.

IS THIS TROTZKYISM?

You ask: What is the explanation of those frightful passages
quoted in the resolution. I shall have to answer this question.
I must first, however, repeat that no single word has been quoted
from the fundamental works which I wrote on the character of
the revolution between 1917 and 1922, and complete silence is
preserved on everything that I have written since 1922 even
on that written last year and this year. Four passages are quoted.
Comrade Stalin' has dealt with ‘them in detail, and they are

referred to in the resolution, so you will permit me to devote
some words to them as well. .

“The workers’ movement is victorious in the demo-
cratic revolution. The bourgeoisie becomes counter-revolu-
tionary. Among the peasantry the well-to-do elements, as
well as a considerable section of the middle farmers, wiil
become more “sensible”, quieten down, and go over to the
counter-revolution, in order that they may snatch the power
out of the hands of the proletariat and the poor peasantry ... .
The struggle would be  almost hopeless for the ‘Russian
proletariat alone, and its defeat would be inevitable-. .. were
the European socialist proletariat not to hasten to the aid
of the Russian proletariat.” »

I am afraid, comrades, that if anyone told you that these
lines represented a malicious: product of Trotzkyism, many
comrades would believe it. But this passage is Lenin’s. The
5 Lenin portiolio contains the draft of a pamphlet which Lenin
intended to write at the end of 1905. Here this possible situation
is described: The workers are victorious: in the democratic revo-
lution. the well-to-do section of the peasantry amd a- great part
of the middle peasantry go over to counter-revolution. I may
say that this passage is quoted in the last number of the ,Bol-
shevik”, on page 68, but unfortunately with a grave ‘misre-
presentation, although the quotation is given in inverted commas:
the words referring fto the considerable section of the . middle
farmers are simply left out. I call upon you to compare.the
5 Lenin porifolio, page 451 with the last number of .the Bol-
shevik”, page 68. . o

I could quote dozens of such passages from Lenin’s works:
Vol VI, page 398; vol IX. page 410; vol VII/I, page. 192. (I
have not the time to read them, but anyone may look up the
references for himself.) I shall only quote ome passage from
vol. IX, page 415: . : :

“The Russian revolution (he is referring to the democratic
revolution) cannot maintain and firmly establish its achie-
vements by 'its own powers.... if there is. no: revolution
in the West. Without this prerequisite a restoration of the
old order is unavoidable, both in .communalisation and
nationalisation, and in the distribution of land, for the
small farmer will always form a.support of restoration of
any form of property or ownership. After the complete
victory of the proletariat, the small farmer.will inevitably
turn against the proletariat.” (A voice: We have introduced
the Nep.) ‘ . i
True, I shall refer to that presently. _

Let us now turn to that passage which I wrote in 1922, in
onder that we may see how my standpoint on the revolution in.
the epoch 1904/05 had developed. :

I have no intention, comrades, of raising the question of the
theory of permanent revolution. This theory — both in respect:
of what has been right in it, and of what has been incomplete
and wrong — has nothing whatever to do with our present
contentions. In any case this theory of permanent revolution, to
which so much attention has been devoted of late, is not to the
smallest extent among the responsibilities of either the.oppo-
sition of 1925 nor the opposition of 1923, and even I myself
regard it as a question which has long been settled ad acta. .

But let us return to the passage quoted in the resolution.
(This I wrote in 1922, but from the standpoint of 1905/06.)

“After seizing power, the proletariat will come into
hostile conflict with not only all those groups of the bour-
geoisie which supported it at the commencement of its revo-
lutionary struggle, but with the broad masses of the
peasantry with whose help it came into power.”

Although this was written in 1922, it is put in the future
tense: The proletariat will come into conilict with the bour-
geoisie, etc., since pre-revolutionary views are being described.
I ask you: Has Lenin’s prognosis of 1905/06, that the middle
peasantry will go over to counter-revolution to.a great extent,
proved true? I maintain that it has proved true in, part.. (Voices:
In part? When? Disturbance.) Yes, under the leadership of the
Party, and above all under Lenin’s leadership, the division bet-
ween us and the peasantry was bridged over by the new
economic policy. This is indisputable. (Disturbance.) If any of
you imagine, comrades, that in 1926 I do not grasp the
meaning of the new economic policy you are mistaken. I grasp
the meaning of the new economic policy in 1926, perhaps not so
well as other comrades, but still I grasp it. But you. must
remember that at that time, before there was any new economic
policy, before there had been a revolution of 1917, and we were
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sketching the first outlines of possible developments, utilising
the experience won in previous revolutions — the great French
revolution and the revolution of 1848 — at that time all Marxists,
not omitting Lenin (I have given quotations), were of the opinion
that after the democratic revolution was completed and the land
given to the peasantry, the proletariat would encounter opposition
from not only the big peasants, but from a considerable section
of the middle peasants, who would represent a hostile and even
counter-revolutionary force. .

Have there been signs among us of the truth of this
prognosis? Yes, there have been signs, and fairly distinct ones.
For instance, when the Machno movement in the Ukraine helped
the White Guards fo sweep away the Soviet power, this was
one proof of the correctness of Lenin’s prognosis. The Antonov
rising, the rising in Siberia; the rising on the Volga, the rising
in Ural, the Cronstadt revolt, when the “middie peasantry”
expressed their opinions to the Soviet power by means of ships’
cannon — does not all this prove that Lenin’s forecast was
correct for a certain stage of development in the revolution?
(Comrade Moyssenyenko: “And what did you propose?”). Is it
not perfectly clear that the passage written by me in 1922, on
the division between us and the peasantry, was simply a state-
ment of these facts?

We bridged over the schism between us and the peasantry

by means of the Nep. And were there differences between wus
duning the transition to the Nep? There were no difierences
dwing the transition to the Nep. (Disturbance) There were
differences in the trade union question before the transition to
the Nep, whilst the Party was still seeking a means of escape
from the blind alley. These differences were of serious im-
portance. But in the question of the Nep, when Lenin submitted
the Nep standpoint to the X. Party Congress, we all voted
unanimously for this standpoint. And when the new trade union
resolution arose as result of the new economic policy — a few
months : after the X. Party Congress — we again voted un-
animously. for this resolution in the C.C. But during the period
of transition — and-the change wrought by it was no small one
— the peasants declared: “We are for the Bolsheviki, but against
the communists.” What does this mean? It means a peculiarly
Russian form of desertion' from the proletarian revolution on
the part of the middle peasantry at a given stage.
I am- reproached with having said that it is “hopeless to
suppose that Revolutionary Russia can maintain itselt in op-
position to a conservative Europe”. This I wrote in August
1917, and I believe that it was perfectly right. Have we main-
tained ourselves against a conservative Europe? Let us consider
the facts. At the moment when Germany concluded the peace
treaty with the Entente, the danger was especially great. Had
the German revolution not broken out at this point — that
German revolution which remained incompleted, suffocated by
the soocial democrats, yet still sufficing to overthrow the old
regime and to demoralise the Hohenzollern army — had, I
repeat, the German revolution, such as it was, not broken out,
then ‘we should have been overthrown. It is not by accident that
the passage contains the phrase “in opposition to a conservative
Europe”, and not “in opposition to a capitalist Europe”. Against
a conservative Europe, maintaining its whole apparatus, and
in particular its armies. I ask you: Could we maintain ourselves
under these circumstances, or could we not? (A voice: “Are
you talking to children?”). That we still continue to’ exist is
due to the fact that Europe has not remained what it was. Lenin
wrote as follows on this subject:

“We are living not only in one State, but in a system
of States, and the continued existence of the Soviet republic
side by side with imperialist States is unthinkable as a
permanency. In’ the end either one system or the other
will win.” :

When did Lenin say this? On 18. March 1919, that is, two
years after the October revolution. My words of 1917 signified
that if our revolution did not shake Europe, did not move it,
then we were lost. Is this not in substance the samie? I ask all
the older comrades, who thought politically before and during
1917: What was your conception of the revolution and its con-
sequences?

When I try to recollect this, I can find no other formulation
than approximately the following:

“We believed: either the international revolution will
hasten to our aid, and then our victory is perfectly secure,
or we shall perform our modest revolutionary  work in
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the consciousness that even if we are defeated we have
served the cause of revolution, and that our experience will
be useful for later revolutions. It was clear to us that the
victory of proletarian revolution is impossible without the
support of the international, the world revolution. Both
before and after the revolution we believed: Now, or at
least very soomn, the revolution will break out in the other
highly developed capitalist countries, or, should this not
be the case, we are lost.”

This was our conception of the fate of the revolution.
Who said this? (Comrade Moyssenyenko: “Lenin!”, A voice:
“And what did he say later on?”):

Lenin said this in 1921, whilst the passage quoted from me
dates from 1917. I have thus a right to refer to what Lenin
said in 1921. (A voiec: “And what did Lenin say later on?)
Later on I too said something different. (Laughter.) Both before
the revolution, and after it, we believed that:

“Now, or at least very soon, the revolution will break
out in the other highly developed capitalist countries, or,
should this not be the case, we are lost.” :

But in spite of this:

“we exerted every effort to maintain the Soviet system
at all costs, for we were aware that we were not only
working for ourselves, but for the international revolution.
We knew this, and we expressed this conviction both before
the October revolution and after it, and at the time when
the Brest-Litovsk peace was concluded. And speaking ge-
nerally, we were right.

This passage goes on to say that our path has become more
intricate and winding, but- that in all essentials our prognosis
was correct. As I have already said, we went over to the NEP
unanimously, without any differences whatever. (Comrade
Moyssenyenko: “To save us from utter ruini”)’

True, just for that reason, to save us from utter ruin.

Comrades, 1 beg you to extend the time allotted for my
speech. I should like to speak on the theory of Socialism in
one country. 1 ask for another half- hour. (Disturbance.)

Comrades, in the question of the relations between the
proletariat and the peasantry ...

Chairman: Please wait till we have decided. I submit three
proposals: firstly, to adhere to the original time allotted to
Comrade Trotzky; secondly: a prolongation of half an hour;
thirdly, a prolongation of a quarter of an hour. (On a vote
being taken there is a majority for the half hour prolongation.)

RELATIONS TO THE PEASANTRY.

The next passage quoted from my' writings has brought
me the reproach that: Whilst Lenin said: ten to twenty years
of correct relations with the peasantry, and our victory is assured
on an international scale, Trotzkyism, on the contrary, assumes
that the proletariat cannot enter into any correct relations with
the peasantry until the world revolution has been accomplished.
First of all I must ask the actual meaning of the passage
quoted. Lenin speaks of tfen to twenty years of correct rela-
tions to the peasantry. This means that Lenin did not expect
Socialism to be established within ten to twenty years. Why?
Because under Socialism we must understand a state of society
in which there is neither proletariat nor peasantry, or any
dlasses whatever. Socialism abolishes the opposition bet-
ween town and country. Thus the term of twenty years is set
before us, in the course of which we must pursue a political
line leading to correct relations between the proletariat and
the peasantry.

It has been asserted however. that Trotzkyism is of the
opinion that there can be no correct relations betweer the
proletariat and the peasantry until the world revolution has
been accomplished. I am thus alleged to lay down a law accor-
ding to which incorrect relations must be maintained with the
peasantry as far as possible, until international revolution has
been victorious. (Laughter.) Apparently it was not intended to
express this idea here, as there is no sense in it whatever.

What was the NEP? The NEP has been a' process of
shunting onto a new track, precisely for the establishment of
correct relations between .the proletariat and the -peasantry.
Were there difference between us on this subject? No, there
were .none. What we are quarrelling about now is the taxation
of the kulak, and the forms and methods to be adopted in
allying the proletariat” with the village poor. What is the
actual matter in hand? The best method of establishing correct
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relations betwe n the peasantry and the proletariat. You have
the right to disagree with individual proposals of ours, but
you must recognise that the whole ideological struggle re-
volves around the question of what relations are correct at the
present stage of development.

Were there differences between wus iin 1917 on the peasant
question? No. The peasant decree, the “social revolutionary”
peasant decree, wa: ~dopted unanimously by us as our basis.
The land decree, drawn up by Lenin, was_accepted by us una-
nimously, and gave rise to no differences in ocur .circles. Did
the policy of “de-kulakisation” afford any cause for differences?
No, there were no differences on this, (A voice: “And Brest?”)
Did the struggle commenced by Lenin, for winning over the
middle peasantry, give rise to dilferences? No, it gave rise
to none. I do not assert that there were no differences whatever,
“but T definitely maintain that however great the differences of
opinion may have been in various and even important questions,
there were no differences of opinion in the matter of the main
line of policy to be pursued with regard to the peasantry.

In 1919 there were rumours abroad of differences on this
question. And what did Lenin write on the subject? Let us
look back. I was asked at that time by the peasant Gulov:
“What are the differences of opinion between you and Ilyitsch?”,
and I replied to this question both in the “Pravda” and in the
“Isvestia”. Lenin wrote as follows on the matter, both in the
“Pravda” and the “Isvestia”, in February 1919:

“The “Isvestia” of 2. February 1019 published a letter
from a peasant named Gulov, who raises the question of
‘'the relations between our workers’ and peasants’ govern-
ment and the middle peasantry, and states that there are
rumours spread about to the efiect that there is no harmony
between Lenin and Trotzky, that there are great differences
of opinion between them, and precisely in the question of
the middle peasantry. Comrade Trotzky has already replied
in his “Letter to the Middle Peasants”, published in the

“Isvestia” on 7. February. Comrade Trotzky states in this

letter -that the mumouss of differences between me and him

are the most monstrous and wicked lies, spread abroad by
the landowners and capitalists, or their willing and un-
willing accomplices. I for my part fully endorse the de-
claration thus made by Comrade Trotzky. There are no
differences between us, and with reference to the middle
peasants there are not only no differences between me and

Trotzky, but no differences in the whole Communist Party,

of which we are both members. Comrade Trotzky explains

in his letter, clearly and in detail, why the Communist

Party and the present workers’ and peasants’ government,

elected by the Soviets, and composed of members of the

Party, do not regard the middle peasantry as their enemies.

I give my signature doubly to every thing said by com-

rade Trotzky.”

This was before the NEP. Then came the transition to the
the NEP. I repeat once more that the transition to the NEP
gave rise to no differences. On the NEP question 1 gave a
report before the IV. World Congress, in the course of which
I polemised against Otto Bauer. Later I wrote as follows:

“The NEP is regarded by the bourgeoisie and the

Mensheviki as a necessary (but of course “insufficient” step
towards the release of productive forces. The Menshevist
theoreticians, both of the Kautsky and the Otto Bauer
variety, have welcomed the NEP as the dawn of capitalist
restoration in Russia. They add: Either the NEP will
destroy the Bolshevist. dictatorship (favourable result), or
the ﬁ?})shevist dictatorship will destroy the NEP (regrettable
result.

The whole of my report at the IV. Party Congress went to
prove that the Nep will not destrov the Bolshevist dictatorship,
but that the Bolshevist dictatorship, under the conditions given
by the Nep, will secure the supremacy of the socialist elements
of economics over the capitalist. '

LENIN ON SOCIALISM IN ONE COUNTRY.

Another passage from my works has been brought up
against me — and here I come to the question of the possibility
;)inthe victory of socialism in one country —, which reads as
ollows:

“The contradictions in the position of the workers’ go-
vernment in a backward country with an overwhelming
agrarian population can only be solved on an international

scale, and in the arena of the prolearian world revolution.”
This was said in 1922. The accusing resolution makes the

- following statement: :

“The Conference places on record that such views as
these on the part of comrade Trotzky and his followers, in
the fundamental question of the character and prospects of
our revolution, have nothing in common with the views of
our Party, with Leninism.”

If it had been stated that a shade of difference existed —
I do not find this even today —, or that these views have not
vet been precisely formulated (and I do not see the precise for-
mulation). But it is stated quite flatly: these views “have nothing
in common with the views of the Party, with Leninism”.

Here 1 must quote a few lines closely related to Leninism:

“The complete victory of the socialist revolution in one
country is unthinkable, and demands the active co-operation
of at least some advanced countries, among which we can-
not count Russia.” :
It was not I who said this, but a greater than 1. Lenin said

this on 8. November 1918. Not before the October revolution,
but on 8. November 1918, one year after we had seized power.
If he had said nothing else but this, we could easily infer what
we liked from it by tearing one sentence or the other out of
its context. (A voice: “He was speaking of the final victory!”)
No, pardon me, he said: “demands the active co-operation”.
Here it is impossible to sidetrack from the main question to the
question of “intervention”, for it is plainly stated that the vic-
tory of Socialism demands — not merely protection against inter-
vention — but the co-operation of ‘‘at least some advanced
counfries, among which we: cannot count Russia.”. (Voices:
“And what follows from that?”) This is not the only passage
in which we see that not merely an intervention is meant. And
thus the conclusion to be drawn is the fact that the standpoint
which I have defended, to the effect that the internal contradic-
tions arising out of the backwardness of our country must be
solved by international revolution, is not my exclusive property,
but that Lenin defended these same views, only incomparably
more definitely and categorically.

We are told that this applied to the epoch in which the law
of the unequal development of the capitalist countries is supposed
to have been still unknown, that is, the epoch before imperialism.
1 cannot go thoroughly into this. But I must unfortunately place
on record that Comrade Stalin commits a great theoretical and
historical error here. The law of the unequil development of
capitalism is older than imperialism. Capitalism is developing
very unequally today in the various countries. But in the nine-
teenth century this inequality was greater than in the twentieth.
At that time England was lord of the world, whilst Japan on
the other hand was a feudal state closely confined within its
own limits, At the time when serfdom was abolished among us,
Japan began to adapt itself to capitalist civilisation. China was,
however, still wrapt in the deepest slumper. And so forth. At
this time the inequality of capitalist development was greater
than now. These inequalities were as well known to Marx and
Engels as they are to wus. Imperialism has developed a more
“levelling” tendency than has pre-imperialist capitalism, for the
reason that financial capital is the most elastic form of capital.
It is, however, indisputable that today, too, there are great
inequalities in development. But if it is maintained that in the
nineteenth century, before imperialism, capitalism developed less
unequally, and the theory of the possibility of Socialism in one
country was therefore wrong at that time, whilst today, now
that imperialism has increased the heterogenity of development,
the theory of Socialism in ome country has become correct, then
this assertion contradicts all historical experience, and com-
pletely reverses facts. No, this will not do; other and more
serious arguments must be sought.

Comrade Stalin has written:

“Those who deny the possibility of the establishment of
Socialism in one country must deny at the same time the
justifiability of the October Revolution.” (Stalin: “Problems
of Leninism”. p. 215.)

But in 1918 we heard from Lenin that the establishment of
Socialism requires the direct cc-operation of some advanced
countries, “to which we cannot count Russia.” Yet Lenin did
not deny the justifiability of the October revolution. And he
wrote as follows regarding this in 1918:

“l know that there are some ingenious people (this was
written against the adherents of Kautsky and Suchanov),
who think themselves very clever, and even call themselves
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socialists; these maintain that we should not have seized
power until revolution had broken out in all counmtries.
[hey are not aware that in spraking thus they are de.’'»*ino
from revoiution, and going over to the bourgeoisie. To wa™
taul the working masses accomplish the international revo-
lution is to wait till we are stilf and rigid, to wait till
we are frozen to death. This is.nonsense...”
1 am sorry, but it goes on as follows: e
“This is nonsense. The difficulty of revolution is known
to all of us. For the final victory can only be on an inter-
national scale, and can only be brought about by the joint
exertions of the workers of all countries. (Lenin. vol. 15,
page 287, written on 14. May 1918.)
.- Despite this, Lenin did not deny" t!
ober - revolution. :
And further, In 1921 — not in 1914, but in 1921, Lenin
wrote:

“justifiability” of the

“In -the advanced capitalist countries there is a class
of agricultural labourers, created by decades of wage work.

It s omly in countries where-thi§:class -is sufficiently deve-

loped that the transition  from..capitalism to Socialism is

possible.” : v

Here it is not a quenstion of intervention, but of the level

of economic development, and of the development of the class
relations of the country.

“In many of 'our works, and in all our utterances ‘in the
press, we have emphasised that this is not the case in Russia,
that in Russia-the dndustrial workers are in the minority,
and that the overwhelinting majority -are snfall farmers. Social
revolution in such a country as this can only be finally
successful under two ‘conditions: firstly the condition that
it is supported at the right time by the social revolution in
one or' several more advanced countries....’ '

The other condition is the understanding between the
proletariat and the ‘majority” of the peasant population....

"~ We know that only an understanding with the peasantry

~can save the socialist revolution in Russia, so long as social
_revolution has not broken out in other countries. This
must be stated openly at all meetings, 'and in the whole
press.” (Lenin, s»peec{ at the X. Party Congress of the
R. C. P., 1921)) ' v
_ Lenin did not state that the understaniding with the peasantry
suificed, enabling us to build up Socialism independent of the
fate of the international proletariat. No, this understanding is
only one of the conditions. The other condition is the support
to be given the revolution by other cotmtries. He combines these
two.conditions with each another, emphasising their special ne-
cessity for us as we live in a backward country.

" ‘And finally, it is brought up against me that I have stated
that “a reval advance of socialist economy in Russia is only pos-
sible after the victory of the proletariat in the most important coun-
tries of Europe”. It is probable, comrades, that we have become
inaccurate in the use of various terms. What do we understand
under “socialist economy” in the strict sense of the term? We
have great successes to record, and are naturally proud of these.
I have endeavoured to describe them in my booklet: “Towards
Socialism or Capitalism”, for the benefit of foreign comrades. But
we must make a sober survey of the extent of these successes.
Comrade Rykov’s theses state that we are approaching the pre-
war level. But this is not quite accurate. Is our population the
same as before the war? No, it is larger. And the average con-
sumption of industrial goods per head is considerably less than
in 1913. The people’s Supreme Economic Council calculates that
in this respect we shall not regain the pre-war level until 1930.
And then, what was the level of 1913? It was the level of misery,
of backwardness, of barbarism. If we speak of socialist economy,
and of a real advance in socialist economy, we mean: no anta-
gonism between town and country, general content, prosperity,
culture. This is what we understand under the real advance of
socialist economy. And we are still far indeed irom this goal. We
have destitute children, we have unemployed, from the villages
there come 3 million superfluous workers every year, hali a
million of whom seek work in the cities, where the industries
cannot absorb more than 100,000 yearly. We have a right to be
proud of what we have achieved, but we must not distort the
historical perspective. What we have accomplished is mot yet a
real advance of socialist economy, but only the first senious steps
on that long bridge leading from capitalism to Socialism. Is this

- the same thing? By no means. The passage quoted against me
stated the truth.

r

In 1922 Lenin wrote:

“But we have not yet even completed the foundation ol
our socialist economy, and the hostile forces of expiring
capitalism may even yet deprive us of it again. This miust
e Jearly recognised and openly admitted, for there is
notir g so dangeroiis as illusions and dizziness, especially at
great heights. And “there fis nothing “nighthiil”, nothing
which can give the slightest cause for despair, in the re-
cognition of this bitter truth, for we' have always pro-
dlaimed and repeated that elementary ‘truth of Marxism, that
the joint efforts of ‘the workers of some advanced countries
are mecéssapy for the victory of socialism.” (Lenin. Complete
works, Russian ed., vol. X{Q/Z, page 487.) . A

The question here is therefore net of .intervention, but, of

.the joint efforts of several advanced countrics for the, establish-

ment of Socialism. Or was, this written by..Lenin w:.>re the epoch
of impernialism, before, the law of .unequal develop.-ent was
known? No, he wrote this in 1922. . ,

. There is, however, another passage, i the ‘article on co-
operatives, one single passage, which is set up against every-
thing else that Lenin wrote, or rather ‘the attémpt is made so to
oppose it... (A voice: “Accidentally!”) Not by any means ‘doci-
dentally. T am in full agreement with the sentence, it ‘musi be
understood properly. The passage is ds follows:

“As a matter of fact all the great meams of production
are in the possession of the State, the state power is .in the
hands of the proletariat; the allianice of this proletariat with

- the many millions of poor and poorest peasantry, the se-
. aurity of the leadership of this proletariat aver the peasantry,
etc., is then -this mot everything which we require to enable
us to build up out of the: co-operatives, of the:co-operatives
. alone, which we treated at ‘one: time in a siep-motherly
imanner, as petty tradesman affaiys, and which we are now
ijustified . t0 @ certain extent in so treating under the NEP
— to0 build up out of the co-operatives alone the complete
socialist :state of society? This is not yet the establishment
of the socialist state of gociety, but it is. everything which
is mecessary amd .sufficient for -this: realisation.”

(A voice: “You' read much too quickly.” Laughter,) Then
you must Five me a few minutes more, comrades. (Laughter. A
voice: “Right”!) Right? 1 am agreed. (A voice: “That is just
what we want.”), _

What is the question here? ‘What elements are here enume-
rated? In the first place the possession of the means of pro-
duction, in the second the power of the proletariat, thirdly the
alliance between the proletariat and the peasantry, fourthly the
proletarian leadership of the peasantry, and fithly the co-
operatives. I ask you: does any one of you believe that Socialism
can be established in one single isolated country? Could, per-
chance, the proletariat in-Bulgaria along, if it had the peasantry
behind it, seize power, build up the co-operatives and establish
socialism? No, that would be impossible. Consequently -further
elements are required in addition to the-above: the geographical
situation, natural wealth, technics, culture. Lenin enumerates
here the conditions of state power, property relations, and the
organisatory forms of the co-operatives. Nothing' more. And
he says that we, in order to establish Socialism, need not pro-
letarise the peasantry, nor need we any fresh revolutions, but
that we are able, with power in our hands, in alliance with the
peasantry, and with the aid of the co-operatives, to carry our
task to completion through the agency of these state and social
forms and methods.

But, comrades, we know another definition which Lenin
gave of Socialism. According to this definition Socialism is
equal to Soviet power plus electrification. Is electrification can-
celled in the passage just quoted. No, it is not cancelled, Every-
thing which Lenin otherwise said about the establishment of
Socialism — and I have adduced clear formulations above — is
supplemented by this quotation, but not cancelled. For electri-
fication is not something to be carried out in a vacuum, but
under certain conditions, under the conditions imposed by the
world market and the world economy, which are very tangible
facts. The World economy is no mere theoretical generalisation,
but a definite and powertul reality, whose laws encompass us;
a fact of which every year of our development convinces us.




THE NEW THEORY.

Before dealing with this in detail, I should like to remind
you of the. following: Some of our comrades, before they
created an entirely new theory, and in my opinion an entirely
wrong one,. based,on a one-sided interpretation of Lenin’s
article on.: the, co-operatives, held quite a different standpoint.
In 1924, Comrade Stalin did not say  the same as. he does
today. This, was pointed out at the XIV. Party Congress, but the
passage quoted did not disappear on that account, but remains
fully: maintaingd even in 1926. ‘

. Let us read:

“Is it possible to attain the final victory of Socialisim
in one single country without the joint efHorts of the pro-
letariats of several advanced countries? No, ‘it is im-
possible. The exertions of a single country suffice to over-
throw the 'bourgeoisie’ — this is shown by the history
of our revolution. But for the'final victory of Socialism,
for the organisation of socialist production, the efforts of
one single country, especially of such an agrarian

- country as Russia, are not sufficient — for this the efforts
of the proletariats of several advanced countries are ne-
cessary.” (“The principles of Leninism.” April 1924.)

This was written by Stalin in 1924, but the resolution quotes
me only up to 1922. (Laughter.) Yes, this is what was said
in 1924: For the organisation of socialist ecnoomy — not
for protection .against - intervention, not as guarantee against
the restoration of the capitalist order, no, no, but for “the
organisation of socialist production”, the efforts of one single
country, especially such an agrarian country as Russia, do not
suffice. Comrade Stalin has given up this standpoint. He has of
course a right to do so. ,

In his book “Problems of Leninism” he says:
“What are the- defects of this formulation?
They consist of the fact that it throws two different
. questions together: the question of the possibility of the
establishment of Socialism in one country, by its own
unaided efforts — to which an affirmative reply must be
given; and the question of whether a country in which the
dictatorship of the proletariat has been established can be
considered as completely  secure against intervention, and
consequently as completely secure against the restoration of
‘the capitalist order, unless a victorious revolution has taken
place in a number of other :countries — ‘to which a nega-
tive reply must be given.” (Stalin: “Problems of Leninism”.
Page 44, 1026.)

But if you will allow me to say so, we do not find these
two questions confused with one another in the first passage
quoted, dating from 1924. Here it is not a question of inter-
vention, but solely of the impossibility of the complete orga-
nisation of a completely socialised production by the unaided
efforts of such a peasant *ountry as Russia.

And truly, comrades, can the whole question be reduced
to one of intervention? Can we simply imagine that we are
establishing Socialism here in this house, whilst the enemies

outside in the street are throwing stones through the window’

panes? The matter is not so simple. Intervention is war, and
war is a continuation of politics, but with other weapons. But
politics are applied economics. Hence the whole question is one
of the economic relations between the Soviet Union and the
capitalist countries. These relations are not exhausted in that
one form known as intervention. They possess a much more
continuous -and profound character. "Comrade Bucharin has
stated in so many words that the sole danger of intervention
consists of the fact that in the event that no intervention comes:

“we can work towards Socialism even on this wretched
technical basis (we can work towards it, that is true. L. T.),
that this growth of Socialism will be much slower, that we
shall move forward at a snail’s pace; but all the same we
shall work towards Socialism, and we shall realise it.”

(At the XIV. Party Congress.)

That we are working towards socialism is true. That we
shall realise it hand in hand with the world proletariat is
incontestable (Laughter). In my opinion it is out of place,
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at a communist conference, to laugh when the realisation of
Socialism hand -in -hand .with the international proletariat is
spoken of. ‘(Laughter. Voices:: “No demagogy!” “You cannot
catch us with that!”). But I tell :you- that: we shall never
realise socialism at a snail’s pace, for the world’s markets: keep
too sharp a control over us. (A voice: “You are quite-alarmed!”)
How does Comrade Bucharin imagine this realisation? In his
last article in the “Bolshevik”, which 1 must say is the most .
scholastic work which has ever issued from Bucharin’s pen
(laughter), he says:

“The question is whether we can work: towards so-
cialism, and establish it, if we abstract this from the inter-
national questions.”

Just listen to this: “If we can work towards socialism,
and establish it, if we abstract this question from the inter-
national questions.” If we accomplish this “abstraction” ‘then
of course the rest is easy. But we cannot, That is ‘the whole
point. (Laughter.) ‘ '

It is possible to walk naked 'in the streets of Moscow :in
January, if we can abstract ourselves from the weather and
the police. (Laughter.) But I am afraid’ that this:-abstraction
would fail, both with respect to weather -and to police, were
we to make-the attempt. (Laughter.)

“We repeat once more: it is a question of internal
forces, and not of the dangers connected 'with abroad. It
is therefore a question of the character of our revolution.”

(Bucharin, No. 19/20 of the “Bolshevik”.)

The character of our revolution, independent of inter-
national relations! Since when has this self-sufficing character of
our revolution existed? I maintain that our revolution, as we ~
know it, would not exist at gll but for two international pre-
requisites: firstly, the factor of financial capital, which, in its °
greed, has fertilised our economic development, and secondly
Marxism, the theoretical quintessence of the international labour
movement, which has fertilised our proletarian struggle. This’
means that the revolution was being. prepared, betore 1917, at
those cross-roads where the great forces of the world encounter -
one another. Out of this clash of forces arose the great war,
and out of this the October revolution. And now we are told
to abstract ourselves from the international situation, and to
construct our Socialism at home for ourselves. That is a meta-
physical method of thought. There is no possibility of abstrac-
tion from world economics.

What is export? An internal or an international affair?
The goods to be exported must be produced at home, thus it
is an internal matter. But they must be exported abroad, hence
it is an international transaction. And what is import? Import
is international! The goods have to be purchased abroad. But
they have to be brought into the country, so it is a home affair
after all. (Laughter.) This example of import and export alone
suffices to cause the collapse of Comrade Bucharin’s whole
theory, which proposes an “abstraction” from the international
situation. The success of socialist construction depends on the
speed of economic development, and this speed is now being
determined directly and more sharply than ever by the imports
of raw materials and machinery. To be sure we can abstract
ourselves from the shortage of foreign securities, and order
more cotton and machines. But we can only do that once. A
second time we shall not be able to accomplish this abstraction.
(Laughter.) The whole of our constructive work is determined
by international conditions.

If I am asked whether our State is proletarian, I can only
reply that the question is out of place. If you do not wish to
form your judgment on two or three words picked at random
from an uncorrected stencgraphic report, but on what I have
said and written in. dozens of speeches and articles — and this
is the only way in which we should form a judgment on one
another’s views —, if we do not wish to trip one another up
with an uncorrected sentence, but seek to understand one
another’s real opinions, then you must admit without hesitation
that 1 join with you in regarding our State as a proletarian
State. 1 have already replied by several quotations to the
question of whether this State is building up Socialism. If
you ask whether there are in this country sufficient forces and
means to carry out completely the establishment of Socialism
within 30 or 50 years, quite independent of what is going on
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in.the world outside, then I must answer :that: the quuestion is
put-in an entirely wrong form. We have at our disposal ade-
quate forces for the furtherance of the work of socialisation,
and thereby also to aid the international. revolutionary .prole-
tariat, which has no . less prospect of. gaining power in 10,:20
or: 30 years, than we have of establishing Socialism; in no way
less prospect, but much greater prospect.

I ask you, comrades — and this is the axis upon which the
whole question turns — what will be going on in Europe whilst
we are working at our socialisation? You reply: We shall esta-
blish Socialism in our country, independent of what is going
on all over the world. Good.

. How much time shall we require for the establishment of
Socialism? Lenin was of the opinion that we shall not have
established Socialism in 20 years, since our agrarian country is
§o.]'3ackward. And in 30 years we shall not have established
it ‘either. Let us take 30 to 50 years as a minimum. What will
be happening in Europe during all this time? I cannot make a
prognosis for our country without including a prognosis for
Europe. There may be some variations. If you say that the
European proletariat will certainly have come into power within
the next 30 to 50 years, then there is no longer any question in
the matter. For if the European proletariat captures power in
the next 10, 20, or 30 years, then the position of Socialism is
secured, both in our country and internationally. But you are
probably of the opinion that we must assume a future in which
the European proletariat does not come into power? Otherwise
why your whole prognosis? Therefore, I ask what you suppose
will be happening in Europe in this time? From the purely
theoretical standpoint three variations are possible. Europe wiil
either vacillate round about the prewar level, as at present, the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie balancing to and from and just
maintaining an equilibrium. We must however designate this
“equilibrium” as inconstani, for it is extremely so. This situation
cannot last for 20, 30, or 40 years. It must be decided one way
or the other. ’

Do you believe that capitalism will find a renewed dynamical
equilibrium? Do you believe that capitalism can secure a fresh
period of ascendency, a new and extended reproduction of that
process which took place before the imperialist war? If you

believe that this is possible, (I myself do not believe that capi--

talism has any such prospect before it) if you permit it even
theoretically for one moment, this would mean that capitalism has
not yet fulfilled its historical mission in Europe and the rest
of the world. and that present day capitalism is not an imperia-
list and decaying capitalism, but a capitalism still on the upgrade,
developing economics and culture. And this would mean that
we have appeared too early on the scene.

Chairman: Comrade Trotzky has more than exceeded  the
time allotted him. He has been speaking for more than 1!/, hours.
He asks for a further five minutes. I shall take your vote. Who
is in favour? Who is against® Does anybody demand that a fresh
vote be taken

Comrade Trotzky: I ask for a fresh vote.

Chairman: Who is in favour of comrade Trotzky’s being
given 5 minutes more? Who is against? The majority is against.

Comrade Trotzky: 1 wished o utilise these 5 minutes for
a brief summary of conclusions.

Chairman: I shall take the vote again. Who is in favour of
Comrade Trotzky’s time being extended by 5 minutes? Those
in favour hold up their delegate’s tickets. Who is against? The
majority is in favour. It is beiter to prolong the time than to
count votes for 5 minutes. Comrade Trotzky will continue.

Comrade Trotzky: If it is assumed that during the next
30 to 50 years which we require for the establishment of Socia-
lism, European capitalism will be developing upwards, then we
must come to the conclusion that we shall certainly be strangled
or crushed, for ascending capitalism will certainly possess, be-
sides everything else, correspondingly improved technics of war.
We are, moreover, aware that a capitalism with a rapidly rising
prosperity is well able to draw the masses into war, aided by
the labour aristocracy which it is able to create. These gloomy
prospects are, in my opinion, impossible of fulfilment; the inter-
national economic situation offers no basis. In any case we have
no need to base the future of Socialism in our country on this
supposition. B L4

. There remains the second possibility of a declining and
decaying capitalism. And this is precisely the basis upon which
ihe European proletariat is learning, slowly but surely the art
of making -revolution. ~ : STEE ;

Is it pos$ible to imagine that European - capitalism will:
continue a' process of decay for 30 o 50 years, and the prole-
tariat will meanwhile temain incapable of decomplishing revo--
lution? I ask why I ‘should accept this assumption, which can
only be designated as the assumption of an unfounded and most
profound pessimism with respect -to the European proletariat,
and at the same time of an uncritical optimism with respect to
the establishment of Socialism by the unaided forces of our coun-
try? In what way can it be the theoretical or political duty of
a communist to accept the premise that the European proletariat
will not have seized power within the next 40 to 50 years?
(Should it seize power, then the point of dispute vanishes.) I
maintain that I see no theoretical or political reason for believing
that we shall build up Socialism with the co-operation of the
peasantry more easily than the proletariat of Europe will seize
power.

No. The European proletariat has the greater chances. And
if this is the case, then I ask you: Why are these two elements
opposed to one another, instead of being combined like the “two
conditions” of Lenin? Why is the theoretical recognition of
the establishment of Socialism in one country demanded? What
gave rise to this standpoint? Why was this question never
brought forward by anyone before 1925? (A voice: “It was!”).
That is not the case, it was never brought forward. Even Com-
rade Stalin wrote in 1924 that the efforts of an agrarian country
were insufficient for the establisment of Socialism. I am today

‘still firm in my belief that the victory of Socialism in our

country is only possible in conjunction with the victorious revo-
lution “of the FEuropean proletariat. This does not mean that
we are not working towards the socialist state of society, or
that we should not continue this work with all possible energy.
Just as the German worker is preparing to seize .power, we
are preparing the Socialism of the future, and every success
which we can record facilitates the struggle of the German prole-
tariat, just as its struggle facilitates our socialist progress. This
is the sole true international view to be taken of our work for
the realisation of the socialist' state of society.

CONCLUSION.-

In conclusion 1 repeat the words which 1 spoke at the
Plenum of the C. C.: Did we not believe that our State is a
proletarian State, though with bureaucratic deformations, that
is, a State which should be brought into much closer contact
with the working class, despite many wrong bureaucratic
opinions to the contrary; did-we not believe that our develop-
ment is socialist; did we not believe that our country possesses
adequate means for the furtherance of socialist economics;
were we not convinced of our complete and final victory: then,
it need not be said, our place wou'ld‘ not be in the ranks of
a Communist Party. o

The Opposition can and must be estimated by ithese two
criteria: it can accept the one line or the other. Those who
believe that our State is not a proletarian State, an_d that our
development is mot socialist, must lead the proletariat against.
such a State, and must found another Party.

But those who believe that our State is a proletarian State,
but with bureaucratic deformations formed under the pressure
of the petty bourgeois elements and the capitalist encirclement;
who believe that our development is socialist, but that our
economic policy does not suificiently secure the necessary re-
distribution of national income; these must combat with Party
methods and Party means that which they hold to be wrong,
mistaken, or dangerous, but must share at the same time the
full responsibility for the whole policy of the Party and of
the workers’ state. (The chairman.rings.) 1-am almost finished.
A minute and a half more. -

1t is incontestable that the inner Party contentions have
been characterised of late by extreme acuteness of form, and by
the fractional attitude. It is incontestable that this fractional
aggravation of the contention on the part of the Opposition —
no matter by what premises it was called forth — could be
taken, and has been taken by a wide section of the Party
members, to mean that the differences of opinion had reached



No. 79

International Press Correspondence

1381

a point rendering joint work impossible, that is, that they could
lead to a split. This means an'ebvious discrepancy between the
means and the aims, that is, between those aims for which
the Opposition has been anxious to fight, and the means which
it has employed for ome reason or another. It is for that
reason we have recognised this means — the fraction — as
being faulty, and not for any reason arising out of present con-
siderations. (A voice: “Your forces were inadequate, you have
been defeated!”). We recognise this in consideration of the
whole inner Party situation. The aith and object of the de-
claration of 16. October was to defend the views which we
hold, but to do this under the observance of the confines set
by our joint work and our solidarity of responsibility for the
whole policy of the Party.

Comrades, what is the objective danger involved in the
resolution on the social democratic deviation? The danger lies
in the fact that it attributes to us views which would necessarily
lead, not merely to a fractional policy, but to a policy of two
parties.

This resolution has the objective tendency of transiorming
both the declaration of 16. October and the communique of the
C. C. into fragments of paper that with satisfaction. ... (A voice:
“Is that a threat?) No, comrades, that is no threat. It is my last

thought to utter any threat. (A voice:m “Why raise this
again?”) You will hear in a moment. Only a few words
more.

In our opinion the acceptance of this resolution will be
detrimental, but in so far as I can judge of the attitude of the
so-called Opposition, especially of the leading comrades, the
acceptance of this resolution will not cause us to depart from
the line of the declaration of 16. October. We do not accept
the views forced upon us. We have no intention of artificially
enlarging the differences, or of -aggravating them, and of thus
preparing for a relapse into the fractional struggle. On the
contrary, each one of us, without seeking to minimise the
existing differences of opinion, will exert every endeavour to
adapt these differences within the confines of our continued
work and our joint responsibility for the policy of the Party.
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 Speech of Comrade Zinoviev. -

Comrades! What is it that the ‘Conference ‘has’ the -right
‘4o except of us before éverything else? It has' the right 'to
ask for an explanation of that sharp conilict concluding
with : the. well-known idocument of 16th Ociober.. On the other
hand - we have the right to.express ourselves with regard to
the “social democratic deviation” of which we are accused.

" This second point is bound to lend a polemical character
{p our utterantes. It will ‘'bé understood: that ‘if we were to
‘kbstain from  polemics  in - this question;-this would be: tanta-
‘Mount to admitting that we félt guilty of really having deviated
in' the direction of Social Democracy. But. this is not the case,
domrades; we do not and can not admit anything of the kind.

WHAT IS OUR ESTIMATE OF OUR DECLARATION OF
16. OCTOBER?

I can imagine that some comrades will probably interpret
this polemical observation on the “social democratic deviation”
of which we are accused, as a new stage in our policy, as a
fresh attempt to continue the sharp conilict which has been
carried on. Such a conclusion would be wrong. At the joint
sessions- of the C.C. and the C.C.C. we openly put the question

of whether, at the Conference, we should give our explanation

of the socalled “social democratic deviation”. And if the
comrades of the C. C. and the C. C. C. had said that in the
interests of peace we should rather abstain from our decla-
rations, then we should have done so. (Stir among the audience.
A voice: “And what were you told?”) We were told that nobody
had any objection. We therefore take it to be our right, though
confiining -our speeches at the Conference to the briefest pos-
sible minimum, to defend ourselves openly — and if necessary
in a very sharp form — against these accusations of a “social
democratic deviation”, which we have not deserved, and which
are entirely false. (A voice: “Innocent lamb!”).

We have reason to believe that some of our comrades, who
share the views of the Opposition. or think that they share
them. have not grasped the meaning of our declaration of
16. October. 1 could adduce an example of this from the ranks
of the German communists. I have read the declaration made
by Comrades Urbahns and Schimansky, members of the C. C.
of the German C. P., at the conference of Party workers’ of
the Berlin organisation on 20. October, from which it is to
be seen that these comrades have not grasped the scope of
the declaration of 16. October.

They have not grasped the fact that this document does
not represent a “manoeuvre”, but the result of the estimate
which we ourselves have formed of the effect of our attitude
upon the communist workers. We believe that the latter have
feared most of all that to permit a discussion at the present
time could involve serious danger to the unity of the Party.
(A voice: “True”) Our declaration of 16. October aimed at
meeting the wishes and the feelings of the mass of our Party
members, who demand above all that Party unity shall be
secured. (A voice: “And what did you vsed to think on that
point?”) Comrades, I shall not reply to interruptions.

To assume, as Comrades Urbahns and Schimansky do,
that certain state organs could play anv role in our declara-
tion. is simply foolish and unheard of. Our declaration, it
need not be said. was dictated by our conception of the interests
of our Party and of the Comintern, the interests of Party uvuity.
In our opinion. those comrades of the German C. P. who share
the views of Comrades Urbahns and Schimansky should also
abandon fractional struggles, and the C. C. of the German
C. P. should aid them to do so.

1 believe, comrades, that our declaration of 16. October,
of which Comrade Kamenev has rightly stated that it has not
only an organisatory meaning, but at the same a politioal
meaning, will be accepted as we have meant it, that is, as
a step, no, more than a step, as the decisive cessation of
fractional struggle on our part. We have declared in this docu-
ment that we shall carry out the Party decisions, the decisions
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of the iC. C, and: ‘ef: the. other ‘leading orgéh‘sioi our :Pvar(y,

to the utmost of our powets, and that we:shall .perform eyvery
work set us by the organs. of thesParty. And:we shall hold
consistently to this" declaratiom. - Cohees Ay csnale

Tt is only patural that our comrades will follow “up ‘With

the question: So fdr good, but in your declaration of 16. Oc-
tober, you have stated that you adhere to your views; if this

‘be the case, will a fresh conilict not arise? Is'this not a reservafion

on your part, enabling you fo. resumie the fractional struggle in
a new form? T ’ Yoo
To this we reply in Lenin’s wci'rds:i L :
“Ideological contention$ in the Phrty -@o ‘not -mean
that holders of different views sweep eac¢h "other out of
the way, but that they support one another.”

To these words we shall hold fast. We shall defend our
views, but within the confines laid down by the Party statutes,
and in forms which have always been acknowledged by the
Party, and — we are convinced — will continue to be acknow-
ledged by it in the future.

It need not be said that here 99 per cent depends on
the majority. (Voices: “Oho!” Disturbance.) Yes, comrades,
when the newspapers of our Party, our central organs, have
daily published inflamatory leading articles on our silence with
respect to the preceding two or three points on the agenda
of the Conference, have they been thereby serving the cause
of the final establishment of peace, the cessation of the acute
contention? (Comrade Babuschkin: “Do you want the Party
to fall on its knees before you?”) No, we do not want that
by any means. It need not be said that we have not had
the slightest expectation of being welcomed with open arms
after our declaration. Of course we have not expected this.
We knew very well that the ideological conilict continues.
But we expecfed that the tome of our press would change.
We expected.... (A voice: “Did you expect to be praised?”)
No, not to be praised, but there is a happy mean between
praise and what has actually been done: Thus, for instance, the
“Communist Path”, the organ of the Saratov Committee of our
Party, published an article on 20. October, four days after
our declaration, under the title: “For unity in the ranks of
the Party”, concluding with the following words:

“The Party carefully safeguards its unity. The Party
restores unity again, whatever the obstacles, and whoever
may lay them in our way.

It is high time for everyone to recognise clearly that
the C. P. S. U. will relentlessly repulse any attempt at
violating its unity. And no complaints may be made about
the Party in this respect.

Are we then to blame if your bones crack and break
in our powerful claws?”

I am not opposed to poetical forms of expression, or to
the works of Block, but I think that the majority of you will
find it somewhat out of place to issue such an article a few
days after our declaration.

HOW DID THE PARTY UNDER LENIN TREAT THE
OPPOSITION.

We know, comrades, than an opposition has frequently
appeared in our Party. And we must look back over the history
of the Party to see how these earlier oppositions were dissolved
in Lenin’s time, and how those comrades at that time in the
minority con this or that question then took up their daily work
again, thus ending the dispute.

I should like to quote a few instances:

The first fraction formed after the conquest of power was
that of the “Left Communists” at the end of 1917 and the be-
ginning of 1918. The conditions under which we were working
at that time will be known to you. They were extremely difficult.



No." 79

International Press Correspondence

1383

The existence of the Soviet. hung by a thread. In the midst of this
. difficult situation a group was formed, participated in by a number
of leading comrades. Some of these conirades are at fhe present
moment in the ranks of the majority, others in the minority.
It suffices to mention that of the 'phesent adherents of the
majority the following comrades attached themselves to this
yroup: - Bucharin, who headed the “Left Communists”, then
Yaroslavsky, Kuybyschev, -Kossior, Lomov, and others. At that
fime these comrades published a newspaper of their own 'in
Leningrad and Moscow, and for a time the Petrograd Gouverne-
mient and the Moscow Provincial Bureau were in their hands.
They themselves related dfterwards that some of them had
negotiated with the Left SRs on alterations to be made in ‘the com-
position of the Council of People’s Commissars. I shall read
some of the declarations made ai that time. For instance, the
exact wording of a resolution accepted at that time by the
Moscow Provincial Bureau, conducted by Comrade -Bucharin
{disturbance.) In this resolution we read:

“After discussing the activities of the C.C., the Moscow
Provincial Bureau of the R.S.D.L.P. (the Party was
" renamed Communist Party later) expresses its mistrust to-

wards the C.C. on account of its political line and its comi-’

position, and will insist upon a new election to the C.C.
at the first opportunity. Besides this, the Moscow Provin-
cial Bureau does not consider it its duty.to subordinate itself
unconditionally to the decisions of the C.C. where these
deal with the carrying out of the conditions of the peace
treaty with Austria and Germany.” '

The socalled
states:

“The Moscow Provingial Bureau is of the opinion that

it will be difficult to avoid a split in the Party in the near

. future, and considers’ it to be its task to endeavour to unite
all consistently reyolutionary forces, and to join with these
in combatting the adherents of a separate peace, 'and all
moderate opportunist elements in the Party. In the interests
of international revolution we find it advisable to take into
account the possibility of the loss of the Soviet power, which
has now become purely formal. We continue to regard it'as

- our leading task to spread the ideas of socialist revolution
in all other countries, and to support energetically the dic-
tatorship of .the proletariat, at the same time Telentlessly
suppressing the bourgeois couster-revolution in Russia.”

- T recollect that when Comrade Lenin wrote his -article on
the “Revolutionary Phrase”, ‘Comrade Bucharin replied in an
article entitled “The Opportunist Phrase”. This ‘was on 5. March
1918. Bucharin wrote that I.enin “repeated in substance those
same errors to which Kautsky has succumbed”. that the “phrase-
mongers of opportunism (Lenin is meant G.Z.) are objectively
destroying the will to action .in the vroletariat”. that the “peace
policy of the official C. C. (that is, of the Leninist C.C.) has left
the rails of proletarian revolution”, that the nolicy of Lenin
“leads to the capitulation of the proletariat in its class war
against the foreign and Russian bonroeoisie”. and that “in con-
sideration of these facts various members of the C.C. and of
the Council of People’s Commissaries (Bucharin and others)
declared at the time their withdrawal from these institutions”.
(Voices: “Tell about vourself. Read us the letter which Lenin
wrote about you.” “Comrade Zinoviev, vou have a very bad
horse; he wili not carry you far”. Disturbance.)

. And how was this opposition dispersed. despite all this?
I took an active part in the.conilict against this opposition.

The C.C. sent Sverdlov and me to Moscow to oppose these
errors. (Disturbance. A voice:" “And who was sent to. Leningrad
in 1926?”) Was this case at that timé used as an occasion- for
drawing up any special -theses? No, this ‘was not the case. (A
voice: “Tell us about the “Red Putilov’ nucleus!”. Disturbance.)
"Tell nie, was there one single comrade expelled from the ‘Party
in ‘connection with the extremely sharp-o®position of the “Left
Communists?”. No, this was not done. This' is not a minor
guestion.- We know that-a large number.of members are being
-expelled from the Party,.and this was.not the case at that time.
(Disturbance.) : o o :

"= ' Did-Lenin issue at that time ‘the’slogan:of “destroying the
Opposition”? No, comrades, and in this hall there are sutficient

#

“explanatory comment” to' this document

old comrades: who can coniirin my statement that no such slogan
was -issued, although the conflict was severe, as you will have
seen from the passages quoted.

1'may further remind you of the serious differences in 1919,
on the organisation of the Red Army. Many of you will pro-
bably recollect- the- sharp struggles on this question at the
VHI. Party Congress. And yet this was not followed by any
special organisatory measures, or by special theses on any de-
viation.

In '1920. there were again important differences, before the
IX. Party Congress, on the question of the organisation of our
economics. On this occasion Lenin only received two votes at
the session of the Communist fraction of the Central Trade Union
Council, and the majority were opposed to him. And were any
theses on ‘“socialdemocratic deviations” published? Not at ali.

And another example. Tn the autumn of 1920 there was a
fierce conilict in the Moscow organisation. One of the groups
was headed by the democratic centralists under the leadership of
comrade Bubnov. Lenin played ‘the part of intermediary. The
municipal - conference -separated into two. parts and met in two
different places. (A voice: “That is an old story; better tell
us how you organised the fraction.”) ;

At that time comrade Lenin said:

‘“In connection with the crisis in the Party much was to
be observed that was perfectly sound, necessary, and ine-
vitable in a moment of natural growth of the Party, in a
moment of transition from a position in which our whole
attention was concentrated on political and military tasks.
fo a position in which we have to idevote ourselves to the
building up of our organisations, in which we have to cope
with” dozens of bureaucratic institutions, and in which the
aultural level of the majority of the proletariat and of the
peasantry is not equal to the task.” ' :
Further: : .

. -...“We have lost a great deal of time in quarrels and
contentions, and we must now say: enough! And we must
endeavour to create sound working conditions under these
or other conditions. We must make this or that concession
— better too much than too little — ‘to those comrades who
are dissatisfied, who call themselves the opposition. But we
must ensure that the work is carried on unanimously, or we
cannot continue to exist at a time when we are surrounded
by enemies at home and abroad.”

This is the way to disperse an opposition, comrades. I place
on record that the slogan of “destroying the opposition” has
riow been issued for the first time. And if it was possible to
wrrite in such a savage manner in Saratov on 20. October, then
it is easy imagine the tone which will be employed after the pro-
cdlamiation of the slogan of “destroying the opposition”. (A voice:
“Disperse yourselves, that will be better.”) o

A FEW WORDS ON THE DIFFERENCES OF OPINION.

I naturally understand that wild exaggerations have crept in
in the course of the struggle. We in the Bolshevist Party do
not canry on conflicts with kid gloves, and we must not complain
at every sharp expression. We have known this and kriow it still.
But yet I cannot but remind you of what has been said about-us in
the course of daily ‘agitation among the people, and in the countty.
(Voices: “And what have you said? And what have you done?”).

I have ‘here two -numbers of the mewspaper “Plough and
Harrow”, published chiefly for the broad: masses.of the pea-
santry. by the ‘Leningrad «Committee in the town of Kingisepp.
The number of 21. August has a big headline on the first page:

“The opposition’ proposes to depnive the peasants of
. their last penny.” v ’ \
The author of this loud prbdl:axmtatibn begins his article by

stating that: '
.. “the peasant question is an extremely complicated one;
to" sothe of the proletarian leaders, who have a’leaning
. .towards deviations,. it is as complicated as the riddle of
- -peasant. life.is to the bourgeiosie who know of willage life
.+ «only -from. hearsay.” .
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- Further on he arrives at the follewing conclusion:

“When the power is once in the hands of the proletariat,
_ then, of course, it is very easy for the Party and the Soviet
-power to deprive the peasants of everything they have in one
year, and to apply the money for-industrial purposes, upon
which industry will naturally make great progress.” (Voices:
“And- what®did the Leningrad ‘Pravda’ write during the

-+ XIV. Party Congress?). o

In another number of the same newspaper (28. August) our
estimate of the last Soviet election campaign was characterised
as an abandomment of the policy of drawing the non-Party
peasantry into- the Sowiets, and was formulated as follows:

“Help, save yourselves, the mujik is exercising pressure
upon us. Drive him out 'of the Soviets!”

Some of the comrades here have called out “quite right!”
But when' I drew the attention of the Polit Bureau to it, all the
comrades there said that it was mot right, and even promised
to take measures preventing the repetition of such - occurrences.

I am of the opinion that it was again not night to include,
in the proclamation of the C. C., and the C. C. C. on the economy
regime (a proclamation correct in the substance of its jpurport),
the following passage:

“There are two means of obtaining these hundred mil-
lions. One means is to bleed the peasantry to the utmost,
to squeeze everything possible out of him and give this
to dindustry. Some of our comrades are emdeavouring to
induce ws to employ this means.”

It was wrong to say this, and especially wrong in an
agrarian ocountry. (A voice: “Why will you not say whether
you are with Prepbraschensky or against him?”) Preobraschensky
never proposed such a thing. (A voice: “Are you with him or
not?”) 1 trust that Comrade Preobraschensky will be given the
opportunity of speaking for himself. (A voice: “Now he is
dodging”) T

Another example may be taken from the central organ of
our Trans-Caucasian organisation, the “Saryovostoka”, published
in Tiflis. In its leading article of 8. October, under the title of:
“We want no discussion!”, we .read:

“What does the opposition want?..... It wants to
turn the dictatorship of the proletariat into a democratic
republic, into a democratically convocated congress.”:(Voices:
“Quite right!”) ‘ ‘

Comrades, you know very well that this is not right at all,
and could only be attributed to ws in the heat of debate.. And why
pot. go further than a mere . “democratic republic?”, Surely it
wouild be even more effective to say at once that we: are in favour
of the monarchy. (Laughter. Disturbance.) You are periectly
aware, comrades, that this accusation of the “democratic repu-
blic” is an unheard of acousation.

It is not to be wondered at if, under these circumstances, our
real differences of opinion are seized upon by the elements of
a third force. We cannot conceal from ourselves that there are
petty bourgeois elements in our country, and that these -per-
haps dream of a democratic republic.- And if these are told that
asection of our Party, a number of the members of the C. C,
people who have ‘been working for years in the Party, are
suddenly in favour of a democratic republic, then elements res
presenting - a ‘third force are really given the opportumity of
raising their heads. :

We know very well that in such conflicts exaggerations are
unavoidable, but even in admitting this we must state that the
exaggerations brought up against us in the present comtention
‘have of late assumed proportions entirely impossible in our
Party some years ago. When the peasants of an agrarian country
are told that we want to “deprive the peasants of their last
penny”; and that “the workers’ power can, of course, deprive
the jpeasant of everything he has if it wants to”, then these are
utterances which can have extremely negative consequences, not
only for us, but for our State and our whole Party.

WHAT ARE OUR REAL DIFFERENCES OF OPINION?

Comrades, a great many non-existent differences of opinion
have been attributed to us. There are undoubtedly serious
differences between us, but none which are not entirely possible

with ' the confines of a united Party. (Voices: “So you say,
so you say!”) I shall -now treat of these differences. (A voice:
“Go on!” Another. voice: “Or. lay diplomacy aside and speak
of the differences with Trotzky!”) What diplomacy do- you
mean? There is no. diplomacy here. , :
You want to accuse us of a ‘“social democratic -deviation”.
You will find it difficult to make our workers, or even the
social democrats all over the world, believe this. They will
believe everything imaginable about us, especially about . me,
but they will not believe that we are social democrats or
incline towards social democracy. Of what do the differences
consist? I believe, comrades, that the general line of: our
differences can best be illustrated by the ifollowing words of
Lenin’s: : .
...“Yes, in overthrowing . the landowners and. the
bourgeoisie we have cleared the way, but we have not
erected the building of Socialism. History shows that on
a soil cleared of one bourgeois generation, other genera-
tions spring up, if only the soil be fertile; and it generates
as many bourgeois as possible.” (A voice: “When was
that” written?”) '

This was written in 1919. I think, comrades, that this

coincides closely with the ideas which have been reflected in

our disagreements on the NEP question.

To wus it is an absolutely incontestable fact that the path
to Socialism in our country is only possible-through the NEP.
There can be no two opinions en this point. If it is laid to
our charge that we want to -do away with the NEP, and to

-return to war communism, then that is of course, a false

accusation. (A voice: “And the revision of the NEP?”) It is
only by means of the NEP that we can lead our country to
Socialism; this is incontestable. But we have been of the opinion,
and still are, that it would be false to say that we shall arrive
easily at Socialism through the NEP. Through the NEP to
Socialism — thjs is right, incontestably right. But it would
be wrong to say, through the NEP, “easily” to Socialism,
almost without class warfare. I know. very well, comrades,
that the Party. as a whole has never asserted  this. But you
cannot . deny that immediately before the XIV. Party Congress
there -was among us (and this was the basis of our difference
within the Leninist centre) a fairly powerful current in the
Party, influenced by other ideas and formulations, and tending
to the view that “the kulak will grow into Socialism”. You
are aware that this was the case. In April 1925 Comrade
Bucharin wrote as follows:

“Our policy in regard to the peasantry must be de-
veloped along lines enabling many of the restrictions ham-
pering the growth of the well-to-do farmers and kulaks
‘to be altered, and in part destroyed.” (“Pravda”. No. 92.)

You know very well, comrades, that this current existed in
our Party, and that it became conspicuously apparent on the
eve of the XIV. Party Congress. Hence the sudden appearance
of these differences at the XIV. Party .Congress. Why was
such a difficult . situation created? Because we believed, and
were right -in believing, that the Party had not discussed. the
differences sufticiently before the Party Congress, had not heard
both sides, — for reasons which I shall not discuss here. We
were; of course, partly-to blame, but the fact remains that the
matter was so.

This is a really fundamental difference. I shall deal with
some of the most essential differences; 1 only beg you not
to interrupt me. (A voice: “Say something about discipline”.)
Comrades, 1 have already made three declarations' regarding
discipline, and the other comrades have done the same. If you
like, I can make a fourth. It is not a question of the number of
repetitions. 1 am well aware ( A voice: “Will you carry out
vour declarations?”) that you will demand that time prove
whether we keep our promise. We accept this ocondition; time
will show whether we carry out-our declarations or not. (A
voice: “We do not believe you!”) What more can I say? Only
time can show whether we keep-our word -or not. (A voice:
“Your declarations show it in actual practice!”) :

Comrades, we are accused of being of the opinion that
there is “no” ‘stabilisation of capitalism. This is a false accu-
sation. (A voice: “And the July speech?”) ' '

My real standpoint on the stabilisation of capitalism is as
follows: ’
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A “stabilisation” of capitalism would mean first of all:
a) ‘Low prices in the world’s markets, which would have
% powerful eflect upon the economic progress of the Soviet
nion; :

b) Impending fresh wars against us. If the growing efforts
of expansion of imperialist capital could lead to a war between
two groups of imperialist powers, before the first workers’
state (Soviet Union) made its appearance, then the growth of
this same expansion can lead to an imperialist bloc against
the Soviet Union. '

The partial stabilisation is a fact. This stabilisation
is, however, very shaky and temporary. The general
strike in England furnishes a striking proof of this. The
general - strike in England could have been the spark which
kindles flames, had not Purcell, Thomas, and all those
working for the stabilisation of capitalism, played a
counter-revolutionary part. The subjective .factor is of the
greatest importance, that is, the degree of organisation .of the
proletariat, and the fighting capacity of the Communist Party.
To speak of a stabilisation extending over decades is equivalent
to revising Lenin’s views on our epoch of the world revolution.

You accuse us of holding the opinion that no stabilisation
exists whatever. This is not true, comrades. I have described
our real standpoint with regard to the stabilisation.

_ You say, comrades, that we do not believe in the establish-
ment of Socialism in. the Soviet Union. Permit me to refer to
this further on. I recollect an interesting resolution passed at
a meeting in Kutais. Up to now we have only been accused
of lack of faith in the possibility of the establishment of socia-
lism, but here a further step was taken, and a resolution was
passed accusing us of “believing in the impossibility of establi-
shing Socialism”. (“Sarya Vostoka”, 8. October 1926.) A slight
“correction”. 1 think you must all agree with me that this is
going too far. The lirst one says: “You do not believe in
the establishment of socialism”, and the second one takes this
up and “deepens” it into “You believe in the .impossibility of
establishing Socialism”. (Comrade Sturua: “Dont cling so to
grammar”.) Very good, I shall not cling to grammar. I am
indeed of the opinion that it is not a matter of grammar, but
of an attempt to represent the whole purport of our lives, the
symbol of that belief for which we live and work, as “a belief
in the impossibility of socialism”.

. The theory of the international proletarian revolution, whose
foundations were laid by Marx and Engels and elaborated by
Lenin, remains our banner. The' final victory of Socialism in
one country is impossible. The theory of final vietory in one
country is false. We are working towards the socialist state of
society in our Soviet Union and shall realise it with the aid of
the world proletariat, with the aid of the main mass of our
peasantry. We shall win the final victory, for the revolution is
inevitable in other countries.

Now to the peasant question. We maintain that the following
formulation oi Lenin is completely acceptable, and that we
can join hands unreservedly on the ground afforded by this for-
mulation: ’ '

, “We must come to an understanding with the middle
peasantry, we must not hesitate ome minute in taking up
the struggle against the kulak, and we must look for firm
support only to the poor peasantry.”

- This is a formula which has been weighed in a very accurate
scale. It does not contain one superflous word. Let us join hands
over this formula. We stand for it in every particular, It. need
not be said that it is incompatible with those currents’which
have existed, and still exist, in our Party, such currents as those
expecting that the kulak will “grow into Socialism.”

' You krnow that Lenin. said that we must place restrictions
on. the exploiting tendencies of. the kulak. But before the
XIV. Party Congress we heard another formula, providing for
the suspension or complete abolition of many of the restrictions
on the growth of the well-fo-do farmerfs and kulaks. - Now,
comrades, we take this formula of Leain: “We must come. to an
understanding with the middle peasantry, we must not hesitate
one minute in takimg ‘up- the- struggle against the kulaks, and
we must look for firm support only to the poor peasantry”,
then you will find us completely in agreement with this.

The organisation of the village poor, and the aid given to
the village poor, are tasks of ever-growing importance. They
must form one of the main criteria by which the success of the
work of our local organisations is judged. I do not doubt that
in the provinces more and more work is being done towards
the accomplishment of this task. And I-do not doubt that
this * will contribute to moderate our differences of opinion.
Cooler relations between us and the village poor might prove a
serious danger to the revolution. The village poor are the main
support of the proletariat in the village.

More attention must be paid to ihe organisation of the
agricultural labourers. More attention to the gradual collectivi-
sation of agriculture! Every tractor must be an instrument of
collectivisation! The combat against the kulak is not a combat
against the peasantry. The middle peasant remains the chief ally
of the proletariat. The alliance is formed on the one hand by
the working class and the poorest peasantry, and on the other
by the middle peasants, the leading role being played by the
working class. The alliance between the working class and the
peasantry must be unshakable. ' o

. We welcome a number of the decisions agreed ‘upon in the
C.C. of late; we give our complete support to -such decisions
as that on wages, that on the removal of the unfavourable aspects
of the economy regime, on the annulment of the goods instruc-
tions .and on the reduction of the costs of administration by
15 per cent.

Many comrades have spoken here of the milliard (A voice:
“Two milliards!”) It has already swelled to two; and will doubt-
iess be four before long. The circular drawn up by Comrades
Stalin, Kuybyschev, and Rykov, declares that the Party has

“no reason to doubt that the costs of administration could
be reduced by 300 to 400 miillions, these 300 to 400 millions
thus being won for industry.” :

So we can raise 400 millions. (A voice: “You will not raise
it, but the C.C.!”). Since we are all agreed that accumlation -
is growing steadly in town and country, there is no- reason'to
doubt that we can not only save 400 millions in officials and by
means of the economy regime, but we believe that if we hang
determinedly together and exert every effort we can obtain other
considerable sums from the really great accumulations: in the
hands ‘of the upper- stratum in town and country. (Laughter.)
And if we only obtain 700 millions at present out ‘of the milliard,
the miscalculation is not so extensive nor the evil so great.
(Laughter, disturbance, voices: “That is your latest.miscalcuia-
tion!”). Let us take 700 millions for the present, and postpone
the other 300 millions until” the first quarter of next year.
(Laughter.) We sacrifice these 300 millions on the altar of unity.
With these (700 millions we shall promote industry and raise
wages. We therefore fully welcome this decision of the C.C..on
the 300 or 400 millions. (A voice: “In other words, you make
a cat’s paw of others!”). :

We give our complete support to every decision aiming at
putting pressure on the private capitalist; we welcome the fact
that in the provinces more initiative is being shown on the
subject of the organisation of the village than was hitherto the
case (disturbance), although the resolution on the organisation
of the village poor was passed a year ago. (Laughter. Voices:
“And did you welcome the decisions of the Party Congress?”)
We have already told you that we shall carry out the decisions
of the Party Congress. (A voice: “Then why have: you’ not
carried them out up to now?”) . oo

We welcome the decisions of the C.C. on work in the co-
operatives, decisions rejecting the false course towards the
“economically: powerful” middle peasant. We welcome the de-
cisions of the C.C. on reviving the work' in the -conferences on
production. We 'welcome the directions of the C.C. with respect
to a certain revision of the budget in"the direction of an-increase
in the amounts. devoted to the purposes of industrialisation. And
we welcome the essential corrections made in.our trade umion
statutes with respect to the affiliation of our trade unions to
the Red International of Labour Unions,

- Thanks to these decisions, our differences of opinion tend
to dimiriish. We have already mentioned- the' faet that the ab-
normality of the situation Hes’ in the~fact that the.Party had
not discussed, before the XIV. Party Congress, those important
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differences of opinion which had already arisen before the
Congress. You caninot deny that this is the case.

I may remind you of a passage in a resolution passed un-
animously by the XHI. Party Congress. This states (I am giving
you the semse) that: The abnormality of the inner-Party regime
frequently leads even disciplined comrades to fractional activity.
1 shall not speak of myself. Let us assume that I am the worst
disciplined member of the Party (A voice: “Which you are!”)
But you cannot ideny that there are many old and well disciplined
comrades in the Opposition. (A voice: “For instance?”) For
instance Laschevitsch, whom you yourselves have regarded. as a
disciplined Party member, (Disturbance.) And you know that
when such members tread the path of the fractional activity this
is the expression of some abnormality within our Party. (A
voice: “What abnormalities?” Comrade Vorischlov: “That was
the result of the leaders having gone off the track!” A voice: “You
have turned Laschevitsch’s head!”’)

I believe there is a reasomr why we did not discuss, before
the XIV. Party Congress, all those fundamental questions by
which 'we were confronted. I myself take a share of responm-
sibility for it, and it certainly led to an abnormal situation. It
has led to a number of differences being attributed to us of
which we have never even dreamed, for instance the “democratic
republic”. We cannot tolerate the :assertion, in an agrarian coun-
try, that we want to “plunder” the peasantry, nor can we permit
it to be said of us that we “believe in the impossibility of
establishing Socialism”.

We appear to be approaching a juncture at which the real
differences of opinion evisting between wus, and which can be
settled within the confines of a united Party, will have proper
limits set them. At the same time every one of us is prepared
to share the responsibility for the general line and the general
decisions. of the Party, and to carry these out.

But let us create a situation in which the Party is able to
judge these differences as they really are.

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF SOCIALISM IN ONE COUNTRY.

Three quarters of Comrade Stalin’s speech of yesterday were
devoted to the thecry of the establishment of Socialism in one
country. And truly this question is a-central ore, and one upon
which there is as yet little clarity in the Party. Hence many com-
rades are found altering and delending their formulations, again
realtering, etc. It is a very complicated and difficult question,

1 was much surprised at what Comrade Stalin’s said with
reference to Engels. 1 canniot agree with him here. I do not
believe that Comrade Stalin is right in regarding as obsolete
the theses of Engels, and of Marx, since Marx and Engels
invariably worked together — theses ‘taken from the original
text of the Communist Manifesto and afterwards used as basis
for the final text. T do mot believe that we can regard these
views as obsolete. Lenin never said so. You will find nothing to
this effect in Lenin’s works. In 1906 Lenin wrote as follows:

“What we demand is that a firm grasp be kept on the
positions of revolutionary social democracy (today we should
say: of Communism), against opportunism; we do not de-
mand the creation of any “original” Bolshevist tendency.”

To Lenin the task of Bolshevism was to interpret the views
of Marx and Engels in a new era in history, in a new con-
crete situation. And if Lenin had held it to be necessary to correct
Engels, he would have said this candidly and clearly. The pas-
sage here quoted was written by Engles in 1847. Engels him-
self lived for 50 years after this, but he .did not .correct these
sentenices. Lenin worked in the political arena for three decades.
During the whole of this time he was interpreting Marx and
Engels. After we had seized power, Lenin wrote many works in
which he wutilised Engel’s views as applied to the new situation
created by our Soviet Union. And mot once did he say that this
sentence of Engels was wrong. Although this is such an im-
portant ‘and funiddmental question, we heard of it for the first
time from Stalin yesterday. \ :

In 1918 Lenin wrote as follows on this subject:

“The great founders of Socialism, Marx and Engels, who
observed the :development of the labour movement and the
approach of the soctalist world revolution for decades, saw
clearly that the transition from capitalism to Socialism de-

1

mands proionged tirth pangs, a long period of decay of
the old institutions, a ruthless destruction of all the forms
of capitalism; they saw that it requires th2 co-operation of the
workers of all countries, that these must join their forces to
secure final victorv. And they said: the French will begin,
and the Germans will carry it on to the end...

Today we see another combination of international So-
cialism. We see that the movement is most likely to begin in
countries which do not belong to that category of exploiting
countries possessing the possibility of plundering more easily,
and of corrupting the upper stratum of their workers....
Today we can see clearly what course will be taken in the
further development of the revolution: The Russians have
begun, the Germans, the French, and the English will carry
on the cause to the end, and Socialism will triumph.”

This is the correction which Lenin made in the views of
Marx and Fngels. (A voice: “True!) Of couse it is true, But
here there is no revision of the question of the victory of So-
cialism in one country. Lenin writes: “Marx and Engels said that
the French will begin and the Germans carry on to the end”.
Matters turned out differently: “The Russians have begun, and the
Germans, the French, and the English will carry on the cause to
its end”. This dis the “correction” which has been made by our
revolution. Lenin registered this and pointed it out. (A voice:
“Stalin does not demy it!”) But Lenin did not say that Engel’s
views on the impossibility of the victory of Socialism in one
country were false. (A voice: “On the beginning of revolution
in one country!’) Not only Engels wrote on this question, but
Marx, and 1 should like to quote here what Marx wrote on the
subject. T shall, however, first read the corresponding passage
from the final text of the “Communist Manifesto”, which is not
in the least obsolete. Lenin invariably protested energetically
against any assertion that the “Communist Manifesto”, was
obsolete.

The following passage deals with the subject under dis-
cussion:

“The old local and national self sufficiency. and exclu-
siveness is replaced by general intercourse, by a general
dependence of the nations upon one another... National
onesidedness and narrowness became more and more im-
possible ... The cheap prices of their. (the bourgeoisie)
goods are the “heavy artillery...”

This means that not only intervention, is a weapon, but
the low prices of goods! (A voice: “But you want to raise
the prices!”’) The laws of the world market, in the hands
of the bourgeoisie, are heavy artillery.

Further on we read:

“The united .action of at least the civilised countries is
one of the first conditions for its (the proletariat’s) eman-
cipation.”

Marx dealt with this question again in his article “New
Year 1849”. This article was mainly inspired by the events
in 1848 in France. Tt is dated: Cologne, 31. December (1848)
It was therefore written some time after the publication of
the “Communist Manifesto”. Here Marx writes as follows:

~ “Revolutionary rising of the French working class,
world war — this is the table of contents for the year
'1849.” )
The overthrow of the bourgeoisie in France, the triumph
- of the French working class, the emancipation of the whole
working class, this. is the watchword of European eman-
cipation.

The emancipation of Eurcpe... is thus conditioned by
the victorious insurrection of the French working class.”
Marx expected an insurrection of the French workers in

1849, immediately after the defeat of 1848. This 'means that
Marx was perfectly clear in his conviction that the proletarian
revolution can ‘begin in one country. Marx, Engels, and Lehin
were all agreed on this point. It is incorrect fo present the
matter as. if the Marxists (including Engels) had at one time
believed that the revolution could only begin in all countries
at once. Marx, Engels, and of course Lenin, all knew that one
single country can begin the revolution. These passages from
Marx even show clearly that Marx was perfectly aware that the
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revolution is- not bound to begin in the country most highly
developed, for at that time France was not an industrial
country, but a somewhat backward country economically,
rather similar to our country. (A voice: “But you maintain that
it is impossible to begin!”’) In spite of the defeat suffered
by the workers in June 1848, Marx reckoned with a renewed
and victorious rising of the French working class. He at once
raised the question of the international situation in which the
French proletarian revolution would find itself immediately after
its victory, and replied to the question as follows:

“But that country which has converted whole nations
- into its proletariat, whose gigantic arms embrace the
whole world, whose money has once already paid the
cost of European restoration, and within whose boundaries
class antagonisms are manifested in their worst and most
typical forms’ — England appears to be the rock upon
which the waves of revolution break, England will starve
the new society almost before it is born. England dominates
the world’s markets. A revolution of the conditions of
national economics in. any country of the European con-
tinent, of ‘the whole European continent without England,
is a storm in a tea-cup. The industrial and commercial
relations of every nation are ruled by its intercourse with
other nations, and conditioned by its relations to the world’s
markets. But England rules the world’s markets, and the
bourgeoisie rules England.”

Marx added somewhat later that the task of the working
class (that is, what He expected from the French working class;
the socialist revolution):

fwill not be accomplished in France, but it will be pro-
claimed in France. It cannot be accomplished anywhere
within national limits,”

This is what Marx wrote: The social revohition will be
proclaimed in France, but it will be decided in Englarid, whose
position places the fate of capitalism in its hands. The workers’
i‘gvpéutlon cannot be dccomplished anywhere within natienal
imits.

In 1885 Engels, when writing the history of the First
Communist Federation, wrote as follows:

“Both the open society and the secret federation began
to assume an increasingly international character, though
at first only in the limited sense of the word; in practice
they have become. international through the various nationa-
lities of their members, and in theory as result of the
view that.-only a revolution in the whole of Europe can
be victorious.” . .

We see that the First Communist Federation, even beiore
the issue of the Communist Manifesto, was aware that only
a revolution all over Europe can be victorious. When Engels
asks if a revolution can be victorious in one country, and
replies with “No”, then he is not asking whether a revolution
can begin. If we refer to some of the chapters of “Principles
of Communism” we see that under “such a reyolution” Engels
understood not only the conquest of power by the working
class, but at the same time a number of economic measures
leading in their totality to a really socialist order. He names
twelve such measures; ten of them were included in a somewhat
altered form in the final text of the “Communist Manifesto”.
The totality of these measures means the transformation of
society into the socialist order. Among these measures are such
as: “Destruction of all unhealthy and badly built houses and
parts of cities”. This is not the conquest of power, but the
actual realisation of Socialism. Another measure relates to the
“organisation of labour”, to the “employment of proletarians
in the state farms, factories, and workshops”, to “equal com-
pulsory work for all members of society, until the complete
abolition of private property”; “increase of state factories,
workshops, railways, ships, etc. These twelve points, collectively,
involve a real socialist revolution. And now Engels asks whether
such a revolution is possible in one  country, and answers

with “No”.

I am of the opinion that we must not revise Engels in the
manner which 1 have pointed out; this may lead to grave
errors.

Up to now nobody has ever said ihat Engels is obsolete.
(Comrade lvanov: “It appeairs that you were right in the Oc-
tober period”.) I have acknowledged my errors. (A voice: “You
are responsible for your errors”.) Engels is not responsible for
my errors. The point at present is that it would be extremely
rash to regard the above-mentioned standpoint of Engels as
obsolete, and it would fail to correspond with the views of
Marx and Lenin. We must keep to the old standpoint. It is not
true that the inequality of capitalist development was less in
the pre-imperialist period. On the contrary. The fact that we
have now a monopolist capitalism, a ceniralised oligarchy of
financial capital, facilitates a more or less international capitalist
action.

I am of the opinion, comrades, that we must not be too
hasty in “canonising” this standpoint, and in officially declaring
that the view held by Lenin in obsolete. We must first think it
well over, we must disagree about it in thick volumes or in
discussion articles, as Lenin advised us to do, but we must not
hastily declare this to be the standpoint of the Party. It is not
true that Engels’ view of this matter has hitherto been the
property of the social democrats. That would be too great a
compliment for social democracy; in this point they are not by
any means in possession of the standpoint of Marx and Engels,
but have misrepresented it, and continue to misrepresent it.
Therefore 1 cannot agree with this.

LENIN ON SOCIALISM IN ONE COUNTRY.

What did Leénin say about Socialism in one country? Com-
rades Kamenev and: Trotzky have quoted a number of exact
passages. I cculd quote more, but I have no time. 1 shall only
remind you that during the first discussion on the programme
of the Party, at the VII Party Congress, the following little
episode occurred. You will find it recorded in the minutes of the
VII. Party Congress, page 185. Comrade Milyutin delivered the
following brief speech: ) . ]

“] propose that the words “international social revolu-
tion” should be inserted in the sentence on “the commencirig
era of social revolution; here the word “international” shc'vu}d
be inserted. I believe that it is superfluous to substant@ate ﬂ:llS,
but it is extremely necessary, when dealing with this point,
to draw particular attention to the fact that our social revo-
lution can only be victorious as an international revolution.
It cannot be victorious in Russia whilst in the countries
surrounding us the bourgeois order still exists. It must be

_ especially emphasised that the social revolution can only
become firmly established as ah iliternational revolution.

I therefore propose, in order to aveid misunderstandings,

that this be inserted.

Chairman: Comrade Lenin accepts this correction”.

_ This took place at the first discussion of our Party pro-
gramme, at the VII. Parfy Congress. At that time is was taken
2s a matter of course And until' 1924, until the question was
raised in Comrade Stalin’s book, it was regarded as a matter of
course. For this reason T am much disquieted by the attempt
at revising this question at the present time.

The view is attributed to us, that the technical backwardness
of our country is an insurmountable obstacle in the way of the
establishment of Socialism in the Soviet Union.

Since there is no written proof of our holding such in idea,
a speech delivered in the Polit Bureau is adduced. The word
“insurmountable” is falsely laid to my charge. That the tech-
nical backwardness of our country is an obstacle to the establish-
ment of Socialism is true, and everyone will admit this. But it
is not true that it is an insuperable obstacle, and we have

never said that it is.
On the subject of technical progress Lenin observed:

“Socialism is unthinkable without big capitalist technics
built up on the latest achievements of science, or without
a systematic state organisation subordinating dozens of
millions of human beings to the strictest observance of a
uniform standard in the production and distribution of
products ...” (Lenin, complete works, vol. XV, page 267.)

« .. but it is somewhat strange to hear such words
‘from the lips of a Marxist, one who has learnt that Socialism
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is impossible without the utilisation of the achievements,
technical and cultural, of big capitalism. -Here there is
nothing ieft of Marxism. (Ibid. page 277.)

... The real and sole basis for.developing resources,
and for the realisation of a socialist state of society, is big
industry alone. . Without the 'capitalist big wundertakings,
without highly developed  big industry, there can be no
thought of Socialism, -least of- all in. an agrarian country.
We in Russia know this much more accurately than before,
and instead of speaking of an indefinite or abstract form of
great industrial equipment, we now speak of a definite,
exactly calculated, and concrete plan of electrification.”

(Lenin. Vol. XVIII 1, page 200.)

Today we still recognise this view as periectly correct. Lenin
grasped periectly that it is imperative that weé overcome our
economic backwardness, and-he never considered it insurmoun-
table. We have always maintained this standpoint and.continue
to maintain it. (A voice: “And who is opposed to it?”)

This time I am justifying myself, and accusing nobody. We
have been accused of regarding our technical backwardness
as an insuperable obstacle. I maintain that I have never said
this, and the word “insurmountable” ‘has been: as falsely attri-
buted to me as the “social democratic deviation.” I maintain- that
our technical backwardness actually renders our ' development
more difficult. And of course we have always maintained this,
it is an alphabet which we learnt from Lenin. (A voice: “And
what about the article on the co-operatives?””) The article on
the co-operatives is absolutely correct, but I much regret, com-
rades, that everyone who has quotfed this article up to now —
even comrade Stalin yesterday — has cut off his quotation pre-
cisely before Lenin’s sentence on our international tasks.

“l would be prepared to say that we should attach
supreme importance to our cultural development; were it
not for our international relations, were it not our duty
to fight for our position on an international scale.”

And here he is not speaking of our duty as international
proletarian revolutionists, but from the standpoint of the ne-
cessity of confirming our victory in the Soviet Union inter-
nationally. e ~

I am also of the opinion; that Comrade Bucharin’s formu-
lation is extremely unhappy when he says that “if we abstract
ourselves from international affairs... then, etc,”

Such an abstraction is not possible.

To be sure, if we can perform a process of abstraction
from the laws of physiology, then we may maintain that Com-
rade Bucharin will live for another 200 years and become
younger and cleverer every day. (A voice: “You at least will
never become cleverer.”)

This can be done if the “abstraction” from physical laws
is accomplished. Only this cannot be done. And when Bu-
charin accuses me of lumping together the ‘“international” and
the “internal”, he is wrong. But that these two factors are
connected with one anotheér.is incontestable.

Lenin, in a recently published article entitled: “’A/Jreply
to the questions of the English correspondent Ransome”, wrote
as follows on the price question: !
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“The prices are determined... by the prices of pro-
duction abroad plus our state advance in.support of pro-
duction. (“Pravda”, 21. January 1926. -

This is what Lenin_said. And can it now be maintained
that the only danger threatening us is that of armed inter-
vention? No, and again no. The laws of the ‘-wprId’s markets,
too, have their influence over us. This was stated in the reso-
lution of the XIV. Party Congress, which represents a com-
promise resolution, if we take into consideration the manner
in which it is drawn up.

Hence it is entirely wrong, comrades, to say that the only
danger threatening us is that of armed intervention. When
we are asked, comrades, what prospects we have for our
work towards Socialism; when we are accused of expecting no
tuture for our cultural work, nor for the trade unions, nor for
the youth, then we reply: That is not true. We have a future,
and that is the future seen by Lenin. This future is completely
bound up with that of the world revolution. (A voice: “Better
tell us at once who is right, you or the Party.”)

If you ask us whether we shall establish Socialism, we reply:
Yes, we shall establish it. If you ask us how we shall establish
i, we reply that it will be in alliance with the workers of
other countries, in ‘alliance with the world revolution, and,
finally, in alliance with the peasantry of our own country
and with the colonial peoples.

If we are asked whether this international revolution will
come in time, we reply: Yes, it will come in time. We have
to maitain our revolution till the revolution breaks out in
other countries. Lenin answered this question:

“Our task, so long as we stand alone, is to maintain
the revolution, to hold fast at least one stronghold of
Socialism, however small and weak it may be, until the
revolution matures in other countries, and other troops
hasten to our aid.”

Comirades, I should like to add a few words on the bloc,
(Voices: “You have said enough already. You were going to
say everything from the beginning, and you have said nothing.
Enough.” Uproar.) T should like to say a few words on the
bloc and the Comintern.. (Voices: “Enough. You ought to have
spoken of. that, instead of saying all that you have said.”) Then
you do mnot consider the question of the realisation of Socialism
in one country to be important? Then why did Stalin speak on
this subject for three hours, and say that time must be allowed
for this question. (Disturbanke, protests.) I ask for 10 to
15 minutes, in order to refer to the bloc and the question of
the Comintern. (Disturbance. Voices: “Enough!”) You are
aware, comrades, that the Party is now deciding that I am
not to work in.the Comintern any longer. (A voice: “That is
already decided!”) Under the given circumstances this is un-
avoidable. But it would be just on your part to give me
five minutes in' which to speak of the Comintern. (Disturbance.
Voices: “Enough”. The chairman rings.) 1 ask for 10 to
15 minutes more for these two questions.

_ Chairman: 1 take the vote. Who is in favour of Comrade
Zinoviev’s continuing ‘to speak? Against? The majority is
against.
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