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PREFACE

The tenth volume of J. V. Stalin’s Works contains
writings and speeches of the period August-December
1927.

By the end of 1927 the policy of the socialist indus-
trialisation of the country had achieved decisive suc-
cesses. The Bolshevik Party and the Soviet people were
faced with the urgent task of passing to the collectivi-
sation of agriculture.

In the Political Report of the Central Committee
to the Fifteenth Congress of the C.P.S.U.(B.), J. V. Stalin
analyses the international situation of the Soviet Union,
the situation in the capitalist countries and the state
of the revolutionary movement all over the world; shows
the successes achieved in building socialism in the
U.S.S.R. in the conditions of capitalist encirclement;
defines the tasks involved in expanding and consoli-
dating the socialist key positions and eliminating
the capitalist elements from the national economy.
J. V. Stalin substantiates the course taken towards the



XII PREFACE

collectivisation of agriculture, which was approved and
adopted by the congress.

In the report to the Fifteenth Congress of the
C.P.S.U.(B.) and in his reply to the discussion on this
report, in his speeches “The Political Complexion of
the Russian Opposition,” “The Trotskyist Opposition
Before and Now,” “The Party and the Opposition,”
and in other works, J. V. Stalin completes the ideolog-
ical rout of Trotskyism, sets the Party the task of com-
pletely routing the Trotsky-Zinoviev anti-Soviet bloc
organisationally and eliminating it, and emphasises
the necessity of fighting tirelessly for unity and iron
discipline in the ranks of the Bolshevik Party.

J . V. Stalin’s works “The International Character
of the October Revolution,” “Interview with Foreign
Workers’ Delegations,” and “The International Situa-
tion and the Defence of the U.S.S.R.” reveal the his-
toric significance of the Great October Socialist Revolu-
tion, which marked the radical turn in the history of
mankind from capitalism to communism and the tri-
umph of Marxism-Leninism over Social-Democracy.
J. V. Stalin emphasises the importance of the U.S.S.R.
as the base of the world revolutionary movement and the
necessity of defending the Soviet Union from attacks
by imperialism.

In his “Interview with the First American Labour
Delegation,” J. V. Stalin shows the indissoluble unity
of Marxism and Leninism and reveals the new contri-
bution that Lenin made to the general treasury of Marx-
ism by developing the teachings of Marx and Engels
in conformity with the new era—the era of imperialism
and proletarian revolutions.



PREFACE XIII

In this volume are published for the first time
J. V. Stalin’s letter “To Comrade M. I. Ulyanova.
Reply to Comrade L. Mikhelson” and his “Synopsis of
the Article ‘The International Character of the October
Revolution.’”

Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute
of the C.C., C.P.S.U.(B.)
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JOINT PLENUM OF THE CENTRAL
COMMITTEE AND CENTRAL CONTROL
COMMISSION OF THE C.PS.U.(B.)'

July 29-August 9, 1927

J. Stalin, On the Opposition,
Articles and Speeches (1921-27),
Moscow and Leningrad, 1928






THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION AND
THE DEFENCE OF THE U.S.S.R.

Speech Delivered on August 1

|

THE ATTACKS OF THE OPPOSITION
ON SECTIONS OF THE COMINTERN

Comrades, I should like, first of all, to deal with
the attacks of Kamenev, Zinoviev and Trotsky on sec-
tions of the Comintern, on the Polish section of the Com-
intern, on the Austrian, British and Chinese sections.
I should like to touch on this question because they,
the oppositionists, have muddied the waters here and
have tried to throw dust in our eyes as regards our broth-
er parties, whereas what we need here is clarity and
not opposition twaddle.

The question of the Polish Party. Zinoviev boldly
stated here that if there is a Right deviation in the per-
son of Warski in the Polish Party, it is the Communist
International, the present leadership of the Comintern,
that is to blame. He said that if Warski at one time
adopted—and he certainly did adopt—the standpoint
of supporting Pilsudski’s troops, the Comintern is to
blame for it.

That is quite wrong. I should like to refer to the
facts, to passages, well-known to you, of the verbatim
report of the plenum of the Central Committee and
Central Control Commission held in July of last year,
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I should like to refer to and cite the testimony of a man
like Comrade Dzerzhinsky, who stated at the time that
if there was a Right deviation in the Polish Party, it
was fostered by none other than Zinoviev.

That was during the days of the so-called Pilsudski
rising,”> when we, the members of the Polish Commission
of the E.C.C.I. and of the Central Committee of our
Party, which included Dzerzhinsky, Unszlicht, myself,
Zinoviev and others, were drafting the resolutions for
the Communist Party of Poland. Zinoviev, as the Chair-
man of the Comintern, submitted his draft proposals,
in which he said, among other things, that at that mo-
ment in Poland, when a struggle was flaring up between
the forces that were behind Pilsudski and the forces
that were behind the Witos government of Poland, that
at such a moment, a policy of neutrality on the part of
the Communist Party was impermissible and that for
the time being no sharp pronouncements against Pilsud-
ski should be made.

Some of us, including Dzerzhinsky, objected and
said that that directive was wrong, that it would only
mislead the Communist Party of Poland. It was neces-
sary to say that not only a policy of neutrality, but also
a policy of supporting Pilsudski was impermissible.
After some objections, that directive was accepted with
our amendments.

By this I want to say that it does not need much
courage to come out against Warski, who made a mis-
take at that time and was suitably rebuked for it; but to
blame others for one’s own sins, to shift the blame for
fostering the Right deviation in the Polish Party from
the guilty one, Zinoviev, to the Comintern, to the pres-
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ent leaders of the Comintern, means to commit a crime
against the Comintern.

You will say that this is a trifle and that I am wast-
ing my time on it. No, comrades, it is not a trifle. The
struggle against the Right deviation in the Polish Party
is continuing and will continue. Zinoviev has—well,
what is the mildest way I can put it—the audacity to
assert that the Right deviation is supported by the pres-
ent leadership of the Comintern. The facts, however,
show the opposite. They show that Zinoviev is slander-
ing the Comintern, that he is blaming others for his own
sins. That is a habit with Zinoviev, it is nothing new
for him. It is our duty, however, to expose this slan-
derous habit of his on every occasion.

About Austria. Zinoviev asserted here that the Aus-
trian Communist Party is weak, that it failed to assume
the leadership of the action that took place recently
in Vienna.’ That is true and not true. It is true that
the Austrian Communist Party is weak; but to deny
that it acted correctly is to slander it. Yes, it is still
weak, but it is weak because, among other things, there
is not yet that profound revolutionary crisis of capital-
ism which revolutionises the masses, which disorgan-
ises Social-Democracy and rapidly increases the chances
of communism; it is weak because it is young; because
in Austria there has long been firmly established the
domination of the Social-Democratic “Left wing,”*
which is able, under cover of Left phrases, to
pursue a Right-wing, opportunist policy; because Social-
Democracy cannot be shattered at one stroke. But
what indeed is Zinoviev driving at? He hinted, but
did not dare to say openly, that if the Austrian Commu-
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nist Party is weak, the Comintern is to blame for it.
Evidently, that is what he wanted to say. But that is
an impotent accusation. It is a slander. On the contrary,
it was precisely after Zinoviev ceased to be the Chair-
man of the Comintern that the Austrian Communist
Party was freed from nagging, from indiscriminate in-
terference in its internal life, and thus obtained the op-
portunity to advance, to develop. Is it not a fact that it
was able to take a most active part in the Vienna events,
having won for itself the sympathy of the masses of the
workers? Does not this show that the Austrian Communist
Party is growing and becoming a mass party? How can
these obvious facts be denied?

The attack upon the British Communist Party. Zino-
viev asserted that the British Communist Party gained
nothing from the general strike and the coal strike,’
that it even emerged from the struggle weaker than it
was before. That is not true. It is not true because the
importance of the British Communist Party is growing
from day to day. Only those who are blind can deny
that. It is obvious if only from the fact that whereas
previously the British bourgeoisie paid no serious at-
tention to the Communist Party, now, on the contrary,
it is furiously persecuting it; not only the bourgeoisie,
but also both the General Council and the British La-
bour Party have organised a furious campaign against
“their” Communists. Why were the British Commu-
nists more or less tolerated until recently? Because they
were weak, they had little influence among the masses.
Why are they no longer tolerated, why are they now be-
ing fiercely attacked? Because the Communist Party is
now feared as a force to be reckoned with, because the
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leaders of the British Labour Party and General Coun-
cil fear it as their grave-digger. Zinoviev forgets this.

I do not deny that, in general, the Western sections
of the Comintern are still more or less weak. That can-
not be denied. But what are the reasons? The chief rea-
sons are:

firstly, the absence of that profound revolutionary
crisis which revolutionises the masses, brings them to
their feet and turns them abruptly towards communism;

secondly, the circumstance that in all the West-
European countries the Social-Democratic parties are
still the predominant force among the workers. These
parties are older than the Communist Parties, which ap-
peared only recently and cannot be expected to shatter
the Social-Democratic parties at one stroke.

And is it not a fact that, in spite of these circum-
stances, the Communist Parties in the West are growing,
that their popularity among the masses of the workers
is rising, that some of them have already become, and
others are becoming, really mass parties of the prole-
tariat?

But there is still another reason why the Communist
Parties in the West are not growing rapidly. That reason
is the splitting activities of the opposition, of the very
opposition that is present in this hall. What is required
to enable the Communist Parties to grow rapidly? Iron
unity in the Comintern, the absence of splits in its sec-
tions. But what is the opposition doing? It has created
a second party in Germany, the party of Maslow and
Ruth Fischer. It is trying to create similar splitting
groups in other European countries. Our opposition has
created a second party in Germany with a central
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committee, a central organ, and a parliamentary group;
it has organised a split in the Comintern, knowing per-
fectly well that a split at the present time is bound to
retard the growth of the Communist Parties; and now,
throwing the blame on the Comintern, it is itself cry-
ing out about the slow growth of the Communist Parties
in the West! Now, that is indeed impudence, unlimited
impudence. . . .

About the Chinese Communist Party. The opposition-
ists cry out that the Chinese Communist Party, or
properly speaking, its leadership, has committed Social-
Democratic, Menshevik mistakes. That is correct. The
leadership of the Comintern is being blamed for that.
Now, that is absolutely incorrect. On the contrary, the
Comintern has systematically rectified the mistakes of
the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party. Only
those who are blind can deny that. You know it from
the press, from Pravda, from The Communist Interna-
tional®; you know it from the decisions of the Comintern.
The opposition has never named, and will not be able
to name, a single directive, a single resolution of the
Comintern capable of giving rise to a Menshevik devia-
tion in the Central Committee of the Chinese Commu-
nist Party, because there have been no such directives.
It is foolish to think that if a Menshevik deviation has
arisen in some Communist Party, or in its Central Com-
mittee, the Comintern must necessarily be to blame
for it.

Kamenev asks: Where do the Menshevik mistakes
of the Chinese Communist Party come from? And he
answers: They can only come about owing to the faulty
leadership of the Comintern. But I ask: Where did the



JOINT PLENUM OF THE C.C. AND C.C.C. OF THE C.P.S.U.(B.) 9

Menshevik mistakes of the German Communist Party
during the 1923 revolution come from? Where did Bran-
dlerism’ come from? Who supported it? Is it not a fact
that the Menshevik mistakes committed by the Central
Committee of the German Party were supported by the
present leader of the opposition, Trotsky? Why did not
Kamenev say at that time that the appearance of Bran-
dlerism was due to the incorrect leadership of the Comin-
tern? Kamenev and Trotsky have forgotten the lessons
of the revolutionary movement of the proletariat. They
have forgotten that with the upsurge of the revolution
Right and Left deviations are bound to appear in the
Communist Parties, the former refusing to break with
the past and the latter refusing to reckon with the pres-
ent. They have forgotten that no revolution is without
such deviations.

And what happened in our Party in October 19177
Were there not a Right and a Left deviation in our Par-
ty at that time? Have Kamenev and Zinoviev forgotten
that? Do you remember, comrades, the history of the
Menshevik mistakes that Kamenev and Zinoviev made
in October? What were those mistakes due to? Who was
to blame for them? Could Lenin, or the Central Commit-
tee of Lenin’s Party, be blamed for them? How could
the opposition “forget” these and similar facts? How
could it “forget” that with the upsurge of the revolution
Right and Left deviations from Marxism always make
their appearance within the parties? And what is the
task of the Marxists, of the Leninists, under such cir-
cumstances? It is to fight the Left and Right deviators.

I am surprised at the arrogance displayed by
Trotsky who, you see, apparently cannot tolerate the
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slightest mistake being made by the Communist Parties
in the West or in the East. He, if you please, is sur-
prised that over there, in China, where there is a young
party, barely two years old, Menshevik mistakes
could make their appearance. But how many years did
Trotsky himself stray among the Mensheviks? Has he
forgotten that? Why, he strayed among the Menshe-
viks for fourteen years—from 1903 to 1917. Why does
he excuse his own straying among all sorts of anti-
Leninist “trends” for fourteen years before he drew
near to Bolshevism, but does not grant the young
Chinese Communists at least four years? Why is he
so arrogant towards others while forgetting about his
own strayings? Why? Where is the “fairness” of it, so
to speak?

II
ABOUT CHINA

Let us pass to the question of China.

I shall not dwell on the mistakes of the opposition
on the question of the character and prospects of the
Chinese revolution. I shall not do so because enough
has been said, and said quite convincingly, on this
subject, and it is not worth while repeating it here. Nor
shall T dwell on the assertion that in its present phase
the Chinese revolution is a revolution for customs au-
tonomy (Trotsky). Nor is it worth while dwelling on the
assertion that no feudal survivals exist in China, or that,
if they do exist, they are of no great importance (Trotsky
and Radek), in which case the agrarian revolution in
China would be absolutely incomprehensible. You no
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doubt already know from our Party press about these
and similar mistakes of the opposition on the Chinese
question.

Let us pass to the question of the basic premises
of Leninism in deciding the questions of revolution in
colonial and dependent countries.

What is the basic premise of the Comintern and the
Communist Parties generally in their approach to the
questions of the revolutionary movement in colonial
and dependent countries?

It consists in a strict distinction between revolution
in imperialist countries, in countries that oppress oth-
er nations, and revolution in colonial and dependent
countries, in countries that suffer from imperialist op-
pression by other states. Revolution in imperialist coun-
tries is one thing: there the bourgeoisie is the oppres-
sor of other nations; there it is counter-revolutionary
at all stages of the revolution; there the national factor,
as a factor in the struggle for emancipation, is absent.
Revolution in colonial and dependent countries is anoth-
er thing: there the imperialist oppression by other states
is one of the factors of the revolution; there this oppression
cannot but affect the national bourgeoisie also; there
the national bourgeoisie, at a certain stage and for a
certain period, may support the revolutionary move-
ment of its country against imperialism; there the na-
tional factor, as a factor in the struggle for emancipation,
is a revolutionary factor.

To fail to draw this distinction, to fail to under-
stand this difference and to identify revolution in im-
perialist countries with revolution in colonial countries,
is to depart from the path of Marxism, from the path
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of Leninism, to take the path of the supporters of the
Second International.

Here is what Lenin said about this in his report
on the national and colonial questions at the Second
Congress of the Comintern:

“What is the most important, the fundamental idea of our the-
ses? The distinction between oppressed nations and oppressing
nations. We emphasise this distinction—in contrast to the Sec-
ond International and bourgeois democracy”* (Vol. XXV,
p. 351).%*

The principal error of the opposition is that it fails
to understand and does not admit this difference be-
tween the two types of revolution.

The principal error of the opposition is that it iden-
tifies the 1905 Revolution in Russia, an imperialist
country which oppressed other nations, with the revo-
lution in China, an oppressed, semi-colonial country,
which is compelled to fight imperialist oppression on
the part of other states.

Here in Russia, in 1905, the revolution was directed
against the bourgeoisie, against the liberal bourgeoisie,
in spite of the fact that it was a bourgeois-democratic
revolution. Why? Because the liberal bourgeoisie of
an imperialist country is bound to be counter-revolu-
tionary. For that very reason among the Bolsheviks at
that time there was not, and could not be, any question
of temporary blocs and agreements with the liberal bour-
geoisie. On these grounds, the opposition asserts that

* My italics.—J. St.
** References in Roman numerals to Lenin’s works here and
elsewhere are to the 3rd Russian edition of the Works.—1Tr.
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the same attitude should be adopted in China at all stages
of the revolutionary movement, that temporary agree-
ments and blocs with the national bourgeoisie are
never permissible in China under any conditions. But
the opposition forgets that only people who do not un-
derstand and do not admit that there is a difference be-
tween revolution in oppressed countries and revolution
in oppressing countries can talk like that, that only
people who are breaking with Leninism and are sinking
to the level of supporters of the Second International
can talk like that.

Here is what Lenin said about the permissibility of
entering into temporary agreements and blocs with the
bourgeois-liberation movement in colonial countries:

“The Communist International must enter into a temporary
alliance* with bourgeois democracy in the colonies and backward
countries, but must not merge with it, and must unfailingly pre-
serve the independence of the proletarian movement, even if in
its most rudimentary form” (see Vol. XXV, p. 290) . . . “we, as
Communists, should, and will, support bourgeois-liberation* move-
ments in colonial countries only when those movements are
really revolutionary, when the representatives of those move-
ments do not hinder us in training and organising the peasantry
and the broad masses of the exploited in a revolutionary
spirit” (Vol. XXV, p. 353).

How could it “happen” that Lenin, who fulminat-
ed against agreements with the bourgeoisie in Russia,
admitted that such agreements and blocs were permis-
sible in China? Perhaps Lenin was mistaken? Perhaps
he had turned from revolutionary tactics to opportu-
nist tactics? Of course not! It “happened” because Lenin

* My italics.—J. St.
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understood the difference between revolution in an op-
pressed country and revolution in an oppressing country.
It “happened” because Lenin understood that, at a cer-
tain stage of its development, the national bourgeoisie
in the colonial and dependent countries may support
the revolutionary movement of its own country against
the oppression of imperialism. That the opposition re-
fuses to understand, but it refuses to do so because it
is breaking with Lenin’s revolutionary tactics, breaking
with the revolutionary tactics of Leninism.

Have you noticed how carefully in their speeches
the leaders of the opposition evaded these directives
of Lenin’s, being afraid to mention them? Why do they
evade these universally-known tactical directives of
Lenin’s for the colonial and dependent countries? Why
are they afraid of these directives? Because they are
afraid of the truth. Because Lenin’s tactical direc-
tives refute the entire ideological and political line of
Trotskyism on the questions of the Chinese revolu-
tion.

About the stages of the Chinese revolution. The oppo-
sition has got so confused that it is now denying that
there are any stages at all in the development of the
Chinese revolution. But is there such a thing as a revo-
lution that does not go through definite stages of devel-
opment? Did not our revolution have its stages of de-
velopment? Take Lenin’s April Theses® and you will
see that Lenin recognised two stages in our revolution:
the first stage was the bourgeois-democratic revolution,
with the agrarian movement as its main axis; the second
stage was the October Revolution, with the seizure of
power by the proletariat as its main axis.
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What are the stages in the Chinese revolution?

In my opinion there should be three:

the first stage is the revolution of an all-national
united front, the Canton period, when the revolution
was striking chiefly at foreign imperialism, and the
national bourgeoisie supported the revolutionary move-
ment;

the second stage is the bourgeois-democratic revo-
lution, after the national troops reached the Yangtse
River, when the national bourgeoisie deserted the rev-
olution and the agrarian movement grew into a mighty
revolution of tens of millions of the peasantry (the Chi-
nese revolution is now at the second stage of its develop-
ment);

the third stage is the Soviet revolution, which has
not yet come, but will come.

Whoever fails to understand that there is no such
thing as a revolution without definite stages of develop-
ment, whoever fails to understand that there are three
stages in the development of the Chinese revolution,
understands nothing about Marxism or about the Chi-
nese question.

What is the characteristic feature of the first stage of
the Chinese revolution?

The characteristic feature of the first stage of the
Chinese revolution is, firstly, that it was the revolution
of an all-national united front, and secondly, that
it was directed mainly against foreign imperialist op-
pression (the Hongkong strike,’ etc.). Was Canton then
the centre, the place d’armes, of the revolutionary
movement in China? Of course, it was. Only those who
are blind can deny that now.
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Is it true that the first stage of a colonial revolution
must have just such a character? I think it is true. In
the “Supplementary Theses” of the Second Congress of
the Comintern, which deal with the revolution in China
and India, it is explicitly stated that in those countries
“foreign domination is all the time hindering the free
development of social life,” that “therefore, the first
step* of a revolution in the colonies must be to over-
throw foreign capitalism” (see Verbatim Report of the
Second Congress of the Comintern, p. 605).

The characteristic feature of the Chinese revolution
is that it has taken this “first step,” has passed through
the first stage of its development, has passed through
the period of the revolution of an all-national united
front and has entered the second stage of its develop-
ment, the period of the agrarian revolution.

The characteristic feature, for instance, of the Turk-
ish revolution (the Kemalists), on the contrary, is
that it got stuck at the “first step,” at the first stage
of its development, at the stage of the bourgeois-libera-
tion movement, without even attempting to pass to
the second stage of its development, the stage of the
agrarian revolution.

What were the Kuomintang'® and its government
at the first stage of the revolution, the Canton period?
They were a bloc of the workers, the peasants, the bour-
geois intellectuals and the national bourgeoisie. Was Can-
ton at that time the centre of the revolutionary move-
ment, the place d’armes of the revolution? Was it cor-
rect policy at that time to support the Canton Kuomin-

* My italics.—J. St.
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tang, as the government of the struggle for liberation
from imperialism? Were we right in giving assistance to
Canton in China and, say, Ankara in Turkey, when Canton
and Ankara were fighting imperialism? Yes, we were right.
We were right, and we were then following in the foot-
steps of Lenin, for the struggle waged by Canton and
Ankara was dissipating the forces of imperialism, was
weakening and discrediting imperialism, and was thus
facilitating the development of the centre of the world
revolution, the development of the U.S.S.R. Is it true
that at that time the present leaders of our opposition
joined with us in supporting both Canton and Ankara,
giving them certain assistance? Yes, it is true. Let any-
body try to refute that.

But what does a united front with the national bour-
geoisie at the first stage of a colonial revolution mean?
Does it mean that Communists must not intensify the
struggle of the workers and peasants against the landlords
and the national bourgeoisie, that the proletariat ought
to sacrifice its independence, if only to a very slight
extent, if only for a very short time? No, it does not
mean that. A united front can be of revolutionary sig-
nificance only where, and only on condition that, it does
not prevent the Communist Party from conducting its
independent political and organisational work, from
organising the proletariat into an independent political
force, from rousing the peasantry against the landlords,
from openly organising a workers’ and peasants’ revolu-
tion and from preparing in this way the conditions for the
hegemony of the proletariat. I think that the reporter
fully proved on the basis of universally-known documents
that it was precisely this conception of the united front
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that the Comintern impressed upon the Chinese Com-
munist Party.

Kamenev and Zinoviev referred here to a single
telegram sent to Shanghai in October 1926, stating that
for the time being, until Shanghai was captured, the
agrarian movement should not be intensified. I am far
from admitting that that telegram was right. I have
never regarded and do not now regard the Comintern
as being infallible. Mistakes are sometimes made, and
that telegram was unquestionably a mistake. But, first-
ly, the Comintern itself cancelled that telegram a few
weeks later (in November 1926), without any prompt-
ings or signals from the opposition. Secondly, why has
the opposition kept silent about this until now? Why
has it recalled that telegram only after nine months?
And why does it conceal from the Party the fact that
the Comintern cancelled that telegram nine months ago?
Hence, it would be malicious slander to assert that that
telegram defined the line of our leadership. As a matter
of fact, it was an isolated, episodic telegram, totally
uncharacteristic of the line of the Comintern, of the line
of our leadership. That is obvious, I repeat, if only from
the fact that it was cancelled within a few weeks by a
number of documents which laid down the line, and
which were indeed characteristic of our leadership.

Permit me to refer to these documents.

Here, for instance, is an excerpt from the resolution
of the Seventh Plenum of the Comintern, in November
1926, i.e., a month after the above-mentioned telegram:

“The peculiar feature of the present situation is its transi-
tional character, the fact that the proletariat must choose between
the prospect of a bloc with considerable sections of the bourgeoisie
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and the prospect of further consolidating its alliance with the
peasantry. If the proletariat fails to put forward a radical agrarian
programme, it will be unable to draw the peasantry into the revolution-
ary struggle and will forfeit its hegemony in the national-liberation
movement.”*

And further:

“The Canton People’s Government will not be able to retain
power in the revolution, will not be able to achieve complete vic-
tory over foreign imperialism and native reaction until the cause
of national liberation is identified with the agrarian revolution”*
(see Resolution of the Seventh Enlarged Plenum of the E.C.C.1.).

There you have a document which really does de-
fine the line of the Comintern leadership.

It is very strange that the leaders of the opposition
avoid mention of this universally-known Comintern
document.

Perhaps it will not be taken as boastful if I refer
to the speech I delivered in November of that same year,
1926, in the Chinese Commission of the Comintern, which,
not without my participation of course, drafted the
resolution of the Seventh Enlarged Plenum on the Chi-
nese question. That speech was subsequently published
in pamphlet form under the title The Prospects of the
Revolution in China. Here are some passages from that
speech:

“I know that there are Kuomintangists and even Chinese
Communists who do not consider it possible to unleash revolution
in the countryside, since they fear that if the peasantry were drawn
into the revolution it would disrupt the united anti-imperialist
front. That is a profound error, comrades. The more quickly and

* My italics.—J. St.
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thoroughly the Chinese peasantry is drawn into the revolution, the
stronger and more powerful the anti-imperialist front in China
will be.”

And further:

“I know that among the Chinese Communists there are com-
rades who do not approve of workers going on strike for an
improvement of their material conditions and legal status, and
who try to dissuade the workers from striking. (4 voice: “That
happened in Canton and Shanghai.”) That is a great mistake,
comrades. It is a very serious underestimation of the role and
importance of the Chinese proletariat. This fact should be noted
in the theses as something decidedly objectionable. It would be
a great mistake if the Chinese Communists failed to take advantage
of the present favourable situation to assist the workers to im-
prove their material conditions and legal status, even through
strikes. Otherwise, what purpose does the revolution in China
serve?” (See Stalin, The Prospects of the Revolution in China.)!!

And here is a third document, of December 1926,
issued at a time when every city in China was bombard-
ing the Comintern with assertions that an extension
of the struggle of the workers would lead to a crisis, to
unemployment, to the closing down of mills and fac-
tories:

“A general policy of retreat in the towns and of curtailing
the workers’ struggle to improve their conditions would be wrong.
The struggle in the countryside must be extended, but at the same
time advantage must be taken of the favourable situation to im-
prove the material conditions and legal status of the workers,
while striving in every way to lend the workers’ struggle an organ-
ised character, which precludes excesses or running too far ahead.
Special efforts must be exerted to direct the struggle in the towns
against the big bourgeoisie and, above all, against the imperialists,
so as to keep the Chinese petty bourgeoisie and middle bourgeoi-
sie as far as possible within the framework of the united front
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against the common enemy. We regard the system of conciliation
boards, arbitration courts, etc., as expedient, provided a correct
working-class policy is ensured in these institutions. At the same
time we think it necessary to utter the warning that decrees
directed against the right to strike, against workers’ freedom of
assembly, etc., are absolutely impermissible.”

Here is a fourth document, issued six weeks before
Chiang Kai-shek’s coup':

“The work of the Kuomintang and Communist units in the
army must be intensified; they must be organised wherever they
do not now exist and it is possible to organise them; where it is
not possible to organise Communist units, intensified work must
be conducted with the help of concealed Communists.

“It is necessary to adopt the course of arming the workers and
peasants and converting the peasant committees in the localities
into actual organs of governmental authority equipped with armed
self-defence, etc.

“The Communist Party must everywhere come forward as
such; a policy of voluntary semi-legality is impermissible; the
Communist Party must not come forward as a brake on the mass
movement; the Communist Party should not cover up the treacher-
ous and reactionary policy of the Kuomintang Rights, and should
mobilise the masses around the Kuomintang and the Chinese Commu-
nist Party on the basis of exposing the Rights.

“The attention of all political workers who are loyal to the
revolution must be drawn to the fact that at the present time, in
connection with the regrouping of class forces and concentration
of the imperialist armies, the Chinese revolution is passing through
a critical period, and that it can achieve further victories only
by resolutely adopting the course of developing the mass move-
ment. Otherwise a tremendous danger threatens the revolution.
The fulfilment of directives is therefore more necessary than ever
before.”

And even earlier, already in April 1926, a year be-
fore the coup of the Kuomintang Rights and Chiang Kai-
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shek, the Comintern warned the Chinese Communist
Party, pointing out that it was “necessary to work for
the resignation or expulsion of the Rights from the Kuo-
mintang.”

That is how the Comintern understood, and
still understands, the tactics of a united front against
imperialism at the first stage of a colonial revolu-
tion.

Does the opposition know about these guiding docu-
ments? Of course it does. Why then does it say nothing
about them? Because its aim is to raise a squabble, not
to bring out the truth.

And yet there was a time when the present leaders
of the opposition, especially Zinoviev and Kamenev,
did understand something about Leninism and, in the
main, advocated the same policy for the Chinese revo-
lutionary movement; as,was pursued by the Comintern,
and which Comrade Lenin out lined for us in his theses."
I have in mind the Sixth Plenum of the Communist
International, held in February-March 1926, when Zi-
noviev was Chairman of the Comintern, when he was
still a Leninist and had not yet migrated to Trotsky’s
camp. I mention the Sixth Plenum of the Communist
International because there is a resolution of that ple-
num on the Chinese revolution,!* which was adopted
unanimously in February-March 1926, and which gives
approximately the same estimate of the first stage
of the Chinese revolution, of the Canton Kuomintang
and of the Canton government, as is given by the Comin-
tern and by the C.P.S.U.(B.), but which the opposition
is now repudiating. I mention this resolution because
Zinoviev voted for it at that time, and not a single mem-
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ber of the Central Committee, not even Trotsky, Kame-
nev, or the other leaders of the present opposition, ob-
jected to it.

Permit me to quote a few passages from that reso-
lution.

Here is what is said in the resolution about the Kuo-
mintang:

“The Shanghai and Hongkong political strikes of the Chinese
workers (June-September 1925) marked a turning point in the
struggle of the Chinese people for liberation from the foreign im-
perialists. . . . The political action of the proletariat gave a pow-
erful impetus to the further development and consolidation of
all the revolutionary-democratic organisations in the country,
especially of the people’s revolutionary party, the Kuomintang,
and the revolutionary government in Canton. The Kuomintang
party, the main body of which acted in alliance with the Chinese
Communists, is a revolutionary bloc of workers, peasants, intellec-
tuals, and the urban democracy,* based on the common class inter-
ests of these strata in the struggle against the foreign imperialists
and against the whole military-feudal way of life, for the independ-
ence of the country and for a single revolutionary-democratic
government” (see Resolution of the Sixth Plenum of the E.C.C.I).

Thus, the Canton Kuomintang is an alliance of four
“classes.” As you see, this is almost “Martynovism”"
sanctified by none other than the then Chairman of the
Comintern Zinoviev.

About the Canton Kuomintang government:

“The revolutionary government created by the Kuomintang
party in Canton* has already succeeded in establishing contact
with the widest masses of the workers, peasants, and urban democ-
racy, and, basing itself on them, has smashed the counter-

* My italics.—J. St.
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revolutionary bands supported by the imperialists (and is work-
ing for the radical democratisation of the whole political life of
the Kwangtung Province). Thus, being the vanguard in the strug-
gle of the Chinese people for independence, the Canton govern-
ment serves as a model for the future revolutionary-democratic develop-
ment of the country”* (ibid.).

It turns out that the Canton Kuomintang govern-
ment, being a bloc of four “classes,” was a revolution-
ary government, and not only revolutionary, but even
a model for the future revolutionary-democratic govern-
ment in China.

About the united front of workers, peasants and the
bourgeoisie:

“In face of the new dangers, the Chinese Communist Party
and the Kuomintang must develop the most wide-spread po-
litical activity, organising mass action in support of the struggle
of the people’s armies, taking advantage of the contradictions
within the camp of the imperialists and opposing to them a unit-
ed national revolutionary front of the broadest strata of the popula-
tion (workers, peasants, and the bourgeoisie) under the leadership
of the revolutionary-democratic organisations”* (ibid.).

It follows that temporary blocs and agreements with
the bourgeoisie in colonial countries at a certain stage
of the colonial revolution are not only permissible, but
positively essential.

Is it not true that this is very similar to what Lenin
tells us in his well-known directives for the tactics of
Communists in colonial and dependent countries? It
is a pity, however, that Zinoviev has already managed
to forget that.

* My italics.—J. St.



JOINT PLENUM OF THE C.C. AND C.C.C. OF THE C.P.S.U.(B.) 25

The question of withdrawal from the Kuomintang:

“Certain sections of the Chinese big bourgeoisie, which had
temporarily grouped themselves around the Kuomintang Party,
withdrew from it during the past year, which resulted in the for-
mation on the Right wing of the Kuomintang of a small group
that openly opposed a close alliance between the Kuomintang
and the masses of the working people, demanded the expulsion
of the Communists from the Kuomintang and opposed the revolu-
tionary policy of the Canton government. The condemnation of
this Right wing at the Second Congress of the Kuomintang (January
1926) and the endorsement of the necessity for a militant alliance
between the Kuomintang and the Communists confirm the revolu-
tionary trend of the activities of the Kuomintang and the Canton
government and ensure for the Kuomintang the revolutionary sup-
port of the proletariat”* (ibid.).

It is seen that withdrawal of the Communists from
the Kuomintang at the first stage of the Chinese revolu-
tion would have been a serious mistake. It is a pity, how-
ever, that Zinoviev, who voted for this resolution,
had already managed to forget it in about a month;
for it was not later than April 1926 (within a month)
that Zinoviev demanded the immediate withdrawal of
the Communists from the Kuomintang.

About the deviations within the Chinese Communist
Party and the impermissibility of skipping over the Kuomin-
tang phase of the revolution:

“The political self-determination of the Chinese Communists
will develop in the struggle against two equally harmful devia-
tions: against Right Liquidationism, which ignores the independ-
ent class tasks of the Chinese proletariat and leads to a formless
merging with the general democratic national movement; and
against the extreme Left sentiments in favour of skipping over the

* My italics.—J. St.
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revolutionary-democratic stage of the movement to come immediately

to the tasks of proletarian dictatorship and Soviet power, forget-
ting about the peasantry, that basic and decisive factor in the Chi-
nese movement for national emancipation”* (ibid.).

As you see, here are all the grounds for convicting
the opposition now of wanting to skip over the Kuomin-
tang phase of development in China, of underestimat-
ing the peasant movement, and of dashing post-haste
towards Soviets. It hits the nail right on the head.

Do Zinoviev, Kamenev and Trotsky know about this
resolution?

We must assume that they do. At any rate Zino-
viev must know about it, for it was under his chairman-
ship that this resolution was adopted at the Sixth Ple-
num of the Comintern and he himself voted for it. Why
are the leaders of the opposition now avoiding this res-
olution of the highest body of the world communist
movement? Why are they keeping silent about it? Be-
cause it turns against them on all questions concerning
the Chinese revolution. Because it refutes the whole of
the present Trotskyist standpoint of the opposition.
Because they have deserted the Comintern, deserted
Leninism, and now, fearing their past, fearing their
own shadows, are obliged cravenly to avoid the resolu-
tion of the Sixth Plenum of the Comintern.

That is how matters stand as regards the first stage-
of the Chinese revolution.

Let us pass now to the second stage of the Chinese
revolution.

While the distinguishing feature of the first stage

* My italics.—J. St.
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was that the spearhead of the revolution was turned
mainly against foreign imperialism, the characteristic fea-
ture of the second stage is that the spearhead of the rev-
olution is now turned mainly against internal enemies,
primarily against the feudal landlords, against the feu-
dal regime.

Did the first stage accomplish its task of overthrow-
ing foreign imperialism? No, it did not. It bequeathed
the accomplishment of this task to the second stage of
the Chinese revolution. It merely gave the revolution-
ary masses the first shaking up that roused them
against imperialism, only to run its course and hand on
the task to the future.

It must be presumed that the second stage of the
revolution also will not succeed in fully accomplishing
the task of expelling the imperialists. It will give the
broad masses of the Chinese workers and peasants a fur-
ther shaking up to rouse them against imperialism, but
it will do so in order to hand on the completion of this
task to the next stage of the Chinese revolution, to
the Soviet stage.

There is nothing surprising in that. Do we not know
that analogous facts occurred in the history of our revo-
lution, although in a different situation and under dif-
ferent circumstances? Do we not know that the first
stage of our revolution did not fully accomplish its task
of completing the agrarian revolution, and that it hand-
ed on that task to the next stage of the revolution,
to the October Revolution, which wholly and com-
pletely accomplished the task of eradicating the sur-
vivals of feudalism? It will therefore not be surprising
if the second stage of the Chinese revolution does not
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succeed in fully completing the agrarian revolution,
and if the second stage of the revolution, after giv-
ing the vast masses of the peasantry a shaking up and
rousing them against the survivals of feudalism, hands
on the completion of this task to the next stage
of the revolution, to the Soviet stage. That will only
be a merit of the future Soviet revolution in China.

What was the task of the Communists at the second
stage of the revolution in China, when the centre of the
revolutionary movement had obviously shifted from
Canton to Wuhan, and when, parallel with the revolu-
tionary centre in Wuhan, a counter-revolutionary cen-
tre was set up in Nanking?

The task was to utilise to the full the possibility
of openly organising the Party, the proletariat (trade
unions), the peasantry (peasant associations), and the
revolution generally.

The task was to push the Wuhan Kuomintangists
to the Left, towards the agrarian revolution.

The task was to make the Wuhan Kuomintang the
centre of the fight against counter-revolution and the
core of a future revolutionary-democratic dictatorship
of the proletariat and peasantry.

Was that policy correct?

The facts have shown that it was the only correct
policy, the only policy capable of training the masses
of workers and peasants for the further development
of the revolution.

The opposition at that time demanded the imme-
diate formation of Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’
Deputies. But that was sheer adventurism, an adven-
turist leap ahead, for the immediate formation of
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Soviets at that time would have meant skipping over
the Left Kuomintang phase of development.

Why?

Because the Kuomintang in Wuhan, which sup-
ported the alliance with the Communists, had not yet
discredited and exposed itself in the eyes of the masses
of workers and peasants, and had not yet exhausted
itself as a bourgeois revolutionary organisation.

Because to have issued the slogan of Soviets and of
the overthrow of the Wuhan government at a time when
the masses had not yet been convinced through their own
experience of the worthlessness of that government and
of the necessity of overthrowing it, would have meant
leaping ahead, breaking away from the masses, losing
the support of the masses and thus causing the failure
of the movement that had already started.

The opposition thinks that, if it understands that
the Wuhan Kuomintang was unreliable, unstable and
insufficiently revolutionary (and it is not difficult for
any qualified political worker to understand that), that
is quite enough for the masses also to understand all
this, that is enough for replacing the Kuomintang by
Soviets and for securing the following of the masses.
But that is the usual “ultra-Left” mistake made by the
opposition, which takes its own political consciousness
and understanding for the political consciousness and
understanding of the vast masses of workers and peas-
ants.

The opposition is right when it says that the Party
must go forward. That is an ordinary Marxist precept,
and there can not be any real Communist Party if it
is not adhered to. But that is only part of the truth. The
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whole truth is that the Party must not only go forward,
but must also secure the following of the vast masses.
To go forward without securing the following of the vast
masses means in fact to break away from the movement.
To go forward, breaking away from the rear-guard, with-
out being able to secure the following of the rear-guard,
means to make a leap ahead that can prevent the ad-
vance of the masses for some time. The essence of
Leninist leadership is precisely that the vanguard should
be able to secure the following of the rear-guard, that
the vanguard should go forward without breaking away
from the masses. But in order that the vanguard should
not break away from the masses, in order that the van-
guard should really secure the following of the vast
masses, a decisive condition is needed, namely, that the
masses themselves should be convinced through their own
experience that the instructions, directives and slogans
issued by the vanguard are correct.

The misfortune of the opposition is that it does not
accept this simple Leninist rule for leading the vast
masses, that it does not understand that the Party alone,
an advanced group alone, without the support of the
vast masses, cannot make a revolution, that, in the fi-
nal analysis, a revolution “is made” by the vast masses
of the working people.

Why did we Bolsheviks, in April 1917, refrain from
putting forward the practical slogan for the overthrow
of the Provisional Government and the establishment
of Soviet power in Russia, although we were convinced
that in the very near future we should be faced with
the necessity of overthrowing the Provisional Govern-
ment and of establishing Soviet power?
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Because the broad masses of the working people,
both in the rear and at the front, and, lastly, the Soviets
themselves, were not yet ready to accept such a slogan,
they still believed that the Provisional Government was
revolutionary.

Because the Provisional Government had not yet
disgraced and discredited itself by supporting counter-
revolution in the rear and at the front.

Why did Lenin, in April 1917, denounce the Bag-
datyev group in Petrograd which put forward the slo-
gan of the immediate overthrow of the Provisional Gov-
ernment and the establishment of Soviet power?

Because Bagdatyev’s attempt was a dangerous leap
ahead which created the danger of the Bolshevik Party
breaking away from the vast masses of the workers
and peasants.

Adventurism in politics, Bagdatyevism in matters
concerning the Chinese revolution—that is what is now
killing our Trotskyist opposition.

Zinoviev asserts that in speaking of Bagdatyevism I
identify the present Chinese revolution with the Octo-
ber Revolution. That, of course, is nonsense. In the first
place, I myself made the reservation in my article
“Notes on Contemporary Themes” that “the analogy
is a qualified one” and that “I make it with all the neces-
sary reservations, bearing in mind the difference be-
tween the situation of China in our day and that of Russia
in 1917.”1¢ In the second place, it would be foolish to
assert that one must never draw analogies with revolu-
tions in other countries when characterising certain ten-
dencies and certain mistakes committed in the revolu-
tion of a given country. Does not a revolution in one
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country learn from revolutions in other countries, even
if those revolutions are not all of the same type? If not,
what does the science of revolution amount to?

In essence, Zinoviev denies that there can be a sci-
ence of revolution. Is it not a fact that in the period
just before the October Revolution Lenin accused
Chkheidze, Tsereteli, Steklov and others of the “Louis
Blancism” of the French Revolution of 18487 Look
at Lenin’s article “Louis Blancism”!” and you will
realise that Lenin made wide use of analogies from the
French Revolution of 1848 in characterising the mis-
takes made by various leaders before October, although
Lenin knew very well that the French Revolution of
1848 was not of the same type as our October Revolu-
tion. And if we can speak of the “Louis Blancism”
of Chkheidze and Tsereteli in the period before the
October Revolution, why cannot we speak of the “Bag-
datyevism” of Zinoviev and Trotsky in the period of
the agrarian revolution in China?

The opposition asserts that Wuhan was not the cen-
tre of the revolutionary movement. Why then did Zi-
noviev say that “all round assistance should be ren-
dered” the Wuhan Kuomintang, so as to make it the cen-
tre of the struggle against the Chinese Cavaignacs? Why
did the Wuhan territory, and no other, become the cen-
tre of the maximum development of the agrarian move-
ment? Is it not a fact that it was precisely the Wuhan
territory (Hunan, Hupeh) that was the centre of the
maximum development of the agrarian movement at
the beginning of this year? Why could Canton, where
there was no mass agrarian movement, be called “the
place d’armes of the revolution” (Trotsky), whereas
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Wuhan, in the territory of which the agrarian revolu-
tion began and developed, must not be regarded as the
centre, as the “place d’armes” of the revolutionary move-
ment? How in that case are we to explain the fact
that the opposition demanded that the Communist Par-
ty should remain in the Wuhan Kuomintang and the Wu-
han government? Was the opposition, in April 1927,
really in favour of a bloc with the “counter-revolution-
ary” Wuhan Kuomintang? Why this “forgetfulness”
and confusion on the part of the opposition?

The opposition is gloating over the fact that the
bloc with the Wuhan Kuomintang proved to be short-
lived, and, moreover, it asserts that the Comintern failed
to warn the Chinese Communists of the possibility
of the collapse of the Wuhan Kuomintang. It scarcely
needs proof that the malicious glee displayed by the
opposition only testifies to its political bankruptcy.
The opposition evidently thinks that blocs with the na-
tional bourgeoisie in colonial countries ought to be of
long duration; but only people who have lost the last
remnants of Leninism can think that. Only those who
are infected with defeatism can gloat over the fact that
at the present stage the feudal landlords and imperialists
in China have proved to be stronger than the revolution,
that the pressure exercised by these hostile forces has
induced the Wuhan Kuomintang to swing to the Right
and has led to the temporary defeat of the Chinese revo-
lution. As for the opposition’s assertion that the Com-
intern failed to warn the Communist Party of China of
the possible collapse of the Wuhan Kuomintang, that
is one of the usual slanders now so abundant in the
opposition’s arsenal.
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Permit me to quote some documents to refute the
slanders of the opposition.
First document, of May 1927:

“The most important thing now in the internal policy of the
Kuomintang is to develop the agrarian revolution systematically
in all provinces, particularly in Kwangtung, under the slogan
‘All power to the peasant associations and committees in the coun-
tryside.” This is the basis for the success of the revolution and of
the Kuomintang. This is the basis for creating in China a big and
powerful political and military army against imperialism and its
agents. Practically, the slogan of confiscating the land is quite
timely for the provinces in which there is a strong agrarian move-
ment, such as Hunan, Kwangtung, etc. Without this the exten-
sion of the agrarian revolution is impossible*. . . .

“It is necessary to start at once to organise eight or ten divi-
sions of revolutionary peasants and workers with absolutely re-
liable officers. This will be a Wuhan guards force both at the front
and in the rear for disarming unreliable units. This must not be
delayed.

“Disintegrating activities must be intensified in the rear and
in Chiang Kai-shek’s units, and assistance must be given to the
insurgent peasants in Kwangtung, where the rule of the land-
lords is particularly unbearable.”

The second document, of May 1927:

“Without an agrarian revolution, victory is impossible. With-
out it the Central Committee of the Kuomintang will be converted
into a wretched plaything of unreliable generals. Excesses must be
combated not, however, by means of troops, but through the
peasant associations. We are decidedly in favour of the actual
seizure of the land by the masses. Apprehensions concerning Tang
Ping-shan’s mission are not devoid of foundation. You must not
sever yourselves from the working-class and peasant movement,
but must assist it in every way. Otherwise you will ruin the work.

* My italics.—J. St.
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“Some of the old leaders of the Central Committee of the Kuo-
mintang are frightened by events, they are vacillating and compro-
mising. An in creased number of new peasant and working-class
leaders must be drawn from the masses into the Central Committee
of the Kuomintang. Their bold voices will either stiffen the backs
of the old leaders or result in their removal. The present structure of
the Kuomintang must be changed. The top leadership of the Kuo-
mintang must certainly be refreshed and reinforced with new
leaders who have come to the fore in the agrarian revolution,
while the local organisations must be broadened from the millions
of members in workers’ and peasants’ associations. If this is not
done the Kuomintang will run the risk of becoming divorced from life
and of losing all prestige.

“Dependence upon unreliable generals must be eliminated. Mo-
bilise about 20,000 Communists, add about 20,000 revolution-
ary workers and peasants from Hunan and Hupeh, form several
new army corps, use the students at the officers’ school as com-
manders and organise your own reliable army before it is too late. If
this is not done there is no guarantee against failure. It is a dif-
ficult matter, but there is no alternative.

“Organise a Revolutionary Military Tribunal headed by
prominent non-Communist Kuomintangists. Punish officers who
maintain contact with Chiang Kai-shek or who incite the soldiers
against the people, the workers and peasants. Persuasion is not
enough. It is time to act. Scoundrels must he punished. If the Kuo-
mintangists do not learn to be revolutionary Jacobins they will
perish so fat as the people and the revolution ate concerned.”*

As you see, the Comintern foresaw events, it gave
timely warning of the dangers and told the Chinese Com-
munists that the Wuhan Kuomintang would perish if
the Kuomintangists failed to become revolutionary
Jacobins.

Kamenev said that the defeat of the Chinese revolu-
tion was due to the policy of the Comintern, and that

* My italics.—J. St.
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we “bred Cavaignacs in China.” Comrades, only one
who is ready to commit a crime against the Party can
say that sort of thing about our Party. That is what
the Mensheviks said about the Bolsheviks during the
July defeat of 1917, when the Russian Cavaignacs ap-
peared on the scene. In his article “On Slogans,”'® Lenin
wrote that the July defeat was “a victory for the Ca-
vaignacs.” The Mensheviks at that time gloatingly as-
serted that the appearance of the Russian Cavaignacs was
due to Lenin’s policy. Does Kamenev think that the
appearance of the Russian Cavaignacs during the July
defeat of 1917 was due to Lenin’s policy, to the policy
of our Party, and not to some other cause? Is it be-
coming for Kamenev in this case to imitate the
Menshevik gentry? (Laughter.) 1 did not think that the
comrades of the opposition could sink so low. . . .

We know that the Revolution of 1905 suffered de-
feat, more over that defeat was more profound than the
present defeat of the Chinese revolution. The Menshe-
viks at that time said that the defeat of the 1905 Revolu-
tion was due to the extreme revolutionary tactics of the
Bolsheviks. Does Kamenev here, too, want to take the
Menshevik interpretation of the history of our revolu-
tion as his model and to cast a stone at the Bolsheviks?

And how are we to explain the defeat of the Bava-
rian Soviet Republic? By Lenin’s policy, perhaps, and
not by the correlation of class forces?

How are we to explain the defeat of the Hungarian
Soviet Republic? By the policy of the Comintern, per-
haps, and not by the correlation of class forces?

How can it be asserted that the tactics of this or
that party can abolish or reverse the correlation of class
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forces? Was our policy in 1905 correct, or not? Why
did we suffer defeat at that time? Do not the facts show
that if the policy of the opposition had been followed
the revolution in China would have reached defeat more
rapidly than was actually the case? What are we to say
of people who forget about the correlation of class forces
in time of revolution and who try to explain everything
solely by the tactics of this or that party? Only one thing
can be said of such people—that they have broken with
Marxism.

Conclusions. The chief mistakes of the oppo-
sition are:

1) The opposition does not understand the character
and prospects of the Chinese revolution.

2) The opposition sees no difference between the rev-
olution in China and the revolution in Russia, between
revolution in colonial countries and revolution in im-
perialist countries.

3) The opposition is departing from Leninist tactics
on the question of the attitude to the national bourgeoi-
sie in colonial countries at the first stage of the revo-
lution.

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

5) The opposition is violating the principles of
Leninist tactics on the question of the relations between
the vanguard (the Party) and the rear-guard (the vast
masses of the working people).

6) The opposition is departing from the resolutions
of the Sixth and Seventh Plenums of the Executive Com-
mittee of the Communist International.
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The opposition noisily brags about its policy on the
Chinese question and asserts that if that policy had been
adopted the situation in China today would be better
than it is. It scarcely needs proof that, considering the
gross mistakes committed by the opposition, the Chinese
Communist Party would have landed in a complete
impasse had it adopted the anti-Leninist and adven-
turist policy of the opposition.

The fact that the Communist Party in China has
in a short period grown from a small group of five or six
thousand into a mass party of 60,000 members; the fact
that the Chinese Communist Party has succeeded in or-
ganising nearly 3,000,000 proletarians in trade unions
during this period; the fact that the Chinese Communist
Party has succeeded in rousing the many millions of
the peasantry from their torpor and in drawing tens of
millions of peasants into the revolutionary peasant as-
sociations; the fact that the Chinese Communist Party
has succeeded during this period in winning over whole
regiments and divisions of national troops; the fact
that the Chinese Communist Party has succeeded during
this period in converting the idea of the hegemony of
the proletariat from an aspiration into a reality—the
fact that the Chinese Communist Party has succeeded
in a short period in achieving all these gains is due,
among other things, to its having followed the path
outlined by Lenin, the path indicated by the Com-
intern.

Needless to say, if the policy of the opposition, with
its mistakes and its anti-Leninist line on questions
of colonial revolution, had been followed, these gains
of the Chinese revolution would either not have been
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achieved at all, or would have been extremely insig-
nificant.

Only “ultra-Left” renegades and adventurers can
doubt this.

111
THE ANGLO-SOVIET UNITY COMMITTEE'®

About the Anglo-Soviet Committee. The opposition
asserts that we banked, so to speak, on the Anglo-So-
viet Committee. That is not true, comrades. It is one of
those slanders that the bankrupt opposition so often
resorts to. The whole world knows, and, therefore, the
opposition should know too, that we do not bank on the
Anglo-Soviet Committee, but on the world revolution-
ary movement and on our successes in building social-
ism. The opposition is deceiving the Party when it
says that we banked, or are banking, on the Anglo-So-
viet Committee.

What, then, is the Anglo-Soviet Committee? The
Anglo-Soviet Committee is one of the forms of contact
between our trade unions and the British trade un-
ions, reformist trade unions, reactionary trade unions.
At the present time we are carrying on our work for rev-
olutionising the working class in Europe through three
channels:

a) through the channel of the Comintern, through
the Communist sections, the immediate task of which
is to eliminate reformist political leadership from the
working-class movement;

b) through the channel of the Profintern, through
the revolutionary trade-union minorities, the immediate
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task of which is to defeat the reactionary labour aris-
tocracy in the trade unions;

c) through the Anglo-Soviet Unity Committee, as
one of the means of helping the Profintern and its sec-
tions in their struggle to isolate the labour aristocracy
in the trade unions.

The first two channels are the main and permanent
ones, essential for the Communists as long as classes
and class society exist. The third is only a temporary,
auxiliary, episodic channel and, therefore, not durable,
not always reliable, and some times quite unreliable.
To put the third channel on a par with the first two
means running counter to the interests of the working
class, to communism. That being the case, how can one

talk about our having banked on the Anglo-Soviet
Committee?

Our aim in agreeing to form the Anglo-Soviet
Committee was to establish open contact with the masses
of the organised workers of Britain.

For what purpose?

Firstly, for the purpose of helping to form a workers’
united front against capital, or, at any rate, of hinder-
ing the efforts of the reactionary trade-union leaders
to prevent the formation of such a front.

Secondly, for the purpose of helping to form a work-
ers’ united front against the danger of imperialist war
in general and against the danger of intervention in par-
ticular, or, at any rate, of hindering the efforts of the
reactionary trade-union leaders to prevent the formation
of such a front.

Is it permissible at all for Communists to work in
reactionary trade unions?
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It is not only permissible, but sometimes it is posi-
tively essential to do so, for there are millions of work-
ers in the reactionary trade unions, and Communists
have no right to refuse to join those unions, to find a road
to the masses and to win them over to communism.

Look at Lenin’s book “Left-Wing” Communism,
an Infantile Disorder®® and you will see that Lenin’s tac-
tics makes it obligatory for Communists not to refuse
to work in reactionary trade unions.

Is it at all permissible to conclude temporary agree-
ments with reactionary trade unions, agreements on
trade-union matters, or on political matters?

It is not only permissible, but sometimes it is posi-
tively essential to do so. Everyone knows that the ma
jority of the trade unions in the West are reactionary,
but that is not the point at all. The point is that these
unions are mass unions. The point is that through these
trade unions it is possible to gain access to the masses.
Care must be taken, however, that such agreements
do not restrict, do not limit the freedom of Commu-
nists to conduct revolutionary agitation and propagan-
da, that such agreements help to disintegrate the
ranks of the reformists and to revolutionise the masses
of the workers who still follow the reactionary leaders.
On these conditions, temporary agreements with mass
reactionary trade unions are not only permissible but
sometimes positively essential.

Here is what Lenin says on this score:

“Capitalism would not be capitalism if the ‘pure’ proletar-
iat were not surrounded by a mass of exceedingly motley inter-
mediate types between the proletarian and the semi-proletarian
(who earns his livelihood in part by the sale of his labour power),
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between the semi-proletarian and the small peasant (and the pet-
ty artisan, handicraft worker and small proprietor in general),
between the small peasant and the middle peasant, and so on,
and if the proletariat itself were not divided into more developed
and less developed strata, if it were not divided according to
place of birth, trade, sometimes according to religion, and so on.
And from all this follows the necessity, the absolute necessity, for
the vanguard of the proletariat, for its class-conscious section, for
the Communist Party, to resort to manoeuvres, arrangements and
compromises with the various groups of proletarians, with the vari-
ous parties of the workers and small proprietors.* The whole point
lies in knowing how to apply these tactics in order to raise, and
not lower, the general level of proletarian political consciousness,
revolutionary spirit, and ability to fight and win” (Vol. XXV,
p. 213).

And further:

“That the Hendersons, Clyneses, MacDonalds and Snowdens
are hopelessly reactionary is true. It is equally true that they want
to take power into their own hands (though, incidentally, they
prefer a coalition with the bourgeoisie), that they want to ‘rule’
on the old bourgeois lines, and that when they do get into
power they will unfailingly behave like the Scheidemanns and
Noskes. All that is true. But it by no means follows that to support
them is treachery to the revolution, but rather that in the interests
of the revolution the working-class revolutionaries should give these
gentlemen a certain amount of parliamentary support”* (ibid.,
pp- 218-19).

The misfortune of the opposition is that it does not
understand and does not accept these instructions of
Lenin’s, and instead of Lenin’s policy prefers “ultra-Left”
noisy talk about the trade unions being reactionary.

Does the Anglo-Soviet Committee restrict our agita-
tion and propaganda, can it restrict it? No, it cannot.

* My italics.—J. St.
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We have always criticised and will criticise the reaction-
ary character of the leaders of the British labour move-
ment, revealing to the masses of the British working
class the perfidy and treachery of these leaders. Let the
opposition try to refute the fact that we have always
openly and ruthlessly criticised the reactionary activi-
ties of the General Council.

We are told that this criticism may cause the British
to break up the Anglo-Soviet Committee. Well, let them
do so. The point is not whether there will be a rupture
or not, but on what question it will take place, what
idea will be demonstrated by that rupture. At the present
moment we are faced with the threat of war in general
and of intervention in particular. If the British break
away, the working class will know that the reactionary
leaders of the British labour movement broke away be-
cause they did not want to counteract the organisation
of war by their imperialist government. There can scarce-
ly be any doubt that a rupture brought about by the
British under such circumstances will help the Commu-
nists to discredit the General Council, for the question
of war is the fundamental question of the present day.

It is possible that they will not venture to break
away. But what will that mean? It will mean that we
have established our freedom to criticise, our freedom
to continue criticising the reactionary leaders of the
British labour movement, to expose their treachery
and social imperialism to the broad masses. Will that
be good for the labour movement? I think it will not
be bad.

Such, comrades, is our attitude towards the ques-
tion of the Anglo-Soviet Committee.
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v
THE THREAT OF WAR AND THE DEFENCE OF THE U.S.S.R.

The question of war. First of all, I must refute the
absolutely incorrect and false assertion made by Zino-
viev and Trotsky that I belonged to the so-called “Mili-
tary Opposition” at the Eighth Congress of our Party.
It is absolutely untrue, comrades. It is a fable, invent-
ed by Zinoviev and Trotsky for want of something
better to do. I have before me the verbatim report, from
which it is clear that, together with Lenin, I spoke
against the so-called “Military Opposition.” Lastly, there
are people here who attended the Eighth Party Congress
and can confirm the fact that I spoke against the “Mili-
tary Opposition” at the Eighth Congress. I did not op-
pose the “Military Opposition” as strongly as Trotsky
would perhaps have liked, because I considered that
among the Military Opposition there were splendid work-
ers who could not be dispensed with at the front; but
that I certainly did speak against and combat the Mili-
tary Opposition is a fact, which only incorrigible indi-
viduals like Zinoviev and Trotsky can dispute.

What was the dispute about at the Eighth Congress?
About the necessity of putting an end to the voluntary
principle and the guerilla mentality; about the necessity
of creating a genuine, regular, workers’ and peasants’
army bound by iron discipline; about the necessity of
enlisting the services of military experts for that purpose.

There was a draft resolution submitted by the advo-
cates of a regular army and iron discipline. It was sup-
ported by Lenin, Sokolnikov, Stalin and others. There
was another draft, that of V. Smirnov, submitted by
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those who were in favour of preserving elements of the

guerilla mentality in the army. It was supported by

V. Smirnov, Safarov, Voroshilov, Pyatakov and others.
Here are excerpts from my speech:

“All the questions touched upon here boil down to one: Is
Russia to have, or not to have, a strictly disciplined regular army?

“Six months ago, after the collapse of the old, tsarist army,
we had a new, a volunteer army, an army which was badly organ-
ised, which had a collective control, and which did not always
obey orders. This was at a time when an Entente offensive was
looming. The army was made up principally, if not exclusively,
of workers. Because of the lack of discipline in this volunteer
army, because it did not always obey orders, because of the dis-
organisation in the control of the army, we sustained defeats
and surrendered Kazan to the enemy, while Krasnov was success-
fully advancing from the South. . . . The facts show that a volun-
teer army cannot stand the test of criticism, that we shall not be
able to defend our Republic unless we create another army, a
regular army one infused with the spirit of discipline, possessing
a competent politicai department and able and ready to rise at
the first command and march against the enemy.

“l must say that those non-working-class elements—the peas-
ants—who constitute the majority in our army will not volunta-
rily fight for socialism. A whole number of facts bear this out.
The series of mutinies in the rear and at the fronts, the series of
excesses at the fronts show that the non-proletarian elements
comprising the majority of our army are not disposed to fight
for communism voluntarily. Hence our task is to re-educate
these elements, infusing them with a spirit of iron discipline, to get
them to follow the lead of the proletariat at the front as well as in
the rear, to compel them to fight for our common socialist cause,
and, in the course of the war, to complete the building of a real
regular army, which is alone capable of defending the country.

“That is how the question stands.

“. . . Either we create a real workers’ and peasants’ army, a
strictly disciplined regular army, and defend the Republic, or
we do not, and in that event our cause will be lost.
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. Smirnov’s project is unacceptable, because it can
only under mine discipline in the army and make it impossible
to build a regular army.”’2!

Such are the facts, comrades.

As you see, Trotsky and Zinoviev have resorted to
slander again.

Further. Kamenev asserted here that during the past
period, during these two years, we have squandered the
moral capital that we formerly possessed in the inter-
national sphere. Is that true? Of course not! It is abso-
lutely untrue!

Kamenev did not say which strata of the population
he had in mind, among which strata of the population
of the East and the West we have lost or gained influ-
ence. For us Marxists, however, it is precisely that ques-
tion that is decisive. Take China, for example. Can it be
asserted that we have lost the moral capital that we pos-
sessed among the Chinese workers and peasants? Clearly,
it cannot. Until lately, the vast masses of workers and
peasants of China knew little about us. Until lately,
the prestige of the U.S.S.R. was limited to a narrow
upper circle of Chinese society, to a narrow circle of liberal
intellectuals in the Kuomintang, leaders like Feng Yu-
hsiang, the Canton generals, and so forth. The situation
has now radically changed. At the present time the
U.S.S.R. enjoys a prestige among the vast masses of
the workers and peasants of China that may well be en-
vied by any force, by any political party in the world.
On the other hand, the prestige of the U.S.S.R. has fall-
en considerably among the liberal intellectuals in Chi-
na, among the various generals, and so forth; and many
of the latter are beginning to wage a struggle against



JOINT PLENUM OF THE C.C. AND C.C.C. OF THE C.P.S.U.(B.) 47

the U.S.S.R. But what is there surprising, or bad, about
that? Can it be required of the U.S.S.R., the Soviet Gov-
ernment, our Party, that our country should enjoy mo-
ral prestige among all strata of Chinese society? Who
but mere liberals can require this of our Party, of the
Soviet Government? What is better for us: prestige among
the liberal intellectuals and all sorts of reactionary gen-
erals in China, or prestige among the vast masses of
workers and peasants in China? What is decisive from the
standpoint of our international position, from the stand-
point of the development of the revolution throughout
the world: the growth of the U.S.S.R.’s prestige among
the vast masses of the working people with an undoubted
decline of the U.S.S.R.’s prestige among reactionary liberal
circles of Chinese society, or prestige among those reaction-
ary liberal circles with a decline of moral influence among
the broad masses of the population? It is enough to put
this question to realise that Kamenev is wide of the
mark. . . .

But what about the West? Can it be said that we
have squandered the moral capital we possessed among
the proletarian strata in the West? Obviously not.
What is shown, for example, by the recent actions of
the proletariat in Vienna, the general strike and the
coal strike in Britain, and the demonstrations of
many thousands of workers in Germany and France in
defence of the U.S.S.R.? Do they show that the moral
influence of the proletarian dictatorship is declin-
ing among the vast working-class masses? Of course not!
On the contrary, they show that the moral influence
of the U.S.S.R. is rising and growing stronger among
the workers in the West; that the workers in the West
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are beginning to fight their bourgeoisie “in the Russian
way.”

There can be no doubt that hostility against the
U.S.S.R. is growing among certain strata of the pacifist
and reactionary liberal bourgeoisie, especially owing to
the shooting of the twenty “illustrious” terrorists and
incendiaries.?” But does Kamenev really prize the good
opinion of the reactionary liberal pacifist circles of the
bourgeoisie more than the good opinion of the vast pro-
letarian masses in the West? Who would dare deny the
fact that the shooting of the twenty “illustrious ones” met
with a profoundly sympathetic response among the vast
masses of the workers in the West as well as among us
in the U.S.S.R.? “Serves them right, the scoundrels!”—
such was the cry with which the shooting of the twenty
“illustrious ones” was met in the working-class dis-
tricts.

I know that there are people of a certain sort among
us who assert that the more quietly we behave the better
it will be for us. These people tell us: “Things were well
with the U.S.S.R. when Britain broke off relations with
it, and they became still better when Voikov was assas-
sinated; but things became bad when, in answer to
the assassination of Voikov, we bared our teeth and
shot the twenty ‘illustrious’ counter-revolutionaries.
Before we shot the twenty they were sorry for us in Eu-
rope and they sympathised with us; after the shooting,
that sympathy vanished and they began to accuse us
of not being such good boys as the public opinion of Eu-
rope would like us to be.”

What can be said about this reactionary liberal phi-
losophy? The only thing that can be said about it is that its
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authors would like to see the U.S.S.R. toothless, unarmed,
grovelling at the feet of its enemies and surrendering
to them. There was a “bleeding” Belgium, pictures
of which at one time used to decorate cigarette packets.
Why should there not be a “bleeding” U.S.S.R.? Ev-
erybody would then sympathise with it and be sorry for it.
But no, comrades ! We do not agree with this. Rather let
all those liberal pacifist philosophers with their “sym-
pathy” for the U.S.S.R. go to the devil. If only we have
the sympathy of the vast masses of the working peo-
ple, the rest will follow. And if it is necessary that
somebody should “bleed,” we shall make every effort
to ensure that the one to be bloodily battered and
“bleeding” shall be some bourgeois country and not the
U.S.S.R.

The question whether war is inevitable. Zinoviev
vehemently asserted here that Bukharin’s theses say that
war is “probable” and “inevitable,” but not that it is
absolutely inevitable. He insisted that such a formula-
tion is liable to confuse the Party. I picked up Zinoviev’s
article “The Contours of the Future War” and glanced
through it. And what did I find? I found that in Zino-
viev’s article there is not a single word, literally not
a single word, about war having become inevitable. In
that article Zinoviev says that a new war is possible.
A whole chapter in it is devoted to proving that a war
is possible. That chapter ends with the sentence: “That
is why it is legitimate and necessary for Bolshevik-
Leninists to think now about the possibility of a new
war.” (General laughter.) Please note, comrades—"to
think” about the possibility of a new war. In one pas-
sage in the article Zinoviev says that war “is becoming”
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inevitable, but he does not say a single word, literally
not a single word, about war already having become in-
evitable. And this man has—what is the mildest way of
putting it?—the audacity to make an accusation against
Bukharin’s theses which say that war has become prob-
able and inevitable.

What does it mean to say now that war is “possible”?
It means dragging us back at least some seven years, for
it was as early as some seven years ago that Lenin said
that war between the U.S.S.R. and the capitalist world
was possible. Was it worth while for Zinoviev to repeat
what was said long ago and to make out his reversion to
the past to be a new utterance?

What does it mean to say now that war is becoming
inevitable? It means dragging us back at least some
four years, for it was as early as the period of the Cur-
zon ultimatum? that we said that war was becoming
inevitable.

How could it happen that Zinoviev, who only yester-
day wrote such a confused and quite absurd article about
war, containing not a single word about war having
become inevitable, how could it happen that this man
dared to attack Bukharin’s clear and definite theses
about the inevitability of war? It happened because Zi-
noviev forgot what he wrote yesterday. The fact of the
matter is that Zinoviev is one of those fortunate peo-
ple who write only to forget the very next day what
they have written. (Laughter.)

Zinoviev asserted here that Bukharin was “prompt-
ed” by Comrade Chicherin to draft his theses on the
lines that war is probable and inevitable. I ask: Who
“prompted” Zinoviev to write an article about war
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being possible now when war has already become inevi-
table? (Laughter.)

The question of the stabilisation of capitalism. Zino-
viev here attacked Bukharin’s theses, asserting that on
the question of stabilisation they depart from the posi-
tion of the Comintern. That, of course, is nonsense.
By that Zinoviev only betrayed his ignorance of the
question of stabilisation, of the question of world capital-
1sm. Zinoviev thinks that once there is stabilisation,
the cause of the revolution is lost. He does not under-
stand that the crisis of capitalism and the preparation
for its doom grow as a result of stabilisation. Is it not
a fact that capitalism has lately perfected and rational-
ised its technique and has produced a vast mass of
goods which cannot find a market? Is it not a fact that the
capitalist governments are more and more assuming
a fascist character, attacking the working class and tem-
porarily strengthening their own positions? Do these
facts imply that stabilisation has become durable? Of
course not! On the contrary, it is just these facts that
tend to aggravate the present crisis of world capitalism,
which is incomparably deeper than the crisis before the
last imperialist war.

The very fact that the capitalist governments are
assuming a fascist character tends to aggravate the in-
ternal situation in the capitalist countries and gives rise
to revolutionary action by the workers (Vienna, Brit-
ain).

The very fact that capitalism is rationalising its
technique and is producing a vast mass of goods which
the market cannot absorb, this very fact tends to
intensify the struggle within the imperialist camp for
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markets and for fields of capital export and leads to
the creation of the conditions for a new war, for a new
redivision of the world.

Is it difficult to understand that the excessive
growth of capitalism’s productive potentialities, coupled
with the limited capacity of the world market and the
stability of “spheres of influence,” intensifies the strug-
gle for markets and deepens the crisis of capitalism?

Capitalism could solve this crisis if it could increase
the wages of the workers severalfold, if it could consid-
erably improve the material conditions of the peasantry,
if it could thereby considerably increase the purchas-
ing power of the vast masses of the working people and
enlarge the capacity of the home market. But if it did
that, capitalism would not be capitalism. Precisely be-
cause capitalism cannot do that, precisely because capital-
ism uses its “incomes” not to raise the well-being of
the majority of the working people, but to intensify
their exploitation and to export capital to less-developed
countries in order to obtain still larger “incomes”—pre-
cisely for that reason, the struggle for markets and for
fields of capital export gives rise to a desperate strug-
gle for a new redivision of the world and of spheres of
influence, a struggle which has already made a new im-
perialist war inevitable.

Why do certain imperialist circles look askance at
the U.S.S.R. and organise a united front against it? Be-
cause the U.S.S.R. is a very valuable market and field
of capital export. Why are these same imperialist circles
intervening in China? Because China is a very valuable
market and field of capital export. And so on and so
forth.
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That is the basis and source of the inevitability of
a new war, irrespective of whether it breaks out between
separate imperialist coalitions, or against the U.S.S.R.

The misfortune of the opposition is that it does not
understand these simple, elementary things.

The question of the defence of our country. And now
permit me to deal with the last question, how our oppo-
sition intends to defend the U.S.S.R.

Comrades, the revolutionary spirit of a given group,
of a given trend, of a given party, is not tested by the
statements or declarations it issues. The revolutionary
spirit of a given group, of a given trend, of a given party, is
tested by its deeds, by its practice, by its practical plans.
Statements and declarations, no matter how striking they
may be, cannot be believed if they are not backed by
deeds, if they are not put into effect.

There is one question which serves as a dividing line
between all possible groups, trends and parties and
as a test of whether they are revolutionary or anti-revo-
lutionary. Today, that is the question of the defence of
the U.S.S.R., of unqualified and unreserved defence
of the U.S.S.R. against attack by imperialism.

A revolutionary is one who is ready to protect, to
defend the U.S.S.R. without reservation, without qual-
ification, openly and honestly, without secret military
conferences; for the U.S.S.R. is the first proletarian, rev-
olutionary state in the world, a state which is building
socialism. An internationalist is one who is ready to de-
fend the U.S.S.R. without reservation, without waver-
ing, unconditionally; for the U.S.S.R. is the base of the
world revolutionary movement, and this revolutionary
movement cannot be defended and promoted unless
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the U.S.S.R. is defended. For whoever thinks of defend-
ing the world revolutionary movement apart from, or
against, the U.S.S.R., goes against the revolution and
must inevitably slide into the camp of the enemies of
the revolution.

Two camps have now been formed in face of the threat
of war, and as a result two positions have arisen: that
of unqualified defence of the U.S.S.R. and that of fight-
ing the U.S.S.R. One has to choose between them,
for there is not, nor can there be, a third position. Neu-
trality in this matter, waverings, reservations, the
search for a third position, are attempts to avoid respon-
sibility, to wriggle out of the unqualified struggle to
defend the U.S.S.R., to be missing at the most critical
moment for the defence of the U.S.S.R. What does avoid-
ing responsibility mean? It means imperceptibly slip-
ping into the camp of the enemies of the U.S.S.R.

That is how the question stands now.

How do matters stand with the opposition from the
standpoint of the defence, the protection, of the U.S.S.R.?

Since things have gone so far, let me refer to
Trotsky’s letter to the Central Control Commission
in order to demonstrate to you the “theory” of defence,
the defence slogan, that Trotsky is holding in reserve in
the event of war against the U.S.S.R. Comrade Molotov
has already quoted a passage from this letter in his speech,
but he did not quote the whole passage. Permit me to
quote it in full.

This is how Trotsky understands defeatism and de-
fencism:

“What is defeatism? A policy which pursues the aim of fa-
cilitating the defeat of one’s ‘own’ state which is in the hands of
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a hostile class. Any other conception and interpretation of defeat-
ism will be a falsification. Thus, for example, if someone says
that the political line of ignorant and dishonest cribbers must be
swept away like garbage precisely in the interests of the victory
of the workers’ state, that does not make him a ‘defeatist.” On the
contrary, under the given concrete conditions, he is thereby giving
genuine expression to revolutionary defencism: ideological gar-
bage does not lead to victory!

“Examples, and very instructive ones, could be found in the
history of other classes. We shall quote only one. At the beginning
of the imperialist war the French bourgeoisie had at its head a
government without a sail or rudder. The Clemenceau group was
in opposition to that government. Notwithstanding the war and
the military censorship, notwithstanding even the fact that the
Germans were eighty kilometres from Paris (Clemenceau said:
‘precisely because of it’), he conducted a fierce struggle against
petty-bourgeois flabbiness and irresolution and for imperialist
ferocity and ruthlessness. Clemenceau was not a traitor to his
class, the bourgeoisie; on the contrary, he served it more loyally,
more resolutely and more shrewdly than Viviani, Painlevé and
Co. The subsequent course of events proved that. The Clemenceau
group came into power, and its more consistent, more predatory
imperialist policy ensured victory for the French bourgeoisie.
Were there any French newspapermen that called the Clemenceau
group defeatist? There must have been: fools and slanderers fol-
low in the train of every class. They do not, however, always have
the opportunity to play an equally important role” (excerpt from
Trotsky’s letter to Comrade Orjonikidze, dated July 11, 1927).

b

There you have the “theory,” save the mark, of the
defence of the U.S.S.R. proposed by Trotsky.

“Petty-bourgeois flabbiness and irresolution”—that,
it turns out, is the majority in our Party, the majority
in our Central Committee, the majority in our govern-
ment. Clemenceau—that is Trotsky and his group.
(Laughter.) 1t turns out that if the enemy comes with-
in, say, eighty kilometres of the walls of the Kremlin,
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this new edition of Clemenceau, this comic opera
Clemenceau will first of all try to overthrow the present
majority, precisely because the enemy will be eighty kil-
ometres from the Kremlin, and only after that will he
start defending. And it turns out that if our comic-ope-
ra Clemenceau succeeds in doing that, it will be genuine
and unqualified defence of the U.S.S.R.

And in order to do this, he, Trotsky, i.e., Clemen-
ceau, is first of all trying to “sweep away” the “garbage”
“in the interests of the victory of the workers’ state.”
And what is this “garbage”? It turns out that it is
the majority in our Party, the majority in the Central
Committee, the majority in the government.

It turns out, then, that when the enemy comes within
eighty kilometres of the Kremlin, this comic-opera
Clemenceau will be concerned not to defend the U.S.S.R.,
but to overthrow the present majority in the Party. And
that is what he calls defence!

Of course, it is rather funny to hear this small quix-
otic group, which in the course of four months barely
managed to scrape together about a thousand votes, to
hear this small group threatening a party a million
strong with the words: “We shall sweep you away.” You
can judge from this how deplorable the position of Trots-
ky’s group must be if, after toiling for four months in
the sweat of its brow, it barely managed to scrape to-
gether about a thousand signatures. I think that any op-
position group could collect several thousand signatures if
it knew how to set to work. I repeat, it is funny to hear
a small group in which the leaders outnumber the army
(laughter), and which after working hard for four whole
months barely managed to scrape together about a
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thousand signatures, threatening a party a million strong
with the words: “We shall sweep you away.” (Laughter.)

But how can a small factional group “sweep away” a
party a million strong? Do the comrades of the opposi-
tion think that the present majority in the Party, the
majority in the Central Committee, is an accidental
one, that it has no roots in the Party, that it has no
roots in the working class, that it will voluntarily allow
itself to be “swept away” by a comic-opera Clemenceau?
No, that majority is not an accidental one. It has been
built up year by year in the course of our Party’s devel-
opment; it was tested in the fire of struggle during
October, after October, during the Civil War, and during
the building of socialism.

To “sweep away” such a majority it will be necessary
to start civil war in the Party. And so, Trotsky is think-
ing of starting civil war in the Party at a time when
the enemy will be eighty kilometres from the Kremlin.
It seems that one could hardly go to greater lengths. . . .

But what about the present leaders of the opposition?
Have they not been tested? Is it an accident that they,
who at one time occupied most important posts in our
Party, later became renegades? Does it still need proof
that this cannot be regarded as an accident? Well,
Trotsky wants, with the aid of the small group which
signed the opposition’s platform, to turn back the
wheel of our Party’s history at a time when the enemy
will be eighty kilometres from the Kremlin; and it is
said that some of the comrades who signed the opposi-
tion’s platform did so because they thought that if they
signed they would not be called up for military service.
(Laughter.)
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No, my dear Trotsky, it would be better for you not
to talk about “sweeping away garbage.” It would be
better not to talk about it because those words are in-
fectious. If the majority becomes “infected” from you
by the method of sweeping away garbage, I do not know
whether that will be good for the opposition. After all,
it is not impossible that the majority in the Central
Committee may become “infected” by this method and
“sweep away”’ somebody or other.

Talk about sweeping away is not always desirable
or safe, for it may “infect” the majority in our Central
Committee and compel it to “sweep away” somebody
or other. And if Trotsky is thinking of using the broom
against the Party and its majority, will it be surprising
if the Party turns that broom the other way and uses it
against the opposition?

Now we know how the opposition intends to defend
the U.S.S.R. Trotsky’s essentially defeatist theory
about Clemenceau, which is supported by the entire op-
position, is sufficiently striking evidence of this.

It follows, therefore, that to ensure the defence of the
U.S.S.R., it is necessary, first of all, to carry out the
Clemenceau experiment.

That, so to speak, is the opposition’s first step to-
wards “unqualified” defence of the U.S.S.R.

The second step towards defence of the U.S.S.R.,
it turns out, is to declare that our Party is a Centrist
party. The fact that our Party is fighting both the Left
deviation from communism (Trotsky-Zinoviev) and the
Right deviation from communism (Smirnov-Sapronov)
is apparently regarded by our ignorant opposition as
Centrism.
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It turns out that these cranks have forgotten that
in fighting both deviations we are only fulfilling the
behests of Lenin, who absolutely insisted on a deter-
mined fight both against “Left doctrinairism” and against
“Right opportunism.”

The leaders of the opposition have broken with
Leninism and have consigned Lenin’s behests to obliv-
ion. The leaders of the opposition refuse to admit that
their bloc, the opposition bloc, is a bloc of Right and
Left deviators from communism. They refuse to admit
that their present bloc is the re-creation on a new basis of
Trotsky’s notorious August bloc of dismal memory. They
refuse to understand that it is this bloc that harbours the
danger of degeneration. They refuse to admit that the
union in one camp of “ultra-Lefts,” like those scoundrels
and counter-revolutionaries Maslow and Ruth Fischer,
and Georgian nationalist deviators is a copy of the Liq-
uidationist August bloc of the worst kind.

And so, it turns out that to arrange for defence it
is necessary to declare that our Party is a Centrist party
and to strive to deprive it of its attractiveness in the
eyes of the workers.

That, so to speak, is the opposition’s second step
towards “unqualified” defence of the U.S.S.R.

The third step towards defence of the U.S.S.R., it
appears, is to declare that our Party is non-existent and
to depict it as “Stalin’s faction.” What do the
oppositionists mean to say by that? They mean to
say that there is no Party, there is only “Stalin’s fac-
tion.” They mean to say that the Party’s decisions are
not binding upon them and that they have the right
to violate those decisions at all times and under all
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circumstances. In that way they want to facilitate their
fight against our Party. True, they adopted this weap-
on from the arsenal of the Menshevik Sotsialistichesky
Vestnik* and of the bourgeois Rul.?* True, it is unworthy
of Communists to adopt the weapons of Mensheviks
and bourgeois counter-revolutionaries, but what do they
care about that? The opposition regards every means as
justified as long as there is a fight against the Party.

And so, it turns out that to prepare the defence of the
U.S.S.R., it is necessary to declare that the Party is non-
existent, the very Party without which no defence is
conceivable.

That, so to speak, is the opposition’s third step to-
wards “unqualified” defence of the U.S.S.R.

The fourth step towards defence of the U.S.S.R., it
appears, is to split the Comintern, to organise a new par-
ty in Germany headed by those scoundrels and counter-
revolutionaries Ruth Fischer and Maslow, and thereby
make it more difficult for the West-European proletariat
to support the U.S.S.R.

And so, it turns out that to prepare the defence of
the U.S.S.R., it is necessary to split the Comintern.

That, so to speak, is the opposition’s fourth step to-
wards “unqualified” defence of the U.S.S.R.

The fifth step towards defence of the U.S.S.R.,
it appears, is to ascribe Thermidor tendencies to our
Party, to split it and begin to build a new party. For
if we have no party, if there is only “Stalin’s faction,”
whose decisions are not binding upon the members of
the Party, if that faction is a Thermidor faction—al-
though it is stupid and ignorant to speak of Thermidor
tendencies in our Party—what else can be done?
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And so, it turns out that to arrange for the defence
of the U.S.S.R., it is necessary to split our Party and to
set about organising a new party.

That, so to speak, is the opposition’s fifth step to-
wards “unqualified” defence of the U.S.S.R.

There you have the five most important measures
that the opposition proposes for defence of the U.S.S.R.

Does it still need proof that all these measures pro-
posed by the opposition have nothing in common with
the defence of our country, with the defence of the cen-
tre of the world revolution?

And these people want us to publish their defeat-
ist, semi-Menshevik articles in our Party press! What
do they take us for? Have we already “freedom”
of the press for all, “from anarchists to monarchists”?
No, and we shall not have it. Why do we not publish
Menshevik articles? Because we have no “freedom” of
the press for anti-Leninist, anti-Soviet trends “from
anarchists to monarchists.”

What is the aim of the oppositionists in insist-
ing on the publication of their semi-Menshevik, defeat-
ist articles? Their aim is to create a loop-hole for
bourgeois “freedom” of the press; and they fail to see
that thereby they are reviving the anti-Soviet elements,
strengthening their pressure upon the proletarian dic-
tatorship, and opening the road for bourgeois “democ-
racy.” They knock at one door, but open another.

Here is what Mr. Dan writes about the opposition:

“Russian Social-Democrats would ardently welcome such
a legalisation of the opposition, although they have nothing in
common with its positive programme. They would welcome the
legality of the political struggle, the open self-liquidation of the
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dictatorship and the transition to new political forms that would
provide scope for a wide labour movement” (Sotsialistichesky
Vestnik, No. 13, July 1927).

“The open self-liquidation of the dictatorship”—
that is what the enemies of the U.S.S.R. expect of you,
and that is where your policy is leading, comrades of
the opposition.

Comrades, we are faced by two dangers: the danger
of war, which has become the threat of war; and the dan-
ger of the degeneration of some of the links of our Party.
In setting out to prepare for defence we must create
iron discipline in our Party. Without such discipline de-
fence is impossible. We must strengthen Party discipline,
we must curb all those who are disorganising our Party.
We must curb all those who are splitting our brother parties
in the West and in the East. (dpplause.) We must curb
all those who are splitting our brother parties in the
West and are supported in this by those scoundrels Sou-
varine, Ruth Fischer, Maslow and that muddle-head
Treint.

Only thus, only in this way shall we be able to meet
war fully armed, while at the same time striving, at the
cost of some material sacrifice, to postpone war, to gain
time, to ransom ourselves from capitalism.

This we must do, and we shall do it.

The second danger is the danger of degeneration.

Where does it come from? From there! (Pointing to
the opposition.) That danger must be eliminated. (Pro-
longed applause.)



SPEECH DELIVERED ON AUGUST 5

Comrades, Zinoviev was grossly disloyal to this ple-
num in reverting in his speech to the already settled
question of the international situation.

We are now discussing point 4 on the agenda: “The
violation of Party discipline by Trotsky and Zinoviev.”
Zinoviev, however, evading the point under discussion,
reverted to the question of the international situation
and tried to resume the discussion of an already settled
question. Moreover, in his speech he concentrated his
attack on Stalin, forgetting that we are not discussing
Stalin, but the violation of Party discipline by Zinoviev
and Trotsky.

I am therefore compelled in my speech to revert to
several aspects of the already settled question in order
to show that Zinoviev’s speech was groundless.

I apologise, comrades, but I shall also have to say
a few words about Zinoviev’s thrusts at Stalin. (Voices:
“Please, do!™)

First. For some reason, Zinoviev in his speech re-
called Stalin’s vacillation in March 1917, and in doing
so he piled up a heap of fairy-tales. I have never denied
that I vacillated to some extent in March 1917, but that
lasted only a week or two; on Lenin’s arrival in April
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1917 that vacillation ceased and at the April Conference
1917, I stood side by side with Comrade Lenin against
Kamenev and his opposition group. I have mentioned
this a number of times in our Party press (see On the
Road to October, Trotskyism or Leninism?, etc.).

I have never regarded myself as being infallible,
nor do I do so now. I have never concealed either my mis-
takes or my momentary vacillations. But one must not
ignore also that I have never persisted in my mistakes,
and that I have never drawn up a platform, or formed
a separate group, and so forth, on the basis of my momen-
tary vacillations.

But what has that to do with the question under
discussion, the violation of Party discipline by Zinoviev
and Trotsky? Why does Zinoviev, evading the question
under discussion, revert to reminiscences of March 1917?
Has he really forgotten his own mistakes, his struggle
against Lenin, his separate platform in opposition to
Lenin’s Party in August, September, October and No-
vember 1917? Perhaps Zinoviev by his reminiscences
of the past hopes to push into the background the ques-
tion, now under discussion, of the violation of Party
discipline by Zinoviev and Trotsky? No, that trick of
Zinoviev’s will not succeed.

Second. Zinoviev, further, quoted a passage from a
letter I wrote to him in the summer of 1923, some months
before the German revolution of 1923. I do not remem-
ber the history of that letter, I have no copy of it, and I
am therefore unable to say with certainty whether Zi-
noviev quoted it correctly. I wrote it, I think, at the
end of July or beginning of August 1923. I must say,
however, that that letter is absolutely correct from be-
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ginning to end. By referring to that letter Zinoviev evi-
dently wants to imply that I was in general sceptical
about the German revolution of 1923. That, of course,
1s nonsense.

The letter touched first of all on the question whether
the Communists should take power immediately. In
July or the beginning of August 1923 there was not yet
in Germany that profound revolutionary crisis which
brings the vast masses to their feet, exposes the com-
promising policy of Social-Democracy, utterly disor-
ganises the bourgeoisie and raises the question of the im-
mediate seizure of power by the Communists. Naturally,
under the circumstances prevailing in July-August,
there could be no question of the immediate seizure of
power by the Communists in Germany, who moreover
were a minority in the ranks of the working class.

Was that position correct? I think it was. And that
was the position held at that time by the Political
Bureau.

The second question touched on in that letter re-
lates to a demonstration of communist workers at a
time when armed fascists were trying to provoke the
Communists to premature action. The stand I took at
that time was that the Communists should not allow
themselves to be provoked. I was not the only one to
take that stand; it was the stand of the whole Political
Bureau.

Two months later, however, a radical change took
place in the situation in Germany; the revolutionary
crisis became more acute; Poincare began a military
offensive against Germany; the financial crisis in Ger-
many became catastrophic; the German government
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began to collapse and a ministerial reshuffle began; the
evolutionary tide rose, threatening to overwhelm the
Social-Democrats; the workers began en masse to desert
Social-Democracy and to go over to the Communists;
the question of the seizure of power by the Communists
came on the order of the day. Under these circumstances
I, like the other members of the Comintern Commission,
was resolutely and definitely in favour of the immediate
seizure of power by the Communists.

As is known, the German Commission of the Comin-
tern that was set up at that time, consisting of Zinoviev,
Bukharin, Stalin, Trotsky, Radek and a number of Ger-
man comrades, adopted a series of concrete decisions
concerning direct assistance to the German comrades
in the matter of seizing power.

Were the members of that commission unanimous
on all points at that time? No, they were not. There was
disagreement at that time on the question whether So-
viets should be set up in Germany. Bukharin and I ar-
gued that the factory committees could not serve as sub-
stitutes for Soviets and proposed that proletarian Soviets
be immediately organised in Germany. Trotsky and
Radek, as also some of the German comrades, opposed
the organisation of Soviets and argued that the factory
committees would be enough for seizure of power.
Zinoviev wavered between these two groups.

Please note, comrades, that it was not a question
of China, where there are only a few million proletarians,
but of Germany, a highly industrialised country, where
there were then about fifteen million proletarians.

What was the upshot of these disagreements? It
was that Zinoviev deserted to the side of Trotsky and
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Radek and the question of Soviets was settled in the
negative.

True, later on, Zinoviev repented of his sins, but
that does not do away with the fact that at that time
Zinoviev was on the Right, opportunist flank on one of
the fundamental questions of the German revolution,
whereas Bukharin and Stalin were on the revolutionary,
communist flank.

Here is what Zinoviev said about this later:

“On the question of Soviets (in Germany—J. S¢.) we made
a mistake in yielding to Trotsky and Radek. Every time a con-
cession is made on these questions, one becomes convinced that
one is making a mistake. It was impossible to set up workers’
Soviets at the time, but that was a touchstone for revealing wheth-
er the line was Social-Democratic or Communist. We should not
have yielded on this question. To yield was a mistake on our part.
That is how the matter stands, comrades” (Verbatim Report of
the Fifth Meeting of the Presidium of the E.C.C.I. with Represent
tives of the Communist Party of Germany, January 19, 1924,
p- 70).

In this passage Zinoviev says “we made a mistake.”
Who are “we”? There was not, and could not have been,
any “we.” It was Zinoviev who made a mistake in desert-
ing to the side of Trotsky and Radek and in adopting
their erroneous position.

Such are the facts.

Zinoviev would have done better not to recall the
German revolution of 1923 and disgrace himself in the
eyes of the plenum; the more so because, as you see,
the question of the German revolution which he raised
has nothing to do with point 4 of the plenum agenda
which we are now discussing.
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The question of China. According to Zinoviev it ap-
pears that Stalin, in his report at the Fourteenth Party
Congress, identified China with America. That, of course,
is nonsense. There was no question of any identifi-
cation of China with America in my report, nor could
there have been. Actually, in my report I merely dealt
with the right of the Chinese people to national unity
and to national liberation from the foreign yoke. Con-
centrating my criticism on the imperialist press, I said:
If you, Messieurs the imperialists, justify, at any rate
in words, the national war in Italy, the national war
in America, and the national war in Germany for unity
and liberation from a foreign yoke, in what way is China
inferior to these countries, and why should not the Chinese
people have the right to national unity and liberation?

That is what I said in my report, without in any
way touching upon the question of the prospects and
tasks of the Chinese revolution from the standpoint
of communism.

Was that presentation of the question legitimate in
controversy with the bourgeois press? Obviously, it was.
Zinoviev does not understand a simple thing like that,
but for that his own obtuseness is to blame and noth-
ing else.

Zinoviev, it appears, considers that the policy of
transforming the Wuhan Kuomintang, when it was rev-
olutionary, into the core of a future revolutionary-
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry
was wrong. The question arises: What was wrong about
it? Is it not a fact that the Wuhan Kuomintang was rev-
olutionary at the beginning of this year? Why did Zi-
noviev shout for “all-round assistance” for the Wuhan
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Kuomintang if the Wuhan Kuomintang was not revo-
lutionary? Why did the opposition swear that it was
in favour of the Communist Party remaining in the
Wuhan Kuomintang if the latter was not revolution-
ary at that time? What would Communists be worth who,
belonging to the Wuhan Kuomintang and enjoying in-
fluence in it, did not attempt to get the Kuomintang
fellow-travellers to follow them and did not attempt
to transform the Wuhan Kuomintang into the core of
a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship? I would say that
such Communists would not be worth a farthing.

True, that attempt failed, because at that stage the
imperialists and the feudal landlords in China proved
to be stronger than the revolution and, as a consequence,
the Chinese revolution suffered temporary defeat. But
does it follow from that that the Communist Party’s
policy was wrong?

In 1905 the Russian Communists also attempted to
transform the Soviets which existed at that time into
the core of a future revolutionary-democratic dictator-
ship of the proletariat and peasantry; but that attempt
also failed at that time owing to the unfavourable cor-
relation of class forces, owing to the fact that tsar-
ism and the feudal landlords proved to be stronger than
the revolution. Does it follow from this that the Bol-
sheviks’ policy was wrong? Obviously, it does not.

Zinoviev asserts, further, that Lenin was in favour
of the immediate organisation of Soviets of workers’
deputies in China, and he referred to Lenin’s theses on
the colonial question that were adopted at the Second
Congress of the Comintern. But here Zinoviev is simply
misleading the Party.
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It has been stated in the press several times, and it
must be repeated here, that in Lenin’s theses there is not
a single word about Soviets of workers’ deputies in China.

It has been stated in the press several times, and
it must be repeated here, that in his theses Lenin had
in mind not Soviets of workers’ deputies, but “peasant
Soviets,” “people’s Soviets,” “toilers’ Soviets,” and
he made the special reservation that this applied to
countries “where there is no industrial proletariat, or
practically none.”

Can China be included in the category of countries
where “there is no industrial proletariat, or practically
none”? Obviously not. Is it possible in China to form
peasant Soviets, toilers’ Soviets, or people’s Soviets,
without first forming class Soviets of the working class?
Obviously not. Why, then, is the opposition deceiving
the Party by referring to Lenin’s theses?

The question of the respite. In 1921, on the termi-
nation of the Civil War, Lenin said that we now had some
respite from war and that we ought to take advantage
of that respite to build socialism. Zinoviev is now find-
ing fault with Stalin, asserting that Stalin converted
that respite into a period of respite, which, he alleges,
contradicts the thesis on the threat of war between the
U.S.S.R. and the imperialists.

Needless to say, this fault-finding of Zinoviev’s
is stupid and ridiculous. Is it not a fact that there has
been no military conflict between the imperialists and
the U.S.S.R. for the past seven years? Can this period
of seven years be called a period of respite? Obviously,
it can and should be so called. Lenin more than once
spoke of the period of the Brest Peace, but everybody
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knows that that period did not last more than a year.
Why can the one-year period of the Brest Peace be called
a period and the seven-year period of respite not be called
a period of respite? How is it possible to take up the
time of the joint plenum of the Central Committee and
Central Control Commission with such ridiculous and
stupid fault-finding?

About the dictatorship of the Party. It has been stated
several times in our Party press that Zinoviev distorts
Lenin’s conception of the “dictatorship” of the Party
by identifying the dictatorship of the proletariat with
the dictatorship of the Party. It has been stated several
times in our Party press that by “dictatorship” of the
Party Lenin understood the Party’s leadership of the
working class, that is to say, not the Party’s use of force
against the working class, but leadership by means of
persuasion, by means of the political education of the
working class, to be precise, leadership by one party,
which does not share, and does not desire to share, that
leadership with other parties.

Zinoviev does not understand this and distorts
Lenin’s conception. However, by distorting Lenin’s con-
ception of the “dictatorship” of the Party, Zinoviev is,
perhaps without realising it, making way for the pen-
etration of “Arakcheyev” methods into the Party, for
justifying Kautsky’s slanderous allegation that Lenin
was effecting “the dictatorship of the Party over the work-
ing class.” Is that a decent thing to do? Obviously
not. But who is to blame if Zinoviev fails to understand
such simple things?

About national culture. The nonsense Zinoviev talked
here about national culture ought to be perpetuated
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in some way, so that the Party may know that Zinoviev
is opposed to the development of the national culture
of the peoples of the U.S.S.R. on a Soviet basis, that he
is, in fact, an advocate of colonisation.

We used to regard, and still regard, the slogan of
national culture in the epoch of the domination of the
bourgeoisie in a multi-national state as a bourgeois
slogan. Why? Because, in the period of the domination
of the bourgeoisie in such a state, that slogan signifies
the spiritual subordination of the masses of the working
people of all nationalities to the leadership, the domi-
nation, the dictatorship, of the bourgeoisie.

After the proletariat seized power we proclaimed
the slogan of the development of the national culture
of the peoples of the U.S.S.R. on the basis of the Soviets.
What does that mean? It means that we adapt the devel-
opment of national culture among the peoples of the
U.S.S.R. to the interests and requirements of socialism,
to the interests and requirements of the proletarian dic-
tatorship, to the interests and requirements of the work-
ing people of all the nationalities of the U.S.S.R.

Does that mean that we are now opposed to national
culture in general? No, it does not. It merely means
that we are now in favour of developing the national
culture of the peoples of the U.S.S.R., their national
languages, schools, press, and so forth, on the basis of
the Soviets. And what does the reservation “on the basis
of the Soviets” mean? It means that in its content the
culture of the peoples of the U.S.S.R. which the Soviet
Government is developing must be a culture common
to all the working people, a socialist culture; in its form,
however, it is and will be different for all the peoples
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of the U.S.S.R.; it is and will be a national culture,
different for the various peoples of the U.S.S.R. in con-
formity with the differences in language and specific
national features. I spoke about this in the speech I
delivered at the Communist University of the Toilers
of the East about three years ago.?® It is on these lines
that our Party has been operating all the time, encour-
aging the development of national Soviet schools, of
a national Soviet press, and other cultural institutions;
encouraging the “nationalisation” of the Party appa-
ratus, the “nationalisation” of the Soviet apparatus,
and so on and so forth.

It is precisely for this reason that Lenin, in his let-
ters to comrades working in the national regions and
republics, called for the development of the national
culture of these regions and republics on the basis of
the Soviets.

It is precisely because we have pursued this line
ever since the proletariat seized power that we have
succeeded in erecting an international edifice never
before seen in the world, the edifice known as the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Zinoviev, however, now wants to overturn all this,
to obliterate, to bury all this by declaring war on nation-
al culture. And this colonialist twaddle on the national
question he calls Leninism! Is that not ridiculous, com-
rades?

The building of socialism in one country. Notwith-
standing the series of severe defeats they have sus-
tained on this question, Zinoviev and the opposition in
general (Trotsky, Kamenev) clutch at it again and again
and waste the time of the plenum. They try to make it
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appear that the thesis that the victory of socialism is
possible in the U.S.S.R. is not Lenin’s theory, but
Stalin’s “theory.”

It scarcely needs proof that this assertion by the
opposition is an attempt to deceive the Party. Is it not
a fact that it was none other than Lenin who, as far back
as 1915, stated that the victory of socialism is possible
in one country??’ Is it not a fact that it was none other
than Trotsky who, at that very time, opposed Lenin on
this question and described Lenin’s thesis as “national
narrow-mindedness”? What has Stalin’s “theory” to do
with it?

Is it not a fact that it was none other than Kamenev
and Zinoviev who dragged in the wake of Trotsky in
1925 and declared that Lenin’s teaching that the victory
of socialism is possible in one country was “national
narrow-mindedness”? Is it not a fact that our Party,
as represented by its Fourteenth Conference, adopted
a special resolution declaring that the victorious build-
ing of socialism in the U.S.S.R. is possible,?® in spite
of Trotsky’s semi-Menshevik theory?

Why do Trotsky, Zinoviev and Kamenev evade this
resolution of the Fourteenth Conference?

Is it not a fact that our Party, as represented by
its Fourteenth Congress, endorsed the resolution of the
Fourteenth Conference and spearheaded its decision
against Kamenev and Zinoviev?’?

Is it not a fact that the Fifteenth Conference of our
Party adopted a decision substantiated in detail declar-
ing that the victory of socialism is possible in the
U.S.S.R.,’® and that it spearheaded that decision against
the opposition bloc and its head, Trotsky?
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Is it not a fact that the Seventh Enlarged Plenum
of the E.C.C.I. endorsed that resolution of the Fifteenth
Conference of the C.P.S.U.(B.) and found Trotsky,
Zinoviev and Kamenev guilty of a Social-Democratic
deviation?'?

The question is: What has Stalin’s “theory” to do
with it?

Did Stalin ever demand of the opposition anything
else than that it should admit the correctness of these
decisions of the highest bodies of our Party and of the
Comintern?

Why do the leaders of the opposition evade all these
facts if their consciences are clear? What are they count-
ing on? On deceiving the Party? But is it difficult to
understand that nobody will succeed in deceiving our
Bolshevik Party?

Such, comrades, are the questions which, properly
speaking, have nothing to do with the point under dis-
cussion about the breach of Party discipline by Trotsky
and Zinoviev, but which nevertheless Zinoviev has
dragged in for the purpose of throwing dust in our
eyes and of slurring over the question under discus-
sion.

I again ask you to excuse me for taking up your
time by examining these questions, but I could not do
otherwise, for there was no other way of killing the
desire of our oppositionists to deceive the Party.

And now, comrades, permit me to pass from “de-
fence” to attack.

The chief misfortune of the opposition is that it
still fails to understand why it has been “reduced to
this kind of life.”
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In point of fact, why did its leaders, who only yes-
terday were among the leaders of the Party, “suddenly”
become renegades? How is this to be explained? The
opposition itself is inclined to attribute it to causes of
a personal character: Stalin “did not help,” Bukharin
“let us down,” Rykov “did not support,” Trotsky
“missed the opportunity,” Zinoviev “overlooked,” and so
forth. But this cheap “explanation” is not even the shad-
ow of an explanation. The fact that the present leaders
of the opposition are isolated from the Party is a fact
of no little significance. And it certainly cannot be
called an accident. The fact that the present leaders of
the opposition fell away from the Party has deep-seated
causes. Evidently, Zinoviev, Trotsky and Kamenev went
astray on some question, they must have committed
some grave offence—otherwise the Party would not have
turned away from them, as from renegades. And so the
question is: On what did the leaders of the present oppo-
sition go astray, what did they do to deserve being
“reduced to this kind of life”?

The first fundamental question on which they went
astray was the question of Leninism, the question of
the Leninist ideology of our Party. They went astray in
trying, and they are still trying, to supplement Leninism
with Trotskyism, in fact, to substitute Trotskyism for
Leninism. But, comrades, by doing so the leaders of the
opposition committed a very grave offence for which the
Party could not, and cannot, forgive them. Obviously,
the Party could not follow them in their attempt to turn
from Leninism to Trotskyism, and owing to this the
leaders of the opposition found themselves isolated
from the Party.
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What is the present bloc of the Trotskyists with
the former Leninists in the opposition? Their present
bloc is the material expression of the attempt to sup-
plement Leninism with Trotskyism. It was not I who
invented the term “Trotskyism.” It was first used by
Comrade Lenin to denote something that is the oppo-
site of Leninism.

What is the principal sin of Trotskyism? The prin-
cipal sin of Trotskyism is disbelief in the strength
and capacity of the proletariat of the U.S.S.R. to lead
the peasantry, the main mass of the peasantry, both in
the struggle to consolidate the rule of the proletariat
and, particularly, in the struggle for victory in building
socialism in our country.

The principal sin of Trotskyism is that it does not
understand and, in essence, refuses to accept the Leninist
idea of the hegemony of the proletariat (in relation to
the peasantry) in the matter of winning and consolidat-
ing the proletarian dictatorship, in the matter of build-
ing socialism in separate countries.

Were the former Leninists—Zinoviev and Kamenev—
aware of these organic defects of Trotskyism? Yes, they
were. Only yesterday they were shouting from the house-
tops that Leninism is one thing and Trotskyism is an-
other. Only yesterday they were shouting that Trotskyism
is incompatible with Leninism. But it was enough for
them to come into conflict with the Party and to find
themselves in the minority to forget all this and to turn to
Trotskyism in order to wage a joint struggle against the
Leninist Party, against its ideology, against Leninism.

You, no doubt, remember our disputes at the Four-
teenth Congress. What was our dispute at that time with
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the so-called “New Opposition”? It was about the role
and significance of the middle peasant, about the role
and significance of the main mass of the peasantry, about
the possibility of the proletariat leading the main mass
of the peasantry in the matter of building socialism in
spite of the technical backwardness of our country.

In other words, our dispute with the opposition was
on the same subject as that on which our Party has long
been in dispute with Trotskyism. You know that the re-
sult of the disputes at the Fourteenth Congress was de-
plorable for the “New Opposition.” You know that as a
result of the disputes the “New Opposition” migrated
to the camp of Trotskyism on the fundamental question
of the Leninist idea of the hegemony of the proletariat
in the era of proletarian revolution. It was on this basis
that the so-called opposition bloc of the Trotskyists
and the former Leninists in the opposition arose.

Did the “New Opposition” know that the Fifth Con-
gress of the Comintern had defined Trotskyism as a
petty-bourgeois deviation**? Of course, it did. More than
that, it itself helped to carry the corresponding reso-
lution at the Fifth Congress. Was the “New Opposition”
aware that Leninism and a petty-bourgeois deviation
are incompatible? Of course, it was. More than that, it
shouted it from the house-tops for the entire Party
to hear.

Now judge for yourselves: Could the Party refrain
from turning away from leaders who burn today what
they worshipped yesterday, who deny today what they
loudly preached to the Party yesterday, who try to sup-
plement Leninism with Trotskyism in spite of the fact
that only yesterday they denounced such an attempt
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as a betrayal of Leninism? Obviously, the Party had
to turn away from such leaders.

In its zeal to turn everything upside down, the op-
position even went so far as to deny that Trotsky
belonged to the Mensheviks in the period before the
October Revolution. Don’t let that surprise you, com-
rades. The opposition bluntly says that Trotsky has never
been a Menshevik since 1904. Is that a fact? Let us turn
to Lenin.

Here is what Lenin said about Trotsky in 1914,
three and a half years before the October Revolution.

“The old participants in the Marxist movement in Russia
know the figure of Trotsky very well and there is no need to dis-
cuss him for their benefit. But the younger generation of workers
does not know him, and it is therefore necessary to discuss him, for
he is typical of all the five coteries abroad, which, in fact, also
vacillate between the Liquidators and the Party.

“In the period of the old Iskra (1901-03), these waverers, who
flitted from the ‘Economists’ to the ‘Iskra-ists’ and back again,
were dubbed ‘Tushino deserters’ (the name given in the Turbu-
lent Times in Russia to soldiers who deserted from one camp to
another). . . .

“The only ground the ‘Tushino deserters’ have for claiming
that they stand above factions is that they ‘borrow’ their ideas
from one faction one day and from another faction the next day.
Trotsky was an ardent ‘Iskra-ist’ in 1901-03, and Ryazanov de-
scribed his role at the Congress of 1903 as that of ‘Lenin’s cudgel.’
At the end of 1903, Trotsky was an ardent Menshevik,* i.e., he had
gone over from the Iskra-ists to the ‘Economists.” He proclaimed
that ‘there is a gulf between the old and the new Iskra.” In 1904-05,
he deserted the Mensheviks and began to oscillate, co-operating
with Martynov (an ‘Economist’) at one moment and proclaim-
ing his absurdly Left ‘permanent revolution’ theory the next.

* My italics.—J. St.
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In 1906-07, he approached the Bolsheviks, and in the spring of
1907 he declared that he was in agreement with Rosa Lux-
emburg.

“In the period of disintegration, after long ‘non-factional’
vacillation, he again went to the Right, and in August 1912 he
entered into a bloc with the Liquidators. Now he has deserted them
again, although,in substance,herepeats their paltry ideas.*

“Such types are characteristic as the wreckage of past his-
torical formations, of the time when the mass working-class move-
ment in Russia was still dormant, and when every coterie had
‘space’ in which to pose as a trend, group or faction, in short, as
a ‘power,’ negotiating amalgamation with others.

“The younger generation of workers need to know thoroughly
whom they are dealing with when people come before them making
incredibly pretentious claims, but absolutely refusing to reckon
with either the Party decisions that since 1908 have defined and
established our attitude towards Liquidationism, or the ex-
perience of the present-day working-class movement in Russia,
which has actually brought about the unity of the majority on the
basis of full recognition of the above-mentioned decisions” (see
Vol. XVII, pp. 393-94).

It turns out therefore that throughout the period
after 1903 Trotsky was outside the Bolshevik camp,
now flitting to the Menshevik camp, now deserting it,
but never joining the Bolsheviks; and in 1912 he organ-
ised a bloc with the Menshevik-Liquidators against
Lenin and his Party, while remaining in the same camp
as the Mensheviks.

Is it surprising that such a “figure” is distrusted
by our Bolshevik Party?

Is it surprising that the opposition bloc headed by
this “figure” finds itself isolated from and rejected
by the Party?

* My italics.—J. St.
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The second fundamental question on which the lead-
ers of the opposition went astray was that of whether
the victory of socialism in one country is possible in the
period of imperialism. The opposition’s mistake is that
it tried imperceptibly to liquidate Lenin’s teaching on
the possibility of the victory of socialism in one country.

It is now no secret to anyone that as far back as
1915, two years before the October Revolution, Lenin
proclaimed the thesis, on the basis of the law of uneven
economic and political development in the conditions
of imperialism, that “the victory of socialism is possible
first in several or even in one capitalist country taken
separately” (Lenin, Vol. XVIII, p. 232).

It is now no secret to anyone that it was none other
than Trotsky who, in that same year 1915, opposed
Lenin’s thesis in the press and declared that to admit
the possibility of the victory of socialism in separate
countries “is to fall a prey to that very national narrow-
mindedness* which constitutes the essence of social-
patriotism” (Trotsky, The Year 1917, Vol. IlI, Part 1,
pp- 89-90).

Nor is it a secret, but a universally-known fact,
that this controversy between Lenin and Trotsky con-
tinued, in fact, right up to the appearance in 1923 of
Lenin’s last pamphlet On Co-operation,** in which he
again and again proclaimed that it is possible to build
“a complete socialist society” in our country.

What changes in connection with this question oc-
curred in the history of our Party after Lenin’s death?
In 1925, at the Fourteenth Conference of our Party,

* My italics.—J. St.
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Kamenev and Zinoviev, after a number of vacillations,
accepted Lenin’s teaching on the possibility of the vic-
tory of socialism in one country and, with the Party,
dissociated themselves from Trotskyism on this ques-
tion. Several months later, however, before the Four-
teenth Congress, when they found themselves in the mi-
nority in the struggle against the Party and were com-
pelled to enter into a bloc with Trotsky, they “suddenly”
turned towards Trotskyism, repudiating the resolution
of the Fourteenth Conference of our Party and abandon-
ing Lenin’s teaching on the possibility of the victory
of socialism in one country. As a result, Trotsky’s semi-
Menshevik twaddle about the national narrow-mind-
edness of Lenin’s theory has served the opposition as
a screen by means of which it attempts to cover up its
activities aimed at liquidating Leninism on the ques-
tion of building socialism.

The question is: What is there surprising in the fact
that the Party, educated and trained in the spirit of
Leninism, considered it necessary, after all that, to
turn away from these Liquidators, and that the leaders
of the opposition found themselves isolated from the
Party?

The third fundamental question on which the
leaders of the opposition went astray was the question of
our Party, of its monolithic character, of its iron unity.

Leninism teaches that the proletarian Party must
be united and monolithic, that it must not have any
factions or factional centres, that it must have a single
Party centre and a single will. Leninism teaches that
the interests of the proletarian party require enlight-
ened discussion of questions of Party policy, an enlight-

* My italics.—J. St.
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ened attitude of the mass of the Party membership to-
wards the Party’s leadership, criticism of the Party’s
defects, criticism of its mistakes. At the same time, how-
ever Leninism requires that the decisions of the Party
should be unquestioningly carried out by all members
of the Party, once these decisions have been adopted
and approved by the leading Party bodies.

Trotskyism looks at the matter differently. Accord-
ing to Trotskyism, the Party is something in the nature
of a federation of factional groups, with separate fac-
tional centres. According to Trotskyism, the Party’s
proletarian discipline is unbearable. Trotskyism cannot
tolerate the proletarian regime in the Party. Trotskyism
does not understand that it is impossible to carry out
the dictatorship of the proletariat unless there is iron
discipline in the Party.

Were the former Leninists in the opposition aware
of these organic defects in Trotskyism? Of course, they
were. More than that, they shouted from the house-tops
that the “organisational schemes” of Trotskyism were
incompatible with the organisational principles of
Leninism. The fact that in its statement of October 16,
1926, the opposition repudiated the conception of the
Party as a federation of groups is only additional con-
firmation of the fact that the opposition had not, and
has not, a leg to stand on in this matter. This repudia-
tion, however, was only verbal, it was insincere. Actually,
the Trotskyists have never abandoned their efforts to foist
the Trotskyist organisational line upon our Party, and
Zinoviev and Kamenev are helping them in that dis-
graceful work. It was enough for Zinoviev and Kamenev
to find themselves in the minority in their struggle
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against the Party for them to turn to the Trotskyist,
semi-Menshevik organisational plan and, jointly with
the Trotskyists, to proclaim war on the proletarian
regime in the Party as the slogan of the day.

What is there surprising in the fact that our Party
did not consider it possible to bury the organisational
principles of Leninism and that it cast aside the present
leaders of the opposition?

Such, comrades, are the three fundamental questions
on which the present leaders of the opposition went
astray and broke with Leninism.

After that, can one be surprised that Lenin’s Party
in its turn broke with those leaders?

Unfortunately, however, the degradation of the oppo-
sition did not end there. It sank still lower, to limits
beyond which it is impossible to go without running the
risk of landing outside the Party.

Judge for yourselves.

Until now it was difficult to suppose that, low as
it had sunk, the opposition would waver on the ques-
tion of the unqualified defence of our country. Now,
however, we must not only assume, but assert, that the
attitude of the present leaders of the opposition is a
defeatist one. How else is one to interpret Trotsky’s
stupid and absurd thesis about a Clemenceau experi-
ment in the event of a new war against the U.S.S.R.?
Can there be any doubt that this is a sign that the oppo-
sition has sunk still lower?

Until now it was difficult to suppose that the op-
position would ever hurl against our Party the stupid
and incongruous accusation of being a Thermidor party.
In 1925, when Zalutsky first talked about Thermidor
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tendencies in our Party, the present leaders of the oppo-
sition emphatically dissociated themselves from him.
Now, however, the opposition has sunk so low that it
goes farther than Zalutsky and accuses the Party of being
a Thermidor party. What I cannot understand is how
people who assert that our Party has become a Thermidor
party can remain in its ranks.

Until now the opposition tried “merely” to organ-
ise separate factional groups in the sections of the Com-
intern. Now, however, it has gone to the length of open-
ly organising a new party in Germany, the party of those
counter-revolutionary scoundrels Maslow and Ruth
Fischer, in opposition to the existing Communist Party
in Germany. That stand is one of directly splitting the
Comintern. From the formation of factional groups in
the sections of the Comintern to splitting the Comin-
tern—such is the road of degradation that the leaders
of the opposition have travelled.

It is characteristic that in his speech Zinoviev did
not deny that there is a split in Germany. That this
anti-communist party was organised by our opposition
is evident if only from the fact that the anti-Party ar-
ticles and speeches of the leaders of our opposition are
being printed and distributed in pamphlet form by Mas-
low and Ruth Fischer. (4 voice: “Shame!”)

And what is the significance of the fact that the op-
position bloc put up Vuiovich to undertake in our press
the political defence of this second, Maslow-Ruth Fi-
scher, party in Germany? It shows that our opposition
is supporting Maslow and Ruth Fischer openly, is sup-
porting them against the Comintern, against its prole-
tarian sections. That is no longer merely factionalism,
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comrades. It is a policy of openly splitting the Com-
intern. (Voices: “Quite right!”)

Formerly, the opposition strove to secure freedom
for factional groups within our Party. Now, that is not
enough for it. Now, it is taking the path of an outright
split, creating a new party in the U.S.S.R., with its
own Central Committee and its own local organisations.
From the policy of factionalism to the policy of an out-
right split, to the policy of creating a new party, to
the policy of “Ossovskyism”3**—such are the depths to
which the leaders of our opposition have sunk.

Such are the principal landmarks on the road of the
opposition’s further degradation in departing from the
Party and the Comintern, in pursuing the policy of split-
ting the Comintern and the C.P.S.U.(B.).

Can such a situation be tolerated any longer? Obvi-
ously not. The splitting policy cannot be permitted
either in the Comintern or in the C.P.S.U.(B.). That evil
must be eradicated immediately if we value the interests
of the Party and the Comintern, the interests of their
unity.

Such are the circumstances that compelled the Cen-
tral Committee to raise the question of expelling Trots-
ky and Zinoviev from the Central Committee.

What is the way out?—you will ask.

The opposition has landed in an impasse. The task
is to make a /ast attempt to help the opposition to extri-
cate itself from that impasse. What Comrade Orjoni-
kidze proposed here on behalf of the Central Control
Commission is the method and the maximum of conces-
sion to which the Party could agree in order to promote
peace in the Party.
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Firstly, the opposition must emphatically and ir-
revocably abandon its “Thermidor” twaddle and its
foolish slogan of a Clemenceau experiment. The op-
position must understand that people with such views
and such tendencies cannot defend our country in
face of the threat of war that hangs over it. The opposi-
tion must understand that people with such views and
such tendencies cannot continue to be members of
the Central Committee of our Party. (Voices: “Quite
right!”)

Secondly, the opposition must openly and defi-
nitely condemn the splitting, anti-Leninist Maslow-Ruth
Fischer group in Germany and break off all connec-
tion with it. Support of the policy of splitting the Com-
intern cannot be tolerated any longer. (Voices: “Quite
right!”)

The U.S.S.R. cannot be defended if support is given
to the splitting of the Comintern and to the disorganisa-
tion of the sections of the Comintern.

Thirdly, the opposition must emphatically and irrev-
ocably abandon all factionalism and all the paths
that lead to the creation of a new party within the
C.P.S.U.(B.). The splitting policy must not be permit-
ted in our Party either two months or even two hours
before our Party congress. (Voices: “Quite right!”)

Such, comrades, are the three chief conditions which
must be accepted if we are to allow Trotsky and Zino-
viev to remain members of the Central Committee of
our Party.

It will be said that this is repression. Yes, it is re-
pression. We have never regarded the weapon of repres-
sion as excluded from our Party’s arsenal. We are acting
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here in conformity with the well-known resolution of
the Tenth Congress of our Party, in conformity with the
resolution that was drafted and carried through at the
Tenth Congress by Comrade Lenin.?’ Here are points
6 and 7 of this resolution:

Point 6: “The congress orders the immediate dissolution of
all groups without exception that have been formed on the basis
of one platform or another and instructs all organisations strictly
to see to it that there shall be no factional pronouncements of any
kind. Non-observance of this decision of the congress shall involve
certain and immediate expulsion from the Party.”

Point 7: “In order to ensure strict discipline within the Party
and in all Soviet work and to secure the maximum unanimity,
doing away with all factionalism, the congress authorises the Cen-
tral Committee, in case (cases) of breach of discipline or of a re-
vival or toleration of factionalism, to apply all Party penalties,
up to and including expulsion from the Party and, in regard to
members of the Central Committee, to reduce them to the status
of candidate members and even, as an extreme measure, to expel
them from the Party. A condition for the application of such an
extreme measure (to members and candidate members of the C.C.
and members of the Control Commission) must be the convocation
of a plenum of the Central Committee, to which all candidate mem-
bers of the Central Committee and all members of the Control
Commission shall be invited. If such a general assembly of the most
responsible leaders of the Party, by a two-thirds majority, con-
siders it necessary to reduce a member of the Central Committee
to the status of a candidate member, or to expel him from the Par-
ty, this measure shall be put into effect immediately.”

Voices: This should be put into effect at once.

Stalin: Wait, comrades, don’t be in a hurry. This
was written and bequeathed to us by Lenin, for he knew
what iron Party discipline is, what the proletarian dic-
tatorship is. For he knew that the dictatorship of the
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proletariat is exercised through the Party, that without
the Party, a united and monolithic party, the dictator-
ship of the proletariat is impossible.

Such are the conditions which must be accepted if
Trotsky and Zinoviev are to remain members of the Cen-
tral Committee of our Party. If the opposition accepts
these conditions, well and good. If it does not, so much
the worse for it. (dpplause.)



WITH REFERENCE TO
THE OPPOSITION’S “DECLARATION”
OF AUGUST 8, 1927

Speech Delivered on August 9

Comrades, what the opposition is offering us cannot
be regarded as peace in the Party. We must not harbour
any illusions. What the opposition is offering us is a
temporary armistice. (4 voice: “Not even temporary!”)
It is a temporary armistice, which may be something
of a step forward under certain circumstances, but on
the other hand it may not. That must be borne in mind
once and for all. That must be borne in mind, whether
or not the opposition agrees to yield further.

It is a step forward for the Party that the opposi-
tion has retreated to some extent on all the three ques-
tions we put to it. It has retreated to some extent, but
with such reservations as may create grounds for an even
sharper struggle in the future. (Voices: “Quite right!”
“Quite right, that’s true!”)

The question of the defence of the U.S.S.R. is a fun-
damental one for us in view of the threat of war that has
arisen. In its declaration the opposition states in a
positive form that it stands for the unqualified and
unreserved defence of the U.S.S.R., but it refuses to con-
demn Trotsky’s well-known formula, his well-known
slogan about Clemenceau. Trotsky must have the cour-
age to admit facts.
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I think that the entire plenum of the Central Committee
and Central Control Commission is unanimously of the
opinion that a man who in his heart, who in deed and
not only in word, stands for the unqualified defence of
our country would not write what Trotsky wrote in his
letter to the Central Control Commission addressed to
Comrade Orjonikidze.

I think that the entire plenum of the C.C. and
C.C.C. is convinced that this slogan, this formula, of
Trotsky’s about Clemenceau can only raise doubts of
Trotsky’s sincerity in regard to the defence of the U.S.S.R.
More than that, it creates the impression that Trotsky
adopts a negative attitude towards the questions of the
unqualified defence of our country. (Voices: “Quite right,
absolutely right!”)

I think that the entire plenum of the C.C. and
C.C.C. is profoundly convinced that in issuing this slo-
gan, this formula, about Clemenceau, Trotsky made
the defence of the U.S.S.R. depend on the condition
contained in the point about changing the leader-
ship of our Party and the leadership of the Soviet
Government. Only those who are blind can fail to see
that. If Trotsky lacks the courage, the elementary
courage, to admit his mistake, he himself will be to
blame.

Since the opposition in its document does not con-
demn this mistake of Trotsky’s, it means that the oppo-
sition wants to keep a weapon in reserve for future at-
tacks on the Party in regard to the defence of the country,
in regard to the line that the Party is pursuing. It
means that the opposition is keeping a weapon in reserve
with the intention of using it.
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Hence, on this fundamental question, the opposi-
tion seeks not peace, but a temporary armistice, with
a reservation that may still further intensify the strug-
gle in the future. (4 voice: “We don’t need an armi-
stice, we need peace.”)

No, comrades, you are mistaken, we do need an ar-
mistice. If we were to take an example, it would be best
to take that of Gogol’s Ossip, who said: “A piece of
string? Give it here, even a piece of string will come in
handy.” It will indeed be best to act like Gogol’s Ossip.
We are not so rich in resources and so strong that we
can afford to reject a piece of string. We must not
reject even a piece of string. Think well and you will
understand that our arsenal must include even a piece
of string.

On the second question, the question of Thermidor,
the opposition has undoubtedly retreated; on this score
it has retreated to some extent from its previous stand,
for after such a retreat there cannot (to be logical, of
course) be any more of that stupid agitation about a
“Thermidor degeneration” of the Party which has
been conducted by certain members of the opposition,
particularly by some of its semi-Menshevik members.

The opposition, however, has accompanied this con-
cession with a reservation that may, in future, remove
all possibility of an armistice and peace. They say that
there are certain elements in the country who betray
tendencies towards a restoration, towards a Thermidor.
But nobody has ever denied that. Since antagonistic
classes exist, since classes have not been abolished, at-
tempts will always, of course, be made to restore the
old order. But that was not the point of our dispute.
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The point of the dispute is that in its documents the
opposition makes thrusts at the Central Committee,
and hence at the Party, concerning Thermidor tenden-
cies. The Central Committee cannot be separated from
the Party. It cannot. That is nonsense. Only anti-Party
people who fail to understand the basic elementary prem-
ises of Lenin’s organisational structure can assume
that the Central Committee, particularly our Central
Committee, can be separated from the Party.

The opposition, however, accompanies its conces-
sions with the reservations I have mentioned. But such
reservations provide the opposition with a weapon in
reserve with which to attack the Party again when the
opportunity occurs.

Of course, it is ludicrous to speak of Thermidor
tendencies of the Central Committee. I will say more:
it is nonsense. I don’t think that the opposition itself
believes that nonsense, but it needs it as a bogey. For
if the opposition really believed that, then, of course,
it should have declared open war on our Party and on
our Central Committee; but it assures us that it wants
peace in the Party.

And so, on the second point also, the opposition is
keeping a weapon in reserve with which to attack the
Central Committee again later on. That, too, must be
borne in mind comrades, under all circumstances.
Whether we remove the leaders of the opposition from
the Central Committee or not on the fundamental
question of Thermidor they will have a weapon in re-
serve, and the Party must take now all measures so as to
eliminate the opposition if it takes up this anti-Party
weapon again.
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The third question is that of the split in the Commu-
nist Party of Germany, of the anti-Leninist and splitting
group of Ruth Fischer and Maslow.

We had a strange talk in the commission yesterday.
With great, very great, difficulty, after a number of
speeches, the oppositionists found the courage to say
that, in obedience to the decision of the Comintern—
not because they were convinced, but in obedience to the
decision of the Comintern—they agreed to admit that
organisational contact with this anti-Party group is im-
permissible. I proposed: “organisational contact with and
support of this group.” Trotsky said: “No, that is not
necessary, we cannot accept that. The Comintern’s
decision to expel them was wrong. I shall try to get those
people—Ruth Fischer and Maslow—reinstated.”

What does that show? Judge for yourselves. How
completely the elementary notion of the Party principle
has disappeared from the minds of these people!

Let us suppose that, today, the C.P.S.U.(B.) expels
Myasnikov, about whose anti-Party activities you all
know. Tomorrow, Trotsky will come along and say:
“I cannot refrain from supporting Myasnikov, because
the Central Committee’s decision was wrong, but I am
willing to break off organisational contact with him in
obedience to your orders.”

Tomorrow we expel the “Workers’ Truth” group,?¢
about whose anti-Party activities you also know. Trots-
ky will come forward and say: “I cannot refrain from
supporting this anti-Party group, because you were
wrong in expelling it.”

The day after tomorrow the Central Committee ex-
pels Ossovsky, because he is an enemy of the Party, as
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you know very well. Trotsky will tell us that it was
wrong to expel Ossovsky, and that he cannot refrain from
supporting him.

But if the Party, if the Comintern, after a detailed
discussion of the conduct of certain people, including
that of Ruth Fischer and Maslow, if these high proletar-
ian bodies decide that such people must be expelled,
and if, in spite of that, Trotsky persists in supporting
these expelled people, what is the position then? What
becomes of our Party, of the Comintern? Do they exist
for us? It turns out that for Trotsky neither the Party
nor the Comintern exists, there exists only Trotsky’s
personal opinion.

But what if not only Trotsky but also other members
of the Party want to behave as Trotsky does? Obvi-
ously, this guerrilla mentality, this hetman mentality,
can only lead to the destruction of the Party principle.
There will no longer be a party; instead there will be
the personal opinion of each hetman. That is what
Trotsky refuses to understand.

Why did the opposition refuse to refrain from
supporting the anti-communist Maslow-Ruth Fischer
group? Why did the leaders of the opposition refuse to
accept our amendment on that point? Because they want
to keep a third weapon in reserve with which to attack
the Comintern. That must also be borne in mind.

Whether we reach agreement with them or not, wheth-
er they are removed from the Central Committee or
not, they will have this weapon in reserve for a future
attack on the Comintern.

The fourth question is that of the dissolution of
factions. We propose that it be said honestly and
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straightforwardly: “The faction must be dissolved with-
out fail.” The leaders of the opposition refuse to say
that. Instead, they say: “The elements of factionalism
must be eliminated”; but they add: “the elements of
factionalism engendered by the inner-Party regime.”

Here you have the fourth little reservation. That
is also a weapon held in reserve against our Party and
its unity.

What was the intention of the oppositionists in re-
fusing to accept the formulation proposing the immediate
dissolution of the faction, which they have, and which
intends to hold an illegal conference here in Moscow in
a day or two? It means that they want to retain the right
to go on organising demonstrations at railway stations,
as much as to say: the regime is to blame, we were com-
pelled to organise yet another demonstration. It means
that they want to retain the right to go on attacking
the Party, as much as to say: the regime compels us
to attack. Here you have yet another weapon which
they are keeping in reserve.

The joint plenum of the Central Committee and

Central Control Commission should know and remember
all this.



INTERVIEW WITH THE FIRST AMERICAN
LABOUR DELEGATION

September 9, 1927

I

QUESTIONS PUT BY THE DELEGATION AND
COMRADE STALIN’S ANSWERS

FIRST QUESTION. What new principles have
Lenin and the Communist Party added in practice to Marx-
ism? Would it be correct to say that Lenin believed in
“creative revolution” whereas Marx was more inclined
to wait for the culmination of the development of economic
forces?

ANSWER: 1 think that Lenin “added” no “new
principles” to Marxism, nor did he abolish any of the
“old” principles of Marxism. Lenin was, and remains,
the most loyal and consistent pupil of Marx and Engels,
and he wholly and completely based himself on the
principles of Marxism.

But Lenin did not merely carry out the teaching
of Marx and Engels. He was at the same time the
continuer of that teaching.

What does that mean?

It means that he developed further the teaching
of Marx and Engels in conformity with the new condi-
tions of development, with the new phase of capitalism,
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with imperialism. It means that in developing further
the teaching of Marx in the new conditions of the class
struggle, Lenin contributed something new to the gener-
al treasury of Marxism as compared with what was
created by Marx and Engels, with what could be created
in the pre-imperialist period of capitalism; at the same
time Lenin’s new contribution to the treasury of Marx-
ism is wholly and completely based on the principles
laid down by Marx and Engels.

It is in this sense that we speak of Leninism as Marx-
ism of the era of imperialism and proletarian revolu-
tions.

Here are a few questions to which Lenin contribut-
ed something new, developing further the teaching of
Marx.

Firstly, the question of monopoly capitalism, of
imperialism as the new phase of capitalism.

In Capital, Marx and Engels analysed the founda-
tions of capitalism. But Marx and Engels lived in the
period of the domination of pre-monopoly capitalism,
in the period of the smooth evolution of capitalism and
its “peaceful” expansion over the whole world.

That old phase of capitalism came to a close towards
the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twen-
tieth century, when Marx and Engels were already dead.
It is understandable that Marx and Engels could only
guess at the new conditions for the development of capi-
talism that arose as a result of the new phase of capital-
ism which succeeded the old phase, as a result of the
imperialist, monopoly phase of development, when the
smooth evolution of capitalism was succeeded by spas-
modic, cataclysmic development of capitalism, when
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the unevenness of development and the contradictions
of capitalism became particularly pronounced, and when
the struggle for markets and fields of capital export,
in the circumstances of the extreme unevenness of devel-
opment, made periodical imperialist wars for period-
ic redivisions of the world and of spheres of influ-
ence inevitable.

The service Lenin rendered here, and consequently,
his new contribution, was that, on the basis of the fun-
damental principles in Capital, he made a substantiat-
ed Marxist analysis of imperialism as the last phase
of capitalism, and exposed its ulcers and the conditions
of its inevitable doom. That analysis formed the basis
for Lenin’s thesis that under the conditions of imperial-
ism the victory of socialism is possible in individual
capitalist countries, taken separately.

Secondly, the question of the dictatorship of the
proletariat.

The fundamental idea of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat as the political rule of the proletariat and as
a method of overthrowing the power of capital by the
use of force was advanced by Marx and Engels.

Lenin’s new contribution in this field was that:

a) he discovered the Soviet system as the best state
form of the dictatorship of the proletariat, utilising for
this the experience of the Paris Commune and the
Russian revolution;

b) he elucidated the formula of the dictatorship of
the proletariat from the angle of the problem of the allies
of the proletariat, defining the dictatorship of the pro
letariat as a special form of class alliance between the
proletariat, as the leader, and the exploited masses of
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the non-proletarian classes (the peasantry, etc.), as
the led;

c) he laid particular emphasis on the fact that the
dictatorship of the proletariat is the highest type of
democracy in class society, the form of proletarian de-
mocracy, which expresses the interests of the majority
(the exploited), in contrast to capitalist democracy,
which expresses the interests of the minority (the ex-
ploiters).

Thirdly, the question of the forms and methods of
successfully building socialism in the period of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, in the period of transition
from capitalism to socialism, in a country surrounded
by capitalist states.

Marx and Engels regarded the period of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat as a more or less prolonged
one, full of revolutionary clashes and civil wars, in the
course of which the proletariat, being in power, would
take the economic, political, cultural and organisation-
al measures necessary for creating, in the place of the
old, capitalist society, a new, socialist society, a so-
ciety without classes and without a state. Lenin wholly
and completely based himself on these fundamental
principles of Marx and Engels.

Lenin’s new contribution in this field was that:

a) he proved that a complete socialist society can
be built in the land of the dictatorship of the proletariat
surrounded by imperialist states, provided the country
is not strangled by the military intervention of the sur-
rounding capitalist states;

b) he traced the concrete lines of economic policy
(the “New Economic Policy”) by which the proletariat,
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having possession of the economic key positions (indus-
try, land, transport, banks, etc.), links up socialised
industry with agriculture (“the link between industry
and peasant economy”) and thus leads the whole nation-
al economy towards socialism;

c) he traced the concrete ways of gradually guiding
and drawing the main mass of the peasantry into the
channel of socialist construction through the co-opera-
tives, which in the hands of the proletarian dictatorship
are a most powerful instrument for the transformation
of small peasant economy and for the re-education of
the main mass of the peasantry in the spirit of socialism.

Fourthly, the question of the hegemony of the prole-
tariat in the revolution, in every popular revolution,
both in the revolution against tsarism and in the revo-
lution against capitalism.

Marx and Engels provided the main outlines of the
idea of the hegemony of the proletariat. Lenin’s new
contribution in this field was that he further developed
and expanded those outlines into a harmonious system
of the hegemony of the proletariat, into a harmonious
system of leadership of the working masses in town and
country by the proletariat not only in the overthrow
of tsarism and capitalism, but also in the building of
socialism under the dictatorship of the proletariat.

We know that, thanks to Lenin and his Party, the
idea of the hegemony of the proletariat was applied
in a masterly way in Russia. This, incidentally, ex-
plains why the revolution in Russia brought the
proletariat into power.

In the past, things usually took the following
course: during the revolution the workers fought at the
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barricades, it was they who shed their blood and over-
threw the old order, but power fell into the hands of the
bourgeois, who then oppressed and exploited the work-
ers. That was the case in England and France. That was
the case in Germany. Here, in Russia, however, things
took a different turn. In Russia the workers were not
merely the shock force of the revolution. While being
the shock force of the revolution, the Russian prole-
tariat at the same time strove for hegemony, for polit-
ical leadership of all the exploited masses of town and
country, rallying them around itself, wresting them from
the bourgeoisie and politically isolating the bourgeoisie.
And while being the leader of the exploited masses, the
Russian proletariat fought to take power into its own
hands and to utilise it in its own interests, against the
bourgeoisie, against capitalism. This, in fact, explains
why each powerful outbreak of the revolution in Russia,
in October 1905 as well as in February 1917, brought on
to the scene Soviets of Workers’ Deputies as the embryo
of the new apparatus of power whose function is to sup-
press the bourgeoisie—as against the bourgeois parlia-
ment, the old apparatus of power, whose function is
to suppress the proletariat.

Twice the bourgeoisie in Russia tried to restore the
bourgeois parliament and put an end to the Soviets:
in September 1917, at the time of the Pre-parliament,
before the seizure of power by the Bolsheviks, and in
January 1918, at the time of the Constituent Assembly,
after the seizure of power by the proletariat; and on both
occasions it suffered defeat. Why? Because the bour-
geoisie was already politically isolated, because the vast
masses of the working people regarded the proletariat
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as the sole leader of the revolution, and because the So-
viets had already been tried and tested by the masses
as their own workers’ government, to exchange which
for a bourgeois parliament would have meant suicide
for the proletariat. It is not surprising, therefore, that
bourgeois parliamentarism did not take root in Russia.
That is why the revolution in Russia led to the rule
of the proletariat.

Such were the results of the application of Lenin’s
system of the hegemony of the proletariat in the revo-
lution.

Fifthly, the national and colonial question.

Analysing in their time the events in Ireland, India,
China, the Central European countries, Poland and
Hungary, Marx and Engels provided the basic, initial
ideas on the national and colonial question. Lenin in
his works based himself on those ideas.

Lenin’s new contribution in this field was:

a) he unified those ideas in one harmonious system
of views on national and colonial revolutions in the era
of imperialism;

b) he linked the national and colonial question with
the question of overthrowing imperialism;

c) he declared the national and colonial question
to be a component part of the general question of inter-
national proletarian revolution.

Lastly, the question of the party of the prole-
tariat.

Marx and Engels provided the main outlines on the
party as the advanced detachment of the proletariat,
without which (the party) the proletariat cannot achieve
its emancipation, either in the sense of capturing
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power, or in the sense of transforming capitalist so-
ciety.

Lenin’s new contribution in this field was that he
developed those outlines further in conformity with the
new conditions of the struggle of the proletariat in the
period of imperialism and showed that:

a) the party is the highest form of class organisa-
tion of the proletariat as compared with other forms of
proletarian organisation (trade unions, co-operatives,
state organisation) whose work it is the Party’s func-
tion to generalise and direct;

b) the dictatorship of the proletariat can be imple-
mented only through the party, as the guiding force
of the dictatorship;

c) the dictatorship of the proletariat can be com-
plete only if it is led by one party, the Communist Par-
ty, which does not and must not share the leadership
with other parties;

d) unless there is iron discipline in the party, the
tasks of the dictatorship of the proletariat in regard to
suppressing the exploiters and transforming class soci-
ety into socialist society cannot be accomplished.

That, in the main, is the new contribution made by
Lenin in his works, giving concrete form to Marx’s
teaching and developing it further in conformity with
the new conditions of the struggle of the proletariat in
the period of imperialism.

That is why we say that Leninism is Marxism of
the era of imperialism and proletarian revolutions.

It is clear from this that Leninism cannot be sep-
arated from Marxism; still less can it be counterposed to
Marxism.
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The question submitted by the delegation goes on
to say:

“Would it be correct to say that Lenin believed in
‘creative revolution” whereas Marx was more inclined
to wait for the culmination of the development of eco-
nomic forces?”

I think it would be quite incorrect to say that. I
think that every popular revolution, if it really is a
popular revolution, is a creative revolution, for it
breaks up the old order and creates a new one.

Of course, there is nothing creative in the “revolu-
tions”—if they may be so called—that sometimes take
place in certain backward countries, in the form of toy-
like “risings” of one tribe against another. But Marx-
ists never regarded such toy-like “risings” as revolu-
tions. It is obviously not a question of such “risings,”
but of a mass, popular revolution in which the oppressed
classes rise up against the oppressing classes. Such
a revolution cannot but be creative. Marx and Lenin
upheld precisely such a revolution, and only such a rev-
olution. It goes without saying that such a revolution
cannot arise under all conditions, that it can take place
only under definite favourable conditions of an economic
and political nature.

SECOND QUESTION. Can it be said that the Com-
munist Party controls the government?

ANSWER: It all depends upon what is meant by
control. In capitalist countries they have a rather pe-
culiar conception of control. I know that a number of
capitalist governments are controlled by big banks, not-
withstanding the existence of “democratic” parliaments.
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The parliaments claim that they control the government.
In fact, however, the composition of the governments
is predetermined, and their actions are controlled by
big financial consortiums. Who does not know that there
is not a single capitalist “power” where the cabinet can
be formed against the will of the big financial mag-
nates? It is enough for financial pressure to be exerted to
cause Cabinet Ministers to go flying from their posts,
as if bewitched. That is actually control of governments
by the banks, in spite of the seeming control by parlia-
ment.

If such control is meant, then I must declare that
control of the government by money-bags is inconceiv-
able and absolutely out of the question in our country,
if only for the reason that the banks in our country have
long been nationalised and the money-bags have been
kicked out of the U.S.S.R.

Perhaps the delegation wanted to ask not about con-
trol, but about the guidance of the government by the
Party? If that is what the delegation wanted to ask,
my answer i1s: Yes, in our country the Party guides the
government. And the Party is able to do so because it
enjoys the confidence of the majority of the workers
and working people generally and has a right to guide
the organs of government in the name of that majority.

How does the guidance of the government by the
workers’ party in the U.S.S.R., by the Communist Par-
ty of the U.S.S.R., manifest itself?

First of all by the Communist Party striving, through
the Soviets and their congresses, to secure the elec-
tion of its candidates to the principal government
posts, the election of its best workers, who are devoted
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to the cause of the proletariat and are ready loyally
and faithfully to serve the proletariat. It succeeds in
doing this in the vast majority of cases because the work-
ers and peasants have confidence in the Party. It is
no accident that the leaders of the organs of government
in our country are Communists and that those leaders
enjoy enormous prestige in the country.

Secondly, by the Party checking the work of the or-
gans of administration, the work of the organs of govern-
ment, rectifying mistakes and defects, which are un-
avoidable, helping these organs to carry out the govern-
ment’s decisions and striving to secure for them the sup-
port of the masses; moreover not a single important de-
cision is taken by them without appropriate instructions
from the Party.

Thirdly, by the fact that when the plan of work of
the various organs of government in the sphere of in-
dustry or agriculture, or in the sphere of trade or cul-
tural development, is drawn up, the Party gives general
guiding instructions defining the character and direc-
tion of the work of these organs during the period these
plans are in operation.

The bourgeois press usually expresses “surprise” at
the Party’s “interference” in state affairs. But this
“surprise” is thouroughly false. It is well known that
in capitalist countries the bourgeois parties equally “in-
terfere” in state affairs and guide the government, and
in those countries that guidance is concentrated in the
hands of a narrow circle of persons who in one way or
another are connected with the big banks and who, be-
cause of that, strive to conceal the role they play from
the people.
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Who does not know that every bourgeois party in
Britain, or in other capitalist countries, has its secret
cabinet consisting of a narrow circle of persons in whose
hands the exercise of this guidance is concentrated?
Recall, for example, Lloyd George’s reference to the
“shadow” cabinet in the Liberal Party. The difference
in this respect between the Land of Soviets and the
capitalist countries is:

a) in capitalist countries the bourgeois parties guide
the state in the interests of the bourgeoisie and against
the proletariat, whereas in the U.S.S.R. the Communist
Party guides the state in the interests of the proletariat
and against the bourgeoisie;

b) the bourgeois parties conceal their guiding role
from the people by resorting to suspicious, secret cabi-
nets, whereas the Communist Party in the U.S.S.R. does
not need any secret cabinets; it condemns the policy
and practice of secret cabinets and openly declares to
the whole country that it takes responsibility for the
guidance of the state.

A delegate: Does the Party guide the trade unions
on the same principles?

Stalin: In the main, yes. Formally, the Party can-
not give the trade unions any directives; but the Party
gives directives to the Communists who work in the
trade unions. It is known that in the trade unions there
are communist groups, just as there are in the Soviets,
co-operatives, and so forth. It is the duty of these com-
munist groups to try to secure by persuasion that the
trade-union, Soviet, co-operative, and other bodies adopt
decisions which correspond to the Party’s directives.
And they succeed in this in the vast majority of cases
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because the Party exercises enormous influence among
the masses and enjoys their great confidence. In this
way unity of action is secured among the extremely di-
verse proletarian organisations. Without it, there would
be confusion and disharmony in the work of these work-
ing-class organisations.

THIRD QUESTION. Since only one party enjoys
legality in Russia, how do you know that the masses sym-
pathise with communism?

ANSWER: It is true that in the U.S.S.R. there are
no legal bourgeois parties; that only one party, the par-
ty of the workers, the Communist Party, enjoys legal-
ity. Have we, however, ways and means of convincing
ourselves that the majority of the workers, the majority
of the labouring masses, sympathise with the Commu-
nists? It is a question, of course, of the masses of the
workers and peasants and not of the new bourgeoisie, nor
of the fragments of the old exploiting classes, which have
already been smashed by the proletariat. Yes, we have
the possibility, we have ways and means of ascertaining
whether the masses of the workers and peasants sympa-
thise with the Communists or not.

Let us take the most important periods in the life
of our country and see whether there are grounds for
asserting that the masses really sympathise with the
Communists.

Let us take, first of all, so important a period as that
of the October Revolution in 1917, when the Commu-
nist Party, precisely as a party, openly called upon the
workers and peasants to overthrow the rule of the bour-
geoisie, and when this Party obtained the support of
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the overwhelming majority of the workers, soldiers
and peasants.

What was the situation at that time? The Social-
ist-Revolutionaries (S.-R.’s) and the Social-Democrats
(Mensheviks), who had formed a bloc with the bourgeoi-
sie, were then in power. The state apparatus, central and
local, as well as the apparatus of command of the twelve-
million-strong army, was in the hands of those par-
ties, in the hands of the government. The Communist
Party was in a state of semi-legality. The bourgeois in
all countries prophesied the inevitable collapse of the
Bolshevik Party. The Entente wholly and completely
supported the Kerensky Government. Nevertheless, the
Communist Party, the Bolshevik Party, never ceased
to call upon the proletariat to overthrow that govern-
ment and to establish the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Well, what happened? The overwhelming majority of
the labouring masses, in the rear and at the front, most
emphatically supported the Bolshevik Party—the Ke-
rensky Government was overthrown and the rule of the
proletariat was established.

How could it happen that the Bolsheviks proved
victorious at that time in spite of the hostile prophecies
made by the bourgeois of all countries about the doom
of the Bolshevik Party? Does this not prove that the
broad masses of the working people sympathise with
the Bolshevik Party? I think it does.

There you have the first test of the prestige and influ-
ence of the Communist Party among the broad masses
of the population.

Let us take the next period, the period of interven-
tion, the period of civil war, when the British capital-
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ists occupied the north of Russia, the area of Archangel
and Murmansk, when the American, British, Japanese
and French capitalists occupied Siberia and pushed Kol-
chak into the forefront, when the French and British
capitalists took steps to occupy “South Russia” and
championed Denikin and Wrangel.

That was a war conducted by the Entente and the
Russian counter-revolutionary generals against the com-
munist government in Moscow, against the October
gains of our revolution. It was the period when the
strength and stability of the Communist Party was
put to the severest test among the broad masses of the
workers and peasants.

But what happened? Is it not known that the outcome
of the Civil War was that the armies of occupation were
driven from Russia and the counter-revolutionary gen-
erals were wiped out by the Red Army?

It turned out that the fate of a war is decided in
the last analysis, not by technical equipment, with which
Kolchak and Denikin were plentifully supplied by the
enemies of the U.S.S.R., but by a correct policy, by the
sympathy and support of the vast masses of the popu-
lation.

Was it an accident that the Bolshevik Party
proved victorious then? Of course not. Does not this
fact prove that the Communist Party in our country
enjoys the sympathy of the broad masses of the working
people? I think it does.

There you have the second test of the strength and
stability of the Communist Party in the U.S.S.R.

Let us pass to the present period, the post-war pe-
riod, when questions of peaceful construction are on
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the order of the day, when the period of economic
disruption has been superseded by the period of the
restoration of industry, and finally, by the period of
the reconstruction of the whole of our national economy
on a new technical basis. Have we now ways and means
of testing the strength and stability of the Communist
Party, of ascertaining the extent of the sympathy en-
joyed by that Party among the broad masses of the work-
ing people? I think we have.

Let us take, first of all, the trade unions in the So-
viet Union, which embrace about ten million prole-
tarians; let us examine the composition of the leading
bodies of our trade unions. Is it an accident that Com-
munists are at the head of these bodies? Of course not.
It would be absurd to think that the composition of the
leading bodies of the trade unions is a matter of indif-
ference to the workers of the U.S.S.R. The workers
of the U.S.S.R. grew up and were trained in the storms
of three revolutions. They learned, as no one else learned,
to test their leaders and to kick them out if they do not
serve the interests of the proletariat. At one time Plekha-
nov was the most popular man in our Party. The workers,
however, did not hesitate to isolate him completely
when they became convinced that he had departed from
the proletarian line. And if such workers express their
complete confidence in the Communists, elect them to
responsible posts in the trade unions, this fact cannot
but serve as direct evidence that the strength and sta-
bility of the Communist Party among the workers in
the U.S.S.R. is enormous.

There you have proof that the broad masses of the
workers certainly sympathise with the Communist Party.
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Let us take the last elections to the Soviets. In the
U.S.S.R. the right to vote in the election of Soviets
is enjoyed by the whole adult population from the age
of eighteen, irrespective of sex or nationality—except
for the bourgeois elements who exploit the labour of
others and have been deprived of electoral rights. This
makes a total of about sixty million voters. The over-
whelming majority of these, of course, are peasants.
Of these sixty million, about 51 per cent, that is, over
thirty million, exercised their right to vote. Now exam-
ine the composition of the leading bodies of our Soviets,
central and local. Can it be called an accident that the
overwhelming majority of the elected leading elements
are Communists? Obviously, it cannot. Does not this fact
show that the Communist Party enjoys the confidence
of the vast masses of the peasantry? I think it does.

There you have yet another test of the strength and
stability of the Communist Party.

Let us take the Komsomol (Young Communist
League) which unites about two million young workers
and peasants. Can it be called an accident that the over-
whelming majority of the elected leading elements in
the Young Communist League are Communists? I do not
think so.

There you have yet another test of the strength and
prestige of the Communist Party.

Finally, let us take the innumerable assemblies,
conferences, delegate meetings, and so forth, which
embrace vast masses of the working people, workers
and peasants, both men and women, of all the nation-
alities included in the U.S.S.R. In Western countries,
people sometimes wax ironical over these conferences
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and assemblies and assert that the Russians in general
like to talk a lot. For us, however, these conferences
and assemblies are of enormous importance, both as
a means of testing the mood of the masses and as a means
of exposing our mistakes and indicating the methods
by which they can be rectified; for we make not a few
mistakes and we do not conceal them, because we think
that exposing mistakes and honestly correcting them
is the best way to improve the administration of the
country. Read the speeches delivered at these assem-
blies and conferences, read the practical and straight-
forward remarks uttered by these “common people,”
workers and peasants, read the decisions they adopt
and you will see how enormous is the influence and
prestige enjoyed by the Communist Party, you will see
that it is an influence and prestige that any party in the
world might envy.

There you have yet another test of the stability of
the Communist Party.

Such are the ways and means by which we can test
the strength and influence of the Communist Party
among the masses of the people.

That is how I know that the broad masses of the work-
ers and peasants in the U.S.S.R. sympathise with the
Communist Party.

FOURTH QUESTION. If non-Party people were to
form a group and nominate their candidates at the elections
on a platform supporting the Soviet Government, but at the
same time were to demand the abolition of the monopoly
of foreign trade, could they have their own funds and con-
duct an active political campaign?
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ANSWER: 1 think that there is an irreconcilable
contradiction in this question. We cannot conceive of a
group basing itself on a platform of support for the
Soviet Government and at the same time demanding the
abolition of the monopoly of foreign trade. Why? Be-
cause the monopoly of foreign trade is one of the unshak-
able foundations of the platform of the Soviet Govern-
ment; because a group that demanded the abolition of
the monopoly of foreign trade could not support the
Soviet Government; because such a group could only be
one that was profoundly hostile to the whole Soviet
system.

There are, of course, elements in the U.S.S.R. who
demand the abolition of the monopoly of foreign trade.
They are the Nepmen, the kulaks, and the fragments of
the already routed exploiting classes, and so forth. But
those elements constitute an insignificant minority of the
population. I do not think that the delegation is speak-
ing of those elements in its question. If, however, the
delegation has in mind the workers and the labouring
masses of the peasantry, then I must say that among
them a demand for the abolition of the monopoly of
foreign trade would only evoke jeers and hostility.

In point of fact, what would the abolition of the mo-
nopoly of foreign trade mean for the workers? For them
it would mean abandoning the industrialisation of the
country, stopping the construction of new mills and fac-
tories and the expansion of the old ones. For them it
would mean flooding the U.S.S.R. with goods from cap-
italist countries, winding up our industry because of
its relative weakness, an increase in unemployment, a
worsening of the material conditions of the working



116 J.V.STALIN

class, and the weakening of its economic and political
positions. In the final analysis it would mean strength-
ening the Nepmen and the new bourgeoisie in general. Can
the proletariat of the U.S.S.R. agree to commit sui-
cide like that? Obviously, it cannot.

And what would the abolition of the monopoly of
foreign trade mean for the labouring masses of the peas-
antry? It would mean transforming our country from
an independent country into a semi-colonial one and im-
poverishing the peasant masses. It would mean revert-
ing to the “free-trade” regime which prevailed under
Kolchak and Denikin, when the combined forces of the
counter-revolutionary generals and the “Allies” were free
to rob and fleece the vast masses of the peasantry. In
the final analysis it would mean strengthening the ku-
laks and other exploiting elements in the countryside.
The peasants have sufficiently experienced the charms
of that regime in the Ukraine, in the North Caucasus,
on the Volga, and in Siberia. What grounds are there for
supposing that they will want to put that noose round
their necks again? Is it not obvious that the labouring
masses of the peasantry cannot be in favour of abolishing
the monopoly of foreign trade?

A delegate: The delegation raised the point about
the monopoly of foreign trade, about its abolition,
as one around which a whole group of the population
might organise if it were not for the fact that one party
enjoys a monopoly in the U.S.S.R., the monopoly of
legality.

Stalin: The delegation is consequently reverting to
the question of the monopoly enjoyed by the Communist
Party as the only legal party in the U.S.S.R. I replied
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briefly to this question when I spoke about the ways
and means of testing the sympathy of the vast masses of
the workers and peasants towards the Communist Party.

As for the other strata of the population, the kulaks,
the Nepmen, the remnants of the old, routed, exploiting
classes, they have been deprived of the right to have their
own political organisations, just as they have been de-
prived of electoral rights. The proletariat took away from
the bourgeoisie not only the factories and mills, the banks
and railways, the land and mines; it also took away from
them the right to have their own political organisations,
because the proletariat does not want to have the rule
of the bourgeoisie restored. Apparently, the delegation
does not object to the fact that the proletariat of the
U.S.S.R. has deprived the bourgeoisie and the landlords
of the factories and mills, the land and railways, the
banks and mines. (Laughter.)

It seems to me, however, that the delegation is
somewhat surprised that the proletariat did not con-
fine itself to this, but went further and deprived the
bourgeoisie of political rights. That, to my mind, is
not quite logical, or more correctly, it is quite illogical.
Why should the proletariat be required to show magna-
nimity towards the bourgeoisie? Does the bourgeoisie
in the West, where it is in power, show the slightest
magnanimity towards the working class? Does it not
drive genuine revolutionary working-class parties under-
ground? Why should the proletariat of the U.S.S.R. be
required to show magnanimity towards its class
enemy? I think that one should be logical. Those who
think that political rights can be restored to the
bourgeoisie must, to be logical, go further and raise the
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question of restoring to the bourgeoisie the factories and
mills, railways and banks.

A delegate: The aim of the delegation was to find
out how opinions among the working class and the peas-
antry other than the opinions of the Communist Party
can find legal expression. It would be wrong to take
that as meaning that the delegation is interested in the
question of granting political rights to the bourgeoisie,
that it is interested in the question how the bourgeoisie
might find legal means of expressing its opinions. What
we are referring to is how opinions among the working
class and the peasantry other than the opinions of the
Communist Party can find legal expression.

Another delegate: These different opinions could find
expression in the mass working-class organisations, in
the trade unions, and so forth.

Stalin: Very well. Consequently, it is not a question
of restoring the political rights of the bourgeoisie, but
of conflict of opinion within the working class and
among the peasantry.

Is there any conflict of opinion among the workers
and the labouring masses of the peasantry in the Soviet
Union at the present time? Undoubtedly there is. It is
impossible that millions of workers and peasants should
think alike on all practical questions and on all details.
That never happens. First of all, there is a great difference
between the workers and the peasants both as regards
their economic position and as regards their views on
various questions. Secondly, there is some difference
of views within the working class itself, difference in
training, difference in age and temperament, differ-
ence between workers of long standing and those who
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have recently come from the countryside, and so forth.
All this leads to a conflict of opinion among the workers
and among the labouring masses of the peasantry, and
this finds legal expression at meetings, in trade unions,
in co-operatives, during elections to the Soviets, etc.

But there is a radical difference between the con-
flict of opinion now, under the conditions of the prole-
tarian dictatorship, and the conflict of opinion that exis-
ted in the past, before the October Revolution. In the
past, the conflict of opinion among the workers and among
the labouring masses of the peasantry was concentrated
mainly on questions of the overthrow of the landlords,
of tsarism, of the bourgeoisie, and on the smashing of
the bourgeois order. Now, under the conditions of the
proletarian dictatorship, the conflict of opinion does not
revolve around questions of the overthrow of Soviet
power, of the smashing of the Soviet system, but around
questions of the improvement of the Soviet bodies, of
the improvement of their work. There is a radical differ-
ence here.

There is nothing surprising in the fact that the con-
flict of opinion in the past around the question of the rev-
olutionary break-up of the existing order provided the
basis for the appearance of several rival parties within the
working class and the labouring masses of the peasantry.
Those parties were: the Bolshevik Party, the Menshevik
Party, the Socialist-Revolutionary Party. On the other
hand, it is not at all difficult to understand that
now, under the proletarian dictatorship, conflict of
opinion, the aim of which is not to break up the
existing Soviet system, but to improve and consolidate
it, provides no basis for the existence of several parties
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among the workers and the labouring masses in the
countryside.

That is why the legality of one party alone, the Com-
munist Party, the monopoly enjoyed by that Party, not
only meets with no objection among the workers and
labouring peasants, but, on the contrary, is accepted
as something necessary and desirable.

Our Party’s position as the only legal party in the
country (the Communist Party’s monopoly) is not some-
thing artificial and deliberately invented. Such a po-
sition cannot be created artificially by administrative
machinations, and so forth. Our Party’s monopoly grew
out of life, it developed historically as a result of the
utter bankruptcy of the Socialist-Revolutionary and
Menshevik parties, and their departure from the stage
under the conditions prevailing in our country.

What were the Socialist-Revolutionary and Men-
shevik parties in the past? They were channels of bour-
geois influence among the proletariat. What fostered and
sustained those parties before October 1917? The exist-
ence of the bourgeois class and, in the final analysis, the
existence of bourgeois rule. Is it not clear that when the
bourgeoisie was overthrown the basis for the existence
of those parties was bound to disappear?

What became of those parties after October 1917?
They became parties advocating the restoration of cap-
italism and the overthrow of the rule of the proletariat.
Is it not obvious that those parties were bound to lose
all ground and all influence among the workers and the
labouring strata of the peasantry?

The fight between the Communist Party and the
Socialist-Revolutionary and Menshevik parties for in-
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fluence over the working class did not begin yesterday. It
began when the first signs of a mass revolutionary move-
ment manifested themselves in Russia, even before
1905. The period from 1903 to October 1917 was a peri-
od of a fierce conflict of opinion within the working class
of our country, a period of struggle between the Bolshe-
viks, the Mensheviks and the Socialist-Revolutionaries for
influence within the working class. During that period
the working class of the U.S.S.R. went through three
revolutions. In the crucible of those revolutions it tried
and tested these parties, tested their fitness for
the cause of the proletarian revolution, tested their
proletarian revolutionary character. And so, just before
the October days of 1917, when history had summed
up the entire past revolutionary struggle, when history
had weighed in the balance the various parties fighting
within the working class—the working class of the
U.S.S.R. at last made its definitive choice and accepted
the Communist Party as the only proletarian party.

How are we to explain the fact that the working
class chose the Communist Party? Is it not a fact that
the Bolsheviks in the Petrograd Soviet, for example,
were an insignificant minority in April 19177 Is it
not a fact that the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Men-
sheviks had an overwhelming majority in the Soviets at
that time? Is it not a fact that just before the October
days the whole apparatus of government and all means
of coercion were in the hands of the Socialist-Revolu-
tionary and Menshevik parties, which had formed a
bloc with the bourgeoisie?

The explanation is that the Communist Party stood
for the cessation of the war, for an immediate democratic
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peace, whereas the parties of the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries and Mensheviks advocated “war to a victorious
finish,” the continuation of the imperialist war.

The explanation is that the Communist Party stood
for the overthrow of the Kerensky Government, for the
overthrow of bourgeois rule, for the nationalisation of
the factories and mills, the banks and railways, where-
as the Menshevik and Socialist-Revolutionary parties
fought in defence of the Kerensky Government and de-
fended the right of the bourgeoisie to the factories and
mills, the banks and railways.

The explanation is that the Communist Party stood
for the immediate confiscation of the landlords’ land
for the benefit of the peasantry, whereas the Socialist-
Revolutionary and Menshevik parties put off this ques-
tion until the convocation of the Constituent Assembly,
which, in its turn, they postponed indefinitely.

Is it surprising, then, that the workers and poor
peasants finally made their choice in favour of the Com-
munist Party?

Is it surprising, then, that the Socialist-Revolu-
tionary and Menshevik parties went to the bottom so
quickly?

That is where the monopoly of.the Communist Party
comes from, and that is why the Communist Party came
into power.

The next period, the period after October 1917, the
period of civil war, was the period of the final doom of
the Menshevik and Socialist-Revolutionary parties, the
period of the final triumph of the Bolshevik Party. In
that period the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolution-
aries themselves facilitated the triumph of the Commu-
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nist Party. The fragments of the Menshevik and Social-
ist-Revolutionary parties, which were wrecked and
sunk during the October Revolution, began to link up
with counter-revolutionary kulak revolts, formed a bloc
with the Kolchakites and Denikinites, entered the serv-
ice of the Entente and utterly discredited themselves
in the eyes of the workers and peasants. The situation
then created was that the Socialist-Revolutionaries
and Mensheviks, having turned from bourgeois revolu-
tionaries into bourgeois counter-revolutionaries, helped
the Entente in its efforts to strangle the new,
Soviet Russia, whereas the Bolshevik Party, rallying
around itself all that was vital and revolutionary, roused
more and more new detachments of workers and peasants
for the fight for the socialist Motherland, for the fight
against the Entente.

Quite naturally, the victory of the Communists
in that period was bound to lead, and in fact did lead, to
the utter defeat of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and
Mensheviks. Is it then surprising that, after all this,
the Communist Party became the only party of the
working class and the poor peasantry?

That is how the monopoly of the Communist Party
as the only legal party in the country arose.

You speak of a conflict of opinion among the workers
and peasants at the present time, under the conditions
of the proletarian dictatorship. I have said already that
there is and will be a conflict of opinion, that no progress
is possible without it. But the conflict of opinion among
the workers under present conditions does not revolve
around the fundamental question of overthrowing the So-
viet system, but around practical questions of improving
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the Soviets, of rectifying mistakes committed by
Soviet bodies, and, consequently, of consolidating the
Soviet regime. It is quite understandable that such a
conflict of opinion can only strengthen and perfect the
Communist Party. It is quite understandable that such
a conflict of opinion can only strengthen the monopoly
of the Communist Party. It is quite understandable that
such a conflict of opinion cannot provide a basis for the
formation of other parties within the working class and
labouring peasantry.

FIFTH QUESTION. Could you briefly tell us what
are the main disagreements between yourself and Trotsky?

ANSWER: 1 must say first of all that the disagree-
ments with Trotsky are not personal disagreements. If
they were personal disagreements the Party would not
bother with them for a single hour, for it does not like
individuals to thrust themselves forward.

Evidently, you refer to the disagreements in the
Party. That is how I understand the question. Yes, there
are such disagreements in the Party. The character of
these disagreements was described in considerable detail
in the reports recently delivered by Rykov in Moscow and
by Bukharin in Leningrad. These reports have been pub-
lished. I have nothing to add to what is stated in them
about those disagreements. If you do not have these
documents I can get them for you. (The delegation states
that it is in possession of the documents.)

A delegate: On our return we shall be asked about
these disagreements, but we do not have all the docu-
ments. For example, we do not have the “platform of
the 83.”
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Stalin: I did not sign that “platform.” I have no right
to dispose of other people’s documents. (Laughter.)

SIXTH QUESTION. In capitalist countries the chief
incentive for the development of production is the hope
of obtaining profit. This incentive is, of course, relatively
absent in the U.S.S.R. What serves in place of it, and how
effective is this substitute, in your opinion? Can it be
permanent?

ANSWER: 1t is true that the principal motive force
of capitalist economy is profit. It is also true that prof-
it is neither the aim nor the motive force of our social-
ist industry. What, then, is the motive force of our in-
dustry?

First of all, the fact that the factories and mills in
our country belong to the entire people and not to
capitalists, that the factories and mills are managed
not by agents of the capitalists, but by representatives
of the working class. The consciousness that the workers
work not for capitalists, but for their own state, for their
own class, is a tremendous motive force in the devel-
opment and perfection of our industry.

It should be noted that the overwhelming majority
of the factory and mill managers in our country are
working men appointed by the Supreme Council of Nation-
al Economy in agreement with the trade unions, and that
not a single factory manager can remain at his post
against the will of the workers or of the trade union
concerned.

It should also be noted that in every factory and
works there is a factory or works committee, which is
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elected by the workers and which controls the activities
of the management.

Finally, it should be noted that in every industrial
enterprise workers’ production conferences are held, which
all the workers in the given enterprise attend and at
which they check the entire work of the manager, discuss
the factory management’s plan of work, point out mis-
takes and shortcomings, and have an opportunity of
getting those shortcomings put right through their trade
unions, through the Party and through the Soviet gov-
ernment bodies.

It is not difficult to understand that all this radical-
ly changes both the status of the workers and the order
of things at the various enterprises. Whereas under cap-
italism the worker regards the factory as something alien
to him, as someone else’s property, and even as a
prison, under the Soviet system the worker no longer
regards the factory as-a prison, but as something near
and dear to him, in the development and improvement
of which he is vitally interested.

It scarcely needs proof that this new attitude of the
workers towards the factory, towards the enterprise, this
feeling that the factory is something near and dear to
them, serves as a tremendous motive force for the whole
of our industry.

This explains the fact that the number of worker-
inventors in the field of the technique of production,
and of worker-organisers of industry is growing day by
day.

Secondly, the fact that the income derived from in-
dustry in our country does not serve to enrich individu-
als, but is used to expand industry further, to improve
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the material and cultural conditions of the working
class, and to reduce the price of the manufactured goods
needed by the workers and the peasants, that is, once
again to improve the material conditions of the labour-
ing masses.

The capitalist cannot devote his income to improving
the well-being of the working class. He is out to make
profit; otherwise he would not be a capitalist. He makes
profit in order to convert it into extra capital and to
export it to less developed countries in order to gain
additional, still greater profit. That is how capital flows
from North America to China, to Indonesia, to South
America and Europe, from France to the French colo-
nies, and from Britain to the British colonies.

In our country things are different, for we neither
conduct nor recognise colonial policy. In our country,
the income derived from industry remains here and is
used to expand industry further, to improve the condi-
tions of the workers, and to enlarge the capacity of the
home market, including the peasant market, by reducing
the price of manufactured goods. In our country, about ten
percent of the profits obtained from industry is used to
improve the conditions of the working class. A sum equal
to thirteen per cent of total wage payments is assigned
for the insurance of the working class at state expense. A
certain part of the income (I cannot say just now exactly
how much) is used for cultural services, vocational train-
ing and annual holidays for the workers. A fairly con-
siderable part of the income (again I cannot now say
exactly how much) is used for raising the workers’ mon-
ey wages. The rest of the income from industry is used
for the further expansion of industry, for repairing old
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and building new factories and, lastly, for reducing the
price of manufactured goods.

The enormous significance of these facts for our in-
dustry is that:

a) they help to draw agriculture closer to industry
and to smooth out the antithesis between town and
country;

b) they help to enlarge the capacity of the home mar-
ket—urban and rural—and thereby create a constantly ex-
panding base for the further development of industry.

Thirdly, the fact that the nationalisation of industry
facilitates the planned management of industry as a
whole.

Are these stimuli and motive forces of our industry
permanent factors? Can they be permanently operating
factors? Yes, they are undoubtedly permanently operat-
ing stimuli and motive forces. And the more our indus-
try develops, the more will the potency and significance
of these factors increase.

SEVENTH QUESTION. How far can the U.S.S.R.
co-operate with the capitalist industry of other countries?

Is there a definite limit to such co-operation, or is it sim-
ply an experiment to ascertain in what field co-operation
is possible and in what field it is not?

ANSWER: Evidently, this refers to temporary
agreements with capitalist states in the field of indus-
try, in the field of commerce and, perhaps, in the field
of diplomatic relations.

I think that the existence of two opposite systems,
the capitalist system and the socialist system, does not
preclude the possibility of such agreements. I think that
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such agreements are possible and expedient under con-
ditions of peaceful development.

Exports and imports are the most suitable ground for
such agreements. We need: equipment, raw materials
(raw cotton for example), semi-manufactures (from met-
als, etc.), while the capitalists need a market for those
goods. There you have a basis for agreements. The capital-
ists need: oil, timber, grain products; we need a market
for those goods. There you have a basis for agreements.
We need credits; the capitalists need good interest for
their credits. There you have still further basis for agree-
ments, namely, in the field of credit; moreover, it is
well known that the Soviet bodies are the most scrupu-
lous of all in their payments on credits.

The same can be said about the diplomatic field. We
are pursuing a policy of peace and we are ready to sign
pacts of mutual non-aggression with bourgeois states.
We are pursuing a policy of peace and we are ready to
come to an agreement on disarmament, even including
the complete abolition of standing armies; we already
declared this to the whole world at the Genoa Confer-
ence.’” There you have a basis for agreements in the dip-
lomatic field.

The limits to these agreements? The limits are set
by the opposite natures of the two systems, between
which there is rivalry, struggle. Within the limits per-
mitted by these two systems, but only within these lim-
its, agreements are quite possible. The experience of
the agreements with Germany, Italy, Japan, etc., shows
this.

Are these agreements merely an experiment, or can
they be of a more or less prolonged character? That does
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not depend upon us alone; it also depends upon the other
parties. It depends on the general situation. A war
may upset all agreements. Finally, it depends on the
terms of the agreement. We cannot accept enslaving
terms. We have an agreement with Harriman, who is
exploiting the manganese mines in Georgia. That agree-
ment was concluded for twenty years. As you see,
not a short period by any means. We also have an agree-
ment with the Lena Gold-Fields Company, which is
engaged in gold mining in Siberia. That agreement has
been concluded for thirty years—a still longer period.
Finally, we have an agreement with Japan, for the ex-
ploitation of the oil and coal fields in Sakhalin.

We should like these agreements to be of a more or
less lasting character. But that, of course, does not de-
pend upon us alone, it also depends upon the other par-
ties.

EIGHTH QUESTION. what are the chief distinc-
tions between Russia and the capitalist states as regards
policy towards national minorities?

ANSWER: Evidently, this refers to the nationali-
ties in the U.S.S.R. which were formerly oppressed by
tsarism and the Russian exploiting classes and which
did not possess their own statehood.

The chief distinction is that in capitalist states there
is national oppression and national enslavement,whereas
here in the U.S.S.R. both have been completely eradi-
cated.

In capitalist states, besides first-rank, privileged,
“state” nations, there are second-rank, “non-state,” un-
equal nations, deprived of various rights, and above all
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of rights of statehood. In our country, in the U.S.S.R.,
however, all the attributes of national inequality and
national oppression have been abolished. In our country,
all nations have equal rights and are sovereign, for the
national and state privileges formerly enjoyed by the
dominant, Great-Russian nation have been abolished.

It is not, of course, a question of declarations about
equal rights of nationalities. All kinds of bourgeois and
Social-Democratic parties have made numerous decla-
rations about national equality of rights. But what are
declarations worth if they are not put into effect? It is
a question of abolishing those classes which are the ve-
hicles, the authors and operators of national oppression.
In our country those classes were the landlords and cap-
italists. We overthrew those classes and thereby did
away with the possibility of national oppression. And
precisely because we overthrew those classes, genuine
national equality of rights became possible in our country.

That is what we in our country call the realisation
of the idea of self-determination of nations, including
the right of secession. Precisely because we realised the
self-determination of nations, we have succeeded in
abolishing mutual distrust between the labouring masses
of the various nations in the U.S.S.R. and in uniting
those nations on a voluntary basis into one union state.
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as it exists
today is the result of our national policy and the expres-
sion of the voluntary federation of the nations in the
U.S.S.R. into one union state.

It scarcely needs proof that such a policy in the na-
tional question is inconceivable in capitalist countries,
for there the capitalists, who are the authors and opera-
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tors of the policy of national oppression, are still in
power.

One cannot fail to note, for example, the fact that
the supreme organ of power in the U.S.S.R., the Cen-
tral Executive Committee of the Soviets, is not neces-
sarily headed by a Russian chairman., but by six chair-
men, corresponding to the number of Union Republics
which are united in the U.S.S.R. Of these chairmen, one
is a Russian (Kalinin), the second a Ukrainian (Petrov-
sky), the third a Byelorussian (Chervyakov), the fourth
an Azerbaijanian (Musabekov), the fifth a Turkmenian
(Aitakov), and the sixth an Uzbek (Faizulla Khojayev).
That fact is a striking illustration of our national pol-
icy. Needless to say, not a single bourgeois republic, no
matter how democratic, could take such a step. In our
country, however, it is taken for granted as logically
following from our policy of national equality of rights.

NINTH QUESTION. American labour leaders jus-
tify their struggle against the Communists on two grounds.

1) the Communists are disrupting the labour move-
ment by their factional fight inside the unions and by their
attacks on union officials who are not radicals;

2) American Communists take their orders from Moscow
and therefore cannot be good trade unionists, since they
place their loyalty to a foreign organisation above their
loyalty to their union.

How can this difficulty be removed so that American
Communists may be able to work jointly with other units
of the American labour movement?

ANSWER: 1 think that the attempts of the Ameri-
can labour leaders to justify their struggle against the
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Communists cannot withstand the slightest criticism.
No one has yet proved, or will be able to prove, that the
Communists disrupt the labour movement. On the
other hand, however, it can be taken as fully proved that
the Communists are the most devoted and courageous
fighters of the labour movement all over the world,
including America.

Is it not a fact that during workers’ strikes and demon-
strations the Communists march in the front ranks of
the working class and take the first blows of the capital-
ists, whereas at such a time the reformist labour lead-
ers take shelter in the capitalists’ backyards? How can
Communists refrain from criticising the cowardice
and reactionary character of the reformist labour lead-
ers? Is it not obvious that such criticism can only
serve to stimulate and strengthen the labour move-
ment?

True, such criticism wrecks the prestige of the
reactionary labour leaders. But what of it? Let the
reactionary labour leaders answer with counter-
criticism, but not by expelling the Communists from
the unions.

I think that if the American labour movement wants
to live and develop it cannot do without a conflict of
opinion and of trends within the trade unions. I think
that the conflict of opinion and of trends within the
trade unions, criticism of the reactionary leaders, and
so forth, will develop more and more in spite of the
resistance to it on the part of the reformist labour lead-
ers. Such a conflict of opinion and such criticism are abso-
lutely essential for the American working class so that it
can choose between the various trends and finally take
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its stand as an independent organised force within
American society.

The complaints of the American reformist lead-
ers against the Communists only show that they are not
sure that they are right and feel that their position is
shaky. For that very reason they fear criticism like the
plague. It is worth noting that the American labour
leaders are apparently more determined opponents of ele-
mentary democracy than many of the bourgeois in
America.

The assertion that the American Communists work
under “orders from Moscow” is absolutely false. No Com-
munist in the world would agree to work “under orders”
from outside against his own convictions, against his
will, and contrary to the requirements of the situation.
And even if there were such Communists they would
not be worth a farthing.

The Communists are the boldest and bravest of peo-
ple, and they are fighting a host of enemies. The merit
of the Communists is, among other things, that they
are able to stand up for their convictions. It is, therefore,
strange to speak of American Communists as having
no convictions of their own and capable only of working
“under orders” from outside.

The only thing that is correct in the labour leaders’
assertion is that the American Communists are affiliated
to the international communist organisation and consult
the central body of this organisation on various ques-
tions from time to time. But is there anything bad in
that? Are the American labour leaders opposed to the
organisation of an international workers’ centre? True,
they are not affiliated to Amsterdam,*® but that is not
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because they are opposed to an international workers’
centre as such, but because they think that Amsterdam
is too radical. (Laughter.)

Why may the capitalists organise internationally
and the working class, or part of it, not have its interna-
tional organisation?

Is it not obvious that Green and his friends in the
American Federation of Labour® slander the American
Communists in slavishly repeating the capitalist legends
about “orders from Moscow”?

Some people think that the members of the Commu-
nist International in Moscow do nothing but sit and write
instructions to all countries. More than sixty coun-
tries are affiliated to the Comintern, so you can picture to
yourselves the position of the members of the Comintern,
who neither sleep nor eat, but sit day and night writing
instructions to all those countries. (Laughter.) And the
American labour leaders think that with this amusing
legend they can cover up their fear of the Communists and
gloss over the fact that Communists are the most
courageous and devoted cadres of the American working
class!

The delegation wants to know whether there is a
way out of this situation. I think there is only one way
out: permit a conflict of opinion and of trends within
the American trade unions; drop the reactionary policy
of expelling the Communists from the trade unions, and
give the working class of America an opportunity to
choose freely between those trends; for America has not
yet had her October Revolution, and the workers there
have not yet had the opportunity to make their final
choice between the various trends in the trade unions.
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TENTH QUESTION. Is money now being sent to
America to assist the American Communist Party or the
Communist paper, the “Daily Worker”?

If not, how much do the American Communists con-
tribute to the Third International in annual affiliation fees?

ANSWER: If this refers to the relations between the
Communist Party of America and the Third Interna-
tional, I must say that the Communist Party of America,
as part of the Communist International, no doubt pays
affiliation fees to the Comintern, just as, it must be sup-
posed, the Comintern, as the central body of the inter
national communist movement, renders the Communist
Party of America what assistance it can whenever it
considers it necessary. I do not think there is anything
surprising or extraordinary in that.

If, however, the question refers to the relations be-
tween the Communist Party of America and the Com-
munist Party of the U.S.S.R., then I must say that I do
not know of a single occasion on which the representa-
tives of the American Communist Party appealed for
assistance to the Communist Party of the U.S.S.R. You
may think this strange, but it is a fact that shows the
extreme scrupulousness of the American Communists.

But what would happen if the Communist Party of
America did appeal to the Communist Party of the
U.S.S.R. for assistance? I think that the Communist
Party of the U.S.S.R. would render it what assistance it
could. Indeed, what would be the worth of the Commu-
nist Party, particular]y as it is in power, if it refused to
do what it could to assist the Communist Party of
another country living under the yoke of capitalism? I
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should say that such a Communist Party would not be
worth a farthing.

Let us assume that the American working class had
come into power after overthrowing its bourgeoisie; let
us assume that the working class of America, which had
emerged victorious from the great struggle against capi-
talism, was appealed to by the working class of another
country to render what material assistance it could, would
the American working class refuse such assistance? I
think it would cover itself with disgrace if it hesitated
to render assistance.

ELEVENTH QUESTION. We know that some
good Communists do not altogether agree with the Communist
Party’s demand that all new members must be atheists,
because the reactionary clergy are now suppressed. Could the
Communist Party in the future take a neutral attitude towards
a religion which supported all the teachings of science and
did not oppose communism?

Could you in the future permit Party members to hold
religious convictions if the latter did not conflict with
Party loyalty?

ANSWER: There are several inexactitudes in this
question.

Firstly, I do not know of any “good Communists”
such as the delegation mentions here. It is doubtful
whether any such Communists exist at all.

Secondly, I must state that, speaking formally, we
have no conditions for accepting members into the
Party that require that an applicant for Party member-
ship must necessarily be an atheist. The conditions of
entry into our Party are: acceptance of the Party
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programme and rules; unqualified submission to the
decisions of the Party and of its bodies; payment of
membership dues; membership of one of the organisations
of the Party.

A delegate: Very often I read that members are ex-
pelled from the Party for believing in God.

Stalin: 1 can only repeat what I have already said
about the conditions of membership of our Party. We
have no other conditions.

Does that mean that the Party is neutral towards
religion? No, it does not. We conduct, and will continue
to conduct, propaganda against religious prejudices. The
laws of our country recognise the right of every citizen
to profess any religion. That is a matter for the con-
science of each individual. That is precisely why we sepa-
rated the church from the state. But in separating the
church from the state and proclaiming freedom of con-
science we at the same time preserved the right of every
citizen to combat religion, all religion, by argument,
by propaganda and agitation. The Party cannot be
neutral towards religion, and it conducts anti-religious
propaganda against all religious prejudices because it
stands for science, whereas religious prejudices run
counter to science, because all religion is the antithesis
of science. Cases such as occur in America, where Darwin-
ists were prosecuted recently,*® cannot occur here
because the Party pursues a policy of defending science
in every way.

The Party cannot be neutral towards religious preju-
dices, and it will continue to conduct propaganda
against those prejudices, because that is one of the best
means of undermining the influence of the reactionary
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clergy, who support the exploiting classes and who
preach submission to those classes.

The Party cannot be neutral towards the dissemi-
nators of religious prejudices, towards the reactionary
clergy, who poison the minds of the labouring masses.

Have we repressed the reactionary clergy? Yes, we
have. The only unfortunate thing is that they have not
yet been completely eliminated. Anti-religious propa-
ganda is the means by which the elimination of the re-
actionary clergy will be completely carried through. Cases
occur sometimes when certain members of the Party
hinder the full development of anti-religious propagan-
da. If such members are expelled it is a very good thing,
because there is no room for such “Communists” in the
ranks of our Party.

TWELFTH QUESTION. Can you briefly give us
the characteristics of the future society that communism is
trying to create?

ANSWER: The general characteristics of communist
society are given in the works of Marx, Engels and Lenin.

Briefly, the anatomy of communist society may be
described as follows: It is a society in which: a) there
will be no private ownership of the instruments and
means of production, but social, collective ownership;
b) there will be no classes or state power, but there will
be working people in industry and agriculture who manage
economic affairs as a free association of working people;
c) the national economy, organised according to plan, will
be based on the highest level of technique, both in in-
dustry and agriculture; d) there will be no antithesis be-
tween town and country, between industry and agricul-
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ture; e) products will be distributed according to the
principle of the old French Communists: “from each
according to his ability, to each according to his needs”;
f) science and art will enjoy conditions sufficiently fa-
vourable for them to attain full flowering; g) the individ-
ual, freed from concern about his daily bread and from
the necessity of adapting himself to the “powers that
be,” will become really free.

And so on and so forth.

Clearly, we are still a long way from such a society.

As to the international conditions necessary for the
complete triumph of communist society, these will
take shape and grow in proportion to the growth of revo-
lutionary crises and revolutionary actions of the work-
ing class in capitalist countries.

It must not be imagined that the working class in
one country, or in several countries, will march towards
socialism, and still more to communism, and that the
capitalists of other countries will sit still with folded arms
and look on this with indifference. Still less must it be
imagined that the working class in capitalist countries
will agree to be mere spectators of the victorious devel-
opment of socialism in one or another country. In
point of fact, the capitalists will do all in their power to
crush such countries. In point of fact, every important
step taken towards socialism, and still more towards
communism, in any country will inevitably be accom-
panied by the irresistible efforts of the working class in
capitalist countries to achieve power and socialism in
those countries.

Thus, in the further course of development of the
international revolution and of international reaction,
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two world centres will be formed: the socialist centre, at-
tracting to itself the countries gravitating towards social-
ism, and the capitalist centre, attracting to itself the
countries gravitating towards capitalism. The struggle
between these two camps will decide the fate of capi-
talism and socialism throughout the world.

I

QUESTIONS PUT BY COMRADE STALIN AND
THE DELEGATES’ REPLIES

Stalin: If the delegation is not very tired, I would
ask it to permit me, in my turn, to put a few questions.
(The delegation agrees.)

FIRST QUESTION. How do you account for the
small percentage of workers organised in trade unions in
America?

I think you have about seventeen million industrial
workers in America. (The delegates state that there are
from eighteen to nineteen million industrial workers.) Of
these, I think, about three million are organised. (The
delegates state that the American Federation of Labour has a
membership of approximately three million and that, in
addition, half a million workers are organised in other
unions, so that, all together, there are three and a half mil-
lion organised workers.) Personally I think that that is a
very small percentage of workers organised in trade
unions. Here, in the U.S.S.R., 90 percent of the proletar-
ians in the country are organised in trade unions. I
would like to ask the delegation whether it regards the fact
of such a relatively small percentage of workers being
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organised in trade unions as a good thing. Does not the
delegation think that it is a sign of the weakness of the
American proletariat, and of the weakness of its weap-
ons of struggle against the capitalists in the economic field?

Brophy: The small trade-union membership is not
due to wrong tactics in the labour organisations, but
to the general economic conditions in the country,
which do not stimulate the entire mass of workers
to organise, and which, thanks to their favourable char-
acter, lessen the need for the working class to fight the
capitalists. Of course, these conditions will change, and
as they change the trade unions will grow and the
whole trade-union movement will take a different path.

Douglas: 1 agree with the explanation given by the
previous speaker. I would add, firstly, that it must be
borne in mind that in recent times in the United States
the capitalists themselves have been raising wages very
considerably. This process of raising wages was seen in

1917, in 1919, and later. If present-day real wages are
compared with those of 1911 they will be found to be
much higher.

In the process of its development the trade-union
movement was built, as it is built today, on the craft prin-
ciple, according to trade, and the trade unions were
formed mainly for skilled workers. At the head of these
unions there were certain leaders who constituted a
close organisation and strove to obtain good conditions
for their members. They had no incentive to widen the
trade unions or to organise the unskilled workers.

Moreover, the American trade unions come up
against well-organised capitalism, which has at its com-
mand every means of preventing the organisation of all
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the workers in trade unions. If, for example, a trust finds
that trade-union resistance in one of its plants is becoming
too strong, it will go so far as to close that plant and
transfer production to another plant. In this way the
resistance of the trade union is broken.

American capitalism itself raises the workers’ wages,
but it does not give them any economic power or the
opportunity to fight for an improvement in their eco-
nomic conditions.

Another very important fact in America is that the
capitalists sow strife among the workers of various na-
tionalities. In the majority of cases the unskilled work
ers are immigrants from Europe or, as has recently be-
come the case, Negroes. The capitalists try to sow
strife among workers of different nationalities. This na-
tional division is found among the skilled and among the
unskilled workers. The capitalists systematically sow
antagonism among the workers of various nationalities
irrespective of their degree of skill.

During the past ten years the American capitalists
have been conducting a more enlightened policy, in that
they have been forming their own trade unions, the so-
called company unions. They strive to give the workers
an incentive in the work of their plant, an interest in
its profits, and so forth. American capitalism shows a
tendency to substitute vertical division for horizontal
division, that is, to split up the working class, giving it
an incentive and interest in capitalism.

Coyle: 1 approach the question not from the theoret-
ical, but from the practical point of view. It is true
that it is easier to organise the workers in good times,
but the statistics of the membership of the American
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Federation of Labour show that the A. F. of L. is gradually
losing the unskilled workers and is increasing its skilled
worker membership. Thus, the American Federation of
Labour wants to become, and is gradually becoming,
an organisation mainly of skilled workers.

The trade-union movement in America barely touches
the unskilled workers. The big branches of industry
are not covered by the trade unions. Of these big branches
of industry, only in the coal and the railroad industries are
the workers organised to any extent, and even in the coal
industry 65 per cent of the workers are unorganised. The
workers in such industries as steel, rubber and automo-
biles are almost completely unorganised. It may be said
that the trade unions do not touch the unskilled workers.

There are a number of trade unions outside the Amer-
ican Federation of Labour which strive to organise the
unskilled and semi-skilled workers. As for the stand taken
by the leaders of the American Federation of Labour,
one of them, for example the President of the Machinists
Union, quite frankly stated that he does not want to
attract the unskilled workers to his union. The position
in regard to the trade-union leaders is that a leader caste
has grown up consisting of a few score of individuals who
receive enormous salaries, $10,000 per annum and over,
and it is extremely difficult to get into this caste.

Dunn: The question put by Comrade Stalin is not
put fairly, because if 90 per cent of the workers in his
country are organised, it must be borne in mind that
here the working class is in power, whereas in capitalist
countries the workers are an oppressed class and the
bourgeoisie does everything to prevent the workers from
organising in trade unions.
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Moreover, in those countries there are reactionary
trade unions led by reactionary leaders. Under the con-
ditions prevailing in America it is very difficult to
get the very idea of trade unionism into the heads of the
workers. This explains why trade unionism is so limited
in America.

Stalin: Does the last speaker agree with the previous
speaker that some of the leaders of the labour movement
in America deliberately strive to restrict the trade-
union movement?

Dunn: 1 agree.

Stalin: 1 did not wish to offend anybody. I merely
wanted to clear up for myself the difference between
the situation in America and that in the U.S.S.R. If I
have offended anybody, I apologise. (Laughter of the
delegates.)

Dunn: I am not offended in the least.

Stalin: 1s there a system of state insurance of work-
ers in America?

A delegate: There is no system of state insurance of
workers in America.

Coyle: In most states, compensation is paid for acci-
dents at work amounting to a maximum of 30 per cent
of the loss of earning capacity. This is in most of the
states. The compensation is paid by the private firms in
whose enterprises the earning capacity is lost, but the
law requires such payment.

Stalin: Is there state insurance against unemploy-
ment in America?

A delegate: No. The unemployment insurance fund
that exists can satisfy from eighty to one hundred thou-
sand unemployed in all states.
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Coyle: There is insurance (not state insurance)
against industrial accidents, that is, accidents at work,
but there is no insurance against incapacity to work due
to sickness or old age. The insurance fund is made up of
contributions from the workers. As a matter of fact the
whole fund is provided by the workers themselves, for if
the workers did not organise these funds they would
receive a bigger wage increase, and as these funds are
established in agreement with the employers the workers
receive a smaller increase. Almost the whole fund is made
up by the workers. Actually, the employers contribute
only a very small proportion, about 10 per cent.

Stalin: 1 think the comrades will be interested to
learn that here, in the U.S.S.R., the state spends more
than 800,000,000 rubles per annum on workers’ in-
surance.

It will also not be superfluous to add that our work-
ers in all branches of industry, in addition to their ordi-
nary wages, receive a sum equal to about one-third of the
total pay-roll in the shape of insurance, welfare improve-
ments, cultural services, and so forth.

SECOND QUESTION. How do you explain the
absence of a special mass workers’ party in the United
States?

The bourgeoisie in America have two parties, the
Republican Party and the Democratic Party, but the
American workers have no mass political party of their
own. Do not the comrades think that the absence of such
a mass workers’ party, even one like that in Britain (the
Labour Party), weakens the working class in its political
fight against the capitalists?
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Then another question: Why do the leaders of the Amer-
ican labour movement, Green and the others, so strongly
oppose the formation of an independent workers’ party
in America?

Brophy: Yes, the leaders did decide that there was
no need to form such a party. There is a minority, how-
ever, which considers that such a party is needed. Ob-
jective conditions in America at the present time are such
that, as has been pointed out already, the trade-union
movement in the United States is very weak, and the weak-
ness of the trade-union movement is, in its turn, due to
the fact that the working class at present does not have to
organise and fight the capitalists because the capitalists
themselves raise wages and provide satisfactory material
conditions for the workers.

Stalin: But if such provision is made at all, it is
mainly the skilled workers who benefit. There is a con-
tradiction here. On the one hand it would appear that
there is no need to organise because the workers are pro-
vided for. On the other hand you say that it is precisely
those workers who are best provided for, i.e., the skilled
workers, who are organised in trade unions. Thirdly, it
would appear that the unorganised are just those workers
who are least provided for, i.e., the unskilled workers,
who most of all stand in need of organisation. I cannot
understand this at all.

Brophy: Yes, there is a contradiction here, but Amer-
ican political and economic conditions are likewise
contradictory.

Brebner: Although the unskilled workers are not or-
ganised, they have the political right to vote, so that if
there is any discontent the unskilled workers can express
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this discontent by exercising their political right to vote.
On the other hand, when the organised workers meet
with particularly hard times they do not turn to their
union, but exercise their political right to vote. Thus,
the political right to vote compensates for the absence of
trade-union organisation.

Israels: One of the chief difficulties is the system
itself, the election system in the United States. It is not
the man who polls a majority of votes in the whole
country, or even the majority of the votes of any one
class, who is elected President. In every state there
is an electoral college; every state elects a certain
number of electors who take part in the election of the
President. To be elected President, the candidate must
obtain 51 per cent of the votes. If there were three or
four parties no candidate would be elected, and the elec-
tion of the President would have to be transferred to
Congress. This is an argument against forming a third
party. Those who oppose the formation of a third party
argue in this way: Don’t put up a third candidate because
you will split the liberal vote and you will prevent the
liberal candidate from being elected.

Stalin: But Senator La Follette at one time was creat-
ing a third bourgeois party. It follows then that a third
party cannot split the vote if it is a bourgeois party, but
that it can split the vote if it is a workers’ party.

Davis: 1 do not regard the fact mentioned by the pre-
vious speaker as a fundamental one. I think the most
important fact is the following. I will quote the example
of the city where I live. During the election campaign
the representative of a certain party comes along and
gives the trade-union leader an important job, and in



INTERVIEW WITH THE FIRST AMERICAN LABOUR DELEGATION 149

connection with the campaign places certain funds at his
disposal, which he puts to his own use. This gives him
a certain prestige connected with the job he has received.
It turns out, therefore, that the trade-union leaders
support one or the other of the bourgeois parties. Nat-
urally, when there is any talk of forming a third party,
a workers’ party, these labour leaders refuse to do any-
thing in the matter. They argue that if a third party were
formed there would be a split in the trade-union move-
ment.

Douglas: The chief reason why only skilled workers
are organised is that to be able to join a union a man
must have money and be well off, because the entrance
fees and dues are very high and unskilled workers cannot
afford to pay.

Moreover, the unskilled workers are in constant danger
of being thrown out of work by the employers if they
attempt to organise. The unskilled workers can be organ-
ised only with the active support of the skilled workers. In
most cases they do not get this support, and this is one
of the chief obstacles to the organisation of the un-
skilled workers.

The principal means by which the workers can de-
fend their rights are political means. That, in my opin-
ion, is the chief reason why the unskilled workers are
unorganised.

I must point to a special feature of the American
electoral system, the primary elections, in which
any man can go to a primary, declare himself a
Democrat or a Republican and cast his vote. I am con-
vinced that Gompers could not have kept the workers
on a non-political programme if he did not have this
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argument about the primary voting. He always told the
workers that if they wanted political action they could
join either of the two existing political parties, capture
the responsible positions in them and win influence.
With this argument Gompers managed to keep the work-
ers away from the idea of organising the working class
and of forming a workers’ party.

THIRD QUESTION. How do you explain the fact
that on the question of recognising the U.S.S.R. the lead-
ers of the American Federation of Labour are more reac-
tionary than many bourgeois?

How do you explain the fact that a bourgeois like
Mr. Borah, and others, declare in favour of recognis-
ing the U.S.S.R., whereas the American labour leaders,
from Gompers to Green, have been and still are conduct-
ing very reactionary propaganda against recognition
of the first workers’ republic, against recognition of the
U.S.S.R.?

How do you explain the fact that even a reactionary
like the late President Woodrow Wilson was able to
“greet” Soviet Russia, whereas Green and the other
leaders of the American Federation of Labour want to be
more reactionary than the capitalists?

Here is the text of the “greeting” Woodrow Wilson
sent to the Congress of Soviets of Russia in March 1918,
at the time when the troops of the German Kaiser were
marching against Soviet Petrograd:

“May I not take advantage of the meeting of the Congress
of the Soviets to express the sincere sympathy which the people
of the United States feel for the Russian people at this moment
when the German power has been thrust in to interrupt and turn
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back the whole struggle for freedom and substitute the wishes of
Germany for the purpose of the people of Russia? Although the gov-
ernment of the United States is unhappily not now in a position
to render the direct and effective aid it would wish to render, I
beg to assure the people of Russia through the Congress that it
will avail itself of every opportunity to secure for Russia once
more complete sovereignty and independence in her own affairs
and full restoration to her great role in the life of Europe and the
modern world. The whole heart of the people of the United States
is with the people of Russia in the attempt to free themselves
forever from autocratic government and become masters of their
own life” (see Pravda, No. 50, March 16, 1918).

Can we regard it as normal that the leaders of the Amer-
ican Federation of Labour want to be more reactionary than
reactionary Wilson?

Brophy: 1 cannot give an exact explanation, but I
think that the leaders of the American Federation of La-
bour are opposed to the recognition of Soviet Russia for
the very same reason that the American Federation of
Labour is not affiliated to the Amsterdam Internation-
al. I think it is due to the peculiar philosophy of the
American workers and to the economic difference be-
tween them and the European workers.

Stalin: But, as far as I know the leaders of the
American Federation of Labour do not object to the
recognition of Italy or Poland, where the fascists are
ruling.

Brophy: By quoting the example of Poland and Italy
where there are fascist governments you explain why
America does not recognise the U.S.S.R. This hostility
towards the U.S.S.R. is due to the unpleasantness which
the Communists at home cause the American labour
leaders.
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Dunn: The argument used by the last speaker—that
the labour leaders cannot recognise the U.S.S.R. because
they cannot get on with the Communists at home—is not
convincing, because they preached non-recognition of
the U.S.S.R. before the American Communist Party was
organised.

The chief reason is that the leaders of the American
Federation of Labour are opposed to everything that
smacks of socialism. They are put up to this by the cap-
italists who have an organisation called the National
Civic Federation, which does its utmost to rouse the
American public against socialism in any form. This or-
ganisation opposed the stand taken by Ivy Lee, who ad-
vocated the development of commercial relations be-
tween America and the U.S.S.R. The leaders of this or-
ganisation said: How can we maintain order among our
own working class when liberals begin to talk like that?
The National Civic Federation is an organisation of a
group of capitalists who have invested a large sum of
money in it and control it. It should be mentioned that
the vice-president of this reactionary organisation is Mat-
thew Woll, the vice-president of the American Federa-
tion of Labour.

Brophy: The reasons given for the reactionary char-
acter of the trade-union leaders are not the chief ones.
This question must be gone into more deeply. The pres-
ence of the American delegation in the U.S.S.R. is the
best answer and shows that a section of the American
workers is sympathetic towards the Soviet Union. I
think that the opinion of the leaders of the American
Federation of Labour about the U.S.S.R. does not dif-
fer from the opinion held by the majority of the work-
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ers of America. The attitude of the majority of the
workers towards the U.S.S.R. is due to the remoteness
of the U.S.S.R. The working class of America is not in-
terested in international affairs and the influence that
the bourgeoisie exercises on the working class of America
is felt very strongly in its attitude towards the U.S.S.R.

Pravda, No. 210,
September 15, 1927



T0 COMRADE M. 1. ULYANOVA

REPLY TO COMRADE L. MIKHELSON

The other day I received from you a copy of Comrade
Mikhelson’s letter on the national question. Here is my
answer in a few words.

1) The Buryat comrades asked me: “How is one to
conceive the transition to a single universal culture
through the national cultures which are developing within
the limits of our individual autonomous republics?”
(See Stalin, Problems of Leninism, p. 259.%") I answered
that this transition is conceived not as a transition
through a “single universal language and the dying away
of all other languages in the period of socialism,”** but
through the assimilation by the nationalities of a uni-
versal culture that will be proletarian in content, but in
forms corresponding to the languages and manner of life
of these nationalities (see Problems of Leninism). To
explain this I quoted a number of facts about the devel-
opment of our revolution, which led to the awakening
and strengthening of the nationalities formerly pushed
into the background, and of their cultures. That is what
the controversy was about.

Comrade Mikhelson has failed to understand the
essence of the controversy.
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2) Comrade Mikhelson, cavilling at my words “in the
period of socialism” (see above), and at my statement
that the process of assimilation of some nationalities
does not imply the disappearance of nations in general,
asserts that some of Stalin’s formulations can give grounds
for interpreting them as “a revision of Leninism” on
the national question. Moreover, he quotes Lenin’s
statement that “the aim of socialism is not only to abol-
ish the division of mankind into small states and all
isolation of nations, not only to draw the nations to-
gether, but to merge them.”*

I think, firstly, that Comrade Mikhelson is diverging
from the presentation of the question given by the Bu-
ryat comrades in their letter and from which Stalin
could not possibly diverge in his speech at the Communist
University of the Toilers of the East. The Buryats had
in mind precisely a transition through national cultures
to a universal culture, moreover the Buryat comrades
evidently thought that first there will be national cul-
tures and /ater a universal culture. In his answer,
Stalin objected to this and said that this transition will
not take place in the way the Buryats imagine, but
that among the nationalities of the U.S.S.R. there will
be a simultaneous development both of national culture (in
form) and of a universal culture (in content), and that
only with such a way of this transition can the assimila-
tion of the universal culture by the nationalities take
place (see Problems of Leninism).

I think, further, that Comrade Mikhelson has failed
to grasp the meaning of my answer. When speaking
of the “period of socialism” in our country, I had in
mind not the “final” victory of socialism, a victory which
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can be achieved only on an international scale, when so-
cialism is victorious in all or in a number of the major
countries, but the period of the building of socialism in
our country. That is obvious from the entire presenta-
tion of the question in my speech at the Communist
University of the Toilers of the East. Can it be asserted
that during the period of the building of socialism in
our country (the “period of socialism”), i.e., before the
victory of socialism in other countries, the nations
in our country will unfailingly disappear, that they
will merge into one common nation with one common
language? I think that it cannot be asserted. More
than that. Even after the victory of the proletarian
dictatorship on a world scale, even after that, for a
long time national and state differences will still
exist.

Lenin was quite right when he said that “national
and state differences among peoples and countries. . .
will continue to exist for a very, very long time even
after the dictatorship of the proletariat has been estab-
lished on a world scale” (see Vol. XXV, p. 227).

How, then, are we to understand the passage from
Lenin quoted by Comrade Mikhelson, which states that
the aim of socialism is, in the long run, the merging of
nations? I think we should understand it differently from
the way Comrade Mikhelson does, for it is obvious from
what has been said above that in this passage Lenin had
in mind the merging of nations as the ultimate aim of
socialism, to be achieved as a result of the victory of
socialism in all countries “a very, very long time . . .
after the dictatorship of the proletariat has been estab-
lished on a world scale.”
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It follows, therefore, that Comrade Mikhelson does
not understand Lenin.

3) I think that there is no need to make Stalin’s
“formulations” “more precise.” I am waiting impatient-
ly for the opposition to dare to touch upon the principle
of the national question in an open controversy at the
Party congress. I am afraid it will not dare to do that,
for after Zinoviev’s unsuccessful speech at the plenum
of the Central Committee and Central Control Com-
mission, the opposition preferred to say absolutely noth-
ing about the question of national culture in its recent
“platform.” If, however, the oppositionists do pluck
up courage and raise the question, all the better for the
Party, for the Party will only gain by it.

J. Stalin
September 16, 1927

Published for the first time



THE POLITICAL COMPLEXION
OF THE RUSSIAN OPPOSITION

Excerpt from a Speech Delivered
at a Joint Meeting of the Presidium
of the Executive Committee of the Comintern
and the International Control Commission
September 27, 1927

Comrades, the speakers here have spoken so well and
they have discussed the subject so thoroughly that there
is little left for me to say.

I did not hear Vuiovich’s speech as I was not in the
hall; I caught only the end of his speech. From that end
I gathered that he accuses the C.P.S.U.(B.) of opportu-
nism, that he regards himself as a Bolshevik and under-
takes to teach the C.P.S.U.(B.) Leninism.

What can one say to that? Unfortunately, we have
a certain number of people in our Party who call them-
selves Bolsheviks but actually have nothing in common
with Leninism. I think that Vuiovich is one of their
number. When people like that undertake to teach the
C.P.S.U.(B.) Leninism it is easy to understand that
nothing can come of it. I think that Vuiovich’s criticism
is not worth answering.

I recall an anecdote about the German poet Heine.
Permit me to tell it to you. Among the various critics who
opposed Heine in the press was a most unfortunate and
rather untalented literary critic named Auffenberg. The
chief characteristic of this writer was that he tirelessly
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kept on “criticising” and impertinently attacking Heine
in the press. Evidently, Heine did not think it worth while
reacting to this “criticism” and maintained a stub-
born silence. This surprised Heine’s friends and so they
wrote to him asking how it was that the writer Auffen-
berg had written a heap of critical articles against him
and that he did not think it worth while replying. Heine
was obliged to answer his friends. What did he say?
He answered in the press in these few words: “Auffen-
berg the writer 1 do not know; I believe he is something
like Arlincourt, whom I do not know either.”

Paraphrasing Heine, the Russian Bolsheviks could
say about Vuiovich’s exercises in criticism: “Vuiovich the
Bolshevik we do not know; we believe he is something
like Ali Baba, whom we do not know either.”

About Trotsky and the opposition. The opposition’s
chief misfortune is that it does not know what it is talk-
ing about. In his speech Trotsky spoke of policy in China;
but he refuses to admit that the opposition has never had
any line, any policy in relation to China. The opposition
has wobbled, has marked time, has swung to and fro,
but it has never had a line. The controversy between us
revolved around three questions relating to China:
the question of the Communists’ participation in the Kuo-
mintang, the question of Soviets, and the question of the
character of the Chinese revolution. On all three ques-
tions the opposition proved to be bankrupt because it
had no line.

The question of taking part in the Kuomintang. In
April 1926, that is, a month after the Sixth Plenum of
the E.C.C.1., at which a decision was taken in favour of
Communists belonging to the Kuomintang, the opposi-
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tion demanded the immediate withdrawal of the Commu-
nists from the Kuomintang. Why? Because, frightened
by Chiang Kai-shek’s first onslaught (March 1926), the
opposition in effect demanded submission to Chiang
Kai-shek, it wanted to withdraw the Communists from
the play of revolutionary forces in China.

The formal grounds, however, on which the opposi-
tion based its demand for withdrawal from the Kuomin-
tang were that Communists cannot take part in bour-
geois-revolutionary organisations, and the Kuomintang
was certainly such an organisation. A year later, in
April 1927, the opposition demanded that the Commu-
nists should take part in the Wuhan Kuomintang. Why?
On what grounds? Had the Kuomintang ceased to be a
bourgeois organisation in 19277 Is there a line here, even
the shadow of a line?

The question of Soviets. Here, too, the opposition
had no definite line. In April 1927, one part of the op-
position demanded immediate organisation of Soviets
in China for the purpose of overthrowing the Kuomintang
in Wuhan (Trotsky). At the same time the other part of
the opposition also demanded immediate organisation of
Soviets, but for the purpose of supporting the Kuomintang
in Wuhan, and not of overthrowing it (Zinoviev). And
that is what they call a line! Moreover, both parts of
the opposition, both Trotsky and Zinoviev, while demand-
ing the organisation of Soviets, at the same time demand-
ed participation of the Communists in the Kuomintang,
participation of the Communists in the ruling party.
Make head or tail of that, if you can! Organise Soviets
and at the same time demand participation of the Commu-
nists in the ruling party, that is, in the Kuomintang—not
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everybody is capable of such a stupidity. And that is
called a line!

The question of the character of the Chinese revolu-
tion. The Comintern was and still is of the opinion that
the basis of the revolution in China in the present pe-
riod is the agrarian peasant revolution. What is the
opposition’s opinion on this subject? It never has had
any definite opinion on it. At one time it asserted that
there cannot be an agrarian revolution in China since
there is no feudalism there. At another time it declared
that an agrarian revolution is possible and necessary in
China, although it did not attach serious significance to
the survivals of feudalism there, which made it diffi-
cult to understand what could give rise to an agrarian
revolution. At yet another time it asserted that the
chief thing in the Chinese revolution is not an agrarian
revolution, but a revolution for customs autonomy. Make
head or tail of that, if you can!

Such is the opposition’s so-called “line” on the
controversial questions of the Chinese revolution.

That is not a line, but marking time, confusion,
complete absence of a line.

And these people undertake to criticise the Leninist
position of the Comintern! Is that not ridiculous, com-
rades?

Trotsky spoke here about the revolutionary move-
ment in Kwangtung, about the troops of Ho Lung and
Yeh Ting, and he accused us of creating a new Kuomin-
tang here to head this movement. I shall not attempt to
refute this story, which Trotsky has simply invented. All
I want to say is that the whole business of the southern
revolutionary movement, the departure of the troops of
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Yeh Ting and Ho Lung from Wuhan, their march into
Kwangtung, their joining the peasant revolutionary
movement and so forth—I want to say that all this was
undertaken on the initiative of the Chinese Communist
Party. Does Trotsky know that? He ought to, if he
knows anything at all.

Who will head this movement if it gains successes,

if there is a new upsurge of the revolution in China? So-
viets, of course. Before, in the hey-day of the Kuomin-
tang, conditions were unfavourable for the immediate
organisation of Soviets. Now, however, that the Kuo-
mintangists have disgraced and discredited themselves
by their connection with the counter-revolution, now,
if the movement gains success, Soviets can become and
actually will become, the main force that will rally
around itself the workers and peasants of China. And who
will be at the head of the Soviets? The Communists, of
course. But the Communists will no longer take part
in the Kuomintang if a revolutionary Kuomintang
appears upon the scene again. Only ignoramuses can
combine the existence of Soviets with the possibility
of Communists belonging to the Kuomintang party.
To combine these two incompatible things means
failure to understand the nature and purpose of
Soviets.

The same must be said about the Anglo-Russian Com-
mittee. Here we have the same wobbling and absence of
a line on the part of the opposition. At first the opposi-
tion was enchanted by the Anglo-Russian Committee.
It even asserted that the Anglo-Russian Committee
was a means of “making reformism in Europe harmless”
(Zinoviev), evidently forgetting that the British half of
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the Anglo-Russian Committee consisted precisely of
reformists.

Later, when the opposition realised at last that Pur-
cell and his friends are reformists, its enchantment
gave way to disenchantment, more than that, to despera-
tion, and it demanded an immediate rupture as a means
of overthrowing the General Council, failing to un-
derstand that the General Council cannot be overthrown
from Moscow. Swinging from one piece of stupidity
to another—such was the opposition’s so-called “line”
on the question of the Anglo-Russian Committee.

Trotsky is incapable of understanding that when
things are ripe for a rupture, the main thing is not the
rupture as such, but the question on which the rupture
takes place, the idea that is demonstrated by the rup-
ture. What idea is demonstrated by the rupture that has
already taken place? The idea of the threat of war, the
idea of the need to combat the war danger. Who can
deny that it is precisely this idea that is now the main
question of the day all over Europe? From this it follows,
however, that it was precisely on this major question
that we had to bring the masses of the workers up against
the treachery of the General Council, and that is what
we did. The fact that the General Council found it-
self compelled to take the initiative in the rupture and
bear the odium of it at a time of the threat of a new war
—this fact is the best possible exposure in the eyes of the
masses of the workers of the General Council’s treach-
erous and social-imperialist “nature” on the basic ques-
tion of war. But the opposition asserts that it would have
been better had we taken the initiative in the rupture and
borne the odium of it!
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And that is what they call a line! And these muddle-
heads undertake to criticise the Leninist position of the
Comintern! Is that not ridiculous, comrades?

The opposition is in an even worse plight on the ques-
tion of our Party, on the question of the C.P.S.U.(B.).
Trotsky does not understand our Party. He has a wrong
conception of our Party. He regards our Party in the same
way as an aristocrat regards the “rabble,” or a bureau-
crat his subordinates. If that were not so, he would not
assert that it is possible in a party a million strong, in
the C.P.S.U.(B.), for individuals, for individual leaders,
to “seize,” to “usurp” power. To talk about “seizing”
power in a party a million strong, a party that has made
three revolutions and is now shaking the foundations of
world imperialism—such is the depth of stupidity to
which Trotsky has sunk!

Is it at all possible to “seize” power in a party a mil-
lion strong, a party rich in revolutionary traditions? If
it is, why has Trotsky failed to “seize” power in the
Party, to force his way to leadership of the Party? How
is that to be explained? Does Trotsky lack the will and
the desire to lead? Is it not a fact that for more than two
decades already Trotsky has been fighting the Bolshe-
viks for leadership in the Party? Why has he failed to
“seize” power in the Party? Is he a less powerful ora-
tor than the present leaders of our Party? Would it not
be truer to say that as an orator Trotsky is superior to
many of the present leaders of our Party? How, then,
are we to explain the fact that notwithstanding his ora-
torical skill, notwithstanding his will to lead, notwith-
standing his abilities, Trotsky was thrown out of the
leadership of the great party which is called the
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C.P.S.U.(B.)? The explanation that Trotsky is inclined
to offer is that our Party, in his opinion, is a voting herd,
which blindly follows the Central Committee of the Party.
But only people who despise the Party and regard it as
rabble can speak of it in that way. Only a down-at-heel
party aristocrat can regard the Party as a voting herd.
It is a sign that Trotsky has lost the sense of Party prin-
ciple, has lost the ability to discern the real reasons why
the Party distrusts the opposition.

Indeed, why does the C.P.S.U.(B.) express utter
distrust of the opposition? The reason is that the opposi-
tion intended to replace Leninism by Trotskyism, to
supplement Leninism with Trotskyism, to “improve”
Leninism by means of Trotskyism. But the Party wants
to remain faithful to Leninism in spite of all the various
artifices of the down-at-heel aristocrats in the Party.
That is the root cause why the Party, which has made
three revolutions, found it necessary to turn its back on
Trotsky and on the opposition as a whole.

And the Party will behave in a similar way towards
all “leaders” and “guides” who intend to embellish
Leninism with Trotskyism or any other variety of op-
portunism.

By depicting our Party as a voting herd, Trotsky ex-
presses contempt for the mass of the C.P.S.U.(B.) mem-
bership. Is it surprising that the Party reciprocates this
contempt and expresses utter distrust of Trotsky?

The opposition is in the same plight on the question
of the regime in our Party. Trotsky tries to make it ap-
pear that the present regime in the Party, which is op-
posed by the entire opposition, is something fundamen-
tally different from the regime that was established in



166 J.V.STALIN

the Party in Lenin’s time. He wants to make it appear
that he has no objection to the regime established by
Lenin after the Tenth Congress, but that, strictly speak-
ing, he is fighting the present regime in the Party, which,
he claims, has nothing in common with the regime es-
tablished by Lenin.

I assert that here Trotsky is uttering a plain untruth.

I assert that the present regime in the Party is an
exact expression of the regime that was established in
the Party in Lenin’s time, at the Tenth and Eleventh
Congresses of our Party.

I assert that Trotsky is fighting the Leninist regime
in the Party, the regime that was established in Lenin’s
time, and under Lenin’s guidance.

I assert that the Trotskyists had already started their
fight against the Leninist regime in the Party in Lenin’s
time, and that the fight the Trotskyists are now waging
is a continuation of the fight against the regime in the
Party which they were already waging in Lenin’s time.

What are the underlying principles of that regime?
They are that while inner-Party democracy is operated
and business like criticism of the Party’s defects and
mistakes is permitted, no factionalism whatsoever can
be permitted, and all factionalism must be abandoned on
pain of expulsion from the Party.

When was this regime established in the Party? At
the Tenth and Eleventh Congresses of our Party, that is,
in Lenin’s time.

I assert that Trotsky and the opposition are fight-
ing this very same regime in the Party.

We have a document like the “Declaration of the
Forty Six,” signed by Trotskyists like Pyatakov, Preo-
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brazhensky, Serebryakov, Alsky, and others, which
definitely said that the regime established in the Par-
ty after the Tenth Congress was now obsolete and had
become intolerable for the Party.

What did those people demand? They demanded that
factional groups be permitted in the Party and that the
corresponding decision of the Tenth Congress be rescind-
ed. That was in 1923. I declare that Trotsky has wholly
and entirely identified himself with the stand of the
“Forty-Six” and is waging a fight against the regime that
was established in the Party after the Tenth Congress.
There you have the beginning of the Trotskyists’ fight
against the Leninist regime in the Party. (Trotsky: “I
did not speak about the Tenth Congress. You are invent-
ing.”) Trotsky must surely know that I can bring docu-
mentary proof. The documents have remained in tact; I
shall distribute them among the comrades and it will
then be clear which of us is speaking the truth.*

* Note of the Editorial Board of “The Communist Internation-
al”: On October 3, Comrade Stalin submitted to the Political
Secretariat of the E.C.C.I., as an appendix to the minutes of the
joint meeting of the Presidium of the E.C.C.I. and the International
Control Commission, the documentary proofs he had referred to
in his speech, namely:

1) An excerpt from the “Declaration of the Forty-Six” (Octo-
ber 15, 1923), signed by Pyatakov, Preobrazhensky, Serebryakov,
Alsky, and others, which states:

“The regime which has been established in the Party is ab-
solutely intolerable. It kills the Party’s independent activity
and substitutes for the Party a picked, bureaucratic apparatus,
which operates without a hitch in normal times, but which inevi-
tably misfires in moments of crisis, and which is in danger of prov-
ing utterly bankrupt in face of impending grave events. The
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I assert that the Trotskyists who signed the “Decla-
ration of the Forty-Six” were already waging a fight
against the Leninist regime in the Party in Lenin’s time.

I assert that Trotsky supported this fight against
the Leninist regime all the time, inspiring the opposi-
tion and egging it on.

I assert that Trotsky’s present fight against the re-
gime in our Party is a continuation of the anti-Leninist
fight I have just spoken about.

The question of the Trotskyists’ illegal, anti-Party
printing press. Trotsky constructed his written speech
in such a way that he barely mentioned the illegal print-
ing press, evidently considering that he was not ob-
liged to deal with such a “trifle” as the Trotskyists’ ille-
gal, anti-Party printing press. It was not the speech
of an accused person, but a declaration of the opposition

present situation is due to the fact that the regime of factional dic-
tatorship within the Party that objectively arose after the Tenth Con-
gress is now obsolete.”

2) An excerpt from Trotsky’s statement to the Central Com-
mittee and the Central Control Commission (October 8, 1923),
which states:

“The regime which, in the main, had already arisen
before the Twelfth Congress and was definitely established and
given shape after it, is far more remote from workers’ democracy
than the regime that existed in the severest periods of war commu-
nism.

In explanation of these excerpts it must be said that before
the Twelfth Congress we had the Eleventh Congress (in the spring
of 1922) and the Tenth Congress (in the spring of 1921), the proceed-
ings of which were directed by Lenin, and the resolutions of which
gave definite shape to the very regime in the Party which is at-
tacked in the “Declaration of the Forty-Six” (Trotskyists) and
in the above-mentioned statement by Trotsky.
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levelling charges against the Comintern and the
C.P.S.U.(B.). It is obvious, however, that the question of
the Trotskyists’ illegal, anti-Party printing press wholly
and completely exposes both Trotsky and his supporters
in the opposition as enemies of the Party principle, as
splitters and disrupters of the proletarian cause.

Indeed, Trotsky thinks that the opposition is right
—and therefore it has a right to set up its illegal print-
ing press.

In addition to Trotsky’s group, however, there are
other opposition groups in the C.P.S.U.(B.): the “Work-
ers’ Opposition,” the Sapronovites, and so forth. Each
of these small groups believes it is right. If we follow in
Trotsky’s footsteps we must grant that each of these
groups has a right to set up its illegal printing press.
Let us suppose that they do set up their illegal printing
presses and that the Party takes no steps to combat this
evil—what will then be left of the Party?

What would it mean to permit all the various groups
in the Party to have their illegal printing presses? It
would mean permitting the existence of a number of
centres in the Party, each having its “programme,” its
“platform,” its “line.” What will then be left of the
iron discipline in our Party, the discipline which Lenin
regarded as the foundation of the proletarian dictator-
ship? Is such discipline possible unless there is a single,
united leading centre? Does Trotsky realise what a quag-
mire he is slipping into by advocating the right of

opposition groups to have illegal, anti-Party printing
presses?

The question of Bonapartism. On this question the
opposition betrays utter ignorance. By accusing the
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overwhelming majority in our Party of making attempts
at Bonapartism, Trotsky demonstrates his utter igno-
rance and failure to understand the roots of Bona-
partism.

What is Bonapartism? Bonapartism is an attempt
to impose the will of the minority upon the majority
by the use of force. Bonapartism is the forcible seizure
of power in a party, or in a country, by the minority
in opposition to the majority. But since the supporters
of the line of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.(B.)
constitute the overwhelming majority both in the Party
and in the Soviets, how can any body be so silly as to say
that the majority is trying to impose its own will upon
itself by the use of force? Has there ever been a case in
history when the majority has imposed its own will
upon itself by the use of force? Who but lunatics would
believe that such an inconceivable thing is possible?

Is it not a fact that the supporters of the line of the
Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.(B.) constitute the
overwhelming majority in the Party and in the country?
Is it not a fact that the opposition is merely a tiny hand-
ful? One can conceive of the majority in our Party im-
posing its will upon the minority, i.e., the opposition;
and that is quite lawful in the Party sense of the term.
But how can one conceive of the majority imposing
its will upon itself, and by the use of force at that? How
can there be any question of Bonapartism here? Would it
not be truer to say that a tendency may arise among the
minority, that is, among the opposition, to impose its will
upon the majority? It would not be surprising if such a
tendency did arise, for the minority, that is, the Trotsky-
ist opposition, has now no other means of capturing the
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leadership except by resorting to force against the major-
ity. So that, if we are to speak of Bonapartism, let Trots-
ky look for Bonaparte candidates in his group.

A few words about degeneration and Thermidor ten-
dencies. I shall not analyse here the foolish and ignorant
charges about degeneration and Thermidor tendencies
which the oppositionists sometimes advance against the
Party. I shall not deal with them because they are not
worth analysing. I should like to present the question
from the purely practical point of view.

Let us assume for a moment that the Trotskyist op-
position is pursuing a genuinely revolutionary policy and
not a Social Democratic deviation—if that is the case,
how are we to explain the fact that all the degenerate
opportunist elements who have been expelled from
the Party and from the Comintern gather around the
Trotskyist opposition, find shelter and protection there?

How are we to explain the fact that Ruth Fischer
and Maslow, Scholem and Urbahns, who have been ex-
pelled from the Comintern and from the Communist
Party of Germany as degenerate and renegade ele-
ments, find protection and a hearty welcome precisely
in the Trotskyist opposition?

How are we to account for the fact that opportunists
and real degenerates like Souvarine and Rosmer in
France, and Ossovsky and Dashkovsky in the U.S.S.R.,
find shelter precisely in the Trotskyist opposition?

Can it be called an accident that the Comintern and
the C.P.S.U.(B.) expel these degenerates and really Ther-
midor minded people from their ranks, whereas Trotsky
and Zinoviev welcome them with open arms and afford
them shelter and protection?
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Do not these facts show that the “revolutionary”
phrases of the Trotskyist opposition remain mere
phrases, while, in actual fact, the opposition is the ral-
lying centre of the degenerate elements?

Does not all this show that the Trotskyist opposition
is a hotbed and nursery of degeneration and Thermidor
tendencies?

At any rate among us in the C.P.S.U.(B.), there is
one and only one group that rallies around itself all
sorts of scoundrels, such as Maslow and Ruth Fischer,
Souvarine and Ossovsky. That group is the Trotsky
group.

Such, in general, comrades, is the political complex-
ion of the opposition.

You will ask: What conclusion is to be drawn?

There is only one conclusion. The opposition has got
itself into such a muddle, it has so agilely landed in
an impasse from which there is no escape, that it is
faced with the alternative: either the Comintern and the
C.P.S.U.(B.), or Maslow, Ruth Fischer, and the rene-
gades of the illegal, anti-Party press.

It cannot go on swinging between these two camps
forever. The time has come to choose. Either with the
Comintern and the C.P.S.U.(B.), and then—war against
Maslow and Ruth Fischer, against all the renegades.
Or against the C.P.S.U.(B.) and the Comintern, and
then—a good riddance of them to the Maslow and Ruth
Fischer group, to all the renegades and degenerates, to
all the Shcherbakovs and other scum. (4pplause.)

Published in the magazine
Kommunistichesky Internatsional,
No. 41, October 14, 1927



SYNOPSIS OF THE ARTICLE
“THE INTERNATIONAL CHARACTER
OF THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION”

The October Revolution is not merely a revolution
“within national bounds,” but, primarily, a revolution of
an international, world order; for it signifies a radical
turn in the world history of mankind from the old to
the new.

Revolutions in the past usually ended by one group
of exploiters at the helm of government being replaced
by another group of exploiters. The exploiters changed,
exploitation remained. Such was the case during the rev-
olutions of the slaves, the revolutions of the serfs,
the revolutions of the commercial and industrial bour-
geoisie. The October Revolution differs from these rev-
olutions in principle. Its aim is not to replace one form
of exploitation by another form of exploitation, one
group of exploiters by another group of exploiters, but to
abolish all exploitation of man by man, to overthrow
all groups of exploiters.

The establishment of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, the most revolutionary and most organised of
all exploited classes.

Precisely for this reason the victory of the October
Revolution signifies a radical turn in economics and
politics, in the manner of life, customs, habits and
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traditions, in the culture and in the whole spiritual com-
plexion of the exploited masses throughout the world.

That is the basic reason why the oppressed classes
in all countries entertain the greatest sympathy for the
October Revolution, which they regard as the pledge of
their own emancipation.

Four main features.

1) The centres of imperialism (the “metropo-
lises”). October as the turn from the rule of capital-
ism in the advanced countries to communism. We
often say that the October Revolution is a breach of
the world imperialist front. But what does that mean?
It means that it ushered in the era of proletarian revolu-
tions and the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Formerly, the point of departure was the French Rev-
olution of the eighteenth century; its traditions were
utilised and its order was implanted.

Now the October Revolution is the point of departure.

Formerly, France.

Now, the U.S.S. R.

Formerly, the “Jacobin” was the bogy of the entire
bourgeoisie.

Now, the Bolshevik is the bogy of the bourgeoisie.

The era of “ordinary” bourgeois revolutions, when
the proletariat was merely the shock force, while the
exploiters reaped the fruits of revolution, has passed
away.

The era of proletarian revolutions in the capitalist
countries has begun.

2) The periphery of imperialism. October ushered in
the era of liberating revolutions in the colonial and de-
pendent countries.
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The proletariat cannot emancipate itself unless it
emancipates the peoples oppressed by imperialism. The
united front of proletarian revolutions in the metrop-
olises and colonial revolutions in the dependent coun-
tries.

The era of tranquil exploitation of the colonies and
dependent countries has passed away.

The era of liberating revolutions in the colonies,
the era of the awakening of the proletariat in those coun-
tries, the era of its hegemony, has begun.

3) The centres and periphery—together. Thereby, Oc-
tober struck world imperialism a mortal blow from which
it will never recover.

Imperialism will never recover the “equilibrium”
and “stability” that it possessed before October.

The era of the “stability” of capitalism has passed
away.

The era of the decline of capitalism has begun.

4) October signifies the ideological victory of com-
munism over Social-Democratism, of Marxism over re-
formism.

Formerly, before the victory of the dictatorship of the
proletariat in the U.S.S. R., the Social-Democrats and re-
formists could flaunt the banner of Marxism, could co-
quet with Marx and Engels, etc., for that was not dan-
gerous for the bourgeoisie, and people did not yet know
what the victory of Marxism could lead to.

Now, after the victory of the proletarian dictator-
ship in the U.S.S.R., when everybody realises what
Marxism leads to and what its victory may signify, the
Social-Democrats and reformists, sensing the danger to
the bourgeoisie of such flaunting and coquetting with
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Marxism, have preferred to dissociate themselves from
Marxism.

Henceforth, communism is the only shelter and bul-
wark of Marxism.

Henceforth, the spirit of Marxism is abandoning
Social-Democracy, just as Social-Democracy earlier
abandoned Marxism.

Now, after the victory of the October Revolution,
only those can be Marxists who resolutely and devotedly
support the first proletarian dictatorship in the world.

What does supporting the first proletarian dictator-
ship in the world mean? It means taking the stand of
direct struggle against one’s own bourgeoisie. As, how-
ever, the Social-Democrats do not want to fight their own
bourgeoisie but prefer to adapt themselves to it, they,
naturally, take the stand of fighting the first proletarian
dictatorship in the world, the stand of restoring capital-
ism in the U.S.S.R. That is the twilight of Social-Democ-
racy.

October ushered in the era of the triumph of world
communism, which is the era of the twilight of Social-
Democracy, of its final desertion to the camp of the
bourgeoisie.

October is the victory of Marxism in ideology.

October 1927

Published for the first time



THE TROTSKYIST
OPPOSITION BEFORE AND NOW

Speech Delivered at a Meeting of the Joint Plenum
of the Central Committee and the Central Control
Commission of the C.PS.U.(B.)**

October 23, 1927

I
SOME MINOR QUESTIONS

Comrades, I have not much time; I shall therefore
deal with separate questions.

First of all about the personal factor. You have
heard here how assiduously the oppositionists hurl abuse
at Stalin, abuse him with all their might. That does
not surprise me, comrades. The reason why the main at-
tacks were directed against Stalin is because Stalin
knows all the opposition’s tricks better, perhaps, than
some of our comrades do, and it is not so easy, I
dare say, to fool him. So they strike their blows prima-
rily at Stalin. Well, let them hurl abuse to their heart’s
content.

And what is Stalin? Stalin is only a minor figure.
Take Lenin. Who does not know that at the time of the
August bloc the opposition, headed by Trotsky, waged
an even more scurrilous campaign of slander against
Lenin? Listen to Trotsky, for example:

“The wretched squabbling systematically provoked by Lenin,
that old hand at the game, that professional exploiter of all that
is backward in the Russian labour movement, seems like a sense-
less obsession” (see “Trotsky’s Letter to Chkheidze,” April 1913).
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Note the language, comrades! Note the language!
It is Trotsky writing. And writing about Lenin.

Is it surprising, then, that Trotsky, who wrote in
such an ill-mannered way about the great Lenin, whose
shoe-laces he was not worthy of tying, should now hurl
abuse at one of Lenin’s numerous pupils—Comrade
Stalin?

More than that. I think the opposition does me hon-
our by venting all its hatred against Stalin. That is as it
should be. I think it would be strange and offensive if
the opposition, which is trying to wreck the Party,
were to praise Stalin, who is defending the fundamentals
of the Leninist Party principle.

Now about Lenin’s “will.” The oppositionists
shouted here—you heard them—that the Central Com-
mittee of the Party “concealed” Lenin’s “will.” We have
discussed this question several times at the plenum
of the Central Committee and Central Control Com-
mission, you know that. (4 voice: “Scores of times.”)
It has been proved and proved again that nobody has
concealed anything, that Lenin’s “will” was addressed
to the Thirteenth Party Congress, that this “will” was
read out at the congress (Voices: “That’s right!”), that
the congress unanimously decided not to publish it be-
cause, among other things, Lenin himself did not want it
to be published and did not ask that it should be pub-
lished. The opposition knows all this just as well as we do.
Nevertheless, it has the audacity to declare that the Cen-
tral Committee is “concealing” the “will.”

The question of Lenin’s “will” was brought up,
if I am not mistaken, as far back as 1924. There is a
certain Eastman, a former American Communist who
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was later expelled from the Party. This gentleman, who
mixed with the Trotskyists in Moscow, picked up some
rumours and gossip about Lenin’s “will,” went abroad
and published a book entitled After Lenin’s Death, in
which he did his best to blacken the Party, the Central
Committee and the Soviet regime, and the gist of which
was that the Central Committee of our Party was “con-
cealing” Lenin’s “will.” In view of the fact that this
Eastman had at one time been connected with Trotsky,
we, the members of the Political Bureau, called upon
Trotsky to dissociate himself from Eastman who, clutch-
ing at Trotsky and referring to the opposition, had
made Trotsky responsible for the slanderous statements
against our Party about the “will.” Since the question
was so obvious, Trotsky did, indeed, publicly dissociate
himself from Eastman in a statement he made in the
press. It was published in September 1925 in Bolshevik,
No. 16.

Permit me to read the passage in Trotsky’s article
in which he deals with the question whether the Party and
its Central Committee was concealing Lenin’s “will”
or not. I quote Trotsky’s article:

“In several parts of his book Eastman says that the Central
Committee ‘concealed’ from the Party a number of exceptionally
important documents written by Lenin in the last period of his life
(it is a matter of letters on the national question, the so-called ‘will,’
and others); there can be no other name for this than slander against
the Central Committee of our Party.* From what Eastman says
it may be inferred that Vladimir Ilyich intended those letters,
which bore the character of advice on internal organisation, for
the press. In point of fact, that is absolutely untrue. During his

* My italics.—J. St.
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illness Vladimir Ilyich often sent proposals, letters, and so forth,
to the Party’s leading institutions and to its congress. It goes
without saying that all those letters and proposals were always
delivered to those for whom they were intended, were brought
to the knowledge of the delegates at the Twelfth and Thirteenth
Congresses, and always, of course, exercised due influence upon
the Party’s decisions; and if not all of those letters were published,
it was because the author did not intend them for the press.
Vladimir Ilyich did not leave any ‘will,” and the very character
of his attitude towards the Party, as well as the character of the
Party itself, precluded the possibility of such a ‘will.” What is
usually referred to as a ‘will’ in the émigré and foreign bourgeois
and Menshevik press (in a manner garbled beyond recognition)
is one of Vladimir Ilyich’s letters containing advice on organisa-
tional matters. The Thirteenth Congress of the Party paid the clos-
est attention to that letter, as to all of the others, and drew from
it conclusions appropriate to the conditions and circumstances
of the time. A/l talk about concealing or violating a ‘will’ is a ma-
licious invention and is entirely directed against Viadimir Ilyich’s
real will,* and against the interests of the Party he created” (see
Trotsky’s article “Concerning Eastman’s Book After Lenin’s
Death,” Bolshevik, No. 16, September 1, 1925, p. 68).

Clear, one would think. That was written by none
other than Trotsky. On what grounds, then, are Trotsky,
Zinoviev and Kamenev now spinning a yarn about the
Party and its Central Committee “concealing” Lenin’s
“will”? It is “permissible” to spin yarns, but one should
know where to stop.

It is said that in that “will” Comrade Lenin suggest-
ed to the congress that in view of Stalin’s “rudeness”
it should consider the question of putting another com-
rade in Stalin’s place as General Secretary. That is quite
true. Yes, comrades, I am rude to those who grossly

* My italics.—J. St.
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and perfidiously wreck and split the Party. I have nev-
er concealed this and do not conceal it now. Perhaps
some mildness is needed in the treatment of splitters,
but I am a bad hand at that. At the very first meeting
of the plenum of the Central Committee after the Thir-
teenth Congress I asked the plenum of the Central Com-
mittee to release me from my duties as General Secre-
tary. The congress itself discussed this question. It was
discussed by each delegation separately, and all the
delegations unanimously, including Trotsky, Kamenev
and Zinoviev, obliged Stalin to remain at his post.

What could I do? Desert my post? That is not in
my nature; I have never deserted any post, and I have
no right to do so, for that would be desertion. As I have
already said before, I am not a free agent, and when
the Party imposes an obligation upon me, I must obey.

A year later I again put in a request to the plenum
to release me, but I was again obliged to remain at
my post.

What else could I do?

As regards publishing the “will,” the congress de-
cided not to publish it, since it was addressed to the
congress and was not intended for publication.

We have the decision of a plenum of the Central
Committee and Central Control Commission in 1926 to ask
the Fifteenth Congress for permission to publish this
document. We have the decision of the same plenum
of the Central Committee and Central Control Com-
mission to publish other letters of Lenin’s, in which he
pointed out the mistakes of Kamenev and Zinoviev
just before the October uprising and demanded their
expulsion from the Party.*
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Obviously, talk about the Party concealing these
documents is infamous slander. Among these documents
are letters from Lenin urging the necessity of expelling
Zinoviev and Kamenev from the Party. The Bolshe-
vik Party, the Central Committee of the Bolshevik
Party, have never feared the truth. The strength of the
Bolshevik Party lies precisely in the fact that it does
not fear the truth and looks the truth straight in the face.

The opposition is trying to use Lenin’s “will” as a
trump card; but it is enough to read this “will” to see
that it is not a trump card for them at all. On the con-
trary, Lenin’s “will” is fatal to the present leaders of
the opposition.

Indeed, it is a fact that in his “will” Lenin accuses
Trotsky of being guilty of “non-Bolshevism” and, as
regards the mistake Kamenev and Zinoviev made dur-
ing October, he says that that mistake was not “acci-
dental.” What does that mean? It means that Trotsky,
who suffers from “non-Bolshevism,” and Kamenev and Zi-
noviev, whose mistakes are not “accidental” and can and
certainly will be repeated, cannot be politically trusted.

It is characteristic that there is not a word, not a
hint in the “will” about Stalin having made mistakes.
It refers only to Stalin’s rudeness. But rudeness is not
and cannot be counted as a defect in Stalin’s political
line or position.

Here is the relevant passage in the “will”:

“I shall not go on to characterise the personal qualities of the
other members of the Central Committee. I shall merely remind you
that the October episode with Zinoviev and Kamenev was, of
course, not accidental, but that they can be blamed for it person-
ally as little as Trotsky can be blamed for his non-Bolshevism.”

Clear, one would think.
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11
THE OPPOSITION’S “PLATFORM”

Next question. Why did not the Central Committee
publish the opposition’s “platform”? Zinoviev and Trots-
ky say that it was because the Central Committee and
the Party “fear” the truth. Is that true? Of course not.
More than that. It is absurd to say that the Party or the
Central Committee fear the truth. We have the verba-
tim reports of the plenums of the Central Committee
and Central Control Commission. Those reports have
been printed in several thousand copies and distributed
among the members of the Party. They contain the
speeches of the oppositionists as well as of the representa-
tives of the Party line. They are being read by tens and
hundreds of thousands of Party members. (Voices: “That’s
true!”) If we feared the truth we would not have cir-
culated those documents. The good thing about those
documents is precisely that they enable the members
of the Party to compare the Central Committee’s posi-
tion with the views of the opposition and to make their
decision. Is that fear of the truth?

In October 1926, the leaders of the opposition strut-
ted about and asserted, as they are asserting now, that
the Central Committee feared the truth, that it was
hiding their “platform,” concealing it from the Party,
and so forth. That is why they went snooping among
the Party units in Moscow (recall the Aviapribor Fac-
tory), in Leningrad (recall the Putilov Works), and other
places. Well, what happened? The communist workers
gave our oppositionists a good drubbing, such a drub-
bing indeed that the leaders of the opposition were
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compelled to flee from the battlefield. Why did they not
at that time dare to go farther, to all the Party units, to
ascertain which of us fears the truth—the opposition or
the Central Committee? It was because they got cold feet,
being frightened by the real (and not imaginary) truth.

And now? Speaking honestly, is not a discussion
going on now in the Party units? Point to at least one
unit, containing at least one oppositionist and where
at least one meeting has been held during the past
three or four months, in which representatives of the
opposition have not spoken, in which there has been
no discussion. Is it not a fact that during the past three
or four months the opposition has been coming forward
whenever it could in the Party units with its counter-
resolutions? (Voices: “Quite true!”) Why, then, do not
Trotsky and Zinoviev try to go to the Party units and
expound their views?

A characteristic fact. In August this year, after
the plenum of the Central Committee and Central
Control Commission, Trotsky and Zinoviev sent in a
statement that they wanted to speak at a meeting of
the Moscow active if the Central Committee had no ob-
jection. To this the Central Committee replied (and the
reply was circulated among the local organisations)
that it had no objection to Trotsky and Zinoviev speak-
ing at such a meeting, provided, however, that they, as
members of the Central Committee, did not speak
against the decisions of the Central Committee. What hap-
pened? They dropped their request. (General laughter.)

Yes, comrades, somebody among us does fear the
truth, but it is not the Central Committee, and still
less the Party; it is the leaders of our opposition.
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That being the case, why did not the Central Commit-
tee publish the opposition’s “platform™?

Firstly, because the Central Committee did not want
and had no right to legalise Trotsky’s faction, or any
factional group. In the Tenth Congress resolution “On
Unity,” Lenin said that the existence of a “platform”
is one of the principal signs of factionalism. In spite of
that, the opposition drew up a “platform” and demanded
that it be published, thereby violating the decision of
the Tenth Congress. Supposing the Central Committee
had published the opposition’s “platform,” what would
it have meant? It would have meant that the Central
Committee was willing to participate in the opposi-
tion’s factional efforts to violate the decisions of the Tenth
Congress. Could the Central Committee and the Central
Control Commission agree to do that? Obviously, no self-
respecting Central Committee could take that factional
step. (Voices: “Quite true!”)

Further. In this same Tenth Congress resolution
“On Unity,” written by Lenin, it is said: “The congress
orders the immediate dissolution of all groups with-
out exception that have been formed on the basis of
one platform or another,” that “non-observance of this
decision of the congress shall involve certain and imme-
diate expulsion from the Party.” The directive is clear
and definite. Supposing the Central Committee and the
Central Control Commission had published the opposi-
tion’s “platform,” could that have been called the dissolu-
tion of all groups without exception formed on one “plat-
form” or another? Obviously not. On the contrary,
it would have meant that the Central Committee and the
Central Control Commission themselves were intending
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not to dissolve, but to help to organise groups and
factions on the basis of the opposition’s “platform.”
Could the Central Committee and the Central Control
Commission take that step towards splitting the Party?
Obviously, they could not.

Finally, the opposition’s “platform” contains slan-
ders against the Party which, if published, would do
the Party and our state irreparable harm.

In fact, it is stated in the opposition’s “platform”
that our Party is willing to abolish the monopoly of
foreign trade and make payment on all debts, hence,
also on the war debts. Everybody knows that this is
a disgusting slander against our Party, against our work-
ing class, against our state. Supposing we had pub-
lished the “platform™ containing this slander against the
Party and the state, what would have happened? The
only result would have been that the international
bourgeoisie would have begun to exert greater pressure
upon us, it would have demanded concessions to which
we could not agree at all (for example, the abolition of
the monopoly of foreign trade, payments on the war
debts, and so forth) and would have threatened us
with war.

When members of the Central Committee like Trots-
ky and Zinoviev supply false reports about our Party
to the imperialists of all countries, assuring them that
we are ready to make the utmost concessions, including
the abolition of the monopoly of foreign trade, it can
have only one meaning: Messieurs the bourgeois, press
harder on the Bolshevik Party, threaten to go to war
against them; the Bolsheviks will agree to every conces-
sion if you press hard enough.
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False reports about our Party lodged with Mes-
sieurs the imperialists by Zinoviev and Trotsky in
order to aggravate our difficulties in the sphere of for-
eign policy—that is what the opposition’s “platform”
amounts to.

Whom does this harm? Obviously, it harms the pro-
letariat of the U.S.S.R., the Communist Party of the
U.S.S.R., our whole state.

Whom does it benefit? It benefits the imperialists
of all countries.

Now I ask you: could the Central Committee agree to
publish such filth in our press? Obviously, it could not.

Such are the considerations that compelled the Cen-
tral Committee to refuse to publish the opposition’s
“platform.”

111

LENIN ON DISCUSSIONS AND OPPOSITIONS
IN GENERAL

The next question. Zinoviev vehemently tried
to prove that Lenin was in favour of discussion al-
ways and at all times. He referred to the discussion
of various platforms that took place before the Tenth
Congress and at the congress itself, but he “for-
got” to mention that Lenin regarded the discussion that
took place before the Tenth Congress as a mistake. He
“forgot” to say that the Tenth Congress resolution
“On Party Unity,” which was written by Lenin and was
a directive for the development of our Party, ordered
not the discussion of “platforms,” but the dissolution
of all groups whatsoever formed on the basis of one
“platform” or another. He “forgot” that at the Tenth
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Congress Lenin spoke in favour of the “prohibition”
in future of all oppositions in the Party. He “forgot”
to say that Lenin regarded the conversion of our Party
into a “debating society” as absolutely impermissible.

Here, for example, is Lenin’s appraisal of the dis-
cussion that took place prior to the Tenth Congress:

“I have already had occasion to speak about this today and,
of course, I could only cautiously observe that there can hardly
be many among you who do not regard this discussion as an exces-
sive luxury. I cannot refrain from adding that, speaking for my-
self, I think that this luxury was indeed absolutely impermissi-
ble, and that in permitting such a discussion we undoubtedly made
a mistake” (see Minutes of the Tenth Congress, p. 1649).

And here is what Lenin said at the Tenth Congress
about any possible opposition after the Tenth Congress:

“Consolidation of the Party, prohibition of an opposition
in the Party—such is the political conclusion to be drawn from
the present situation. . . .” “We do not want an opposition now,
comrades. And I think that the Party congress will have to draw
this conclusion, to draw the conclusion that we must now put an end
to the opposition, finish with it, we have had enough of oppositions
now!” (Ibid., pp. 61 and 63.47)

That is how Lenin regarded the question of discussion
and of opposition in general.

10
THE OPPOSITION AND THE “THIRD FORCE”

The next question. What was the need for Comrade
Menzhinsky’s statement about the whiteguards with
whom some of the “workers” at the Trotskyists’ illegal,
anti-Party printing press are connected?
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Firstly, in order to dispel the lie and slander that
the opposition is spreading in connection with this ques-
tion in its anti-Party sheets. The opposition assures
everyone that the report about whiteguards who are con
nected in one way or another with allies of the opposi-
tion like Shcherbakov, Tverskoy, and others, is fiction,
an invention, put into circulation for the purpose of
discrediting the opposition. Comrade Menzhinsky’s state-
ment, with the depositions made by the people under
arrest, leaves no doubt whatever that a section of the
“workers” at the Trotskyists’ illegal, anti-Party printing
press are connected, indubitably connected, with white-
guard counter-revolutionary elements. Let the opposi-
tion try to refute those facts and documents.

Secondly, in order to expose the lies now being
spread by Maslow’s organ in Berlin (Die Fahne des Kommu-
nismus, that is, The Banner of Communism). We have
just received the last issue of this filthy rag, published
by this renegade Maslow, who is occupied in slandering
the U.S.S.R. and betraying state secrets of the U.S.S.R.
to the bourgeoisie. This organ of the press prints for
public information, in a garbled form, of course, the
depositions made by the arrested whiteguards and their
allies at the illegal, anti-Party printing press. (Voices:
“Scandalous!”) Where could Maslow get this informa-
tion from? This information is secret, for not all the
members of the whiteguard band that is involved in
the business of organising a conspiracy on the lines of
the Pilsudski conspiracy have as yet been traced and ar-
rested. This information was made known in the Central
Control Commission to Trotsky, Zinoviev, Smilga and
other members of the opposition. They were forbidden



190 J.V.STALIN

to make a copy of those depositions for the time be-
ing. But evidently, they did make a copy and hastened
to send it to Maslow. But what does sending that infor-
mation to Maslow for publication mean? It means warn-
ing the whiteguards who have not yet been traced and
arrested, warning them that the Bolsheviks intend to
arrest them.

Is it proper, is it permissible for Communists to do
a thing like that? Obviously not.

The article in Maslow’s organ bears a piquant head-
ing: “Stalin Is Splitting the C.P.S.U.(B.). A Whiteguard
Conspiracy. A Letter from the U.S.S.R.” (Voices: “Scoun-
drels!”) Could we, after all this, after Maslow, with the
aid of Trotsky and Zinoviev, had printed for public
information garbled depositions of people under arrest,
could we, after all this, refrain from making a report to
the plenum of the Central Committee and Central
Control Commission and from contrasting the lying sto-
ries with the actual facts and the actual depositions?

That is why the Central Committee and the Central
Control Commission considered it necessary to ask
Comrade Menzhinsky to make a statement about the
facts.

What follows from these depositions, from Comrade
Menzhinsky’s statement? Have we ever accused or are
we now accusing the opposition of organising a military
conspiracy? Of course, not. Have we ever accused or
are we now accusing the opposition of taking part in
this conspiracy? Of course, not. (Muralov: “You did
make the accusation at the last plenum.”) That is not
true, Muralov. We have two statements by the Central
Committee and the Central Control Commission about
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the illegal, anti-Party printing press and about the non-
Party intellectuals connected with that printing press.
You will not find a single sentence, not a single word,
in those documents to show that we are accusing the op-
position of participating in a military conspiracy. In
those documents the Central Committee and the Central
Control Commission merely assert that, when organising
its illegal printing press, the opposition got into contact
with bourgeois intellectuals, and that some of these in-
tellectuals were, in their turn, found to be in contact with
whiteguards who were hatching a military conspiracy.
I would ask Muralov to point out the relevant passage
in the documents published by the Political Bureau of
the Central Committee and the Presidium of the Central
Control Commission in connection with this question.
Muralov cannot point out such a passage because it does
not exist.

That being the case, what are the charges we have
made and still make against the opposition?

Firstly, that the opposition, in pursuing a splitting
policy, organised an anti-Party, illegal printing press.

Secondly, that the opposition, for the purpose of or-
ganising this printing press, entered into a bloc with
bourgeois intellectuals, part of whom turned out to be
in direct contact with counter-revolutionary conspira-
tors.

Thirdly, that, by enlisting the services of bourgeois
intellectuals and conspiring with them against the Party,
the opposition, independently of its will or desire, found
itself encircled by the so-called “third force.”

The opposition proved to have much more confidence
in those bourgeois intellectuals than in its own Party.
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Otherwise it would not have demanded the release of
“all those arrested” in connection with the illegal print-
ing press, including Shcherbakov, Tverskoy, Bolshakov
and others, who were found to be in contact with counter-
revolutionary elements.

The opposition wanted to have an anti-Party, illegal
printing press; for that purpose it had recourse to the
aid of bourgeois intellectuals, but some of those intel-
lectuals proved to be in contact with downright counter-
revolutionaries—such is the chain that resulted, com-
rades. Independently of the opposition’s will or desire,
anti-Soviet elements flocked round it and strove to utilise
its splitting activities for their own ends.

Thus, what Lenin predicted as far back as the Tenth
Congress of our Party (see the Tenth Congress resolution
“On Party Unity”), where he said that the “third force,”
that is the bourgeoisie, would certainly try to hitch
on to the conflict within our Party in order to utilise
the opposition’s activities for its own class ends, has
come true.

It is said that counter-revolutionary elements some-
times penetrate our Soviet bodies also, at the fronts for
example without having any connection with the oppo-
sition. That is true. In such cases, however, the Soviet
authorities arrest those elements and shoot them. But
what did the opposition do? It demanded the release
of the bourgeois intellectuals who were arrested in connec-
tion with the illegal printing press and were found to be
in contact with counter-revolutionary elements. That is
the trouble, comrades. That is what the opposition’s
splitting activities lead to. Instead of thinking of all
these dangers, instead of thinking of the pit that is yawn-
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ing in front of them, our oppositionists heap slander on
the Party and try with all their might to disorganise,
to split our Party.

There is talk about a former Wrangel officer who is
helping the OGPU to unmask counter-revolutionary or-
ganisations. The opposition leaps and dances and makes
a great fuss about the fact that the former Wrangel of-
ficer to whom the opposition’s allies, all these Shcher-
bakovs and Tverskoys, applied for assistance, proved
to be an agent of the OGPU. But is there anything wrong
in this former Wrangel officer helping the Soviet authori-
ties to unmask counter-revolutionary conspiracies? Who
can deny the right of the Soviet authorities to win former
officers to their side in order to employ them for the
purpose of unmasking counter-revolutionary organisa-
tions?

Shcherbakov and Tverskoy addressed themselves to
this former Wrangel officer not because he was an agent
of the OGPU, but because he was a former Wrangel offi-
cer, and they did so in order to employ him against
the Party and against the Soviet Government. That is
the point, and that is the misfortune of our opposition.
And when, following up these clues, the OGPU quite
unexpectedly came across the Trotskyists’ illegal, anti-
Party printing press, it found that, while arranging a
bloc with the opposition, Messieurs the Shcherbakovs,
Tverskoys and Bolshakovs were already in a bloc with
counter-revolutionaries, with former Kolchak officers
like Kostrov and Novikov, as Comrade Menzhinsky
reported to you today.

That is the point, comrades, and that is the trouble
with our opposition.
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The opposition’s splitting activities lead it to link-
ing up with bourgeois intellectuals, and the link with
bourgeois intellectuals makes it easy for all sorts of
counter-revolutionary elements to envelop it—that is the
bitter truth.

\%

HOW THE OPPOSITION IS “PREPARING”
FOR THE CONGRESS

The next question: about the preparations for the
congress. Zinoviev and Trotsky vehemently asserted here
that we are preparing for the congress by means of repres-
sion. It is strange that they see nothing but “repres-
sion.” But what about the decision to open a discus-
sion taken by a plenum of the Central Committee and
Central Control Commission more than a month be-
fore the congress—is that in your opinion preparation
for the congress, or is it not? And what about the dis-
cussion in the Party units and other Party organisations
that has been going on incessantly for three or four
months already? And the discussion of the verbatim
reports and decisions of the plenum that has been going
on for the past six months, particularly the past three
or four months, on all questions concerning home and
foreign policy? What else can all this be called if not
stimulating the activity of the Party membership draw-
ing it into the discussion of the major questions of our
policy, preparing the Party membership for the congress?

Who is to blame if, in all this, the Party organi-
sations do not support the opposition? Obviously, the
opposition is to blame, for its line is one of utter bank-
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ruptecy, its policy is that of a bloc with all the anti-
Party elements, including the renegades Maslow and
Souvarine, against the Party and the Comintern.

Evidently, Zinoviev and Trotsky think that prepara-
tions for the congress ought to be made by organising
illegal, anti-Party printing presses, by organising ille-
gal, anti-Party meetings, by supplying false reports
about our Party to the imperialists of all countries, by
disorganising and splitting our Party. You will agree
that this is a rather strange idea of what preparations
for the Party congress mean. And when the Party takes
resolute measures, including expulsion, against the dis-
organisers and splitters, the opposition raises a howl
about repression.

Yes, the Party resorts and will resort to repres-
sion against disorganisers and splitters, for the Party
must not be split under any circumstances, either before
the congress or during the congress. It would be suici-
dal for the Party to allow out-and-out splitters, the
allies of all sorts of Shcherbakovs, to wreck the Party
just because only a month remains before the congress.

Comrade Lenin saw things in a different light. You
know that in 1921 Lenin proposed that Shlyapnikov be
expelled from the Central Committee and from the Party
not for organising an anti-Party printing press, and
not for allying himself with bourgeois intellectuals, but
merely because, at a meeting of a Party unit, Shlyapnikov
dared to criticise the decisions of the Supreme Council
of National Economy. If you compare this attitude of
Lenin’s with what the Party is now doing to the opposi-
tion, you will realise what licence we have allowed the
disorganisers and splitters.
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You surely must know that in 1917, just before the
October uprising, Lenin several times proposed that
Kamenev and Zinoviev be expelled from the Party mere-
ly because they had criticised unpublished Party deci-
sions in the semi-socialist, in the semi-bourgeois newspa-
per Novaya Zhinn.*® But how many secret decisions of the
Central Committee and the Central Control Commission
are now being published by our opposition in the columns
of Maslow’s newspaper in Berlin, which is a bourgeois,
anti-Soviet, counter-revolutionary newspaper! Yet we
tolerate all this, tolerate it without end, and thereby give
the splitters in the opposition the opportunity to wreck
our Party. Such is the disgrace to which the opposition
has brought us! But we cannot tolerate it forever, com-
rades. (Voices: “Quite right!” Applause.)

It is said that disorganisers who have been expelled
from the Party and conduct anti-Soviet activities are
being arrested. Yes, we arrest them, and we shall do so
in future if they do not stop undermining the Party
and the Soviet regime. (Voices: “Quite right! Quite
right!”)

It is said that such things are unprecedented in the
history of our Party. That is not true. What about the
Myasnikov group?* What about the “Workers’ Truth”
group? Who does not know that the members of those
groups were arrested with the full consent of Zinoviev,
Trotsky and Kamenev? Why was it permissible three
or four years ago to arrest disorganisers who had been ex-
pelled from the Party, but is impermissible now, when
some of the former members of the Trotskyist opposition
go to the length of directly linking up with counter-
revolutionaries?
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You heard Comrade Menzhinsky’s statement. In that
statement it is said that a certain Stepanov (an army-
man), a member of the Party, a supporter of the opposi-
tion, is in direct contact with counter-revolutionaries,
with Novikov, Kostrov and others, which Stepanov
himself does not deny in his depositions. What do you
want us to do with this fellow, who is in the opposi-
tion to this day? Kiss him, or arrest him? Is it surprising
that the OGPU arrests such fellows? (Voices from the
audience: “Quite right! Absolutely right!” Applause.)

Lenin said that the Party can be completely wrecked
if indulgence is shown to disorganisers and splitters.
That is quite true. That is precisely why I think that
it is high time to stop showing indulgence to the leaders
of the opposition and to come to the conclusion that
Trotsky and Zinoviev must be expelled from the Cen-
tral Committee of our Party. (Voices: “Quite right!”)
That is the elementary conclusion and the elementary,
minimum measure that must be taken in order to pro-
tect the Party from the disorganisers’ splitting ac-
tivities.

At the last plenum of the Central Committee and
Central Control Commission, held in August this year,
some members of the plenum rebuked me for being too
mild with Trotsky and Zinoviev, for advising the ple-
num against the immediate expulsion of Trotsky and
Zinoviev from the Central Committee. (Voices from the
audience: “That’s right, and we rebuke you now.”) Per-
haps I was too kind then and made a mistake in propos-
ing that a milder line be adopted towards Trotsky and
Zinoviev. (Voices: “Quite right!” Comrade Petrovsky:
“Quite right. We shall always rebuke you for a rotten
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‘piece of string’!”) But now, comrades, after what we
have gone through during these three months, after the
opposition has broken the promise to dissolve its faction
that it made in its special “declaration” of August 8,
thereby deceiving the Party once again, after all this,
there can be no more room at all for mildness. We must
now step into the front rank with those comrades who
are demanding that Trotsky and Zinoviev be expelled
from the Central Committee. (Stormy applause. Voices:
“Quite right! Quite right!” A voice from the audience:
“Trotsky should be expelled from the Party.”) Let the
congress decide that, comrades.

In expelling Trotsky and Zinoviev from the Central
Committee we must submit for the consideration of the
Fifteenth Congress all the documents which have accu-
mulated concerning the opposition’s splitting activities,
and on the basis of those documents the congress will be
able to adopt an appropriate decision.

VI
FROM LENINISM TO TROTSKYISM

The next question. In his speech Zinoviev touched
upon the interesting question of “mistakes” in the Party’s
line during the past two years and of the “correctness”
of the opposition’s line. I should like to answer this
briefly by clearing up the question of the bankruptcy
of the opposition’s line and the correctness of our Party’s
line during the past two years. But I am taking up too
much of your attention, comrades. (Voices: “Please go
on!” The chairman: “Anyone against?” Joices: “Please
go on!”)
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What is the main sin of the opposition, which deter-
mined the bankruptcy of its policy? Its main sin is
that it tried, is trying, and will go on trying to embellish
Leninism with Trotskyism and to replace Leninism
by Trotskyism. There was a time when Kamenev and
Zinoviev defended Leninism from Trotsky’s attacks. At
that time Trotsky himself was not so bold. That was
one line. Later, however, Zinoviev and Kamenev, fright-
ened by new difficulties, deserted to Trotsky’s side,
formed something in the nature of an inferior August
bloc with him and thus became captives of Trotskyism.
That was further confirmation of Lenin’s earlier state-
ment that the mistake Zinoviev and Kamenev made in
October was not “accidental.” From fighting for Leninism,
Zinoviev and Kamenev went over to the line of fighting
for Trotskyism. That is an entirely different line. And
that indeed explains why Trotsky has now become bolder.

What is the chief aim of the present united bloc
headed by Trotsky? It is little by little to switch the
Party from the Leninist course to that of Trotskyism.
That is the opposition’s main sin. But the Party wants
to remain a Leninist party. Naturally, the Party turned
its back on the opposition and raised the banner of Lenin-
ism ever higher and higher. That is why yesterday’s
leaders of the Party have now become renegades.

The opposition thinks that its defeat can be “ex-
plained” by the personal factor, by Stalin’s rudeness,
by the obstinacy of Bukharin and Rykov, and so forth.
That is too cheap an explanation! It is an incantation,
not an explanation. Trotsky has been fighting Leninism
since 1904. From 1904 until the February Revolution in
1917 he hung around the Mensheviks, desperately fighting
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Lenin’s Party all the time. During that period Trotsky
suffered a number of defeats at the hand of Lenin’s
Party. Why? Perhaps Stalin’s rudeness was to blame?
But Stalin was not yet the secretary of the Central Com-
mittee at that time; he was not abroad, but in Russia,
fighting tsarism underground, whereas the struggle be-
tween Trotsky and Lenin raged abroad. So what has
Stalin’s rudeness got to do with it?

During the period from the October Revolution to
1922, Trotsky, already a member of the Bolshevik Party,
managed to make two “grand” sorties against Lenin and
his Party: in 1918—on the question of the Brest Peace;
and in 1921—on the trade-union question. Both those
sorties ended in Trotsky being defeated. Why? Perhaps
Stalin’s rudeness was to blame here? But at that time
Stalin was not yet the secretary of the Central Committee.
The secretarial posts were then occupied by notorious
Trotskyists. So what has Stalin’s rudeness got to do
with it?

Later, Trotsky made a number of fresh sorties against
the Party (1923, 1924, 1926, 1927) and each sortie ended
in Trotsky suffering a fresh defeat.

Is it not obvious from all this that Trotsky’s fight
against the Leninist Party has deep, far-reaching histor-
ical roots? Is it not obvious from this that the struggle
the Party is now waging against Trotskyism is a continu-
ation of the struggle that the Party, headed by Lenin,
waged from 1904 onwards?

Is it not obvious from all this that the attempts
of the Trotskyists to replace Leninism by Trotskyism
are the chief cause of the failure and bankruptcy of the
entire line of the opposition?
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Our Party was born and grew up in the storm of revo-
lutionary battles. It is not a party that grew up in a
period of peaceful development. For that very reason it
is rich in revolutionary traditions and does not make a
fetish of its leaders. At one time Plekhanov was the
most popular man in the Party. More than that, he was
the founder of the Party, and his popularity was incom-
parably greater than that of Trotsky or Zinoviev. Never-
theless, in spite of that, the Party turned away from Ple-
khanov as soon as he began to depart from Marxism and
go over to opportunism. Is it surprising, then, that people
who are not so “great,” people like Trotsky and Zinoviev,
found themselves at the tail of the Party after they began
to depart from Leninism?

But the most striking indication of the opposition’s
opportunist degeneration, the most striking sign of the
opposition’s bankruptcy and fall, was its vote against
the Manifesto of the Central Executive Committee of the
U.S.S.R. The opposition is against the introduction of
a seven-hour working day! The opposition is against
the Manifesto of the Central Executive Committee of
the U.S.S.R.! The entire working class of the U.S.S.R.,
the entire advanced section of the proletarians in all
countries, enthusiastically welcome the Manifesto, unan-
imously applaud the idea of introducing a seven-hour
working day—but the opposition votes against the Mani-
festo and adds its voice to the general chorus of bourgeois
and Menshevik “critics,” it adds its voice to those of the
slanderers on the staff of Vorwdrts.>°

I did not think that the opposition could sink to
such a disgrace.
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VIl

SOME OF THE MOST IMPORTANT RESULTS
OF THE PARTY’S POLICY DURING THE
PAST FEW YEARS

Let us pass now to the question of our Party’s line
during the past two years; let us examine and appraise it.

Zinoviev and Trotsky said that our Party’s line
has proved to be unsound. Let us turn to the facts. Let
us take four principal questions of our policy and ex-
amine our Party’s line during the past two years from
the standpoint of these questions. I have in mind such
decisive questions as that of the peasantry, that of
industry and its re-equipment, that of peace, and, lastly,
that of the growth of the communist elements throughout
the world.

The question of the peasantry. What was the situa-
tion in our country two or three years ago? You know
that the situation in the countryside was a serious one.
Our Volost Executive Committee chairmen, and officials
in the countryside generally, were not always recognised
and were often the victims of terrorism. Village cor-
respondents were met with sawn-off rifles. Here and
there, especially in the border regions, there were bandit
activities; and in a country like Georgia there were
even revolts.’! Naturally, in such a situation the kulaks
gained strength, the middle peasants rallied round the
kulaks, and the poor peasants became disunited. The situa-
tion in the country was aggravated particularly by the fact
that the productive forces in the countryside grew very
slowly, part of the arable land remained quite untilled,
and the crop area was about 70 to 75 per cent of the pre-
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war area. This was in the period before the Fourteenth
Conference of our Party.

At the Fourteenth Conference the Party adopted a
number of measures in the shape of certain concessions
to the middle peasants designed to accelerate the progress
of peasant economy, increase the output of agricultural
produce—food and raw materials, establish a stable alli-
ance with the middle peasants, and hasten the isolation
of the kulaks. At the Fourteenth Congress of our Party,
the opposition, headed by Zinoviev and Kamenev, tried
to disrupt this policy of the Party and proposed that we
adopt instead what was, in essence, the policy of de-
kulakisation, a policy of restoring the Poor Peasants’
Committees. In essence, that was a policy of reverting
to civil war in the countryside. The Party repulsed this
attack of the opposition; it endorsed the decisions of
the Fourteenth Conference, approved the policy of re-
vitalising the Soviets in the countryside and advanced
the slogan of industrialisation as the main slogan of so-
cialist construction. The Party steadfastly kept to the
line of establishing a stable alliance with the middle
peasants and of isolating the kulaks.

What did the Party achieve by this?

What it achieved was that peace was established in
the countryside, relations with the main mass of the
peasantry were improved, conditions were created for
organising the poor peasants into an independent polit-
ical force, the kulaks were still further isolated and the
state and co-operative bodies gradually extended their ac-
tivities to the individual farms of millions of peasants.

What does peace in the countryside mean? It is
one of the fundamental conditions for the building of
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socialism. We cannot build socialism if we have bandit
activities and peasant revolts. The crop area has now
been brought up to pre-war dimensions (95 per cent),
we have peace in the countryside, an alliance with the
middle peasants, a more or less organised poor peasantry,
strengthened rural Soviets and the enhanced prestige of
the proletariat and its Party in the countryside.

We have thus created the conditions that enable us
to push forward the offensive against the capitalist ele-
ments in the countryside and to ensure further success
in the building of socialism in our country.

Such are the results of our Party’s policy in the
countryside during the two years.

Thus, it follows that our Party’s policy on the
major question of the relations between the proletariat
and the peasantry has proved to be correct.

The question of industry. History tells us that so
far not a single young state in the world has developed
its industry, and its heavy industry in particular, with-
out outside assistance, without foreign loans, or with-
out plundering other countries, colonies, and so forth.
That is the ordinary path of capitalist industrialisation.
Britain developed her industry in the past by draining
the vital sap from all countries, from all colonies, for
hundreds of years and investing the loot in her industry.
Germany has begun to rise lately because she has re-
ceived loans from America amounting to several thou-
sand million rubles.

We, however, cannot proceed by any of these paths.
Colonial plunder is precluded by our entire policy.
And we are not granted loans. Only one path is left to us,
the path indicated by Lenin, namely: to raise our indus-
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try, to re-equip our industry on the basis of internal
accumulations. The opposition has been croaking all the
time about internal accumulations not being sufficient
for the re-equipment of our industry. As far back as
April 1926, the opposition asserted at a plenum of the
Central Committee that our internal accumulations
would not suffice for making headway with the re-
equipment of our industry. At that time the opposi-
tion predicted that we would suffer failure after fail-
ure. Nevertheless, on making a check it has turned out
that we have succeeded in making headway with the re-
equipment of our industry during these two years. It
is a fact that during the two years we have managed to
invest over two thousand million rubles in our industry.
It is a fact that these investments have proved to be
sufficient to make further headway with the re-equip-
ment of our industry and the industrialisation of the
country. We have achieved what no other state in the
world has yet achieved: we have raised our industry,
we have begun to re-equip it, we have made headway in
this matter on the basis of our own accumulations.

There you have the results of our policy on the ques-
tion of the re-equipment of our industry.

Only the blind can deny the fact that our Party’s
policy in this matter has proved to be correct.

The question of foreign policy. The aim of our for-
eign policy, if one has in mind diplomatic relations with
bourgeois states, is to maintain peace. What have we
achieved in this sphere? What we have achieved is that
we have upheld—well or ill, nevertheless we have up-
held—peace. What we have achieved is that, in spite
of the capitalist encirclement, in spite of the hostile
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activities of the capitalist governments, in spite of
the provocative sorties in Peking,’> London®® and
Paris’®*—in spite of all this, we have not allowed our-
selves to be provoked and have succeeded in defending
the cause of peace.

We are not at war in spite of the repeated prophe-
cies of Zinoviev and others—that is the fundamental fact
in face of which all the hysterics of our opposition are
of no avail. And this is important for us, because only
under peace conditions can we promote the building
of socialism in our country at the rate that we desire.
Yet how many prophecies of war there have been! Zi-
noviev prophesied that we should be at war in the spring
of this year. Later he prophesied that in all probability
war would break out in the autumn of this year. Never-
theless, we are already facing the winter, but still there
is no war.

Such are the results of our peace policy.

Only the blind can fail to see these results.

Lastly, the fourth question—that of the state of
the communist forces throughout the world. Only the
blind can deny that the Communist Parties are growing
throughout the world, from China to America, from Brit-
ain to Germany. Only the blind can deny that the ele-
ments of the crisis of capitalism are growing and not
diminishing. Only the blind can deny that the progress
in the building of socialism in our country, the successes
of our policy within the country, are one of the chief
reasons for the growth of the communist movement
throughout the world. Only the blind can deny the pro-
gressive increase in influence and prestige of the Com-
munist International in all countries of the world.
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Such are the results of our Party’s line on the four
principal questions of home and foreign policy during
the past two years.

What does the correctness of our Party’s policy sig-
nify? Apart from everything else, it can signify only
one thing: the utter bankruptcy of the policy of our
opposition.

VIII
BACK TO AXELROD

That is all very well, we may be told. The opposi-
tion’s line is wrong, it is an anti-Party line. Its tactics
cannot be called anything else than splitting tactics.
The expulsion of Zinoviev and Trotsky is therefore the
natural way out of the situation that has arisen. All that
is true.

But there was a time when we all said that the lead-
ers of the opposition must be kept in the Central Commit-
tee, that they should not be expelled. Why this change
now? How is this turn to be explained? And is there
a turn at all?

Yes, there is. How is it to be explained? It is due to
the radical change that has taken place in the fundamen-
tal policy and organisational “scheme” of the leaders
of the opposition. The leaders of the opposition, and
primarily Trotsky, have changed for the worse. Naturally,
this was bound to cause a change in the Party’s policy
towards these oppositionists.

Let us take, for example, such an important question
of principle as that of the degeneration of our Party.
What is meant by the degeneration of our Party? It



208 J.V.STALIN

means denying the existence of the dictatorship of the
proletariat in the U.S.S.R. What was Trotsky’s position
in this matter, say, about three years ago? You know that
at that time the liberals and Mensheviks, the Smena-
Vekhists®® and all kinds of renegades kept on re-
iterating that the degeneration of our Party was inevita-
ble. You know that at that time they quoted examples
from the French revolution and asserted that the Bolshe-
viks were bound to suffer the same collapse as the Jacob-
ins in their day suffered in France. You know that his-
torical analogies with the French revolution (the down-
fall of the Jacobins) were then and are today the chief
argument advanced by all the various Mensheviks and
Smena-Vekhists against the maintenance of the prole-
tarian dictatorship and the possibility of building so-
cialism in our country.

What was Trotsky’s attitude towards this three
years ago? He was certainly opposed to the drawing of such
analogies. Here is what he wrote at that time in his
pamphlet The New Course (1924):

“The historical analogies with the Great French Revolution
(the downfall of the Jacobins!) which liberalism and Menshevism
utilise and console themselves with are superficial and unsound”*
(see The New Course, p. 33)

Clear and definite! It would be difficult, I think,
to express oneself more emphatically and definitely.
Was Trotsky right in what he then said about the histor-
ical analogies with the French revolution that were
being zealously advanced by all sorts of Smena-Ve-
khists and Mensheviks? Absolutely right.

* My italics.—J. St.



THE TROSKYIST OPPOSITION BEFORE AND NOW 209

But now? Does Trotsky still adopt that position?
Unfortunately, he does not. On the contrary even. Dur-
ing these three years Trotsky has managed to evolve in
the direction of “Menshevism” and “liberalism.” Now
he himself asserts that drawing historical analogies with
the French revolution is a sign not of Menshevism, but
of “real,” “genuine” “Leninism.” Have you read the
verbatim report of the meeting of the Presidium of the
Central Control Commission held in July this year?
If you have, you will easily understand that in his struggle
against the Party Trotsky is now basing himself on
the Menshevik theories about the degeneration of our
Party on the lines of the downfall of the Jacobins in
the period of the French revolution. Today, Trotsky
thinks that twaddle about “Thermidor” is a sign of
good taste.

From Trotskyism to “Menshevism” and “liberalism”
in the fundamental question of degeneration—such is
the path that the Trotskyists have travelled during the
past three years.

The Trotskyists have changed. The Party’s policy
towards the Trotskyists has also had to change.

Let us now take a no less importan