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thetr-feaders, -they cleariy-and— -as now. Mt is-the ﬂask~d-’$he«Briﬁsir~~;ea;|(‘ers o mny;ei the
RN T ,C_tener_a% LCouncil and its delegation upon the Apglo-Russign
W il g S Sigeelge w0 " Committee o agree to direct and sthoreugh-going- aid -to: the
lWehWIll not surrender, but will fight to the victorious end.”  siriking coal miners; and should the General Counrgl refuse such
_In the meantjpe the General Council of. the British Trade  gi4 0. the coaldminess,.ite new 4r howld o nmediatel
Unions, as well as the whole of the Amsterdam Internationsi ; ¥S 440 1) B eacha:y sheuld -be irnmediately
_ e, Al hoex , s0 8s lo rephace ils ‘mémbers. by new people that are
have manifestly shown that they: are detiberatedy and systemati- . . R ) T L nat af
: ik J wortliy of the talling ofwrepresentatives .of-the British workers in
cally preparing for a defeat of the minérs, The Amsterdant Inter~  go Geperal Council of the British Trade Unigns. - B
national cynically refuses. to collect money fof~the maiulenange :, .. it tun N St SR SR
of the starving families of the miners on the grounds that it was It is furthermore thé duly of the British workérs, as well as
not "asked 6 do so by the-Qenerar Council. The-Generai Coungid --those ol ather countries, to forgr a-sohid--wett ot
has wasted time in fruitless negotiations about a loan by the weal. . the fighting niiners. and to pratect them against British capital
thy sections of" the Amsterdam International, .which did mas 4@nd the Conservative Government which, anficipating a - victory
blush in asking for usurious rates of interesf and for mategial _ over the miners.are already preparing blows for the workers in
sectrity im-advancing x loan-to-the miners. Thie-is the way the..- the-other .branches ef British industry...The-aid. to-he suners
Amsterdam leaders understand the duty of solidarity! must be quick and efficacious. It must be raised in levies upon
G S E e e T ERR the  wages.-of -all ar*.%(l;%rp—who are at-work, Tag frateraal, aid
As to the General Council itself. notwithstanding the.com-  of the workers of thé™Soiet Union' to the Bajtish miners must
plete- failyre of its loan negotimons, it still decijnéd to discuss . becoae an exampie™for the.workers.of all comuntriés to emulate.

the question of assistance fo the miners at the confereace of the® - . L ‘- T
Anglo-Russian ‘Comiittee held “at Paris on July 3031, a cor ﬁr?:rgs v:tlf?s ﬁg&iﬁ;ﬁ?h‘;&@;‘“&m‘:&%‘ggng ;2
ference specially .called for. this. purpase upon. the initiative of . . : , | /> 10

the U.S.S R. Central Council of Trade Unions. While the sec- embargo on coat-tramsport: Hre~stopping—ot the-<wovement Qf‘
tions of the Amsterdam International have played the role of | coal shipments to British ports - will mean a :great timp
usurers, the General Coundil, in turn, as a_condition for its.par- . for -the Fause‘(ﬁ' solidasity;. and real: aid 0. the etriking minerss
ticipation-in- rendering aid io- the miners jointly with the Trade- . .  Sending ardeni greetings 10 the British miners, the Com-
Unions of the Soviet Union, demanded indulgence in all its sins  munist International calls upon all the Communist Parties and
and crimes committed towards the British and the world, prole:  upon the revolutionary workers throughout the world to increase
tariat, At the Conference of July 30—31 the representatives of  ‘emfold their vigour in raising assistance for the miners. The
the General Council, upon instructions from the latter, arro-  victory of the miners, purchased at the price of joint actions by
gantly demanded irom the revolutionary unions of the Soviet  the advanced workers of all countries, will be the augury of the
Union to retract .their declaration ‘in which the truth about the  fighting alliance of all the workers against capitalism and against
treachery of the General Council had been exposed before the  imperialism.

I

as well -as-to thepersnasion-by ‘
emphatically declared: =~

toilers throughoyt the world, . A Long live the struggle and the victory of the British coal
Under these circumstances the fight of the miners acquires ~ miners! e .

exceptional importance. The British miners -are mow the van- Long live the aid of the’ workers of all countries fo the

guard of the British proletariat, protecting its vital rights against  British miners! - ' )

the capitalist offensive. It is the task of the British workers t0' Long live the victory of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie!

ensure at all costs -the victory for the heroic fighters. They must Long live Commupism! -

see {0 it that the General Council shall not dare to wreck the ng o .

Anglo-Russian Committee which had been founded by the will . - The Executive Cormnittee of the

of the workers of England and of the Soviet Union, and which . o ‘Communist International.

has for its aim the struggle for trade. union unity against the Moscow, August 16, 1926.

capitalist offensive. At no time was this Comnvittee so indispen- . g
sable 10 the workers; and in the first place to the fighting miners,

Declaration of the Executivé Biu‘re'au"df‘,
the Red International of Labour Unions
on the British Miners’ Strike.

The Executive Bureau of the Red International of Labolir memorandum of the Bishops is one of the methods adopted by
Unious affirms that the British miners’ strike is at present pas-  Government and the employers to shake the miners’ ranks.
sing through its most critical period after more than three . In face of this concentrated pressure of the bourgeoisie the
“months of heroic struggle. = * 7~ o © behaviour of the working masses of the miners remains astonish-
At home, in British, the mine owners, bourgesisie and  ingly militant. In spite f theglact that certain groups, including
State are lined up against the mingrs. Come what '“a{’ the ' {he mumers' leaders, have wavered, the majority of the strikeis
capitalists are determined to_bring the miners to their knees. ' tyrped down the ﬁishops' memoranduni. Thereby the miners
To this end the Government is passing legislation for the intro-  of Britain bave given. us all to. understand that they will remain
duction of the eight-hour working day for the workers below. "in theif old positions:’ “Not a penny off the pay. nat.a .second
ground; the Government is threataning the trade unions with new on the day! National agreements only!”
laws that will render null and void the right fo strike, and is ‘- But despite the furious attack of the entire British bour-
thereby preparing to break up the trade union movement. Muni- geoisie vido? would be secured for th em'en < were the trade
cipal relief for the strikers is being reduced and in many loca- e movenz, nt ot Britai d t}: eholl er k;r_e ctively
litiestcompletel}t'hstopped; Joynson-Hicks is carrying out mass  gy,55rt the sg‘ikers Yg all: ﬂ::?s d‘ir:cﬁ?m \fre“::: wi‘gle:sitllvgegl
arrests among the miners. ~ . . ‘ : .
_ In order o carry disintegration into the united front of the ::‘?CR:‘)S" :r]:iit?\pi:tesarmtiziz l°ﬂn'ge _iaﬂ f(f)"l'“::d G;ggraI,.Councxl.
miners, the coal owners for their part are submitting district 0 oari of organis {. s aed ! dai ‘:ja he i Y, L ef ?]"
agreements in the hope of smashing the courageous, rockdirm. . b rganisations designed fo defend the interests of the
army of the miners. Having broken -that army into separate working gla'ss, that is incredible in the history of the trade union
sections, the mine owners will tighten up their pressure along movement. - P
the whole front thrown up by the miners, and this will be No one any longer doubts but that the General Council
immediately made use of by the entire bourgeoisie fo undertake  broke the gemeral strike at the very peak of that movement. No
an attack against the whole working class. The ‘compromise”  matter what excuses the General Council may make to the wor-
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king class throughout the world, it cannot hide the fact that

from the very beginning. inside the General Council they were

against the general strike and against the ‘miners. It was only
under tremendous pressure from the masses that the (eneral
Council adopted the miners’ programme of demands. But as soon
as its became plain that the carrying out of that programme
of demands would require a determined and-daring struggle
along the whole front of the labour movement, the General
Council shamefully sold the working class by taking their
stand with the bourgeoisie, and proposed to the miners that they
agree to' the notorious Samuel memorandum which at bottom
stood for the salvation of - capitalism at the expense of the
working class, at the expense of wage reductions for the

miners, ' :

By turning down that memorandum the mass of the mine
workers condemned the General Coucil leaders. In order to es-
cape being justly condemned, the General Council, by means of
hypocritical promises to help the miners, moved that the Miners’
Federation postpone the Conferénce of Executives appointed for
June 25th. Having ‘got their way in this matter, the General
Council forthwith turned front against the miners. In name of the
General Council Bromley published an article in which he tried
to prove that for all the General Council’s treachery the people
to blame were'-the miners. and the Geneéral Council had never
made any' promise to support the miners’ programme of de-
mands. g : ,

A still more manifest instance of the General Council’s
treachery we see in the last meeting of the Anglo-Russian Com-
mittee in Paris. As the resolution adopted by the Plenum of the
Central Council of the Trade Unions of the Soviet Union states,
the - British - Delegation “refused to go into the question of the
miners”. e

At a moment when an army of workers over a million
strong were holding out against the incredible pressure of the
united employers in spite of all threats; at a moment when
distress’ among the three millions of the mine working masses
had reached its highest point, the General Council refused to
consider the question of helping the heroic fighters in Britain.
Such a step is to be found nowhere in the history of the working
class’ strike struggle.

No less treacherous is the behaviour of the Amsterdam
!uterna_tional and .its affiliated bodies. Like the General Couancil
It too immediately put a stop to the assistance for the strikers
that had been begun as soon as it knew the general strike had
been called off. Like the General Council, the Amsterdam Inter-
national isolated itself from the miners and tried to isolate the
latter from the rest of the working class. But the miners’ strike
continued and the need for help grew. And it is from this need
that the Amsterdam International and its afiiliated organisations
Want to extract the maximum material advantages. Amsterdam
nobly” proposed giving a loan, but demanded certain material
Securities for this loan irom the miners. The Dutch Trade Union
Federation headed by the “radical” Stenhuis is demanding 4%
for the loan, whilst the General Federation of German Trade
Unions headed by Leipart and Sassenbach whose business
acumen is higher, is demanding 11%.

That is the way Amsterdam and its henchmen want to
Secure the prosperity of ‘thefr funds by drawing on the blood
of the mirters out on strike, their funds being dearer to them
than the interests of the British miners, than the interests of
the spearhead of the working class.
ho The majority of the International Trade Secretariats have
Shown themselves no better in this strike. The Miners’ Inter-
National has most outrageously sabotaged all support what.
‘oever of the miners. Husemann, the President of the German
":Hners, the most powerful section of the Miners’ International,

2 concluded an agreement with the German mine owners,
m“':?ms chief coal competitors on the continent, with a view to
!ha Ing the most out of the British strike. From Germany more
T;" -5 million tons of coal have been imported into Britain.
one British transport workers and railwaymen, as well as those

the continent, are transporting scab coal into the European

Ports and bringing it over for British Industry.

con The striking miners are thus surrounded béoa close cordon
AmSlstmg of the sabotage of the General uncil and the
Oneslflaﬂ‘dﬂm International and its affiliated organisations on the

nd, while on the other they are faced with the solid front

of the united capitalists and bourgeoisie of Britain and the

whole world. . . . P

-Only those sections affiliated to the R. I L.U. -have fully
carried out to the end their duty of intermational class soli-
darity. With unexampled enthusiasm, the revolutionary unions
of the U.S.S.R. responded to the British. miners’ struggle by
sending themr a large measure of assistance to the amoumt of
over 4,5 million roubles. The revolutionary unions of France and
Czechoslovakia, and the revolutionary working masses of other
countries have given what they can of their Sméy resources 10
help the strikers. It -is only from the R. I. L. its affiliated
bodies, and all honest workers that the British miners have
met with moral and material support. That support they will

have right to the end. )

The Executive Bureau of the Red International of Labour
Unions appeals to all its organisations and to the whole inter-
national proletariat steadily to continue the collection of funds.

The British miners are fighting in the forward positians
of the working class. The economic significance behind this
tremendous struggle is that of struggle against the feudal orga-
nisation of industry. From the general class point of view the
British miners’ struggle represents a reflection of the pressure -
of Capital which is threatening 1o go over to the general offen-
sive not only in Britain but throughout the whole world. And
any such offensive will mean not only a worsening of working .
conditions but also efforts to smash the entire trade union mo-
vement, will signify a strengthening of the reaction and a threat

of fresh wars.
With their blood and with their need the British miners
are advocating and defending the interests of the world pro-
letariat.
One and all, help the striking miners!
The Executive Bureau of the Red International of
Labour Unious.

A2

[ POLITICS

The Yugoslavian-Bulgarian- Conflict..
By N. Mermet (Belgrade). .

.The collision of autonomist comitadchi at Kriva-Palanka
with a Servian detachment which occurred some weeks ago,
%:ve rise to a great to-do in the irresponsible Yugoslavian Press.
The belligerent tone of the Imperialist circles of Belgrade was
accentuated. The Government of the Kingdom of the Serbs,
Croats and Slovens exploited this frontier incident, which was
immeasurably overrated, to sound a great alarm im Erope. and
believed. in view of the constant working up of public feeling
and in the confidence reposed in the strength of the army, com-
paratively one of the strongest in Europe, that - {he moment had
come to gain the ends, which they had in vir.w for some con-
siderable time: 1. To get hold of the rich co al-fields of Pernik,
near the Yugoslavian-Bulgarian frontier; 2. ‘o prevent Bulgaria
from raising the loan, which she wants {0 ‘joat with the aid of
England; 3. by means of agitation ag ainst the autonomist
agents in Macedonia, to augment the terr or regime just on the
eve of the local elections’ whichr are bein g held about this time
in Macedonia, Servia and Montenegro, as these elections are

of great importance.
But a check was experienced b ¢ the ruleré in Belgrade,
who from the beginning of the co’ nﬁict had played 1hegprin-

cipal role.

. It is known that the appet'.te of the Italian Fascists is
insatiable. Mussolini is mot cor tepted with his claims in the
Mediterranean, in Dalmatia ar 4 Alabanesia. Wich England’s
approval, Italy is constantly jr acreasing her power in the Bal-
kans, and is aiming at becom’ jng the European arbiter of affairs
in that territory. The Bulga) -jan Foreign Minister, Burov, and
the Prime Minister, Liapche’ 4 act upon indications irom Roine.
Italy intervened in Belgrac ;e England, too, mntervened at the

uest of Italy with the yygoslavian Minister jor Foreign
Aftairs, Nintchitch, in fa' ;our of Bulgaria. The tone and the
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repeated interventions of the British Minister at Belgrade,
Cunard, were so constituted that the Serbs were obliged to yleld.
Regarding France, on whom the authorities in Belgrade placed
so much reliance. this coumtry could but follow the course of
events passively, and, finally, to the great discomfitare and
astonishment of the Servian Govermuent, %rrance took the side of
England and ltaly. The explanation of France’s recent passi-
vity is to be found in her financial position, the stabilisation of
which is at present her greatest comcerm

This conflict proved that the policy of the Radical Party
and of Nintchitch has led to the complete isolation of Yugo-
slavia in Europe and that this isolation is the result of Italy’s
Balkan policy, a view the Opposition_circles in Yugoslavia
the Democratic Party. L. Davidovitch, Korochetz, the Catholic
lovenian Party, eic.) are driving home.

Yugoslavia is not only isolated in Eumrope; the Buigaria-
Yugostavian conilict proves that this is also the case in the
Balkans. Towards the end of 1924, the feudal beys of Akmed
Zogu seized power in Albania ‘with the .material and moral
support of Yugosiavia and her soldiers. The Democratic Govera-
ment of Fan Noli were compelled to withdraw from the country.
In return for his assistance, Pashich was given the Monastery
of St. Naum and Vrmosh, both important stragetic poims. But
since that time, Ackmed Zogu has surrendered himself, body and
soul, to the Halians and has sacrificed Yugoslavia without
scruple. .

In order to get a clear view of the relations of Roumania and
Greece to Yugoslavia, it is only necessary to survey the attitude
of these two countries during the recent contlict. 1t is charac-
terised by hesitancy and vacillation, for these two countries are
also acting under pressure exercised by England and ltaly. Does
not Salonica divide Greece from Yugosiavia2 The Prime Minister

of Romania, Averescu, is under Italian influence. -

The above reasons explain the delay in transmitting of the
collective note of Yugoslavia and Greece to Bulgaria. It was
presented on August 11th, and its preparation cost a great deal of
trouble. Its frailty is such that Yugoslavia had to preseril a note oF
her own, in which was demanded the surrender of those who were
responsible for -the war, and among them Protogeroif,.a demand.
which has constantly been made since the end of the war.

T’ reality,. the conflict may Dbe regerded .as -ended. ,The
collective note is nothing more than a formality-on the part of
Yugoslavia, which .country believes this necessary to the main-
tenance of its domestic and foreign prestige.

But this conflict again brings up the question of Macedonia. It
proves that we may as well prepare ourselves for belligerent
adventures which are being hatched in Belgrade. Sofia. ‘Bukharest
and Athens, though the controlling stings are manipalated in
London, Rome and Paris. ‘

The working class in the Balkans, as well as their vanguard,
the Communist Parties, are aware that the Balkan question can
only be solved by a Balkan Federation of Workers and Peasanis.
“Balkan Federation”, that is the slogan of the Balkan proletariat
and of the oppressed nations who desire to iree themselves from
the yoke of their oppressors. = .

For a Colofiial Conference.
‘By Willi Miinzenberg (Berlin).

In contrast to the Il. International, the 1. International has
always paid the greatest attention. since its inception, to the
movenients in the colonial countries. This fact is one of the chief
grounds for tne hatred entertained by the Imperialist States,
and more especially those with big colonial possessions, such
as England, against Soviet Russia, which tolerates the seat of
the I Internationai in Moscow. For the first tutnte since Karl
Marx <oined. in the Conuranist Manifest, the proud injunction:
‘Proletarians of all countries, unite!”, an internatiomnal workers
association is really irying 10 vnite the workers of alt countries.
the proletarians ol the whole world, without distinction of colour
and race. and weld them together in one big international com-
munity, The question ot the colonial peoples has alwavs occupied
an important place at the congresses of the Communist Inter-
national, in marked contrast 1o the Congress oi the i, Inter-
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national - in Marseilles, where this subject bas been tauched
upon with great diffidence. ‘

As guides to the political treatment of colonial questions,
use is made of the theses, which Lemin published in the ,Com-
munist International” of june 1920, and which might be regarded
as the basis of the attitude assumed by the Comununist Inter-
pational. In these theses, as also, later, in various guide-lines
adopted by International Congresses, it has rightly been pointed
out that efiort should be made to connect the social fight with
the national-revolutionary liberation movements in_the colonial
countries. The Communist Interrational does not reject on prin-
ciple armed conflict. It may well happen that, in the interests of
the development of proletarian revolution, the fights for freedom
carried on by oppressed nations deserve our support. R

This attitude was clearly and precisely formulated by the
Commmunist International, in contrast to the. sloppy slogans of
Utopian bourgeois pacifists, who in their confusion are capable
of going as far as the German pacifist Gerlach, who, in his “Welt
am Moatag” implored victory for French arms “against the wild
hordes of the Riff Kabyles”. If we support national-revolutionary
movements, we naturally do so with the prospect and firm deter-
mination to carry the fight beyond the narrow bounds marked
out by the Nationalist groups, not only to destroy foreign Im-
perialism in the colonial countries but also to defeat wvative
Capital which is in the course of development. A striking ilu-
stration of the advisibility of this strategy is to be found 1n the
Chinese fights. of late years and their development.

Quite recently and chiefly in connection with the nego-
tiations of Germany for her indusion -in the League of Nations,
the question of the acquisition and restitution of Genman co-
lonies has been brought up by Pan-German circles. Various
groups of colony enthusiasts are carrying on, with the facit
agreement and support of the Government, an extensive pro-
paganda for new German colonial possessions. The Press of
the Right and hundreds of provincial papers are creating the
desire for colonies and dozens of retired plantation owners and
retired maval captains are touring the country and giving lime-
light lectures to interest the masses in the colonial idea. Pro-
pagandist methods are also employed. On the cardboard fable-
mats in the beer-houses, for example, such mottoes as “If we
lt::ve no colonies, Germany can procure no raw matérials”, may

seen. ‘ o :

This propaganda, which has been carried- so. far .by
Dr. Schacht, the President of the Reichsbank, that be-has proposed
to float colonial companies with English and French groups
capifalists and which is said to have led to_ the participation of
the German Bank in an English company for the exploitation of
the Turkish oil-wells, has provoked resistance on the part of
various supporters of the Left and especially of pacifist groups.
Among others, the League for Human Rights, has protested re-
peatedly against the agitation for colonies. Recently there was
formed in Germany the League agaiust Atrocities and Oppression
in the Colonies. According to its statutes, the League has assumed
the task of disclosing to the widest circles of the poputation
the true character of colonial policy and its effect upon the
oppressed colonial peoples and periodically to organise inter-
nationai lectures of representatives of colonial peoples.

_ One of the most important steps which the Leagué has taken
is the effort to convoke in the course of the present year ant inter-
national conference which shall unite the represematives of
mumerous colonial and semi-colonial countries, as well as the
representatives of organisations in all States which are sympa-
thetically inclined towards the endeavours of colonial .peoples.
According to the form of invitation, the comference shafl occupy
itsett with the following tasks: - - S

1. Report concerning wrperial oppressi{)n. in the colonies.
Representatives of various coundries wiil speak upon this subject.
2. The liberation movements in the colonies and their
support by the workers’ organisations in the capitalist countries.

3. The co-ordination of the national liberation fights and the
social fights in the colonial countries.

1. Development of the League info "a big international or-

ganisation for the purpose of supporting the. liberation move-
ments in the colonies.
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If possible, the comference will be held in November in
Brussels. The League has snomvinated a pravisional committee for
the purpose of arranging this conference and getting into touch
with colonial organisations and parties. Numerous organisations
have already communicated their approval of the conference and
several have even nominated delegates to the conference.

Below we quote the most interesting of these commmuni-
cations. o ,

In- Tesponse to the first -circular, a telegraphic dedaration
was received from the Government of the South Chisa Republic:

“We :are in agreememt with your program and believe
that a solidarity movement is necessary everywhere. Kindly
let us know the particulars.” ,

The following declaration, also from Canton, came fo hand
from the Central Executive of the Kuo Min Tang-Party: '

“In accordance with your request, we nominate Mr. Lian
as our duely authorised represenfative at the International
Anti-Imperialist Conference. Long live the unity of all who
gre oppressed! — Central Executive of the Kuo Min Tang-
Party.” . : R
A great nimber of favourable declarations from India, Egypt,

the Sudan, South Africa, also from the West African and
Anterican Negro Congresses, show the imnense interest for the
proposed Colonial Confrence which has been aroused in all
colormial countries. If the Conmference can be convened on the
lines proposed and the agenda can be adhered to and a con-
nection can be established in the individual countries between
the striving Socialist. ofgagisations and- the national liberation
movements, the Conference may, despite the pacifist’ deviations
witich 1uay be anticipated, fulfil a’great and . general task ¥or the
further developmeut of the colonial liberation tight. The glroposed
conference and ‘the League-which has been founded, therefore,
deserve the support and collabora:iqn of the whole of the re-

volutiomary working class.

IN THE COLONIES

A National Anti-Japanese Demonstration
‘ o 'in Korea. o
By Kim-Sa-Hom

. _The last Emperor of Korea, I-Van, who died on April 26th
in S6ul, was one of those responsible for the annexation of Korea
by the Japanese. It is not surprising that he enjoyed no popu-
larity in Korea. The ingenious motion occurred 10-the Japapese
Government of" exploiting his death by preparing a magnificent

ried, arranged .witly the aid of .the Japanese police, as a proof
to the whole world of the “recopciliation” between the oppressed

Koreans and the oppressors, thé  Japanese Imperialists. They.

wished to show their concern for the people of Korea and at
the same time undertake a further efiort towards a reconciliation
with the native nobility. and a portion of -the intellectuals. This
Plan was frustrated by the Communists and the supporters - of
the nationa] liberation movement on June 10th by means of a
well prepared demonstration about which the Japanese police
were fully informed and against which they used every means
in their power,: idcluding arrést and maltreatmemt. That is the
form which the reconciliation took. Since the revolutionary
events of March 1919 and the defeat which the liberation move-
ment then suffered, this ‘demonstration is the first public action
of the National Party mow in course of formation. It is a

tursing poinpt. - . . . ,

We_ have ‘alréeady mentioried the fa¢t that the death of the
ex-emperor was 10. have been éxploited for cerfain purposes by
the Japanese Imperialists, As a mattet of fact, however, it .was
the signal for a general offensive of the nationally and ecomo:
Mically oppressed broad masses of Korea. Inmmediately the news
of the death spread, two organisations formed and’ declared ma-
lional moyrning.. The Japanese General Governor sounded the
alarm in the fear fhat the Jong suppressed hatred would find
¢Xpression in overt anti-Japapese actioms. ‘Arrests ‘were made

throughout the country. The exact number of the arrests is not
known, but is appears probable from report to band that many
thousands were arrested. L

" The ‘national mourning was observed also by the students,
who; in response to the reprisals of the Japanese and Japanoiphile
teachers began a strike which led to fresh arests. ‘

How bitter the feeling of the population of Korea was, and
still is, con be judged by the fact that a Korean planned to

assassinate the General Governor Saito, though le mistook for

him' the president of the Korean branch of the Japanese Fascist
Saciety, Takayama, whom he killed. In addition he wounded
Sato, one of the presiding members of the Korean- Japanese Com-
pany. The Japanese Fascists replied to the assassination with an
armed demonstration and this further gave rise to counter-action
qn the part of the journalists and lawyers of Korea. They pro-
tested 10 the Japanese Govermment against the attitude of the
Fascists and succeeded .in getting the order passed to the Fascists
to keep in the background. The reprisals of the police, however,
continved throughout May and June.
* One week before the demonstration, the Japanese -police
captured a great part of the Comununist proclamations, which
were being printed in an illegal printing-works, and as a resuit
many Communists and members of the Communist Youth were
arrested. , Still, about 50,000 proclamations were distributed to
explain to the population the purpose of the demonstration and
the slogans used. R ,
The whole of the Japanese police force wias gathered at the
funeral to protect it from the demonstrators. This, was, however,
not accomplished. The storm troops of the demonstration, armed
with leaflets, got into the fumeral procession. When a oertain
signmal was given the leaflets .were distributed. The cry arose:
“Down with . the Japanese Imperialists! Set the political pni-
soners free! Withdraw the Japanese troops and -police! We
demand the rights of a free people!” Addreses were given by
speakers shonddered by -the -crowd, and, according to the whole
of the Korean Press, they got a most sympathetic hearing from
the masses. The crowds protected thé speakers from the de-
teatives who wished to arrest themr. - ST A

At the same time as a&f lﬁgtical demonstration in Séul,
pificial -processions. were i-.olber big owns,.and at
these 100, hand:hills were disiributed. During. the fueral in
$oul more than 200 arrests were made by the police. * = * ,

The Japanese police, who fully recognise the significance of
the, existence of a clogely knit Commmunist Party organisation. for
the further development of the national liberation movement
in Korea, spread. the report through the newpapers that the
Communist Party had been completely dissolved and that it
would never be formed again, etc. They further endeavoured to
represent the demonstration as a purely Communist affair, in

" order to create a split between .-the Commmmisis and the intellec-

tuals of the national revolutionaries. They, will be suocessiul in

neither of these things.

The demonstration proved that the movement has reached an
advanced stage of development, that the Commnunists are well
establishéd among“the masses of the workers and the peasants
and that all the s rters of the natiomal liberation movement
are co-operating in tommon actions along an unbroken national-
revolutionary front. It further shows that the illusions, upon
which the action of the year 1919 was based and which consisted
of relying on the support of Wilson and hoping for the li-
beration of ‘Korea by the Conference of Versailles, have now
completely disappeared. | . . -

‘The necessary circumstances for a revolutionary movement
in ‘Korea are provided by the social-political relations which
have been créated by the Japanese forces of occupation: The
economic developrient of Korea has led to the formation of a
young native working class, which is being exploited according
to the time-honoured colonial system. The position of the Korean
workers is indescribable. They have a working day of 10 to
13 hours, and there are absolutely no holidays and no safety
comtrivamces. . i ... . Ty e A
', The positioi of the peasants is even worse. About 77% of
them have véry little or no land at all of their own. They are
compelled {o lease from the Japanese land-cwners and the big
stock-company “concerns the land of which latter have robbed
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them. More than hali of the arable land is in the hands of
Japanese. The rent amounts {0 0% to 70% of the harvest. In
2ddition to. this -the farmers have to submit to a tremendous
burden. of taxation, campulsory enlistment in. public service, the
raids of the usurers and, in many cases. wnpaid labour for the
land-owner.

It must further be stated that the intellectuals and the petty
bourgeoisie also suffer severely under 'the political and cultural
oppression exercised by the- Japanese. Even in the schools and in
the various public the Japanese 'carry out their. programme
ruthlessly. : s o .

The most active elements in thie struggle of the working
masses of Korea are the workers and the farmers, who ‘in 1925
organised a total of 300 actions, in ‘which 91,000 farming families
took part. ‘The organising of the workers is also greatly ad-
vanced. Upon the initiative of the Communists the = so-called
Workers' and Peasants’ Congress of Korea was held in April
1025 and attended by the various Women’s and Youth organi-
sations, as well as by representatives of socialistic circles. The
weakness of the Koréan revolutionary movement lies in the auw
merous political factions and the fact that they are but loosely
in touch with the masses. To this cause must be attributed the
recent growth of the terrorist movememt. o

" The left wing of the national-revolutionary movement has
heen trying hard during the past year to do_away with the

factions amd combine the available strength. There arose the

voung Commnunist Party, which has already been recognised by
the C.1. and whose vital force has beer shown on several oc-
casions, incuding the demonstration of June 10th. The other
groups in sympathy with the C.1. will no doubt consolidate in
the course of the fight and form a united left wing. The fact is:a
very important - one that through this demonstration the ground
has been prepared for a broad mass movement, not, of course,
umder the leadership of the Communist party, but under the
banner ofthe national liberation movement and under thé leader-
ship of the revolutionary intellectuals. The Korean Comrmunists
must do their best to promote the formation of this organisation.

—IN THE INTERNATIONAL _

Expulsion of A. Maslov and Ruth Fischer
from the Communist Party of Germany.

The Central Committee of the C. P. of Germany has passed
the following resolution: ) . '

A. Maslov and Ruth Fischer are expelled from the Com-

munist Party of Germany. ‘

Grounds:

1. Upon the initiative of Maslov-Fischer a block was created
bv the .Maslov-Fischer group, Korsch and several others; a
}))lock which can only be designated a couspiracy against the
arty.

- 2. The Korsch- group. which heid the ideologic leadership
in this block, represents a distinctly counter-revolutionary plat-
form. While this platform has not yet resolved upon the last
inevitable steps in rezard to interior policy, in exterior policy
it already represents the extreme Right Wing Social Democratic
standpoint. During the period ol preparation of the Capital’s
attack upon the Soviet Union and of the new lnperialist direction
taken by Germany, Korsch assisted these offensive tendencies
in that he described the Proletarian State as a Capitalistic State.
He depreciated the idea of the proletarian dictalorship in the
Soviet Union and, by that action, he set himsell on the “other
side of the barricade. ' '

3. Maslov and Ruth Fischer have formed an alliance with
this renegade Korsch against the Party and against the Com-
munist International. They not only formed an ideologic relation
wiih Korsch in allowing Korsch to develop his counfer-revo-
hutionary, Right Wing, Kautskyan thoughts as a guiding prin-
ciple, but they also concluded an orgamic alliance with a group.

which, in the words of Kersch, “will not shrink from splitting
the Party.” T C :

4. In the light of these trls\pchercim aims we must also regard
the former steps faken by Maslov and Ruth Fischer: repeated
breach of discipline, deceivinig the Cominfern, cowardly, un-
worthy. behaviour before the court {Maslov).

5. For the purpose of preparing and putting into action their
disruptive intentions, Ruth Fischer -and - Maslov, together with
several - others, organised a faction, whose ‘activity - they
endeavoured to extend to many - district organisations of
the Party. ’ e o

Ruth Fischer and Maslov have shown by their alliance with
Korsch as also by the methods of their factional work that the
immediate purpose of their policy is the disruption of the C. P.
of Germany. ' -

6. The numerous endeavours made by the Central Committee
to induce Maslov and Ruth Fischer by rsuasion and by
appealing to them as Party comrades to ihduce them to return
to the principles of the Party, have all ‘been fruitiess. The Party
cannot allow itself fo be hindered by a small group ‘of dis-
ruptionists in the execution of its serious tasks. For this reason
expulsion is necessary. P . .

Berlin, August 19th, 1926.

—_— .

Resolution of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of Germany concer-
ning the Affair of Lossau and Loquingen.

Lossau and Logquingen are expelled from the Comumunis!
Party of Germany and requested to relingquish at once their
seats in the Prussian Parliament.

) - )(M'sg s S .

" Lossau and Loquingen declare fhemselves, and 40T it “the
Party as, .adherents -of the expelled workers’ betrayer, Korsch.
They organise Korsch factions in- the Party and- rélise, despite
repeated warning from the (}entra_l Cammittee, to give up their
party-destroying activity. "’ o

Berlin, 19. August 10th, 1926.

b i 5.1 ~

Resolution of the Weber Group in' the
Communist Party of Germany on the
Russian Question.

The Wedding Opposition ‘(Wedding,»fe-mole_mﬁanndtstr_»lﬁ
of Berlin. Ed.) has issued the following declaration qonmerm_ng
the cnisis in the Communist Partv of the Soviet Union which
has recently expressed itself by the .recalling of various pro-
minent leaders of the opposition, etc. G

In our resolution upon the decisions of the XIV. Party Con-
gress of the C.P. of the U.S.S.R, of the 26th of January 19:0
we declared ourselves in agreement with the oppositional plat-
form of the Leningrad organisation as, represented by Comrades
Zinoviev, Krupskaya, etc. . = .

The recrudescence of the Russian Party conflict has corro-
borated our opinion that the .controversial questions which, were
raised at the time could not be abolished by the x.nechamca}
suppression of the opposition on the part of the Stalin Centra
Commmittee, but that .these questions should be submitted to 3
basic and extensive discussion inside the C. P. of the U.S.S. R
and the Comintern. : 3

Despite the aftempts of the Central Committee of the U. P.
of the U. S. S. R. and the E. C. C. 1. to deny the survival of the
opposition after the XIV. Party Congress, the struggle againsl

e b
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4 system which'is typified by the Bukharin slogan “Enrich your-
selves!” and finds ifs_timely expression in Sfalinisni, is being
continued subterraneous]y. with undiminished " intensify, .

P this' struggle 'the Leningrad “oppdsitich rejécts’inter alia
the affirmation of the 'pasgibifityof Seciatism 'in one ‘country
.alone and stands for the undiminished promotion of the revolu-
tionary movement in the_ other countries in the closést connection
with the work of socialist reconstruction in Russia unti] the

triumph of Socialism through the victory of the world revolution,

and against the idealisation of present sjtuatiop of Russian
state industry as ‘ﬁogxdally'_sociaytpsiff- R T ,i.ﬂ.:. Coe
- For a- ¢haracterisation, without: illusions; of the Russian
state industry. i as a “logically socialist typebut mot -yet - purely
sochlist”. A T AP [ i . - [T
. . Against the exaggération of 'the N.E. P. 4s it was expresded
in a particularly crass form by the phrase “Enrichi yourselves!”
and 1 practice for instance through the new ‘mational faws,
through commodity exchange, "free contrherce, “etc. i
B , T R S8R I e N
For the limitation: of ;the N, E,P.. to the tasks set to it by

3 DR ]

Lenin. ... . R
- ~‘Against ahy ér At Joogeﬁ‘ing’or the'dictatorship of the firo-
letariat in’reldtion 1" the téwn-and village: boitrgeoisie through
the extension of the Soviet democracy.

Fo_r ..the maimterenre;dr,.as; the; ease mhay:- be', extension of
the privileged situatiqn of the industrial proletariat and the
village poor in the proletarian Soviet State. R

* Agaimst the predominance of non-proletariag elements in
fhe G. P. of the LJ.S,S.R.. = $ e . P RNt
For'the speediest recrulfment for 'the Rbssian party cadres
from the ranks of the' industrial wotkers and the village ‘poor
as the nitural 'enemies of capitalism in ‘towh" and ‘country.

- = Againet the wropg inner policy. of the Papty wihich expresses
itsell 1n_ the application.of : suppressive measures (limjtation of
the freedom of discussion, punitive measures, etc.). . .

. For the extension” of'the inner Party democracy and the
utilisation of all ‘vomrades without consideration’ fo thejr Pdrty
tactical position in the responsible work of the Party, and for
the abolition of all prohibitian .of discussion, etc. . . | |

_ The Wedding Leit: Wing will :support. all ,fendencies which
farry- on the struggle: against Stalinsm upon the basis of the
Bpgognﬁm .at- the XIW. Party . Congress of the. C. P. of the

O, Ko rL | :

; FERITR . [T ATV Y B Y PR
© - The Wedding -opposition: which carfies ion- an ;energetic
struggle against ‘opportumism inside the Communmist Party of
Getmany, and wihich 'is well aware ‘of the damagling effect i
an -artificial and mechanieally. constructed majority by the Party
dpparatus. - appeals 10 ‘the whole membership :of ‘the C.P. -of
the U.§.S. R. to. alter:the fatal .political :andi inner :Party policy
:; li?uickly as_possible and thwy abolish: the dangeriof. a Party

S A RS Y R LT VRV E SPUIL A BRI

The Wedding Left Wing of the Communist Party' of Ger-
many profests sharply against the dfelegram: of. the Political
Byrean g} its Party expressing its approval with the measures
of the Central Commiittee of the:C.P, of the U.S.S.R. This
telegram " is an .attempt to place both the, Plenum of the -Cen-
{ral’ Committee and .also the whole Party membership with a
fait accompli apd represents an unjnstified assumption of autha-
Tity. The membership musf finglly make an end of this misuse
of fheir contidence dnd”discipline and’ use their owa, proletariin
judgment ‘fn " placé of the morfopoly of opinion of ftie Party
apparatus. ' T T o
The questions in the C.P. of the U.S.S.R. are of the
greatest importance for the whole Comintern. For this reason
the Central Committee of the C.P. of the Germany must finally
see fo it that the Party membership receive exact and objective
information and that a fundamental discussion upon these pro-
blems with parallel speeches of Russian oppositional conirades
be immediately opened in the Party. )

. The Central Committee of the German Commtunist Party
in session declares itself to be in agreement with the above and
demands the immediate withdrawal of all punitive measures

against Zinoviev and the other comrades of the oppnsition.
. Weber.

‘tarian state controlled a capital sum to ¢

The Berlin.“Rote Fahne’’ on the. Resolution
': . ,’J s Of the l"we:be.r)J.Gf;oyp. {0 =,

' Thie ‘above reésqlation’was préséntsd by Comfade’ Weber as
4 joint platfornr’ for the various tendencies in'thé “Left Wing
‘Opposition™ tn--thd“ list session of ‘the Central- Commijttee. In
the present discussion between the majority of thé Communist
:Party and the Ultraleits, it is of particular.smportance to deter-
mine . whether the: oppasition is peally. & “Left; Wing’,,- As-is
known, there have already been many groups in the revolutionasy
working class mguement calling themselves “Left Wing? but
an..reality embodying a Right Wing, .anti-revolutipuary policy.
.There is, for instance. the K. A. P.D. (Communist Workers Party
of Germany, an aparcho-syndicalist group which “broke away
.irom, {be Commmmist.Party, of Germamﬁ at the Cangress of the
ich every Berlin worker

Rarty in Hejdelberg in 1919. Ed.) oi w ] ;
knows that it is an instrument of the gounjer-revolution. A %{ e

while ago Korsch and Schwarz werg. expelled .irom the Ger-
man Party, In the few weeks since their expulsion ih¢y have
already exposed fWemselves as open renegades. They. are direc-
ting the sharpest attacks against the Communist Party in their
informational organ “C([)_mml{{l/m ’(?) I’olic(y;”. All these small
groups call themselves. “Left Wing” -but all Communis¢{ workers
knew long zfgo'fhat in re lity‘th:.})g cz?rryao'n an Ultran}ghf‘ Wing
policy.. _.: . T R

"' "Thé Platform’ 6" our 'Party opposition in the Russidn que-
slion ‘also claims  the Tight to be recognised as “Left Wing”. Let
us ‘exarine whether there is any justification for this, = " .

e e}

]
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1. The Denial of the- Possibility &' Sotialism:in ‘one Country
. PR Y MY S T Y AL alone.‘ 4 . '
Rt T ]

PR Nato b o ° ot
. As early a3. the days of the. imperialist, war . Lenin wrote
that jt was a,r ct;gpq‘{y dream tq imagige that the prqletarian
revolution would wifi_its, victory, ov.eﬁfe whole world simulta-

H'EOUS])’. I Lo [ T Y L S AR S 7 .V
~Just as the eapitalist world is not evenly developed; so is- the
way of the proletarian revolutiofi 'not straight, but uneven.. This
law of the irregularity. ofcapitalist development deterntines that
'the: proletarian revolution can. finst of al .only succeed in one
‘cbuntry or. in“a felv ‘countries. It was viatorious in Octmber 1917
tin the territory of :the one-time Czsrist Ruesia,.the present. Unton
©of Socialist Soviet Republics. In-the October days the- Russian
‘working class fought.under the banndr of- Socialism. In_ the five
years of civil war.it suffered, starved.andiwas. finally, victorious
under this slogan and for the building up of a socialist eco-

nomic order.
Leninism*Has' always adopted the Standpoint: that the buil-
ding up.of Socialism inside the borders of one country is pos-
sible .if  the victorious proletariaj of this counfry recejvés the
support of the revolutionary wqrkers of the other coynirjes.
Natorally, the building up of Socialism ‘is not the work of a
Jew years; it demands decades of hard struggles, It is ofily then
possible when, the dominating 'working 'dlass 'is succesful ' in
subordinating all other ‘spctions of the .foilers to the ‘socialist

‘economic policy. The problem of the building wp of ‘Socialfsm

consists in the Soviet' Union gnd it will bé the same in all other
countries, in oon’ngctinF ‘the millions of peasants with”the eco-
nomic key positions of tHE proletarian state. The essence of ‘the

le of the socialist economig forms

N. E, P. consists. in the stru
’ ,gichr.the leadership of the peasantry.

-with the capitalist elements

., In this direction the Russian proletarjaf has already achjeved
the, greatest, successes. {u the economic year .1924/25 the prole-
_ ﬁg,valu_e,of; LL,700 wil-
Jion roubles, the ¢p-operatives 300 million .roubles;, all other
capital sums in . the hands. ol private, capitalists, and peasants
amounted. to a2 total . of 7,500 milliou, roubles.. Heavy ndustry
and the railway nef are 97% socialised. The ghare of private
capital in internaj commerce sahk to 50,3.per cent,in. the first

‘half year 192324, in the second half"ygar 1923,24 i {.sank to

125 1o 26,3 per cent. These

.34 per cent and 'in the year 1924/25 o : :
; an be ve ch extended, show'a growth

be very atu

-figures. alome whijch ed, shg
b ,m;ml'qc elements, in .comparisation, to. fhe noa-

_gf the socialist ecol ' 1 G : :
socialist. AJl the facts, all. the objective results of the Nehw
Ecopomic Policy show . the progressive development of ]t_ f
socialist economic forms and the pressing back of the capitalis

economic forms.
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- These economic facts fall tgfether with the political de-
velopment of the cdondoiousness -of: the working class which is
directing its attentian more and wmore to  the Soviet Union.
Hundreds of Socdial Democratic and non-Party workers’ dele-
ations, which have visited the Soviet Uniop (at this moment
there is a German workers’ delegation there) have returned
with the firm conviction that Socialism is being built up in the
Soviet. Unioa. . . S .

The Uttraleft comrades, however, have issued the slogan:
“Rejection of the Affirmation of the Possibilify of Socialism -in
one ‘Country alone”. As, however aocording to the Leminist theory
of the proletarian revolution and aocording to ‘the simplest
human estimation, the proletariat will only be able to advance
another stage of the world revolution in a reasonable time in
one or in several countries, this contention is worth just as
mueh as she simple demial of the possibility of Socialism
altogether. This opinion expresses the greatest disbelief i the
proletarian revolution and despair of the victory of socialism.
fhis standpoint is neither Left Wing nor revolutionary, it is
not evén socialist. It is a definite anti-socialist point of view
against which every Communist must struggle.

2. The “Loosening of the Proletarian Dictatorship”.

Weber’s resolution speaks of a “loosening of the dictator-
ship of the. proletariat in relation to.the town and village bour-
geoisie through the extension of the Soviet democracy”. This
contention is also in complete contradiction to the real facts.
The dictatorship of the proletariat will exist all the more
firmly and unshakeably acoording to the degree with which it
is bound to all toilers and the stronger the participation of
all toilers in its realisation, in the exercise of the Soviet Power
and in the practical ‘work of the Soviets.

‘The aim of the Soviet democracy is to draw ever newer
strata Of the workers and peasants into the practical work of
the proletarian state. A number of measiires were adopted to
this end, as for instance the extension of the eligibility of all
Soviet organs, the transition from oompulsory methods to
methods of conviction, etc. The Soviet democracy oconsolidates
the proletarian dictatorship. Every deviation from the Sowiet
democracy must lead in the presemt situation to an estrangement
of the masses from the Soviet state, to a bureaucracy in -the
state apparatus, in other words, t0 a looseniag of the proletarian
dictatorship. This would be the practical. result of the stand-
point of the opposition. In this connection .also, the opposition
i not “Left Wing”, but definitely Right Wing..

3. The Unity of the Bolshevist Party.

The resolution of Comrade Weber is rich in energetic éx-
pressions “against the “application of mechanical suppressive
measures”, for the utilisation of all' groupings in the party
leadership, For this reason the opposition “protests against the
removal of Comrade Zinoviev from the Polit-Bureau”. For every
workers who is not ¢ontent with phrases, but who thinks over
the situation, it is clear that the Bolshevist Party can only
retain its leading role in a country of 120 million inhabitants,
suppress al 'hostile forces, lead the masses and build up So-
cialism, if it carries out its policy upitedly and determinedly.

The proletarian dictatorship i not bourgeois democracy.
The prolefarian dictatorship means "proletarian democracy, but
it represents at the same time a merciless struggle against the
bourgeoisie, the ruthless suppression of all freedom of opinion
arnd ireedom of discussion for the ome-time ruling classes. The
admission of capitalist economic forms o a certain degree
brm§s with it a permanent danger of a recrudescence of counter-
revolutionary’ ‘political groups. Any' building of fractions in-
side the ruling Communist Party means a spur for the appearance
of anti-proletarian groups in”the country. Fractional freedom
in<ide the Bolshevist Party would be the beginning of freedom
for all parties in the country. The shaking of the unity of the
Bolshevist Party would be “the most dangerdus shakening of
the Soviet Power, the most dangerous “loasening of the prole-
tarian dictatorship”. When in 1024 Comrade Trotzky com-

menced his oppositional attack ins int : ;
again -
noviev wiote: gainst Lcnnxlysmx Comrade Zi

...

upon the decisions of the Party Comgress.

...“Comrade Trotzky has become the medium through
which the petty bourgeois elements show themselves inside
our Party. The whole character of his attacks and his whole
historical past show that this is true. In his struggle against
the Party he has become in our country a symbol of every-
thing which is directed against our Party.” o

int” and

" Today comrade Zinoviev ‘has the same  standpo:
to the same fraction’ as comrade Trotzky. He leads
at Trotzky’s side the fractional ‘struggle against the Leninist
leadership of the Party. His group is playing the same role as
that of the Trotzky group in 1924 and against which he warned
them at the time. His group has become the symbol of every-
thing which is directed against the Bolshevist Party. The Bol-
shevist Party would surrender its own fosition and abandon the
dictatorship of the Proletariat if it did not adopt the sharpest
measures to defend the umity of the Party against the attacks
of the new and united o ition. It dare not permit fractioual
struggle. It must remove the responsible leaders of the fractional
struggle from the higher Party leadership if it is not to sacrifice
its own basic principles. The standpoint of the opposition facili-
tates the struggle of the bourgeois elements for the introduction
of bourgeois democracy. It is not useful to the revolutionary
predetariat, but to the anti-proletarian groupings. For this reason
it is not a Left Wing opposition, but a Right Wing one.

|

- 4: The “Lemingrad Oppobition”. | -

The Ultrateft resolution declares itseM to be’ in agreement
with the “Leningrad organisation’. This senfence is very mis-
leading for the Party. The Leningrad organisation mever stood
upon the standpoint of the oppositional groups. Comrade Zi-
noviev was elected to the Party Congress of the C. P. of the
U. S. S. R because hé had solemnly declared that he stood
upon the same basis as the Central Committee and that he was
only fighting against deviations from the policy of the Central
Committee. Despite this however, Comrade Zinoviev delivered
a Co-Report to that of the Centrat Committee at the 14th Party
Congress. In the most important questions he left the line of the
Party. After the Party Congress he proceeded to .set up 2
generalunﬁisingt atform. against . the whole policy of the C. P.
of the U. S. S. R. coe :

Immediately sfter the Party Congress, the Leningrad Party
organisation severely condemned the actious of the ‘opposition.
After the XIV. Party Congress there followed the reporting
campaign in- Jamuary of this year. 72,967 Communists, that is
to say 85% of the membership of the Leningrad organrsation,
took part in the Party meetings in Leningrad which voted
f these, 70,389 or
06% voted for the Central Comunittee, 2,244 voted for the oppo-
sition, that is to say, 3,2%; 344 votes were witheld, that-is 40
say less than 05%. 90% of the Lenihgrad active Commumists
stood and stand behind the policy of: the Central Committee.
They are figiting against the opposition. Fhis 2,244 are for the
most part Party officials who have been disavowed in their
factory nuclei e C : . )

It is these Party officials with whom our German Ulira-
lefts are in agreement. They have the right to agree with these
officials, but our German Utltralefts must” not frrake the mus-
leading statement that it is the opinion of the “Leningrad Orga-
nisation” with which they are in agreement. The standpoint of
the Leningrad organisation is that ‘af the whole Bolshevist Party
and of the whole Communist_Internationa), that is the standpoint
in favour of the struggle for Socialism against the anti-socialist
pessimism of the opposition. ‘
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Concerning the Platform of Comrade
Weber.

By Marxist
L

The “Platform’” of Comrade Weber which was published in
the “Rote Fahne”, Berlin, on August 14h must be carefully
studied. It is a model example for all trite and banal “plat-
forms”, The triteness of its political thinking, even of its thoughts
altogether, can only have a ing etect for politics. Let
us attempt {o analyse Weber’s resolution in order to show all
workers and particularly Left Wingers, how far removed the
platform of Comrade Weber is from Leninism and how near it

is to political banality.

The Division of Forces inside the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union or upon what does the Fire of the Opposition
., direct ifself. ‘

+ I is very interesting to see how Comrade Weber coaceals
the basic facts of party life in the Soviet Umion froms the Left
Wing workers in Germany. Why does the resolution of Weber
make no mention of the block formed by the “Leningrad” (!!) Op-
position with Trotzky? Why is there no mention of the blook
together with the so-called “Workers’ Opposition” (which would

be more correctly termed the opposition against the workers)?
is there mo mention of the fact that at the present time

Wh
2 black of all the nuances which Lenin always opposed is leading
the struggle in the name of the whole opposition under the
hegemony of Trotzkyism (which the V. Congress. which the
Ultra-Left always quotes so readily, declared to be a “petty
baurgeois deviation”)? Is it worthy of a revolutionary to shout
like a madman against Trotzkyism for a whole year and then
suddenly and with a face as though nothing had happened,
march under the ideological yoke of Trotzkyism?

No, dear Comrades, the linen of Comwnumist policy is not
woven in this fashion, and the best weaver (The German transla-
tion of weaver is Weber. The writer has allowed himself a
pm. Ed.) would soon go bankrupt if he continued to work in
thi fashion.

. What is the division of forces inside the C.P. of the Soviet
Umqn? This question must receive a serious answer and not
a childish one: All the important facts must be quoted and not
the most important facts concealed.

Our Russian brother party is the greatest political facior in
the potitical life of the world in general and of the world pro-
letariat in particular. It is without doubt open to the dangers of
degeneration. Only a philistine could deny this. The only
Question is how these dangers express themselves.

Unless we wish to talk uselessly of the individual mistakes
of this or that comrade (particularly when those mistakes have
been long ago corrected) but instead upon general tendencies,
upon the whole system of opportunism, we must discuss first
of all the tendency of the one time “Workers’ Opposition”.

It is a fact that this group ferms our European Communist
Parties “a hord of petty bourgeois good-for-nothings living at
the cost of the Russian workers”.

It is a fact that it wishes to liquidate the Comintern.

. W is a fact that it is opposed to the necessary criticism of
Noske and the Noskites.

It is a fact that it proposes a unification with the Social
De"‘OC{’acy and Amsterdam.

It is a fact that it wishes to liquidate the R.I.L.U.

It is a fact that upon the basis of a somewhat more logical

Etimation of the socialist state industry than that of Weber, i

Wishes to hand this industry over to foreign capital.
y lh is a fact that as far as the peasantry is concerned it
eclares that only capitalist methods can be used.

It is a fact that it does not regard the present Soviet State

“ 2 form of the proletarian dictatorship.
Itis therefore also a fact that the Workers’ Opposition group

Tepreg N f
Presents an almost hundred per cent Meashevism,

_sition!

Why is there no single word about this in Weber’s plat-

form?

" Why is there not the faintest sign of any sort of criticism,
even the mildest or most loyal criticism (although “loyalty” to
Menshevist deviations can in no way be termed a Bolshevist
virtue)? .

Why? Becaus the “Workers” Opposition” is jm the sane com-
pany as the “Lempingrad” (how stupid this term in this con-
nection sounds!) opposition.

Weber and his comrades are here faithfully copying the
usual policy of Comrades Trotzky who 'was always a great
master in the art of pursuing a Right Wing policy under Left
Wing phrases.

The Russian opposition conceals and disguises the tre-

mendous opportunist sins of the “Workers’ Opposition”, and
the faithful Weber does the same. That assists the logic of the
opposition: The group which stands farthest to the Right, the
Menshevist group, is covered with the seeming red oppositional
mantle.
The imitiative in the struggle against this group belongs to
the Central Comimittee of the Russian Party. This crass >pportu-
nistic group is, however, a section of the opposition. “Even a
blind sow can find an acorn” said Marx once referring to the
bourgeois scholars. Even a Menshevist can understand that here
there are friends of Menshevism. The “Socialist-Messenger”, the
organ of the Russian Menshevists in Berlin, has alreadyv taken
the above named group fo its breast.

But Weber is silent. Weber covers them. Weber conceals
this tendency. Weber covers the worst forms of Menshevism.

One can perhaps object: We are badly informed, we don't
believe that such confentions concerning the “Workers’ Oppo-
sition” are true, etc. That sounds funny, but we will accept it os
an argument. But why, even in this case, not say that in a
conditional form? For instance: “If it is true, that the ‘Workers’
Onposition’ has defended this and ‘that opinion, then that is
Menshevism, which is not reconcilable with the Communist
Party”'? : : i oy

Why is that not done? Why have Weber and his comrades
no interest in doing this? Why do they not examine this side

of the question?
Because the “Workers’ Opposition”

‘

belongs to the oppo-

Bt where are their principles? Where is the revolutionary
ideology there? Where is the honest endeavour to solve the
matter? It has all disapneared. These comrades cover their op-
portunist almost Menshevist compamions. That is, however,
no policy, but the lowest form of politics. )

Conirade Weber has naturally also heard of ano‘her ten-
dency which was represented by a certain Ossovsky, a one-time
member of the Independent Social Democratic Party of Germany,
in the Russian Party. This Ossovsky drew up a platform (also
a “platform”) in which he contended that the capitalist interests
should be represented inside the Russian Party or the other
parties should be legalised. Cssovsky himself was a member
of the orposition (we now learn that he has been cxpelled from
the Party despite the fact that he was defended by the opposi-
tion). He was, as we see, nothing but a propagandist of bour-
geois democracy. '

But why is Weber silent about that? Why does he not sound
the alarm im this case? For the same rcason as the Russian
opposition: The fellow was a member of this opposition!

Now to a third question of a similar nature: The hegemony
of Trotzkyism in the opposition is not tc be denied. It is a
fzct that the “Leningrad” opposition and Troizkvism granted
one another a mutual amnesty. )

Why does Comrade Weber write noihing abour this? Or
why does he not propose the liquidation of the resolutions of
the V. World Congress?

We need not even discuss othar peculiar cases, Ior instance.
the fact that the Russian opposition propose 1 rehabilitate Right
renegades like Souvarime. These are cnly small matrer;. We will
discuss only important political questiois.

To sum up: The fire of the Russian opposition js not di-
rected against the Right damger, but it is siirected against the
Party which ruthlessly fights against the real Right danger
within its ranks.
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Every Left Wing worker should 3sk Comrade Weber:

1. Is he prepared to condemn the “Workers’ Opposition”?
Yes or no?

2. Is he prepared ¢o conjemn such propaganda as that of
Ossovsky? Yes or no?

3. Is he prepared to comtinue to support the resolution of the
V. Congress upon Trotzkyism or does he wish to reject this
resolution as “out of date”? Yes or no?

4. Is he prepared’ to demand that the Russian opposition
loosen all bonds with such allies? Yes or no? .

1i Comrade Weber is not prepared 10 fullil these minimum
demands, he will prove by his refusal ihat he obstinatdly covers
the Rigbt danger. He will expose himsell as a promoter of
processes of degeneration within the Russian Party.

Naturally the Commmmist Party of ihe Soviet Union will
not die of them. The opposition in geaeral and the “Workers’
Opposition” as a pari of this oppositioa has only very little
iniluence. The Party is as strong and consolidated as ever. But
our Left Wing workers will, it is to Le hoped, grasp the real
significance of Comrade Weber's support of the Kussian oppo-
sition.

The Internationalism of the Communist Pariy of the Soviet Union
and the Question of the Possibility of Socialist Reconstruction in
one Country alone.

The Weber resolution proclaims: “In this struggle (against
the Central Committee of the Russian Party. Marxist.) the Lenin-
grad Opposition opposes inter alia the atiinnaiion of the pos-
sibility of socialism in one country alone and declares itself
for the undiminished promotion of the revolutionary moveinents
in other countries...” )

The suggestion is contained here that the C. P. of the Soviet
Union is opposed to the promotion of the rcvoiutionary move-
ments in the “other countries” and that it is developing ‘“na-
tionally”. The above quotation can only have this signifizance.

Let us commence with the question of internationalism. It
must first of all be observed that the nationalist and opportunist
orientation is to be found in the “Workers’ Opposition” (your
allies, dear comrade!). As far as the Russian Party is coacerned,
it is the most international party of the Comintern.

Is the C.P. of the Soviet Union perhaps to be condemned
because it recognises the relative stabilisation and adapts its
policy to it?

To this we can only answer: The C.DP. of the Soviet Union
is not by any means of the same opinion as for instance Maslov
(also one of your allies!). As you remember Maslov declared
beiore a bourgeois court that the revotutionary perspective in
Germany was postpotied for decades. The C.P. of the Soviet
Union has never held such an opinion. Because it is accustomed
o carry on its policy not in accordance with the wishes of the
bourgeoisie (respactively with the wishes of its courts), but
in accordance with reality!

It is the normal custom of the bourgeois and the Social
Deinocrats to represent th2 Russian Partv as “nationally Limited™.
I'he whole bourgeoisie and individuals like Kautsky see :n the
~astern policy of the Partv nothing but the coidinuation of
isarist pelicy. But Churchill and his friends say exactly the
~same! It is their only consolation. But when a revolutionary
quotes this nonsense, that is a very sad symptem: Bourgeois
nfluence is still so strong that even good revolutionaries fall
ander the yoke of bourgeois ideologyv!

We ask, where is the “plan” of the Russian Party to hamper
‘he international working class moveaent? Perhaps’in the fact
that the Russian Partv has carried through a splendid campaign
‘;Q support the British workers? The workers of the Soviel
*“nion have coliected millions of roulles, and are still collecting
‘hemy, under the leadership of the Communist Party. If, for
sistance Comrade Weber had done only a small fraction of that
n 1§1e ﬁ'nhr_dlstvnct, it would have been much more favourable
;: l‘):t}:erugglilltlllll::s}"’ed lPr()molnofn of the revolulionar:\' mo ‘ement

l‘[‘l'()l’l\lllah‘l\5 'l]:):dnev\gl']\'tll}ll.lh: ?nd‘kks-'the Rll3’3'ﬂ—f‘l-“)llrt‘y'.
vorking masses are still po Mre effems o iy Russia, - The

k S s poor, the etfects of the war, the civil

«dr and the intervention were (0o great. But under the lead
ship of the Party they are d T oevery O8NS E e
ght of reality all the talk sbonr o Crervthing possible. In the
atk about “national limiation" s terribly

silly. Let Professor Korsch “explain” why the “party of the
kulaks” makes such great sacrifices in order to assist the British
workers? Anyone who “condemns” the Russian Party along these
lines must have lost all sense of shame.

Now to the question of Socialist reconmstruction. Is this
reconstruction possible, before the proletariat of other countries
has seized power, or it is impossible on account of the back-
wardness of the country? The Social Democracy was and still
is of the latter opinion (see also Kautsky). As a matter of fact,
those comrades who in November 1917 in Russia were against
the insurrection and urged a coalition with the Menshevists and
Social Revolutionaries, were also of this opinion. Comrade
Trotzky also was of this opinion in a rather peculiar form.
On the one hand he was in favour of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, on the other hand, however, he contended that with-
out state assistance from the victorious Western proletariat,
the proletarian dictatorship must necessarily be destroved under
the pressure of the peasants whom he at one time lescribed as
the “counterrevolutionary allies of the Bolshevists”. On the other
hand Lenin was for the insurrection and against the ideas of
Trotzky. This opportunist position is now knewly polished up,
and people believe that something new is being discovered!

If socialist reconstruction was impossible beiore the victo-
rious revolution in the west, then the Russian party should
destroy the Soviet power and hand the power over into the
hands of the bourgeoisie, a very “revolutionary” proposal.

If, however, the possibility of reconstruction exisls today, and
the successes are there, the party can continue. And where —
dear critic — is the limit? Such a limit absolutely does mot
exist. 1t would be therefore very much better if Comrade Weber
would cease chewing and chewing this opportunistic nonsense
and leave this work to the old Social Democratic ~ows. '

Another question is the tempo of the development. The
Soviet Union will naturally advance much more guickly if it

_receives proletarian assistance in the form of proletarian state

aid.

Another quastion is that of the political guarantees for
reconstruction in Russia. At the present timz there ‘s no certain
guarantee against the possibility of a successful armed capita-
list intervenmtion. A victory of the proletariat in other countries
would be the only thing to offer such a guarantce. But no one
denies that.

So much for the question of ‘“socialism i one country
alone”, or better “the possibility of socialist reconstruction in
one countiy alone”

The opposition in the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
has by no means a revolutionary standpoint. It represents a
rotten scepticism with so great a fear in the face of difiiculties
that it even denies the task and the possibilities of work. For
that reason, unlortunately, one often hears tendencies which
smack very much of Social Democracy.

) Woulgi it not be better for revohnionaries to finish with
this game? We think so. What does Comrade Weber think?

1L
The Question of the NEP.

~ We have seen that Comrade Weber denies the possibiily

of socialist reconstruction in one country alone (for that is the
thing aimed at). but he does not draw ihe logical conclusion
from this. These conclusions, however, are “conclusions” with a
Social Democratic nature. To deny the possibility to construct
socialism in the Soviet Union before the victoricus revolition
in the West, means nothing less than to denv the whote work
ol 1he Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and if one thinks
thoroughly over the matter, then it leads to a denial of the
possibility of the proletarian dictatorship as a permanent pheno-
menon. Many oppositional prophets, these specialists in black
prophesy, have already worked out the necessaiy theses. But
this America was discovered by Paul Levi long ago...

And so it is with Weber in the other question, in the question
of the NEP. We must, however, unfortunately place on record
the fact that here Comrade Weber is still more confused.

. What has the resolution of Comrade Weber got to say about
this question: " )

“

Against the exaggeration of the NEP, i the parti-
cularly crass form expressed by the term ‘Enrich yoursehes!”
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and in practice by the new national laws for commodity

exchange, free commerce, efc.
To limit the NEP. to the tasks set for it by Lenin.”

These are the objects of, Weber.

‘Here we must request permission to make a quite general
remark. Unfortunately our Party is used to methods of discus~
sion of which one can say: “Where ideas are lacking, words
enough can be found”. One has got unused to studying problepns
carefully. One has learnt, however, to manipulate very adroi:ly
with highsounding phrases, very often without thinking what
actually is behind them. Some have even forgotten the mes:
elementary demands to be put to a serious politician. Ruth
Fischer, for instance, has her own geography according to
which Bad Kissingen is in Berlin and Vienna; she has also
her own form of medical sciemce practiced chiefly in fractional
meetings; she also has her own news agency which informs
her that the ten hour day has been introduced in the Soviet
Union; she also has her own “politics® which contznd that
the “reaction” is comsolidating itself in the proletarian state.

The circus-like tricks of Ruth Fischer are really not fo be
taken seriously. It is much worse, however, when workers of a
“logical socialist type” like Comrade Weber fall into this marsh
of carelessness and superficiality. That is really a sericus danger.

Now to the question itself. Comrade Weber is “for ‘he

limitation of the NEP. to the tasks set it by Lenin”. That is
reement with this, just as is

excellent, and we are in entire aLgI 3
U.S.S.R. But why does Com-

the majority of the C.P. of the
rade Weber conceal the chief comflict in the Russian Party con-

cerning this question? And why does he say nothing concerning
the tasks which Lenin set for the NEP.? This is, indeed. the

whole root of the problem!
Let us see what actually were the tasks of the NEP. as set

by Lenin. _

For us there can be no doubt that the ultimate task even
here was the victory of socialism, the victory of the proletariat.
According to Lenin’s conception the NEP. is in the beginning
a retreat, but then a reorganisation of the proletarian- ranks {new
lines of struggle, abolition of war communisti, struggle under
the conditions estatlished by market relations, etc.) and then
an economic proletarian offensive (the permanentlv growing roie
of the socialist elements in the total economy of the country).
Does “this offensive exclude the NEP.? By no means! Exactly
the contrary.  that is the most important component of the NEP.
The whole significance of the NEP.-manoeuvre consists in this.
And it was just about this that the whole struggle in the
Russian Party was caused. The opposition had and still has a
very strong tendency to regard the NEP. exclusively as a retreat
which will' last until the victory of the proletarian revolution
in Western Furope.

Was that the standpoint of Lemin? By no means! It is ge-
nerally known that as early as the Genoa Conference Lenin
issued the slogan “Stop the retreat!”

. Comrade Weber must really honestly think over the situa-
tion: Either he recognises the successes of the socialist recon-
Struction in the last few vears or not.

. IF he does mot recognise them, if he believes that the so-
cialist elements are not growing as quickly as the capitalist
elements, then he simply adopts a Social Democratic Standpoint
and nothing else. Because the fact of economic growth in general
1S no longer denied by anyome. In the Berlin Zoological Gar-

den there 'is a “giant donkey from Barcelona”. Even this sort

of “politician” probably recognises that economy in the Soviet
Union taken as a whole is growing very quickly. That which
1S specifically Social Democratic or even bourgeois in this, is
the contention that the gemeral econommic successes are above
all to be placed to the credit of the capitalist elements and that
the state economy is being ever more forced into the background.
. Every left wing worker should ask Comrade Weber, what
Is the distinction between him and the Social Democrats in
this question. The answer must be clear and honest.

Rk is interesting to note that this standpoint is not cven he
standpoint of the Social Democratic workers, but that of the
Social Democratic leaders. The workers’ delegations speak
another language. Do you ‘understand, Comrade Weber, what
that actually means? ) o
. But perhaps the Social Democracy estimates the situation
In Russia correctly? Perhaps it is unfortunately correct in this

question? Speaking “purely theoretically”, one can put the pro-

blem in this way. ) '
- But first of all. one must for instance refute the figures given
by Bukhanin in his pamphlet against Kautsky. Please attempi
it, dear comrades! - Co : :

We may add here the following: In his last speech (Fcurth
Congress o%, the Comintern) Comrade Lenrin saw a success for
the Russian Party in the fact that the Soviet government was
able 1o place 20,000,000 roubles at the disposal of industry.
Next year, however, the sum will be approximately 1,000,000,000
roubles. i
And secondly, if Comrade Weber is nevertheless of another
opinion, then he must openly recognise the torrectmess in prin-
ciple of the Social Democratic estimation. It will then at least
be clear where Comrade Weber really stands, either Right or

Left.

We have assumed conditionally that Comrade Weber denies
the socialist successes of ithe Soviet Power, or the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union respectively. o
- Let us assume, however, that he recognises these successes.
What would that mean? '

That would destroy his position completely. “How?”, we
will be asked. Very simply, because: T

1. Tf one recognises absolute and relative (that is to say in
relation do the capitalist elements) soclalist successes, then by
this one recogmises also the already existing offensive of the
proletariat along the lines of the NEP. '

2. If one recognises that, then one recognises the incorrect-
ness of the oppositional standpoint (the estimation of the NEP.
as almost exclusively a retreat).

" 3. On the other hand one recognises with this the economic
and technical possibility of socialist reconstruction in Russia.

We must particularly stress the last point. The successes of
socialism in the Soviet Union mean a continuous growth of
socialism in this country. That is as clear as the sun. Therefore:

If for instance, this year the Soviet Union finishes its eco-
nomic balance with a plus Tor socialism, then it enters the next year
with a better. weapon in its hand. When we have the betfer
weapon, then the results will be propartionally better still, etc.
Once again arises the question: Where is the limit (the economic
limit) of this process? We repeat once again: There is no such
limit. The question of a guarantee against an armed intervention
of foreign capitalism is, however, different. There is only one
guarantee against this, and that is the international revolution of
the proletariat, or at least a revolution in several important
European cousiries. And that is also recognised by everybcdy.

Therefore, as far as the estimation of the situation in Russia
is concerned, there can in principle only be two standpoints, either
a Communist or a Social Democratic-boungeois orne. There is
no “third” standpoint. o : ‘

The denial of the possibility of socialist reconstruction (a
very fine ‘“‘discovery” in the tenth year of the proletarian
dictatorship) is bound up. with the denial of the offensive along
the lines of the NEP. Let the Russians sit peacefully on their
rosteriors and “wait” until the world revolution treaks out.
O. what a “Marxist”, what a “Leninist” point of view is put
forward by the gossip of the old women of both sexes! O,
how “Left” is such an ideology!

We now come o the question of the “exaggeration of the
NEP”. As far as the “slogan”: “Enrich yourselves!” is con-
cermed, Comrade Weber must be well acquainted with the real
facts of the case. He certainly won’t, at least. we hopz not.
reneat after the Royal Belgian Minister Emile Vandervelde:
“Communists, enrich yourselves!”

With this slogan Comrade Bukharin only wanted to say the
following: , -

Formerly there were considerable remnants of war com-
munism in the country. The estates were periodically divided
amongst the poor peasants and nothing further. The struggle
against the kulaks was not carried on by opposing them‘wl"j
the economic organisation of the middle peasants and the vrll:j%t
poor (co-operatives efc.), but almost exclusively with ;
ministrative measures. The mass of the peasants tlwr;e’lfn";m:t
veloped their economy very slowly. The niotives of‘ de\’e_l‘;'«,»\” v
were hindered. The class struggle developed alimost eXcllsix®l
upon the basis of the division.

e
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This situation was intolerable. It was the cause of the very
slow commodity exchange. It hindered also the accumulation in
the state industry, this basis of socialism. The peasant masses
should receive a spur for the development of their economy
in order {0 be able to lead the struggle against the kulaks upon
the basis- of the general growth, in order to promote the com-
modity exchange in the country, to utilise it wnore for the state
industry and to assist the village poor not with speeches, but
with money, machines, etc (through the increasing taxation of
the kulaks and in particular through the means which would
come in in greater sums together with a quicker growth of
commodity exchange). Bukharin said to the peasants: *Develope
your economy, enrich yourselves!” The latter expression was
politically false, was withdrawn and was recognised as wrong
by all (by Bukharin himself). Why therefore all the noise about
it so late in the day?

And now we come to the “practice” which, in the words
of Weber is expressed “by the new national laws, in commodity
exchange, in Iree commerce, etc.” :

What “new national laws?” may we ask. With this only
one thing can be meant: The decisions of the 14th Party Con-
ference. I'he Party did not vote upon any other ‘“laws”. (We
are not speaking here of the very small matters). Here a certain
change of direction was carried- into effect. .

But all those comrades who later became the opposition
voted at the 14th Comference for these “laws”. Ii Comrade
Weber protests against these decisions, then he protests also
against this vote. It would seem that here *“lack ol information”
has really played a part and here is perhaps the exfenuating
circumstance. . ,

But to regard the problem from such a point of view is in
any case a littie untimely. There are other problems to solve in
the Soviet Union: To extend the economic orgamsation of the
poor and middle peasants, to organise the village poor, to
gather the agricultural workers together and, the most ne-
cessary of all, to develope industry. Let the “critics” talk, the
Russian Party will work!

In conclusion: If Comrade Weber recognises the successes
of socialism in the Soviet Union, then he destroys his own plat-
form, and if he does not recogmise it, then he places himself
upon Social Democratic ground. That is the situatiori. The only
correct thing to do would be to recognise the successes of
socialism and to characterise the “platiorm” as anm ‘error. That
would really be a solution and actually the only solution.

L

The Russian State, Industry, the “Loosening of the Dictator-

ship” and other Matters.

“Against the idealisation of the present state' of Russian
industry as logically socialist.

For a characterisation of the Russian state industry without
ilusions as a ‘logical socialist type’ but not yet purely so-
cialist”, says the thesis of Comrade Weber. This point is the
easiest of all to seftle.

Firstly: What does Comrade Weber actually mean when
he stresses this fine nuance? Does he want 1o say that our state
industry is not yet complete socialism, that it still bears the
marks of the transitional period?

H so, then there is absolulely mo quarrel here. For it would
be quite absurd fo assume that the structure would remain
as 1t 15 at present.

Secondly: Comrade Weber conceals and disguises from the
Lett Wing proietarians that the discussion inside the Soviet
Union upon this question takes a different Jine. Namely the
oppasition has the tendency of calling the state industry state
capitalistic. It was only in the course of the discussion that it
was compelled to abandon this conception more or less. Every
Left Wing worker should call upon Comrade Weber to condemn
the estimation of the State industry of the Soviet Union as
capitahst (state capitalist).

I must be openly said that such a standpoint leads in point
1 facts to Menshevism. But instead of saving that oufright,
¢ smrade Weber formulates his resolution so that it awakens the
mpression that the Russian Party does not understand that the
Do andustryosiill shows signs of the transitional period. But
bt really inadmissible, Comrade Weber, That is not the

;,

way to conduct a. discussion, that is not the way to clear the
matter up. On the contrary, that produces a still greater con-
fusion, - which, we believe and hope, is also not in the interest
of Comrade Weber.

In this connection, there is also the question of the charac-
terisation of the Soviet Economy as a whole. Here, for instance,
Comrade Zinoviev quite definitely holds the opimon that state
capitalism is dominamt in Russia. The Party Majority describes.
the Soviet economy as a whole as a transitional ecomomy in
which' the state industry expresses socialist productive relations.
and the mass of peasant economies {(without the kulak ecomo-
mies) embodies simple commodity production, and private ca-
pital and the Kulaks embody the private economic elements,
whilst the concessions, etc. represent the state capitalist elements.
This latter is a completely correct estimation. Why is there no
word about these matters in Weber’s resolution?

After Comrade Weber has thus “settled” the question of the.
state industry, he proceeds to the question of the state itself.
The platform declares:’ ‘ . .

“Against any or all loosening of the dictatorship of
the proletariat towards the town and village bourgeoisie
through the extension of the Soviet democracy, etc.

For the maintenance or; as the case imay be, extension
of the privileged position of the industrial proletariat and
the village poor in the proletarian Soviet State.”

But this formulation itself is completely confused. The “loos-
ening of ihe dictatorship” and the “extension of the Soviet de-
mocracy” are here used as interchangeable terms. This is every-
thing but a precise, clear and Marxist formulation. What must
one actually fight against? Against the tendency to give the
franchise to the bourgeoisie in town and country? The power
of the proletariat is not yet so consolidated that one could,
for instance, proclaim a general franchise in the Soviets, (although
Lenin had set up this task for the future). At the present time
it is necessary to consolidate the power of the proletariat by
amalgamating the proletarian forces, raising proletarian activity,
consolidating the block with the middle peasantry and in-
creasing the forces of the village poor. Therefore: against poli-
tical concessions to the fown and village bourgeoisie.

The question of the Soviet democracy is different. The
Soviet democracy can be ‘extended” without extending the
number of voters (or de jure voters). In proportion as the party
works more intensely, will the Soviet Democracy be extended.
In proportion to the intensification of the activity of the masses
will the Soviet Democracy be extended. In proportion to fhe
reduction of the number of indifferent proletarians and- working
peasants, will the Soviet Democracy be extended, etc.

Here is a simple example: During war commmmism the
Soviet Democracy in Russia (just as the party democracy) was
in many cases practically limated: In many places the Plenum
of the Soviets was replaced by the executives and the latter very
oiten replaced by the presidiums, sometimes not by elected Rev-
koms (“revolutionary commnittees” which also possessed mili-
tary powers) but by Revkoms sent from the “center”; in many
places there were no regular elections, etc. Now there is,
however, once again, an “extention of the Soviet Democracy”,
namely the policy of “vitalising the Soviets”, the energetic
drawing in of the masses (the proletarian and peasani{ masses)
to the process of the work of reconstruction. To protest against
this vitalisation would mean 1o adopt the standpoint of the
bureaucrats. Naturally, the leading role of the party must not
only remain, but it must be even consolidated. But the method
of consolidating this role, and with it the proletarian dictator-
ship, must now be more from conviction than from force.

It demands much greater efforts from the party, much greater
qualifications from the party officials, etc., but that all only ex-
{:res}ses the fact that the whole movement is now upon a higher
evel.

. History is playing a very humourous game with the appo-

sition in the C. P. of the U. S. S. R. and also with Comrade
Weber. These people have proclaimed a holy war agaiost
bureaucracy, and in actual fact bureaucracy is one of the worst
enemies of the party, of the Soviets. ol the proletarial.

But where is this bureaucracy in the Soviet Union to be
mostly found?

ln_ the state economic organisations, where the whole appa-
ratus is very clumsy, immoderately large. ¢tc. The oprosition,
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however, proposes n the economic field the policy of in-
creasing pficeséé(‘sin olr]?i)gr to “support” industry). We believe that
everyone, even Weber, will be able to grasp that with such
a policy which guarantees prices monopolistically, the ecomosmic
apparatus would really degenerate, really decay. On the one
hand they have declared war against bureaucracy and on the
other hand they pursue, in actuality, a bureaucratic policy.

It is the same with the. question of the “political” state
apparatus, If one protests against the vitalisation of ‘the Soviets
(or if one struggles against the “extension of the Soviet Demo-
cracy” at all), then in reality one is leading a struggle against
the drawing in of the masses and supporting the worst forms
of bureaucracy. o , . ,

The monopolistic position of the governing Communist
Party is bound up with many dangers for this party. One of
these dangers is that of eneration by losing touch with the
masses. If, for instance, a Communist thinks only of his privi-
leges and believes that he can do what he likes, if he does not
always try to Wwin the masses, but instead fears the masses,
il he does not attempt to convince them, but only wishes to
command them, then he is a bad communist, even although he
has the term world revolution a thousand times a minute in
his mouth. (Another danger is that the Party becomes too
“democratic” and forgets its leading role). '

In these two extremely important points the opposition is in
words in favour of an energetic struggle against bureaucracy,
but in deeds it supports the bureaucratic tendencies. :

Let us, however, proceed further to analyse Weber's plat-
form. Comrade Weber touches also inner Party questions ﬁom
in organisational standpoint. His resolution says: o

. “Against the preponderance of non-proletarian elements

in the C. P. of the U. S. S. R For a speedy recruiting of

the Russian party cadres with industrial workers and the
village poar as the natural enemies of the capitalists in town
and village.

Against the wrong inner party course in the application
of suppressive measures, (the limitation of the freedom of
discussion, punitive measures, etc.).

For the extension of the inner party democracy and
the_ utilisation of all comrades without distinction “as to
their Party tactical position in the responsable work of the
party, for the abolition of all prohibitions of discussion, etc.”

Let us see fhe first few sentences, .

Everyome who is a communist must maturally be in favour
of the first sentence. As far as the second sentence is concerned,
this is in this general form also correct. The whole question
omsists in whether this directive is the be applied cleverly or
stupidly, and it seems to us that Comrade Weber did not know
With what problem the C. P. of the U. S. S, R. is faced.

With the growth of industry the proletariat also grows.
The whole skilled working class’is engaged in the process of
production. There even exists a lack of skilled workers. On
the other hand there is already a rather large percentage of
duite new workers. In some industrial districts (lor instance in
the mining districts) 30, 40 and even 50 per cent of the whole
working class can be counted to these new strata of workers.

€ are peasants and peasant sons who have still a peasant
ES.VChology. They are politically and culturally not yet trained.
Ta'n they be “speedily”, “immediately” drawn into the Party?

hat would be an absurd and stupid policy. The Party is the
Vanguard of the class, and not the class as a whole. One cannot
delute the Party in this way, a more clever policy must be
Pursued. The Party must 1) remain a mass party and 2) re-
Main always in comnection with the non-party masses. To furn
our Party “ag quickly as possible” into a party in which there
are Peasamts under a proletarian cover, peasants who are actu-
ally being transformed into proletarians but who have not yet

N so transformed, would mean to destroy the proletarian
character of our Party. So much for the problem of the com-
Position of our Party.

Now we can proceed, thank god, to the last point, to the
Juestion of Party democracy. Here we can content ourselves with
the following remark:

Comrade Weber is really a lucky person. Here also he does
ot touch the most difficult problem. Naturally, he is opposed
10 “organisational measures”! He is naturally for all possible

eedom, “Freedom” i something very ‘beautiful,

" But why do you not deal with the problem of fractions,
Comrade Wzber? yThat is exactly the ‘“controversial question”.
The “organisational measures” in the C. P. of the U. S§. 8. R.
were directed against the fractionists. Why is that concealed?

The Resolution upon Inner Party Democracy (which was
writien by Bukharin) was adopted at the X. Party Congress. At
the same time the Resolution of Lemin wpon the Unity of the
Party and strictly forbidding fractions was accepted. Le’nm was
of the opinion that in such cases very severe “measures” should
be adopted, even that of expulsion from the Party. Comrade
Zinoviev afterwards spoke very often about the fact that ihe
Party would mnever tolerate fractions and that fractions would
mean for Russia the greatest danger and would bring with them
the splitting of the state apparatus, of the army, etc. All leading
Russian comrades protested against Trotzkyism in the organi-
sational question. And the Russian party is completely right
when it maintains Lenin’s tradition against the opinions of
Trotzky and the Trotzkyfied Zinoviev. ,

. Iv.
* Where does the Road Lead?

We had finished our task of analysimg the platiorm of
Comrade Weber when we received the circular of Korsch.

It is now perfectly clear why Weber conceals so man y things,
why so many attemipts are made to cover up opportunism, etc.
Comrade Weber has got into the net of Korsch and company and
their agents Maslov and Fischer. Also a block! A block with
renegades! A pleasant picture! A “Left” orientation! Every Left
Wing worker can now see where the road js leading and per-
haps comrade Weber will understand where he (the “vacillat-
ing element”, as Korsch called him,) is being dragged.

The “Russian question” has not become an international
question accidentally. The dividing line between revolution and
counter-revolution, between Social Democratic treachery and
Communism, between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat is
drawn in general according to the attitude of the Soviet Union.
All “high politics” of the workers parties depend upon this.
And what do we see? What standpoint does Korsch take, the
new leader of the block?

Without in the least being ashamed of himself, he repre-
sents the “pure” (at the same time impure) standpoint of the
Soocial Democracy.

Concerning the XIV. Party Congress of the C. P. of the
U. S. 8. R, Korsch wrote (in the draft of the resolution of
January 24): . )

“In the peasant question the Part Congress ratified
and stressed the Party course which from the year 1921
together with the leadership of the internal and external
state policy had been based to an ever greafer degree upon
the needs and interests of the peasantry and in particular of -
the propertied peasantry (middle peasants and kulaks)....

... Under the influence of this development the whole
character of the Soviet state economically, politically and
culturally has gradually changed....

.-« Despite the generally recognised recrudescence and )
intensification of class contradictions in the village and in
the town, the forms of the dictatorship were more and
more mildened and at the same time the hegemony of the
prolefariat in the workers' and peasants’ state ever more

weakened . ..”
Comipare with this the statements of Levi in the
Volkszeitung” of July 30, 1926:

“We were of the opinion that the special workers’
interests and finally socialism itself were in contradiction
with the existence of peasant property, that the identity of
peasants’ and workers’ interests was only apparent and that
the further development of the Russian revolution would
intensify this contradiction and expose it clearly to all eyes.
We consider the idea of a solidarity of interest to bz only
a coalifion idea in another form. If Marxism has a shadow
of justification, if history works dialectica]ly.. ghen'thxs con-
tradiction ought to destroy the idea of coalition in Russr}a
just as it has already destroyed it in Germany. The B}?-
sheviks, however, thought that one could dispose.of this
contradiction by firm party discipline, by accepting theses,
by holding discussions and passing unity resolutions, in
short, as that 1s done in other places ...

“Leipziger
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For us., however, who are in Western Europa and can
see the things from afar, it is clear: We stand by the oppo-
sition. It may be that they are only forced, it may be from
quite different motives, but a section of the old guard of
the Bolsheviks and obviously the workers in Russia, are
finding their way out of the coalition confusion back to the
“basic principles of Marxism. Perhaps they have all sinned
in the NEP: But here also the world court will not ask
the reasons. The fact is that in Russia once again an inde-
pendent, anti-capitalist class struggle movement is be-
ginning.”

Compare this with the vorgan of the murderers of Lieb-
knecht, the “Vorwabrts”, Nr. 1728:

“The Russian peasant is being revealed ever more
clearly as the real gainer from the Russian revolution, the
Russian peasant who permits the Communist Party to rule
today, but who forces the whole policy of the Soviet Go-
vernment info the train of a definite private capitalist peasant

policy by his growing economic strength, a policy which -

is socially and politically in the sharpest contradiction to
the working class.” :

Is this not everywhere the same estimation? Where is the
difference between Korsch, Levi and the “Vorwaerts”? The same
attitude, the same “estimation of the situation in Russia”.

The following sentence from the circular of Korsch which
was published in the “Rote Fahne”, Berlin, at the time, is still
more typical:

“We stress as the most important that for instance the
Wedding resolution declares the Russian state industry to
be a ‘logical socialist type, but not yet purely socialist’
Against. must be said that this state industry must be
characterised as ‘purely capitalist’.”

" Here we must say to the Left Wing workers:

Think it over thoroughly. Think over what Mr. Korsch has
to say! Take care and take care again!

In fact. industry in “Russia” is “purely capitalist”. What
does that mean? That can only mean that this industry is the
property of the capitalist class. That is the only meaning this
sentence can have. But the industry is the property of the Soviet
State. The conclusion to be drawn as clearly as two and two
make four, is that the State also is “purely capitalist”!

But if that is so, it follows that: .

1. The external policy of the Soviet State, for instance in
the East, is a policy of imperialist robbery, and not the support
of the revolution.

2. The symmpathy for the British workers is nothing kut a
bourgeois corruption of the British working class by the Russian
capitalist state from the point of view of capitalist competition.

3. The Red Army is not the army of the proletariat, but
the army of a newly resurrected Russian capitalism.

4. The role of the Communist Pariv of the Soviet Union in
the Comintern is the role of a carrier of bourgeois poison to
the world proletariat, etc.
~ One must also conclude that it is the dutv of all revolu-
tionaries to organise an insurrection against this capitalist So-
viet government. And as bourgeois democracy is nevertheless
better than the purely dictatorial form of capitalist dominance,
the working class of Russia must also fight for this democracy,

Should an intervention be organised against the Soviet Union,
then_this_ is nothing but a war between capitalist powers. In
the interior the proletariat does not need to defend this capi-
talist fathertand, and similarly the Western European prole-
tariat does not need to interiere in this conflict.

These =re the logical conclusions from Korsch's premises.

And that Is just the criminal attitude of Kautsky!

o AnThat is 1o where cur Lelt Wing warkers are
driver! Tt is a shame and a crime. °

now being

Comrade Zinoviev at one time
Lef “.-We have many times rointed ou that the Ultra
'_et group, cemnosed of intellectuals, is actually a group
<‘,» petty bourgeois revolutionaries, W o admit that we called
them rather roughly petty bourgeois gone mad. The com-

stated against Korsch:

.“

rades felt themselves insulted, and Scholem and Rosenberg

asked: ‘Are we really petty bourgeois gone mad?’

But, Conwrades, think of the affair Katz who was ex-
pelled by the party. The stink bomb has exploded and
poisoned the air. From where does this heavy atmosphere
come which remained after the Katz affair? It comes from
the fact that we have had to deal with a petty bourgeois
group. 1 have not at all the intention to discredit these
comrades personally, but politically the fact remains that
they are a group of petty bourgeois revolutiomaries. That was
the reason for the real petty bourgeois aroma spread by the
Katz affair. )

How was it possible to really take Katz seriously for a
Left Wing revolutionary? Ten minutes conversation would
have been sufficient to convince any one that he was a
petty bourgeois gome mad. Comrade Engel! I address myself
to you and tell you quite plainly that every worker who
leans towards the side of Katz or Korsch, is lost to the
proletarian revolution. You must impress it upon your minds,
that a ‘Party’ which organised individuals of the Katz
type would not even be a K. A. P. D, but a cancat’ure of
aK. A.P.D....” (K. A. P. D. = Commmiunist Workers’ Party
of Germany. Ed.)

He was completely right!

But it is not the “workers” but a “worker” like Maslov who
is now plotting a conspiracy against the Party with the renegade
Korsch? That cannot be tolerated. The Leit Wing workers will
see that Korsch and Maslov are leading them directly to Kautsky,
directly to the bourgeoisie.

The Social Democratic leaders are already losing the ground
under their feet. Many workers journey to Russia, see the truth
and go Left. Now an attempt is being made to get the Left
Communist workers to take up the standpoint of Noske. The
Social Democratic leadership is not in a position to say that
everything is going to rack and ruin in Russia. For this reason
it sets up the perverse and false perspective that in Russia
capitalism is winning the upper hand. o

Heine once said: “A muzzled dog barks through his hind-
quarters. Roundabout thinking poisons the air still worse by
perfidiousness of expression.”

Workers! Be on your guard against this barking!

FOR THE UNITY OF THE C. P. §. U.

The Party and the Opposition Block.
: By N. Bukharin.
1L

The Ideological Differences Between the Party and the
QOpposition.

After this brief sketch of our preseni position, we pass on
to the questions raised in part in the C. C. Plenum by the
comrades of the opposition, in part outside of the Plenum
in connection with the work of the Plenum, or appearing il
the utterance of other oppositional writers, journalists, theore-
ticians, and political economists, 1 shall classify remarks on
the questions in accordance with the main problems conironting
our Party at the present time, from the correct estimation of
which our policy, our political standpoint, and the conclusions
which we as leaders of the policy of the Party must draw for
ihe imumediate future from the present situation, depend at the
present time,

Economic Policy in its Relations to the Industrialisation of the
Country.

I shall first deal wit hthe problem which I should like
to name the problem of economic policy in its connection to
industrialisation. I shall endeavour, though briefly, to dissec
those theses of the oppositional comrades which express in
their totality the system of the views of the opposition and
their economic platiorm, and to compare these with the stand-
point oi the whole Party,

The first thesis advanced by ihe opposition is the assertion
that our industry is retrogressing, and that the disproportion
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between agriculture and city industry is increasing, to the
detriment of city industry. I settled with this thesis to a great
extent in my imnroductory remmarks. It is characteristic of an
opposition to paint the srtuation in exaggeratedly dark oolors,
but there shouid be limits to this process. However, the com-
rades of the opposition maintain that our industry is falling
behind agricidture, that it is not developing so rapidly as agn-
culture, and that the policy pursued by our Party and the
policy of the mmajority of the C. C. are to blame for this.

As early as 1923, during the discussion on the price policy,
our Central Committee was acoused of so acting that industry
remained backward as compared with agriculture, and in parti-
cular it was accused of a price policy detracting froms the
necessary growth of our industry. But you will remember,
comrades, that facts have confuted these acousations. During the
first economic year following the discussion of 1923, our industry
made a spring forward of 60%. In the following year there
was another advance of 40%. Our industry developed with
amazing rapidity. This thesis of retrogression. in .industry is
based in the first place on incorrect figures. At the beginning
of this report I put the question in a positive form, and you
have seen that the fotal balance is undoubtedly in favour of
the growth of industry as compared with agriculture.

he second thesis advanced by the opposition in the sphere
of economic politics, in their relation to the industrialisation
of the ocountry, is the thesis that we must now carry on a
greatly intensified industrial policy, this to be accomplished in
the first place by increasing the prices of our industrial pro-
ducts. Comrade Pyatakov, speaking in the Plenum on behalf
of the opposition, spoke in favour of a rise in the factory prices
of our .industrial products, the rise fo be actuated by our state
economic organs; in his opinion this is one of the measures
which has to be taken. These comrades are of the opinion that
it would lead to a more intensive industrialisation of the country
it we ‘were to pursue a policy excluding reductions in prices,
and aiming rather at increased prices for the products of
our industry, and even at higher wholesale and factory prices.

We believe this policy to be entirely ‘wrong, and we cannot
agree o its pursuance. One reason, why we cannot accede to
it is the fact that a rise in the prices of our industrial products,
consumed as these are for the most part in the towns, would
involve a change in real wages, so that such a rise would
endanger us both with regard to wages and with regard to the
stability of the currency. And we cannot accede to this policy,
because it would not only fail fo help us to overccme the main
evil of our .indusirial organisation, the ewvil of bureaucracy,
the evil of unwieldliness, of enormous cosls entailed both in
the industries themselves and in the trade apparatus, the evil
of irrational organisation of work, but it would make it even
mare difficult for us to rectify another category of our sins,
those represented by the weakest points of our industry. Were
we to accustesn our industry and our economic organs to a
higher price policy just at “this juncture, then our economic
functionanies would not move a finger towards the improvement
of the whole organisation itself, towards the diminuition of un-
productive tasks, and for ratiomal working arrangements, de-
creased working expenses, reduction of costs of production, im-
provement of quality, etc.

Every monopoly runs a cerfain danger of rusting, of resting
on ifs laurels. The private capitalist and private owner is oon-
stantly being spurred onward by competition; if Peter works
badly and has great working expenses, whilst Paul manages at
less expense, then Paul beats Peter. But if we, who have practi-
cally all big industry in our hands, who have a state super-
monopoly and own all essentials, do pot stimulate the leading
staff of our industry to cheapen production, and to produce on
more rational lines, then indeed we have arrived at the pre-
requisite stage for the rusting of our industry on the basis
of its monopoly. That which is actualised by competition (which
does not exist, or exists in a very slight degree among us) in
4 capitaiist state, we must attain by comscious pressure under
the impetus of the needs of the masses: produce better and
cheaper, supply better goods, supply cheap goods!

But if our price policy deviates from this principle, then
we shall not fulfil Lenin’s behest that our industry is to supply
the peasant with cheaper goods than capitalism has dome; we
are more likely to find ourselves in a position in which the
workers, and a thousand times more the peasants, will say to
us: “What has been the object of the whole matter, if your

econamics lead to higher prices for your industrial products?
You understand nothing of economics.” - .

We must prove in actual practice that we understand econo-
mics very well indeed, and miust thus devote our main attention
to a policy of steady reductions im prices, ‘actualised by re-
ducing the costs of production and by creating befter order in
our state economic machinery. | stated, above, when analysing
the question of private ecomosmics, that the private capitalist
comtrives {0 keep his capital in quicker circulation, that his
working expenses are lower, that he works with greater thrift
efc. and that our apparatus is  unwieldy, ‘gat its capital circu-
lates slower, that its working costs are endrmous etc. This de-
presses us. If we are not to stand aside before the capitalist,
and if we are to make progress ourselves, to improve the
quality of our products, to cheapen our goods, to develope the
economic alianmce with the peasantry, then we must exert our
wimost endeavours for the reduction of prices, not for their

increase. .
The opposition is of the opinion that its policy of higher

prices would ensure more rapid growth for industry, but we
are of the opinion that this view is entirely wrong, an illusion,
a seli-deception. The policy of high and rising prices would
lead on the contrary to stagnation and rust in our industry.
Our industry would rest on its laurels and trust in being able
to cover everything out of the state exchequer. It would do
nothing for ifs advancement, for its development, or for the
attainment of a position as progressive technical and economic
factor in our economics.

The third thesis which must be analysed in connection with
this, or must at least be mentioned, is the thesis of the danger
threatening us from private capital. 1 dealt with this thesis in
my introductory remarks. [ assumed the most favourable esti-
mates on private oapitalist profits to be correct, and am con-
fident of having proved that even these most favourable cal-
culations show no signs of that threatened private capitalist
danger which is supposed to be hanging over our heads.

Te fourth thesis, finally, advanced by the comrades of the
opposition, is the assertion that our state organs are almost
completely degenerated, that they have become entirely detached
from the masses, and that the state, economic, trade union, and
co-operative organs, as also the Party organs and above all
the state economic organs, are joining forces with the NEP.-men,
the kulaks (rich peasantry), etc. To this I must observe: It is
true that through the fault of our bureaucracy there is a tendeacy
to such degeneration among us; this cannot be coniested. But
we must contest with the utmost decision and energy the
suggestion that our state industry is already degenerated, that
it no longer represents the industry of the working dlass. This
is an assertion tfowards which the oppositional comrades are
steering, and théy have very nearly ventured to express it
outright,

. Our industry is the state socialist industry of the werkiug
class, but it has fallen a victim to the bureaucratic spirit. This
is our definition. The fight against bureaucracy must therefore
form one of our leading tasks, and here we must unfold ever
increasing energy. But still we are very far fram a position
which would justify the comrades of the opposition in advancing

such a thesis, )

The Peasantry Question.

This is how matters stand with regard to the first problem —
the problem of economic policy in its relations to the industria-
lisation of our country. I now pass to the second problem, one
of most decisive importance: to the protlem of the peasantry,
and to the economic aspect of this praoblem.

When we attack this question first from its theoretical side,
one point stands forth conspicuously, and I draw your attention
to it because it represents, so to speak, the springboard from
which the “New Opposition” takes its leap when solving this
or that question in connection with the peasantry. This is the
manner in which private capital and peasantry are identified
with ome another, and agricultural economics confused with
capitalist economics. Private econontics are regarded as identical
with private capitalist economics, and there 1s a lack of com-
prehension of the fact that there can be such a thing as non-
capitalist private undertakings. The discussion at the XIV. Party
Congress dealt with all this. but it has not been so completely
formulated until now.

Y™
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) 1 must first of all draw your attention to a thearetical com-
pilation of all oppositional proposals, ideas, assertions, theses,
etc., to comrade Preobrashensy’s book “On the New Economy”.
Here the economics of our country are regarded as follows:
On one side we have state econamics, on the other private
economics, and nothing besides. Private capitalist econommcs, the
economics of the small peasantry, and every kind of private
economic undertaking — among the poor peasantry, the middle
peasantry, etc. — are all thrown together.

1t need scarcely be emphasised that this standpoint is entirely
wrong. When Lenin asked “Who is going to defeat whom?”,
we the capitalists or the capitalists us, he put the question from
the viewpoint of: ‘Who is going to win over the peasantry?
Shall we win over the main mass of the peasantry, or will the
capitalists do it? In Lenin’s conceptions the peasantry played
chiefly the role of an object subject to the influences of the
onposing class forces. And when we put the question of “Who
is going to defeat whom?”, the answer will be essentially

acided by the question of who succeeds in drawing over the
peasaniry to his side, for the struggle between the working
class and the capitalist is a struggle for the peasaniry. It is
thus entirely absurd, and flatly contradicts Lenin’s standpoint,
when private capitalist economics are identiied with agri-
cultural ecomomics in all their various strata.

This brings us to the second question of this series of
peasantry problems: the question of “pumping over” means
from agricultural sources, and from private economic under-
takings, into industry and into state ecomomics. This is no
simple question. It is perfectly. clear .that our state industry
cannot obtain the means for its expansion solely from the work
done by the working class within this state industry itsel, and
that it must necessarily draw on tbe nom-industrial reservoir
for the means to support and expand industry. One of the
resources upon which we must draw, is the peasantry. The
peasantry must take its share in helping the state to build up
a socialist state of industry, and thus the tax revenues, the indu-
strial profits on the goods which we sell to the peasantry, and
other various revenues, are drawn fo a certain extent from the
peasantry.

1t would be entirely wrong o say industry should develope
solely upon what is produced within this industry itself. On
the contrary, the whole question is: How much can we take
away from the peasantry, to what extent and by what methods
can we accomplish the pumping over process, what are the
limits of the pumping over, and how shall we calculate in order
1 arrive at lavourable results? This is the question. Here lies
the difference between us and the opposijon, a difference which
may be defined by saying that the comrades of the opposition
are in favour of an immoderate amount of pumping over, and
are desirous of pufting so severe a pressure upon the peasantry
that in our opinion the result would be economically irrational
and politically unallowable,. We do not in the least hold the
standpomt that we are against this pumping over, but our
calculations are more sober, we confine ourselves to measures
economiically and politically adapted to their purpose.

H we look at the matler with the eyes of comrade Preo-
brashensky and a number of other comrades who do not notice
the difference between private capitalist economics and peasantry
econcmics. then it is only natural that anxiety as to the limits
to be observed appears to be entirely superfluous, since we
deprive the private capitalist of everything which we possibly
can and only perimit his continued existence as a possible milch-
cow for the future. But we cannot adopt the same attitude to.
wards the peasantry as to the private capitalists. We cannot find
a common formula applicable alike to the middle peasant, the
rich farmer. and the poor of the villages, as comrade Preobra-
shensky would like to do. This is not the right way to put the
question. Theoretical standpoints such as this lead us to different
conclusions in practical politics as in other things.

The opposition proposes: Sell as dearly as possible. In
selling goods at higher prices to the peasant, you are taking
more from him. “Take more!” — this is the whole wisdom ot
the opposition. The formulation laid down by one ot the com-
tades of the opposition. comrade Ossovsky, in an article which
we published as discussion article in the *“Bolshevik”, consists
oi the statement that we are now 1taking less from the peasantry
S the Czar did. We should take more, and all evils will vash
o among us. But we must not judge like this. not merely

because it would be inconsisient with our policy with respect
10 the peasants, but because it is incorrect from the standpoint
of economic adaptedness to purpose, it is a naive illusion, a
self-deception. It is ridiculous to suppose that our industry
could develope with maximum rapidity uader such circum-
stances.

. Let us take a rough example. This year we could take ten
times as much from the peasants as we are actually doing, and
invest this in industry. But what would happen next year? Next
year our agriculture would be worth nothing, we should have
no raw materials, no cotton, no export grain, etc. At the same
time industry receives an enormous influx of capital, everything
which we can possibly squeeze out of the peasants. It would
be nonsense to believe that this would secure the most rapid
speed possible in the development of industry; obviously the first
result would be a narrowing down of our markets, an absence
of buyers.

I have chosen a rough example intentionally, but it serves to
show that the maximum speed of developmient of our industry
is by no means ranteed by the maximum sum extracted from
the peasantry. The matter is not so simple as all that. 1f we
take less today, we thereby promote accumuiation in agriculture,
and ensure for ourselves a greater demand tomorrow for the
products of our industry. 1f we secure higher gains for
agriculture, this will enable us to take more next year than we
could last. We thus secure for ourselves a still greater increase
of revenue for the followinmg year, and this revemue we can
employ in our industry. This policy naturally involves a some-
what slower rate of spead this year, but will be compensated tater
by a rapid rise in' the curve of our development. But if we adopt
the policy of the opposition, we fly to a high summit of capital
investment during the first year, only 1o fall the more inevitaby,
and probably with a very abrupt drop. We can by no means
guarantee our progress by these means. The policy pursued by
the C. C. is adapted to the actualisation of our iandustrial
development. The pelicy recommended by the opposition would
not only plunge us into a series of political difficulties, but
would refard and destroy the speed of progress of industry.

Now to the third question, which 1 have already discussed
in my positive consideration of the situation The comrades_of
the opposition exaggerate most frightfully the difierentiation
within the peasantry, and thus they constantly tend to fall into
the mistake of ignoring the middle peasant; they devote too
little attention to the question of the uplift of the middle pea-
santry, to the questior of the co-operatives, etc. In connection
with “this aspect of the peasant question they have further failed
to grasp the problem of the transformation to be undergome
in the economtics of the peasantry, the problem of the guidance
of the peasants into other systems of work and other paths of
development, their guidance into socialist methods through the
agency of the co-operatives, and through the growing In-
fluence of the organs of the proletarian dictatdrship on the
economics of the middle peasantry. This question plays an
extremely important part in our discussion. It is expressed int
various combinations, forms the basis of various differences,
and remains one of those fundamental bones of contention bet-
ween the great majority of the C .C. and the leaders of the oppo-
sition.

The Social Character of the Soviet State.

Let us now turn to the third problem. the problem of the
power and the diclatorship of the proletariat, and the policy
of the proletarian dictatorship within our country. You may
perhaps ask: Has this question then become a matter of con-
tention in our Party? And yet it is true; the opposition has
made even this question a atter of contention. Even in this
question it has begun to express its doubts in a series of attacks
and assertions. At first it was only the character of our socialist
industry which was made the subject of doubt, then came the
doubt as to the correctness of our 1tactics in the peasantry
question. and now the character, the class character of our Soviet
power in our country is being questioned. This is another siep
in the development of the oppositional idea, another step away
trom the true Leninist standpoint.

Comrade Trotzky, in one of his speeches at the Plenum
of the C. C.. advanced the thesis of the “extremely non-prole-
tarian character” of the Soviet power existing in our country.
When the peasant question came under discussion, in connection
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with the results of the elections, the opposition stated that we
are threatened by a deviation in the direction of the rich
peasantry, and demanded decisive intervention on the part of
the Party, in order to prevent any further shifting in a state
already far from: proletarian.

It must be observed that the idea that our state is not a
workers’ state, that it is no longer the state of proletarian
dlcia;forsh'lp, is gaining continual ground in oppositional circles.
It might be thought that this sentence simply escaped from com-
rade Trotzky in the heat of discussion. This is possible; but in
tpls case it would have been his duty to withdraw the asser-
tion afterwards. This was fthe more necessary that 1 drew
attention, in my speech at the Plenum of the C. C., to this
sentence, as something entirely foreign to us.

. I repeat that it is possible for comrade Trotzky to have made
this assertion in the heat of the discussion. But this sentence
does not stand alone. An article will appear in the next number
of the “Bolshevik”, by comrade Ossovsky of the opposition. I
have already made mention of another article of his in the
“Bolshevik”, in which he maintained that we should not by
any means take less from the peasants than Czarism and the
landowners took. Comrades, you must accord rmore attention to
this question, for you will weil be able to grasp that the question
oi the character of our:state power is to us the central question.

Have we a proletarian dictatorship. or have we not? All other

questions decidedly depend on this one, for if we have no pro-
lefarian diotatorship, this proletarian dictatorship must be ac-
tualised. And then we have to clear out of the way every ob-
stacle hampering the realisation of this .proletarian dictatorship.

.Comrade Ossovsky writes: -

“It would be well for us at the present moment to
recollect the words spoken by comrade Lenin at the session
of the communist fraction of the VIII. Soviet Congress. He
said that our state is not a workers’ state,'but a workers’
and peasants’ state. It is only now, six years later, that it
becomes comprehensible why comrade Bukharin is by no
means able to draw the conclusions rising from the fact
that owr state is no workers’ state, but a workers’ and
peasants’ state. The Lenin view of the workers’ and peasants’
state assimmes a certain inevitable distance between this state
and the state consisting of the proletariat and fo a certain
extent of the peasantry. The attempts to ignore the ine-
vitable distance between the workers’ and peasants’ state
and the proletariat are likely to be disastrous to the pro-

letarian revolution.” -

This, translated into ordinary language, means: We have
no proletarian dictatorship, our state is not a workers’ stafe,
but 2 workers’ and peasants’ state; the proletariat must however
defend its interests, and musf thus oppose to a certain extent this
workers’ and peasants’ state. Thus, if the proletarian Party wants
to remain a proletarian Party, it must contend to some degree
against the Sowviet power. One thing must be said first of all,
that it is becoming the fashion to try and find support in Lenin’s
authority for all kinds of nonsense,, and those who do this,
think it is going to cost them nothing, and that they may practise
this art as long as they choose. : ‘

Here comrade QOsesovsky directs his fire upon me. Lenin
asped the fact that our state is a workers’ and peasants’ state.
ukharin fails to grasp.it. And since Bukharin is well known

fo be an adherent of the majority of the C.C. it is only natural
that the C.C. comprehends nothjng of this question, and is thus
pursuing a policy which, as comrade Ossovsky points out, can
become extremely disastrous from the standpoint of proleiarian
revolution. First of all, 1 must challenge the testimony, and
utterly reject this reference to comrade Lenin as witness, or
rather, I myself call upon him as witness, in order {o prove that
comrade Ossovsky is entirely in the wrong, and that his stand-
point leads in reality to conclusions disastrous {o proletarian
revolution, ) . ‘

The following was written by comrade Lemin (Complete
works. Vol. 18/1, in the articte: “The crisis i the Party”, page 33,
Russian) with reference to the trade union discussion:

“When dealing with the discussion of 30. December, I
must correct an error of mine. I said that: ‘Our state is in
reality not a workers’ state, but a workers’ and peasanis’
state’. Comrade Bukharin at once interpolated: *‘What kind
of a state?’. In reply I referred fo the VIII. Soviet Congress

then just concluded. Now, when reading the report on the
discussion, 1 see that [ was wrong, and ocomrade Bukharin
right. 1 should have said that: ‘The workers’ state is an
abstraction, and yet we have in reality a workers’ state,
but firstly with the peculiarity that it is not the proletarian
but the peasant population “which preponderates in the
country,” and secondly it is a workers’ state accompanied
by ‘bureaucratic’ distortion’.”

This is surely periectly clear, and comrade Ossovsky ought
to have known that Lenin wrote this. Lenin here states directly,
when speaking of the character of the state power: “We have a
workers’ government, but the peasantry is in the majority in the
country”. Right! “We have a workers’ state, but acoontpanied
by bureaucratic distortion”. Right! Thus our proletarian dictator-
ship, our workers’ state, has the peculiarities of working in an
agricultural country and of having its state apparatus burdened
with various bureaucratic aberrations.

This is perfectly true. But what is thé class character of the
state? It is a workers’ state. To state that our state is not a
workers’ state, that it is already semi-bourgeois, is to assert that
our state is already in a comdition of degeneration, and to throw
doubts upon the existence of the proletarian dictatorship in our
country. And where comrade Ossovsky says this in so many
words in a printed essay, comrade Trotzky expresses ithe same
in his sentence on the “extremely nom-proletarian character of
our state.” If this really were the case, it would be a very serious
matter indeed. Jf we really had no proletarian dictatorship, then
we should bave to pursue a very different line, and our Party,
in. so far as it is. a proletarian- Party, would obviously place
questions on the agenda aiming at a radical purging of the
present Soviet power. Could it be otherwise? This is the first

thesis. '
The Rumour of the Bureaucratic Degeneration of the Soviets.

This brings us to the thesis of the degeneration of our
whole state apparatus, and of the deviation of our policy, and
iof the policy of the present Soviet state, fromi the interests of the
ibroad proletarian masses. Comrade Kamenev has declared in

iso many words:

“The line you take is departing from the line of pro-
letarian revolution, and is deserting more and more the
interests of the broad proletarian masses.”

This is entirely in harmony with the idea that “our state has
an extremely non-proletarian character”, and with Ossovsky’s
assertion- that we have no workers’ state. It harmonises entirely
with the whispers and rumours on the degeneration of the Soviet
ipower at present occupying so much of the time of “pro-new-
Soviet” (“Smyenovyekhovzy”) elements and various other liberal
opponents of our policy. The opposition has pointed out that
the numerous bureaucratic groups in our state apparatus are
complemented by the equally numerous bureaucratic groups in

the economic organs, the co-operatives, the trade unions, etc.
It would thus seem that the whole of the groups comiposing our

apparatus have practically nothing in commmon with the interests
of the broad masses. . N

We have been believing in our simplicity that our Party
is the vanguard of the proletariat; but now it turns out that
it is a bureaucratic clique entirely detached from the masses.
We believe the Soviet power to represent a form of the dictator-

ship of the proletariat, but it appears that all we have is an
extremely non-proletarian state, headed by a completely declassed

caste. The logical continuance of this train of thought is bound
to lead sooner or later to the idea of the overthrow of the Soviet
power — it can Jead nowhere else. ) .

- And I repeat: Were I personally convinced that the situation
among us has reached a point at which we have no longer a
dictatorship of the working class, and we are being ruled by
an oligarchy detaching itself from the interests of the broad
masszs, then my only conclusion would be that of Kautsky:
Overthrow of the ruling power. Our comrades of the opposition
have not yet reached this logical conclusion, and are not likely to.
I for my part believe that the “God” of the Bolsheviki will yet
stay their steps in time, and this will be an excellent thing from
the standpoint of the interests of the Party. But we should be
very dense indeed if we did not comprehend that this remarkable
ideclogical development takes a straight line in this directiofl.

N
— T e



R

982

International Press Correspqugnce‘

No. ¥

The Rumour of the Submerging of the Soviets in the
Peasant Petty Bourgeoisie.

There is another assertion of the opposition which tends in
the same direction, the thesis that whilst our upper stratum, the
Party, the Soviet power, the state and economic organs, are all
submerged in a bureaucracy opposed to the interests of the
working class, at the same time our subordinate Soviet organs
are being submerged in the peasant petty bourgeoisie. The
comrades take the election results and say: “Look, there are
peasants in the village Soviets, and there will be more and
more of them here — this is the way in which the Soviets are
being vitalised”. The upper stories of our building are being
flooded by a bureaucratic clique, the lower stories by the petty
bourgeoisie, and nothing but complete catastraphe is to be
seen on both sides. The two waves will closz over our hands
and 'we shall suffocate.

This thesis of the sutmerging of our village Soviets under a
flood of peasants is truly a pearl of creative thought on the part
of the new orposition. The oprosition appears to imagine it
possible to govern an agricultural country in such manner that
the working class non-existent in the village is still to maintain a
numerical ascendency. How can anyome imagine that the indu-
strial proletariat is to have the majority in the village Soviets?
Anyone who ocan arrive at such an idea must truly have a
cabbage in place of a head. (Applause.) .

Everyone in posscssion of even the most elementary po-
litical knowledge is aware that the Soviet power and the appa-
ratus of our Soviet state represent a special system actually
composed of several stories. No other than comrade Zinoviev
has often told us, with the greatest enthusiasm, that the non-
Party peasants should be induced to participate. To participate
in what? In the Soviets. Do we suffer from the fact that the
principle of vitalising the village Soviets has led to the election
of non-Party peasants to the Soviets? 1 am of the opinion that
we do not suffer in the least from this. Where is the laboratorium
in ‘which we convert the peasantry, overcome their individual
psycholegy, induce them to follow us, educate them to co-operate
with us in the Soviets, and lead them on the proletarian and
socialist road? This is best done in the Soviets. And now we
are told that the peasant is to bte forced into a dark room —
he may learn over the wireless. This is nonsense. We convert
the peasant by actual practice, we induce him to follow our
lead. to help us to secure the proletarian line.

The structure of our Soviet machinery is as follows: There
ar2 cworeme, middle. and sutordinate organs. At the top there
is a very p{)zweriul cadre, working under the leadership of
cur orcieiarian Party, and composed in the main of Party
members. The further we proceed downwards, the more non-
Party rparticipators we find, and in the villages we find the
stricture supported by non-Party peasants who have hastened
to cur aid. We gradually introduce the non-Party peasants, who
renresent a petty bourgeois stratum, into the lower stories. We
are secure in our firm proletarian leadership, and influence the
peasants in our own way, introduce them inlo our system of
work, teach them to work in the new way, and induce them
to take part in the work of socialist construction. In this way
the peasantry is guided by the proletariat. And when we admit
the peasantry into the lower stories of the Soviet power, this
'S a necessary prarequisite towards the guidance of the peasantry
by the proletariat.

We may take another example of the same kind, but from
the experience of another country, for the purpose of refuting
the clever assertions of our remarkahle oovposition. There is
England for instance. England too has carried on imperialist war.
A« is generallv known, Lloyd George, a tourgeois prime minister,
admitted Henderson to his cabinet as representative of the wor-
king class and the trade unions. The same kind of thing has
occurred in other countries. Now tell me this: is there a single
Marxist who ¢an maintain that at that time the English state was
a bourgeois proletarian state just because Henderson was in the
gcvernment? It need not be said that such an assertion would
be absolute idiocy. You know who made this assertion. It was
the opportunists. They said: Now, Henderson is a minister, and
since he is a minister, this signifies a fresh epoch in the develop-
ment of capitalism; the workers share the power, and we have
no longer a bourgeois imperialist state. but something quite
differemt. The proletarian dictatorship is being judged by the
arpositon essentially in the same manner.

When Lloyd George admitted Henderson into his cabinet,
England did not cease for a2 moment to be a bourgeois imperialist
state. Why? For a very simple reason. Because the bourgeoisie
had sought out Henderson aud his like for the purpose of trans-
forming the ideology of the working class, and making the
workers amenable o bourgeois ideology. Henderson fulfilled
the task set him by the bourgeoisie. The bourgeoisie was enabled
to take the working class in tow for the time being, and thus
the nomination of Henderson as minister was the line on which
the tcurgeoisie drew the working class behind it, without
altering the class character of their bourgeois power by a hair’s
breadth, They simply took their class antagonist in fow.

But in cur case the greater part of the peasantry is not our
class enemy, it is our ally, and when we admit these peasants
into the apparatus of our state administration, and thus induce
them to follow as, then it is surely a remarkable state of mind
which can maintain {hat, because we do this, we have no workers’
state, but some schismatic petty bourgeois two-class state, efc.
and that therefore we have to conclude it to be our duty to
protect the purely proletarian ranks against the Soviet state.

The root of the theoretical error of the oprosition lies in
the fact that these comrades fail to understand that the prole-
tarian dictatorship must admit its dass allies to the organs of
the dictatorship if it is to convert these allies to its standpoint,
to guide them, and to lead them amto the socialist path in the
interests of what was to Lenin the supreme principle of the
proletarian dictatorship, i. e. of the alliance between the working
class and the peasantry. ‘

This it the real definition of the standpoint. And if the
existence of a proletarian dictatorship in our country is doubted
because we have no industrial proletariat in the villages and in
the village Soviets, because we have no industrial proletarians
in our organs in places where not even a magnifying glass can
discover a proletarian at all, then this simply means that the main
task incumbent upon the proletarian dictatorship, the task of
inducing the poor peasantry and the great mass of the middle
peasantry to take part in the work of actualising a socialist state
of society, has not been properly grasped. This lack of com-
prehension is a striking example of that lack of faith in the
possibility of the actualisation of socialism in our country, of
that lack of understanding for the methods towards this actuali-

sation, ‘which was discussed in such decisive terms at the
XIV. Party Congress.

The Results of the Election Campaign.

In this connection I must say a few words on the recent
Sovie; election campaign.

The last election campaign is the first which we have carried
out withcut recourse to administrative pressure. We have applied
new methods for the first {ime, and have transferred our pre-
ponderant attention to gaining the convictions of the voters
and to exercising an ideological influence cver them, and thus
the various strata to whom our constitution accords the suffrage,
enjoyed a greater amount of freedom at this eleciion. What was
the result of the elections? The result was that in the villages
the proportion of ccmumunists elected was lessened, and that
elements have thus been admitted to the village Soviets, amd in
part to the city Soviets, which have hitherto been practically
suppressed. This circumstance has given our opposition the
opprortunity fo maintain that this is evidence of our becoming
submerged in the petty bourgeoisie, and that the pressure put
upon us by the petty bourgeoisie is here expressed by the
machine of state slipping from-the proletarian rails. :

To this the follawing may be observed: In the first place very
manv comrades have observed the following in the provinces:
If there have been fcwer commumists elected to the village
Soviets than at the last election (and in manv places this is
doubtless the case), those ccmmunists who thave been elected
this time, are svpported bv the whole village, whilst hitherto
thay have only bteen nominally elected. and in actual fact they
were simply aprointed, and rossessed no authority among the
villagers. It is true that there were more communists last time:
but these communists had no contact with the masses and did
not lead the masses. But at the present moment, when we are
drawing the total balance of our Soviet elections, we mav con-
fidently stzte that even where only a small praportion of com-
munists have been elected to the lower stories of our Soviet
building, this does not signify any weakening ol our growth,
but is rather an expression cf our growth, the proof that we



983

International Press Correspondence

are basing our leadership upon ideological conviction. One com-
munist backed up by his whole village is worth ten communists
standing alone.

Every great manoeuvre, and every considerable change of
course, incurs expenses and renders a regrouping necessary.
When we declared at the XIV. Party Conference that a re-
grouping had becomz necessary, some of our comrades lost
their heads. They did not know what to do. Some abandoned
their own Party opinions and yielded to the pressure exercised
by others. Other again completely lost their bearings and and
did not know which way to turn. The real regrouping did not
begin until after a considerable time. It is true that we have
admitted a great number of peasants into the peasant Soviets
without bringing them everywhere sufficiently under our influence
at the same time. This has been our minus. We have not been
able to rearrange our ranks with sufficient speed, but still we
had to take the first step in this direction, we had to change
our course in order to advancz more rapidly upon the new
path. There is really nothing terrible about this. Our ranks now
rearranged, we are now beginning to influence fresh masses
hitherto not quite within our reach.

At one time Comrrade Zinoviev proposed that non-party con-
ferences should be held, and a newspaper published for the non-
Party peasants fraction, whilst Comrade Sokolnikov demanded
the legalisation of the Menshevists and of the S. R. They made
these proposals when they felt the ground somewhat .insecure
veneath their feet. They were prepared to abandon any position
because the villages actually were grumbling against the Soviet
power at that time. But when we make a carefully calculated
evolution, calmly and collectedly, without fearing anything, and
strictly calculating the proportions, then they shriek that we
are slipping down. We are not slipping down, we are establi-
shing the proletarian dictatorship more firmly, and tomorrow
we shall establish it more firmly still, if we do not deviate from
the line which we are now Iollowing, but pursue a correct

policy. ) .
In concluding my remarks on the problem of our power, I

repeat and emphasise that even if the opposition had no doubts
on the class character of our power at the tiume of the
XIV. Party Congress, there is now an undeniable tone of doubt,
of scepticismn, of disbelief in the .proletarian character of our

power.

From the Idea of Freedom for Groups — to the Idea of Political
Demrocracy in the whole Country.

-1 now pass on the fourth problem, the problem of Party
mechanism in the system of the proletarian dictatorship. You
are aware that up to now we Leninists have regarded the unity
and coherence of our Party as the first prerequisite for the
maintenance and firmer establishment of the proletarian dictator-
ship. We Leninists have always imagined that the proletarian
dictatorship can only be secure in our country, if our Party
Flays its role properly, and when this Party is in the first
place the sole party in our country, that is, when the legal
existence of other parties is made impossible, and in the second
place the Party is consistent in its structure, that is, represents
a structure excluding any independent and autonomous groups,
imactions, organised currents, efc.

I shall not remind you, Comrades, of the expenditure of
energy, the many words and the many gestures, which we have
witnessed from Comrade Zinoviev, from this very platform, in
his efiorts to demonstrate this elementary Leminist truth. And
now this has all changed at one blow. Now the whole opposition,
the whole oppositional block — Trotzky, Kamenev, Zinoviev,
Krupskaya, etc. — demands freedom for fractions within the
Party. The first signal for this change of iront was given by

de Zinoviev from the platform of our XIV. Party Congress.
As you will knaw, Comrade Zinoviev declared on this occasion
that we should call upon all former oppositional groups to
share the leadership of the Party. This germ has since developed,
ot merely into a bud, but into a full blown, if pot parti-
cularly sweet smelling and aromatic flower. (Laughter.)

It must be observed that if the opposition now insists on
having our Party reconstructed on a basis permitting a freedom
o form groups and fractions, some of the comrades of the
OPposition are arriving at conclusions of which we must take
careful note if we want to know which way the wind is
biowing. Comrade Ossovsky, of whom we have already spoken

as a merber of the opposition, pronounces the following
judgment in the article quoted: In our country there is no unity
of economic interests. The working class has its interests,
and the peasant class has its interests, differing somewhat.
And then there are private capitalists in the Union, again a
third group of interests. But we have only one Party. And if
we have only one Party, and will not legalise other parties, then
we must arrange matters so that there can be elements within
our Party itself who represent capitalist interests. I am telling
you all this in my own words, but comrade Ossovsky writes

in a learned language as follows:

“The positive solution of this question (that is, the
question of the unity of our Party) would not be difficult if
we had not to prove the possibility of the unity of a party
not the only legal one”. (That is, if there were other parties
as well.) “We should then be the sole ruling Party, but not
the only party in the country. It is a much more complicated
Tatter to prove the possibility of absolute unity in the sole
legal party in a country containing extremely multitudinous
economic tendencies. No-one denies that our economics
include spheres in which capitalist spirit of enterprise could

play a positive rdle. In this case the Party, remaining a |

united and sole party, has 1o actually protect all the interests
in the country, including those of capitalist enterprise.”

These are the super-clever theoretical arguments with which
Comrade Ossovsky seeks to justify the demand for freedom to
form fractions. If you want to one party only in the country,
he says, and there are various interests t0 be considered, then
strive fo give “freedom” to those who protect the interests of
the rich peasantry and the capitalists. It is difficult to defend
the interests of the rich peasantry and the capitalists within thz2
confines of our Party constitution. Let us open the door, and
you will have a fraction of NEP.-men, a fraction of the petty
bourgeoisie, and all 'this together will be called the C. P. S. U.
Then the dictatorship will flourish in our country, for then the
Party will correspond to a workers’ and peasants’ state. Strictly
speaking, we could go even further in the same direction.
Presently he will be saying: “Workers’, Peasants’ and NEP.-
men’s State”. Then everything will be in the best of order.
Workers’-Peasants’-NEP~men’s State, Workers’-Peasants’-NEP.-
men’s Party, one sole Party in the whole country, and everything
in perfect order. (Laughter.) You will now understand what lies
at the bottom of all this. The_{ractional groups in our Party
are naturally based upon various social currents, and if we
permit the formation of fractional groups, if we permit the
existence of fractions, then the next stage will be nothing more
nor less than the legalisation of other parties.

An example: There is a Medvedyev fraction, whose stand-
point_has been made known 10 you in an article published in
the “Pravda”. (See “Inprecorr” Vol 6., Nr. 54, 20th July 1926,
p- 904. “The Right Danger in our Party”.) Comrade Medvedyev
demands that our state industry be placed in the hands of the
concession capitalists, and that the Comintern and the R.L.L. U.
be liquidated; he demands immediate affiliation to the Amsterdam
International; he demands the cessation of all discussion on
the peasantry. for the neasantry is — the “dreary village”. This
is a well-developed Menshevist programme.

We are told that we should grant freedom to this legitimate
view. to this {raction. Do they not call themselves, seriously,
the “Workers’ Opnosition”? It does not matter that they want
to dissolve the Comintern and perform other revolutionary
wonders; all this signifies nothing if only they call themselves
fhe “Workers’ Opposition.” :

Let us assume that we permit the existence of these fractions,
and that our Partv includes a legally recognmised Medvedyev
fraction. Then the Menshevists would next corte to us and say:
We ask for nothing more, at present we only want what
Medvedyev wants: close the Comintern, destrov the Red Inter-
national of Labour Unions, pursue a policy of extensive con-
cessions, and ignore the peasant, for why should vou bother
with him. They would say to us: “Why will you not legalise us.
since there is already one such legal fraction in your Party?”
It is obvious that we should then have to legalise the Menshe-
vists. If we legalise such a fraction as this in the Party, we
legalise by this another party, and if we legalise another party.
then we are truly slipping down from the line of proletarian
dictatorship to the line of political democracy. That is, to the lin2
so long advocated by the Menshevists, by Kautsky, by the S.R.
and by many others of our political enzmies.

Yo "
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It is to be observed that 0],-[)0‘:1’1101131 circles seem to
to dally with the 1dea of two parties. This same .Ossovlsky
hat we shall have two parties in tthet }nrr;?edgr::
th which will call themselves conrmugist at Iirst:
e, will be in favour of withdrawal from the Ang\' o-
and will stand for a very ‘}:ultema\.ml:gnal
standpoint”, and another party which imagines that socialism
Z:;n b%oll!)luilt up in our coamtry_\,' alone, a sort of “national-com
munist” party. This entertaining of the idea of two parties has
already become extremely popular in oppositional circles. The

standpoint taken by the opposition on the freedom to form
groups

and fractions is one step on the road to this idea, which
in its actual essence is the idea of the justification of a split
in the Party.

This is in our opinion the fourth fundamental problem
dealt with at the Plenum of the C. C., and 1 believe that the
opposition has here t00 wandered completely irom the path of
the ABC. of Leninism with respect to the importance and
character of the Party in our country, and from the ABC. of
Lemin’s teaching on the organisatory character of our united

and sole Party.

party which wil
Russian Committee

Results and Conclusions.
In what Direction is the ldeology of the Opposition Developing?

Comrades, 1 mow come to the question which must have
occured to every one of you: In what direction is the ideology
of the opposition developing, what is its ideological marching
route, where is it going? 1 must refer once more to Medvedyev’s
standpoint, tut shall not repeat its outlines, as these are al-
ready well known to you.

It was not for nothing that the central organ of our Party
entifled its article against Medvedyev’s standpoint: “The Right
Danger in our Party”. Nobody with ordinary common sensc
can deny that the extreme Right is represented in our Party
by a group of the one-time Workers’ Opposition, for it ds
impossible to imagine a more extreme Right in the sphere of
international revolutionary politics than a standpoint im favour
of the liquidation of the Cemuntern, a standpoint which nawmes
the West Furopean Communist parties a “rabble of petty bour-
geos lackeys” living *‘on Russian gold”, which demands the
hquidation  of the Red International of Labour Unioms, the
ahandonment of cur sozialist industry to foreign capital, etc. This
standpoint inclines further to the Right than any other in our
Party, strictly speaking, it is ideologically already quite out-
side of our Pzrty. And we must never forget that the presemt
cnposition, which represents a block comprising various appo-
sitional currents, includes as one constituent the group around
comrade Medvedvev. The opposition has given us no sensible
reply to our repealed requests to turn aside from: the Medvedyev
standpoint, at least at the Plenum of the C. C., and join hands
with us for a determined attack upon it.

But this is not all: Abcut a vear ago a group of comrades
conmiissioned Comrade Zinoviev to write an article against a
leiter in which Medvedvev explained his viewpoint, and to
rublish this article n the names of a number of comrades.
Comrade Zinoviev did mot execute this commission. When he
was asked at the C. C. Plenum why he did not fulfif this duty,
he replied literalyy: “Since you are directing your fire against
the Leit. 1 did not think it suitable to attack the Left comrade
Medvedyev.” Tlrus Comrade Zinoviev regards the standpoint
ol comrade as a “Left” standpoint. Thus it would appear that,
it Medvedvev is of the “Leit”, then Comrade Zinoviev stands to
ihe Right of m. 1 do not know what is to be thought of this
logical cenclusion. In reality Comrade Zinoviev is of course
not Right of Comrade Medvedvev. This is happily not yet the
cise. brt i we revard the ideological position of the various
~apositional groups, objectively and  without consideration of
persons, we can find an ideotogical bridge connecting the com-
ponents of the oppositon dlock. ”

W hat does Medvedvev Write on the Pcasantry Question?

“It is dfoolisn™ — he writes, -~ 1o suppose that the
CCONGHIEC [OsIton of the smasll peasant can new be saved;
oS 'mu\n..m\; doomed 0 decay and 10 complete cx(cr:
miation. It is meie peiis bourgeois Ltopianism to believe
that thete € be auy unidt i poasant 2oonsmies.”

"o speak like this un
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. - e But
< is what we all said under the capitalist regime.
This is der the conditions jumx_s‘;le‘d ‘?)& .tt}gg p;:lo;
tarian dictatorship is to accept a standpoint widely ailier
th;‘tl‘_leninist. Co p;ade M4.advedyegcut co-mehs ngdthe ci?nsl_tlﬁlgen trhglf_
i i ubling a the “dreary” Vi .
there is no use in troubling e onym & e
“ fillage”. Why should we, real proletarians, trouble our-
sg::r);bfolut gﬁle “dre):'try villages” (or with the “stupid rabble”
in the Comintern)? Let us rather give our industry to the con-
ts, in order that we may eam a lew more

cession capitalis 2 eart
pence. Such is the weak, Haccid, trade unionist ocountenance

which peers forth from behind this platform. But when the

comrades of the new opposition maintain that the differentiation

in the peasantry has made such strides that the middie peasant
comes scarcely in question, or when Comtrade Preopragshenﬁy
fails 1o observe the difference between private capitalist and
peasant ecomomics, then we have here an undoubted ideological
relationship to Medvedyev. These two standpoints are not
identical, but they are ideologically related.

1i our opposition throws doubts on the socialist character
of our state industry, and Comrade Medvedyes attaches so little
importance to this socialist character of our industry that he
is prepared to abandanon this industry to the concession capi-
talists, this is the second bridge connecting the ideology of the
two groups.

If Comrade Medvedyev does not believe that we. have a
proletarian dictatorship, and is of the opinion that it is the task
of the proletarian organisation fo exercise pressure upon the
state, and at the same time we find other comrades of the
opposition letting slip such sentences as that on the “exiremely
non-proletarian charaoter” of our state, then we have here the
third ideological bridge between the group of oppositional com-
rades and the group around Comrade Medvedyev, which latter
group may be said to be leading the way as “vanguard” of
the whole oppositiomal block.

It Medvedyev believes that. our Party is rotlen. that it
has mum off the rails of proletarian policy, and Comrade Kamenev
asserts that our policy deviates from the interests of the broad
masses of the workers, again this ideological similarity forms
a bridge, the fourth uniting these two groups with one another.
All deviations begin in this manner and lead in their later de-
velopment to entirely anti-Bolshevist conclusions. This is where
the colleative opposition and the Medvedyev group are ideolo-
gically related. ’

_ We shall be told that the most far-reaching, revolting, and
evil-smelling proposition made by Medvedyev is that for the
liquidation of the Comintern, whilst there is nothing similar 1o
be found in either Zinoviev's or Trotzky’s utterances. This is
true, lor the present. We should be the first to thank destiny
were it to remain true for ever. But if the opposition continues
on its present path, it may still lead 1o such a crisis. Ossovsky
so often mentioned — an adherent of Comrade Trotzky -- has
ahl'eady hinted at this conclusion. He writes approximately as
follows: Our Party, the C.P. S.U., is exposed to the pressure
of various forms of economics, etc. (Here we must recolleat
\v_hat_ has already been said above on the representation ol ca-
pitalist eleiments.) Consequently it must renounce its role as feader
of the Conumnunist International.

Let us think this thought to its logical conclusion: 1f the
C.P. b..U.'does not renounce its role, this means that in no
case will it lead the Comintern further on the path of revolu-
tion. This means that ite “degeneration” will involve the de-
generation _of the Comintern. The ultra-Left in Germany are
already saving this today. Their conclusion is the necessity of
creating a 1V. International. What will our opposition say when
it maintains that our Party has fallen away from the line of
revolution, and vet it still remains the leader of the Comintern?
In this case the opposition will begin to declare loudlv that
the Comintern has fallen away from the proletarian path with
the Russian Party. The further development of the views of the
opposition will then be along the line of a false. neglectiul. and
declinatory attitude towards the Comintern.

I repeat: We shall be the first to thank destiny .f this does
not come 1o pass. We shail be the first to be pleased. Bur if it
is not to happen. then the opposition must leave the path of
destraction which it is now treading. It must pause and think
whither its ideology is leading it
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The Opposition at an Intermediate Station — on the
, . Platiorm of Trotzkyism.

Whit js the ideological current thus developing in the op-

ition? The ourrent is tending in the direction of Shiyapnikov
and Medvedyev, it is becoming a completely liquidatory tendéncy
on the basis of disbelief in the building up of socialism in our
country. At the present moment, the opposition is resting at an
intermediate station, called Trotzkyism. The official ideology of
the whole opposition in its totalify — including Comrades Zi-
noviev, Kamenev, Krupskaya, etc. — is obviously that of open
Trotzkyism. ' ", o,
4 ~ At the time.when we prophesied that the matter would end
i in Trotzkyism, we were. not believed by -many comrades, mem-
" bers of the opposition. They said: That will never be the case.

You will remember how Zinoviev rose:up against Trotzky, what
{  thunders he called down wupon him, both at home and in the
foreign Party press. How magy pamphlets were written by
Zinoviev, Salutzky, Ssafarov, Kanatchikov, and a large number
of other oomrades, many of them somewhat evil-smelling pam-
phlets, which aggravated the question to a point to which it
should never . ‘have been brought. But now: Comrade . Trotzky
has become the ideological leader of this whole oppositional
group, whilst neither Comrade Zinoviev mor Comrade: Kamenev
bhas a single independent idea. They come forward with- common
dedarations, with a commmon standpoint, with commmon - signa-
tures; and the main. point is that all the #deas contained in these
utterances are the ideas of Comrade Trotzky. : =, -

This #s in accordance with ithe facts. 1 have already
described these ideas. Whose opinion is the presemt. opinion
held by “the opposition in: the peasantry. - ion? It is Com-
trade Tr opinion. I' have detailed our - differences
i questions of ecomomsic policy; I have described Comrade
Preobrashensky’s standpoint. Whose standpoimnt is this? It is
Trotzky’s shbd?oint which has borme wwam victory in the

whilst Zinoviev und Kameheu: capitulated be-

opposition,
iofg it
. And in the question of organisation, in the question of gran-
ting the freedom to form grdu‘ps .and f:'acnons — whase are the
views defended here by the opposition? It need not be said that
these are Trotzky’s views, for he has stood.for them Jor decades.
These are views which ‘Trotzky expounded in 1923/24, at the
Same time as his demand “for freedom .of groups .and Iractions.
Comrade Zimoviev, at a Moscow Functionaries’ Meeting,
held on 11. December 1924, spoke as follows: |
* . [“We therefare beg you, the Moscow organisation, to
give us. a4 clear dnd unequivecal answer (the subject. t
- with was the discussion with. Trotzky). If you belleve the
time to have come for legalising the Iractions and groups,
. "SAY 80 ‘glainly. (Thus spoke comrade Zinoviev in 1923 and
1924.). We do not believe that this fime has come yet, or
- Abat it will come at all during the period of the dictatorship
-+ of the proletariat. It cannot come, for this is a question
i bowad up with the freedom of the press and the political
rights of the whole. of the non-prolefarian strata of  the J”-
.pwlation, etc. Those who do not grasp this do not under-
- stand anything whatever of the fwhq}e ‘situation. It is our
- aftitude towards the peasantry. which is involved. We cannot
permit a schism in the Party, for. we should thereby, permit
‘l‘SPIItinthestate.' . N .
~ The slﬁtest disorder in'the ‘Party takes immediate effect
upon the whole apparatus of state. .. This is being discussed
gc)': both the specialists and the other cafe‘(’fories of employees.
Schism in the Party inevitably emgenders schism in the
: Whole state a,gpmtqs. Thus the question of fractions is a
Question of ‘Ule and death’ fo the Party” =~ = =
i . Thys comrade Zinovigv spoke against Trotzky. But today
for:otiz, Vggo YET . contengir';g' for fractions d.fmd roups;ﬁh‘e, :has
everything, and appears to consider afl that he sajd
%0 Tecently, on rlbecember 1924, as empty chatter. ,’
, ;'i;rm“ysm'iib:nd remains -at bottom fo a. great: extent
t nuance in European, that is,. rtumist pseudo-
-Tlmst‘anh-muunmhﬁc spirit.” - . oppo - s o
his is w ;
another place h‘;‘»,fmcﬁgage quvxev ,wr?fé on 'T’:r.omys.'""_""

“It has often been said that all the misfortunes of the
iParty started fmmﬂ:c Tenth Party Congress.”

- Why this? It was. precisely the X. Party Congress which
declared such a discussion within the Party to be superfluous.
T “The policy of the X. Party Congress is the policy of
Leninism. l'rhethtack made by (Jyt)mral:igerT‘ratzky agz?lns?the

- fundamentals of Bolshevist policy, against the fundamentals
of Leninism, on the basis of the balance drawa by the

X. Party Congress with respect to the freedom of fractions
and groups, cannot be acknowledged as right”. And so forth.

Thus comrade Zinoviev wrote at one time. And now all
this has been thrown upon the dustheap. Now all this is for-
gotten, It was spoken with the greatest enthusiasm, but is none
the less forgotien. Trotzky remains as victor in the block esta-
blished on the basis of withdrawal to a distance from Lemin’s
ideological principles, though it was Zinoviev who designated
Trotzky’s standpoint as nothing more nor-less than a variety
of Menshevismm, oontaini_ng’ nuances fundamentally hostile to

Bolshevismi, etc. etc.
The ldeological Sources of the Opposition Block.

- Let us turn to.the question of the ideological sources from
which the opposition block derives its ideas. I am- of the
opinion that the bed-rock foundation of the ideology of this
opposition block in all its constituents is actually, as seen at the
XIV. Party Congress, disbelief, or at best doubt, of the possibility
of building up socialism in our country, and I maintain that
this arises out of the former viewpoint held by all the re-
presentatives of the present opposition block. ' S

Thws for instance in Comrade Trotzky’s case his lack of
faith, is  associated with his conviction that if .imterdational re-
volution:, is -pot victorious, them the counter-revolutionary
peasantry are inevitably bound -to overthrow the dictatorship of
the proletariat. This is the fundamental standpoint developed by
him in his theory of permanent revolution, and is the stand-
point from. which he has not departed. .

In the case of Comrades Kamenev and Zipoviev their lack
of faith is a part of thejr past; at the time of the October revo-
lution, they thought that we, as sole Party backed by -the prole-
tariat, were not capable of coping with the tasks imposed by
. And then comes the “Workers’ Opposition”. Here again I
anust . remind you of, a fact -which many of ws have forgotten.
One.of the deserters at the time of the Octaber revolution was
Comrade Shlyapnikov; he left his post at this turning point.
He was People’s Comunissary at that time, and sent in his re-
signation, It may of course be assumed that he did not do this
.on his, own initiative, but prabably after consultation with those
sharing bis views. | . ., 7 ,

The three main eleinents of the presént block have ‘shown
by their historical past that their estinate of the class forces in
our country is such that they doubt the possibility of the working
class, under the leadership of our.Panty, proving capable of
drawing the mighty waggon of our backward country out of the
bog into which if has falen. Thése are the first and deepest
sources ol the ideology .of the present opposition block.

The Party will pot Permit a Fractional Split.

-1 think it will mow be fairly plain to you why the o] itton
kas had recourse to such -unheard of action as that legﬂ(x’:g to
the affair of Comrade Lashevitch and -others. (I shall not enter
into .the .nature of this affair here, since it is as .well known
‘o you as {0 me — the decisions of the Party will be published).
‘The steps taken by _these  oppositional comrades have led fo a
violation' of Party. discipline. perfectly unheard of in the history
of the Party, and it has been possible that a candidate to the
& C., with the undoubled ‘approval of members of the Polit-
Bureau, hgs held - mass. meetings in the forest, against  the
-Party, against the line pursued by the Party, for the purpose
of ovesthrowing the present .leaders of the C. C. of the Party,
and of creating a new organisation - actually .representing the
germ of a new Party whose influence was fo extend over the
‘whole country. . ' o ' "
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s. 1 shall not here demonstraie to you . the entirely
crimicn(;qlmcal?::acter of such action from the standpoint of the
Party. This' seems to me entirely superfluous:  You. all under-
stand it without explanation. But 1 hpneSﬂy want to understand
how it coukd come about. 1 think it has been made possxblg
because these comrades, as regards ideology, have fallen away
from the line of the Party, to such an extent, and are internally
so completely convinced that, without them the Party will fall
over a precipice, slip irom the proletarian pathway, and drive
the country 1o the verge of the abyss, that they feel themselves
impelled 10 grasp at any available means — they.rush into the
forest and cry for “help” This is ‘the only possible subjective
justification for them. . S : -

'But from the standpoint of the Party there is no, jusﬁfic;itipfl.
The Central Committee and the Central Control “Commission

have been faced by the fact that a number of comrades, including -

some holding extremely responsible positions, bad actually taken
such steps as the convocation of an illegal meeting against the
Parly and its leaders. Were we to tolerate sug:h_, actions, our
Party would cease to exist tomorrow as a Leninist Party. We
cannot tolerate this. We say to these comrades: Defend your
principles, declare your stamipoint, speak in the Party meetings;
but if you take tothe forest, if you will not reply to our questions,
if vou refuse to make statements before the Control Commission,
if 'you choose the method of organising a new Party within
our Pariy, the method of illegal organisation, then we shall
fight you relentlessly. But we shall not let matters go so far
as this. Comrade Zinoviev was perfectly right,”two years ago,
when he said that the question of schism .in the Party is"a
matter of life and death ‘to the Party and tp the proletarian
dictatorship. : o

The danger is soméwhat lessened by the fact -that the
comrades of the opposition have only n their imagination ‘the
masses of the proletariat behind them. In Téality: thev will
cortinue to be more and more like generals without armies, ot
admirals of the Swiss fleet. (Laughter and applause) This will
come about the more rapidly as the Party itself “attacks the
work of enlightenment more energetically, and steels ‘its own
ideologv. S g ) .

This work of enlightenment is thé leading point on our
agenda. This is the first task to which we must devcte attention.

~ The opposition is speculating upon various possibilities. It
is specifating upon our economic difficulties. It is speculating
on the fact that we sufler many shoricomings in ‘our present
life, that manv difierent trends of feeling have arisen amorng
the workers during the past vear, and will prcbably be jollotved
by many others. And finally, it is speculating on the supposition
that the present Central Commmittee will not be capatle of leading
the Party without them, the highly gifted supermen. The oppo-
sition believes that we shall break down wnder a task' too
difficult for us. But we, comrades, are confident that- i "the
oprogition will not help us to lead the- pariy, then we- shall
do it without them. (Enthusiastic applause.) R

’

We Shal Overcome the Dilficulties, Remove the Excrescences,
Correct the Errors. ' '

We are confident, comrades, that however difticult our eco-
nomic position i1s at times, still our economic prospects are
goond. and the excellent crops which we shall have this year
will make it possible for us to really overcome the economic
difficulties being undergone by the country at' the present
juncture, And we are even more conhdent that we shdll be
siccessful in leading both our Party and our country forward
on the broad road of development. There are none <o Wind as
those who will not see. There are many who believe the situation
to be still the same among ns as it was at the beginning of
the revolution. when anvone able to write an article with correct
spelfing counld consider himseif a Party leader. Since then: a
new generation has sprung up. We have a new generation
of functionaries in the provinces, 'we are supported’on al} sides
by thousands of hands, and we stake confidently upon this magni-
ficent collective power of our Party. We are fully convinced tHat
we shall win. (Enthusiastic applause.) .

The present opposition, like everv other opposifion which
has hitherto arisen in our Party. and like even those opnos.itional
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“whi fend ag-tins arty ide' of its ranks,
which confend agunst our Party outside Of i
%;(s}ugscenain ioothold'u]b)‘dn-whichf’ it bases its position. Were
we to live in Paradise, and had we no faults whatever, s0 thaqz
everything. worked ai a hundred per cbnt rate of smoothness.

there. would be no fgothold for an opposition. I ha\'el then
t‘mbgg-é this observation, and am ‘not, ashamed to bring it !qrwa’rfl
in. here. During ‘the rising at Kronstadt in the $pring di
1021 the armed counter-revolutionary opposition was again based
on a rational idea, for a certain disorder had found its way
arhongst us, and_things -had occurred whith demanded 2’ cor-
responding reaction on 'our part. This " reaction éo.n51st_ed.q[
the introduction of free trade, in the cessation of grain requisi-
tions; etc. etc. -And.if there were .o bureaucracy among: us at
the present time, if wages were -not still so low i a number
of branches of production, and .if the village  popr -had, not to0
}ive. under bad .conditians, then the opposition’ would -have no
ground under its feet. L P Y
' Of course, every oppositiod il the Party exploits out faults.
The whole point of the question. lies in what is criticised, and
in how and why the criticism is exercised,” "’ e

When -the comnrades of!the apposition dedare: “Bureasgracy
is' strangling you”, -then we :reply: “Yes. bureaucracy .is an
excrescence. very detrimestal to. us.” But when they go turther
and say: “Your state. has oeased. to be a state of the proleiarian
dictatorship, it is a state- of bureaucrats who have nothing .in
comumon - with :the -masses”, then’ we reply::“That is not true;
we refute this criticism as-a slander againsi our: workers’ state.”

. 1f we are criticised and told: “This has not-been donme, and
ithat-has_ not been. done”. and if we..are crificised for the. pul-
pose of making -capital Sor.the farmatios of-a fraction, instead
of for the purpose of helping us to remedy -our fanits, if we are
-criticised in. enormous _exaggemtions, if- our - Party apd- the
Soviet . power are slandered,: ff individual errors, individwal
niistakes, and individual weaknesses in. .our-state and our Party

- apparatus are nmitiplied a-thousandlold, if a fraction platform

is formed of these, and if the critics do not help us to overcome
the real inconsistencies and difficulties, but take the apportunity
to fry their own [raction” fish, then we také'up arms dgainst
such ‘a criticism, for this' is no capable help coming to aid us
to overcome our deficiencies, but  system of repeated attempts
to shake the wnity of the Party, And {o atfain the legalisation of
other Parties by  means of fractions and groups. This is'a falling
away from the proletarian line, even if it is not acknowledged
as sach. - RSO BT
The opposition, alter making several accusafions against the
C. C. of the Party, maintained that the Party should learn the
following lessons from the election campaign:. 1. Real industriali-
sation; 2. real organisation of the ~poor peasawmtry; 3. real
alliance -with “the mais mass of the middle spedsantry . vnder
the leadership of the proletariat;-4. real fight agiinst bureawcracy;
5. real inner Party:democracy. R would thus. appear that our
industriakisation s not real’-— spparently we only assert tliat we
are - building  new- factories, whilst in reality they ‘do dot” exist.
It appears' that we are Hot ‘orgaitising Mé poor peasamry, that
we have no teal ‘dliiance ‘with the middle” peasantry, ‘fHat only
the opposition proposes a real alliance.” ete! etc.- Thve -opposition
gives a false testiimony against our whole policy. and believes
that it alone is creating something “real”, whilst 411 that we have
done and are doing is fundamentally “wrong”. - " ©

We however are straighforward enough to believe that
those persons whd confend in the crudest form against a current
in our Party one day, only to let themselves be borme ot this
current the next; who today proclaim the question of fraction
to be a matter of death’ to the Party, and tomdtrow a matter
of life ‘— we believe that these elements haye found their way
into “real” Leninism to a certain extent on false passportd.

T must tell you &' funny story. In oppositional circles’ com-
rade Zinoviev's book 'on Leninism’ hazp%se'en regarde? as 1
tundred per cent gospel. This will be known fo you. A con-
siderable part of this book was directed against comrade
“Frotzkty. But now comrade Zinowiev; for .the sakerof the block
with comrade Trotzly,. for the sake of ‘the realisation of real
Leninism, has let this book fatl. pndersibe table, aud is not. Having
a further edition published. This js the way they treat the
principles of Leninism. Not merely 2 word, which might have
slipped out accidentally, but the “gospel” of Leninism.
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Our Tasks.

In conclusion a few words on the tasks now facing us. In
economic ‘politicd our onin task .is to steer an ellicient course
fowards industrialisation, 10 seek means for the acceleration of
the speed of development for our industry. Our next task, in view
of the coming autumn, consisfs of inquiring into the possibility
of a rise in real wages, especially in :the wages ol those cate-
gories of workers whose wages have not kept pace with the
others. ‘Although we were unable to fullil this task a few months
ago, it is certain that if we now succeed in manoeuvring our
exports skilfully, in bringing in our grain properly and selling
it well, etc., we shall be in a position by the autumn {o raise the
réal value of wages. This anust be carelully considered and cal-
culated 2 hundred times. but we must make preparations for it, .

‘The next measure to-be taken in our labour policy must. be
fo combat the excrescences. which bave grown up about. the
saving regime. In some places the nccessity of saving has been
so interpreted that the .workers have been deprived of water
to make tea with, with the result that there have been small
revolts here and there in the provinces. This is not a regime
of saving, but a-caricature,  a perfectly criminal cuiricature of a
regime of saving. Qur C.C. or its. Secrefariat must send an
explanatory. letter fo the organisations on this subject. One of
oar main tasks all over the coumtry must be the combat against
the bureancratism which is throttling us..I may remind you that
one of the main thoughts in comrade Dzershinsky's last speech,
held just before his death and directed against the opposition,
was a declaration of determined war against the ummobility,. the
unwieldliness, and the bureaucratism of our apparatus, against
conditions which. oblige an urgent matter {o pass through the
hands of ten to twenty authorities before it can be decided upon
and exeasted. Here we have still a great deal to do, and here, the
collective endeavours of many workers’ bands and, heads is
teuly. necessary. Lo e L

And finally, 1 am.of the opinjon that in the sphere of inner
Party politics we must not omly carry on this direct struggle
aguinst. fractions and groups, but at the same time we must strive
more emergetically for inmer Party democracy. We mwust enlighteu
the mass of the Party at any price, strengthen and steel ‘its
ideology, and do this in the lirm conviction that the line pur-
sued by the majority of the Party is right. This i$ one of the
greatest tasks. . R o
. The Communist Party is the mainspring of the state admi-
nistration of our great couniry. We ‘are entering tHe autumn
season faced by extremely complicated fasks. We must manoeuvre
with our grain prices, and manoeuvre in such a manner that
we bring in the largest possible quantity of grain. We must
¢xport and sell this grain on advantageous termts, and upon this
basis we have to arrange our programme of production," and
find our way 1o a cerfain improvement in the housing question,
the wages question, etc. We begin with these operations every
year almost simultapeously with the realisation cf the harvést.
A very great deal depends upon how these operations are begun.
They are almost determinative for ‘the results of a whole eco-
nomic year. ‘And though we have outr hands full ‘with this
great practical task, still we must increasé otir activity in the
work of strengthening the ideology of the 'whole of the “Party
members, of closing the ranks of the Party on tire ‘basis of a
definite pofitical standpoint. May every member of the Party
know and reatise that the majority of the C.C. Has“a clearly
defined standpoint, one for which it stands, which i continues,

and which serves as rule for its guidance of the Party.
We are not adherents of Party methods which maintain one

thing today, and something diametriacally opposite tomorrovw:'

which declare a crusade against deviations today, and- submit
to the lead of these deviations tomorrow. We have our line of
policy, and we follow it consistently, We shall continue to stand
for this line, to fight for it. to lead the Party unwaveringly by
it, and we are firmly convinced that the whole Party — with the
Leningrad organisation, which has always been and always will
be a pillar of the C.C.. in the front rank — will pursue this
line in every respect. The most iftroortant point is: the struggle
for the right political line; everything else devends upon this,
everything else is determined by the struggle for the right po-
lictical Jine. Our line is actuaHy a Lenimist political line, . from
which we never deviate, for which. we fight without ceasing, and
which wdl be the means of Jeading us. to victory. (Prolonged
applause). ) . ; P

The C. C. of the C.'P. of Norway to the
R O% ’~C-' Of the C.P. S. U.: .

_ The Central Committee of the Gommunist Party of the Sovizt
Union has received the following telegram from the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of Norway:

“The Central Committee of the Conmunist Party of Norwav
has received the report upon the decisions of the Central Com-
mittee and of the Central Control Commission of the Commumist
Party of the Soviet Uniou with regard to the new opposition.
The C.C. of the C.P. of Norway expresses its unconditional
a%reemem with the decisions for the preservation of the unity
of the C.P. of the Soviet Union and for the protection’ of the
¢reative work in the Soviet Union.” .

... Conscious .that the, iron unity of the Party is the most ir-
portant factor. for the preservation of e dictatorship of the
proletariat, the C. C. of the C. P. of 'Norway expresses its com-
plete solidarity with the C.C. of the C.P. of the Soviet Union
and its activity in defence of thé achievements ‘of the revolui.on
and for the final victory of the world r‘evolution."

‘THE MINERS’ STRUGGLE

~IN. ENGLAND .

The Session of the Anglo-Russian Committee
... . . ipParis, . =~
(Report of Comvrade Andreyev in the Extraordinary Plenary
Session of the Central Coumnil of the Trade Unions of the Soviet
s Union, August 12, 1926.) . o

Comrades! ) o

The Session of the Anglo-Russian Committee could not be
apened, as originally arranged, on the 26th, but only on the
30th of July. In accordance with the request of the General
Council of the British Trade Union Congress the session was
postponed until this date. The British delegation was composad
as follows: Pugh, the chairman of the General Council; Citrine,
its secretary; Purcell, Hicks, and Findley. Our delegation con-
sisted of Comrades Andreyev, Dogadov, Melnitclansky, Lepse,
Schwarz and the trapslator Yarotzky. ' o o

The Exchange of ‘Letters with 'the General' Coincit upon the
, , n%‘,all‘inz of the Anglo-Russian Committee.” *
"Before -} describe -the: caurse of the session of the Anglo-
Russian Committee in Paris and report upon its most important
points, I wish-to refer to.the. exchange of letters with the Ge-
neral. Council -concerning the calling of the Anglo-Russian Comr
mittee. You are aware that the, Central Council of the Trade

Unions of the Soviet Union.took. the initiative in calling together

the Anglo-Russianp Committee. The first telogram which ii. ad-
dressed to' the General Council concerning the calling together
of this cammmittee. was worded as follows: . o
“In connection with the decision of ‘the Gereral Council
to raise once again the question of supporting. the miners,
the Central Council of the Trade Umons of the Soviet Unjon
proposes to call the -Anglo-Russian Committee as quickly
as possible to this end. This is partioularly . necessary -in
consequetice - of the intensified struggle of all the forees . of
the bourgeoisie against the miners. The representatives of the
Miners’ Umion of the U.S.S.R. who are in Berlin, have
been informed that individual leaders of the British miners
* are in agreement with the miners of the Sowiet Union that it
is necessary and desirable to call together the Anglo-Russian
. - Conmnittee.”- . .- - . . 0 - ,
We then received a felegraphic answer from the Secretary
of the General Council Citrine as follows: =
“Received your telegram.  Will discuss matter with com-
mittee, and answer as sooun as possible.”
We. received this telegram on June 20, however, up to 3rd of

',‘Iuly we were not informed as to whether the General Council
was in agreement with. the calling together of the Anglo-Rmsmg

Committee or not. ,Our Central Council therefore seni a secon
telegram, the conclusion of which reads as follows:

—_



988 Juternational Press Correspondence

«A speedy decision of the General Council concerning

the calling together of the Anglo-Russian Commmittee is ne-
cessary both in the interest of the struggle for the unity of
the international trade union movement as also for the

sucoessful outcome of the fight of the British workers.”

At the same time the Conierence of the Russian and British
miners adopted a resolution calling urgently for a meeting of
Anglo-Russian Committee. We then, received a telegram from

the General Council informing us that it was in agreement Wi

the calling together of the Anglo-Russian Committee in Paris
for ]ulyngb. is telegram arrived on July 17. After its arrival
we heard that it was the intention of the General Council to
place the question of the conclusion from the international evemts
In connection with the problems of unity on the agenda for the
conference of the Aunglo-Russian Commmttee, But neither in the
first nor in the second telegram nor in the third proposal con-
cerning the agenda was any objection made to the proposal of
our Central Council that the Anglo-Russian Committee should

discuss ways and means to orgamise assistance for the miners.

The Sabotage of the General Council and the Amsterdam

I have referred to this exchange of lettérs in arder to. prove
{hat the directions and the wishes of our Central cil were
concerned in sending the delegation with questions in relation
to the £t of the British miners and that in this exchange.of
letters the General Council made no objection to a discussion of
this question. The necessity of discussing this question came
irom the situation in which the miners found themselves. The
struggle at the time of the opening session of the Anglo-Russian
Committee was in 2 situation in which victory was possible
but only upon condition that the strikers received a maximum
amount of support from the international proletariat and that the
attitude of the General Coumcil lowards the miners struggle was
changed. A victory for the miners was only thinkable upon
these conditions. :

in other words, the struggle had entered a critical phase
which made necessary the greatest possible mobilisation of the
international proletariat, because the miners were literally sur-
rounded and were, being fought with all and any means. All
the resources of the state have been mobilised in order to defeat
the miners. The parliament was mobilised to abolish the seven
hour day. British justice was mobilised to sentence the best
representatives of the miners, the police were mobilised in order
to strangle, the strike, and {inaily the churchmen were called
upon the scene in order to exercise pressure upom the miners
from all sides. The encirclement of the miners by their opponents,
by ﬂ\el'r'dnrect dass enermies, was and still s accompanied by
a passivity, by something: even greater, by the silent sabotage
of the General Council. The leaders of the General Council are,
fo our knowledge, extremely. dissatisfied and exasperated because
the miners did not obey their decision to break ofi the struggle.

Instead of placing itself on the side of the miners and
supporting - them completely, this Central Organ of the British
Trade Union movement continues to talk about discipline to the
miners and continues its silent sabotage of their struggle and
ibus isolates them to a still greater extent.

What is the situation with regard to international support?
The British unions are still affiliated to the Internationai Fe-
deration of Trade Unions in Amsterdam. What has this Inter-
national done in order to organise the support for the British
miners? Up to the present it has dome mothing. Indeed, it has
cabotaged all efforts in the .most shameful manner. Concerning
the so-called organisation of assistance from Amsterdam we are
aware of the following which has already been reported in
our press: In the name of the LF.T.U. Sassenbach published
a_circular in which he proposed to the individual organisations
rffiliated to the Amsterdam International to break off the col-
lection in order to prevent confusion and because it was ne-
cessary to give collective assistance: .

_“We of the L.F.T.U. propose to grant a loan to the
British .Trade Unions which wili cover the so-called support
of the imternational proletariat.”

.Comrades. in_the last moment before its departure from
Paris, our delegation tearned how this assistance from Amster-
dam ended. We know that Sassenbach appeared at a session of
the General Council in order to come to an agreemem concerning
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a loan for the British trade unions. But there was no unity
concerning the loan. Why? Because the 1. F. T. U. demanded ma-
terial guarantees for the loan which the ‘General Council was
not in a position to give, and therefore the 1. F.T.U. re?
to give the loan. That is an exampie of how {his International
to which the British trade unions are aliliated, supports the
heroic struggle of the 1,200,000 British miners who have now
been fighting for over three months. - .
Tite same standpoint is taken up by the leaders of the Inter-
national Federation of Miners who up til mow have doue
nothing to assist their striking members. When the representa-
tives of the Miners’ Union of the U. S. S. R. attempted to open
up negotiations for the organmisation of inernational assistance
for the miners, when they attempted to present their case to ihe
Executive Session of the International Miners’ Federation which
was held a short while ago, they were refused entrance to the
session. Other Trade . Internationals took up at
titude. The leaders both of the International Secretariats and also
of the 1.F. T.U. without exception sebotaged ttie struggie of the
British workers. : . o

The Treacherous Nature of Reiomnsm. T
That is the state’ of affairs in the various coumtries. 1 wish

to quote only t{wo examples which show the character of T& .

formism " very clearly. The Dutch Trade Uaion Federation
manded during the course of the negotiations for a {oam: i
of four per cent (Interruption: “Shylocks?’). - Coe
Bt that is only a small matter. There are worse tiings to
come. The German Trade Union Federation (A.D.G.B.) is 8
rich organisation; it could well afford to give the British nmners
some support. The A. D.G.B. demanded interest amounting 10
from nine to ten per cent for a loan to the British {rade umons.
(Interruption: «Profiteers!”). Certainly, one may take up
attitude: Business is business. But one may. under. no -aroum-
stances call that international solidarity. i f
that is reformism, which sets the interests of the trade amiol
treasury higher than the victary of the proletariat 1o .
struggle as is now being fought out in England. Here 15
the treacherous character of reformism in its full uglimess.
How is it with the collections for the British miners? As
far as our information goes, 600,000 pounds sterling have
collected in all. From this a part has been collected in England
and the rest in the other countries. From the total the Russian
workers have supplied 450,000 pounds sterling, that is to say,
considerably more than two thirds of the total support for the
British miners has come from {he Russian workers. ' .
These figures show how badly the  international sofidarity
and the international support action for the British miners have,
been or%)aenised. We Russian trade unionists do not record these
figures because we wish to boast about how much we have
collected; we recognise that this was our proletarian class duty
and no service. We quote these figures in order to prove on the
basis of facts how ineffective the international support cant-
paign is and how it is being sabotaged by the presemt feaders
of the reformist trade union movement. L .
Added to this there is the fact that in some countries the
miners are working overtime — they are. forced to by the
mine owners — in order o supply England with the necessary
coal surplus, and that the transport of coal is continuing without
hindrance, and that the transport workers and railwaymen uif
Great Britain. transport the strike breaking coal from abr
into the industrial districts. On top of tnis comes the encircle-
ment by the enemy, the direct pressure of the state apparatus,
the apparatus of capitalism, the apparalus of the church, the
silent sabotage of the General Council ,the direct sabotage O
{he International Federation of Trade Unions and of the nter-
national secretariats and over and above that the unhindr
export of coal to Great Britain. All this gives ane a0 idea
of the critical situation in which the struggie of the Britis
miners finds itsell. It was this which our delegation.under the
instructions of our Central Council attempted to prove to the
Conference of the Anglo-Russian Comymitiee.,

The Struggle about the Agenda.

We attempted to place this question as the first and most
important_point upon the agenda of the Session of the Anglo-
Russian Comsmittee. How was the Session opened? It appeirs
to me that it would be better first of all to read the letter that
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Comrade Tomsky eent to the Anglo-Russian Committee as an
exouse for his absence. The letter reads as follows:

“Dear Comrades, - ) ,
. Extreme overwork and its consequences force me to
take two months convalescence ordered by the doctors end
this to my great regret prevents me from taking part in
this most importamt and historical session of the Anglo-
Russian Comunittee, the tasks and  affairs of -which have
always been dear to me. :

his enforced absence is particularly hard upon me
because in my opinion this session of the Anglo-Russian
Committee will have an extraordinarily important inter-
national significance. The eyes of two camps will be fixed
ppon this sessjon, however, with directly ocontradictory
hopes and wishes. Not only the workers of our country,
but also all friends of international trade union unity expect
and hope that the Anglo-Russian Committee will not merely
remain unshakened, but that it will extend its work and
give the necessary support to the fighting section of the
.British proletariat, the miners, and thus coasolidate the
brofherly alliance between the workers of Great Britain
and of the Soviet Union which it embodies.

The bourgeoisie, its press and its supporters expect
the opposite, and this is" expressed ‘particularly clearly in
the British bourgeois press. ‘ ‘

Naturally, 1 hope together with our workers that the
differences of opinion which exist between us in connection
with the heroic struggle of the British miners, will not
disturb our co-operative work. I hope that the -wishes of
our enemies ‘will not be hifilled, that the fraternal alliance
of the workers of both countries will grow and strengthen
and that the Anglo-Russian Committe will act as the van-
giard in the struggle against imperialist wars, against the
offensive-of capitalism and for the realisation of international
trade uniom unity. S :

I- am convinced that my absence will in no way affect
the work of the commitiee because my Comrades Andreyev,
Dogadov, Melnitchansky. Lepse and Schwarz are in agree-
ment with me on all questious.

Expressing once again my great regret that I cannot
participate in your work and wishing the committee fullest
SHCcess, - ' ' L :

‘

-1 am, with comradely greetings, .. S
e e R K : M. Tomsky.”
The lefter of comrade Tomsky Ppoints out that the most im-
poriant- question of the moment 'is the support of the miners.
The speechés qf the official representatives of the General
Council, however, -are couchéd in a different time. The chief
point in the speech of the chairman of the General Council,
Pugh, in which he particularly stressed that he spoke in the
name of the General Council, was the rejection of the agenda
agreed fo between us and the General Coumcil by telegram.
The aim of his speech was to place the question of the declara-
tion of the Central Council of the Trade Unions of the Sowiet
Union in the foreground, and in this way to cover up a retreat
Irom the question which our Soviet delegation had proposed.
In other words, the aim was to avoid the question of sup-
porting' the British miners. This strafegy which in. our opinion
was previously carefully thought out and prépared by the chief
fepresentative of the Right Wing in the General Council,
Thomas, was fully supporied by the so-called Left Wingers.
whole British delegation was absolutely uuited, there was

uot a shadow of any difference of opinion.

_ What arguments did they use? The chief argument of the
British delegation .was the following: The British strike, so
they declared, was a purely national sirike, a purely national
phenomenon. With our declaration, however, in which we criti-
cised the General Council, we had interfered in the internal
affairs of the British trade unjon movement. They further
declared that they wanted no orders from outside, no directives
irom outside, and no criticism. In their opinion the Trade
Unions ‘of the Soviet Union had violated the friendly and
fraternal relations with the British Tradé Union movement,
Allegedly we bad during the General Strike based our opinion
upon completely incorrect, information. That is the most im-
porfant argument with which the British delegdtion operated.

udging from a purely proletarian point of view, is it pos'sible

'0 call this a’pure proletarian policy? In no way.

The Struggle of the British Miners is an Affair for the
International Proletariat.

Let us examine the first argument: The strike was a national
phenomenon. We have already pointed out that the British
strike and the lock-out of the miners were events in connection
with the offensive of capitalism against the working class of
almost all countries, and which extended far beyond natiomal
frontiers. The British strike had without doubt an international
significance, for should the struggle of the miners end with
a defeat, that will create a dangerous precedence, one must then
expect a still more energetic oflensive of capitalism in all coun-
tries, Besides the British strike there was the lock-out in
Norway. During the session of the Anglo-Russian Committee
the dockers in France were locked out, and the news came that
the British dockers were similarly threatened with a lock-out.

From this one can see perfectly clearly that the class enemies
of the workers -are impatienly awaiting the deleat of the British
miners' in order to advance with determination along the
whole front. For this reason one cannot regard the British
strike as a national phepomenon. It is absurd to' declare that
the criticism exercised by the Central Council of the Trade
Unions of the Soviet Union was an interference in the inter-
nal affairs of the British trade union movement. One thing
is certain: A victory for the workers in such a great conflict
as the miners’ struggle in Great Britain is only possible on
an international scale and with a maximum of support on the
part of the international proletariat. Only under these conditions
1s victory thinkable. It is therefore ridiculous to speak of an
interference of our part. g ‘ o

We have not interfered in the internal British matters, in the
internal affairs of the British trade union movement. We gave
the British trade union movement no directives and no orders,
we were very far removed fromr that.-

We omly made use of our normal right to criticise. The con-
stitution of the Anglo-Russian Committee and its former de-
cisions declare that a united front is created between the Trade
Unions of the Soviet Union and the Trade Unions of Great
Britain in the struggle against the offensive of capital. This
was clearly laid down .in the resolutions of the Committee.
There were, however, no decisions declaring that both parties
agree not to crificise each other. For this reason the represen-
tatives of the General Council can in no way declare that we
have violated the agreement made inside the Anglo-Russian
Committee. We have the right to criticise, becayse our working
class movement just as the British trade union movement is a
section of the international working class movement, and be-
cause of the international character of the working class move-
ment it had and has the right to criticise the leaders of the
individual sections of the working class movement.

When we entered the. Anglo-Russian Committee, we were
by pno means of the opinion that we then became absolutely of
the same opinjon with the other party to the Committee. This
was so from: the very beginning. The British section, the
General Council on the one hand, and our trade umions on
the other, had from the very beginning different principles in
dealing ‘with the basic problems of the struggle for socialism,
and that is also the case today. But even under these circum-
stances we managed to find a common language in order to work
out a comumon line to- achieve the unity of the trade umion
movement. We, the representatives of the Trade Unions of . the
Soviet Union never demanded from the other side, that it
sympathised with us a hundred per cent and that one may not
demand from us either. We had therefore a complete right to
make that criticism in which our Central Council analysed the
British events and the attitude of the General Council.

-‘Have we not been criticised® Has not our trade union
movement been' criticised? We have been crificised both by
Amsterdam and by the leaders of the various national federa-
tions. Have we, however, ever protested to the leaders of the
trade unions that this constituted an interference in our internal
affairs? We have never said that, because that would have been
a logical impossibility. What does “interference in internal al-
fairs” mean in the international working class movement? When
we ‘were attacked and criticised, we answered coolly and lo-
gically, whether we were right or wrong, or whether our oppo-
nents were right or wrong. Consider the situation in 1918 -’Hld'
1010, when the workers in other countries had not yet svificiently
grasped what was going on in our country and when we were
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being criticised from various sides. We never said that people
were interfering in our internal affairs and we will not say it
.n the future either, because we know that we, the workers of
the U.S.S. R, are not engaged alone upon our own work, but
cpon the work of the whole internationai working class move-
m:nt. That is the situation.

The British working class movement is a section of the
.n.ernational working class movement, and -when this sectioa is
engaged in a1 struggle with the class enemy. then we cannot
remamn indifferent. A trade umion movement which remained in-
different in the face of such a collision between labour and ca-
pital as that we can observe in Great Britain now, is worthless.
Every worker in the U.S.S.R. was immediately aware of the
relation between himself and the events in Great Britain.

We Termed the Aftitude of the General Council Treacherous.

Every worker in the U.S.S.R. realised that this great mo-
vement the victory or defeat of which would determine the fate
ol the whole international working class movement, should not
pe allowed to remain without material and moral support. For
ihis reason we hurried from the first day of the conflict to give
the fighting miners material and moral support. We have proved
this by deeds. ‘

On the other hand, when this gigantic movement developed
into a movement still more gigantic, the general strike to defend
the miners and their just demands for a maintenance of their
standard of living, and when this movement so promising a vic-
torv was liquidated by the leaders of the British trade unions
and the miners were isolated, we could not remain indifferent
1o such treachery. We used our rights to ‘the wimost. The Ge-
nzral Council and its representatives -have not the right to
iegard our criticism as an interference in their internal affairs.
We could not remain indifferent when the General Council re-
fused the assistance organised by our workers through collec-
tions for the strikers m Great Britain. We could not remain
indifferent when the General Council made an agreement with the
Conservative Government which gave absolutely no guarantee
in connection with the lifting of the miners lock-out. The Ge-
neral Council trusted the word of honour of the government.
The Conservative government needed nothing else in order to
smash the movement.

I repeat, could we remain indifferent? Under no circum-
stances. The general strike was declared in support of the miners
and their just demands and what happened? In consequence of
the tactics and policy of the leaders of the General Council the
miners are at present isolated. Could we remain indifferent
towards this attitude? No, we could not. When the general strike
eirded for the individual trade unions by the leaders such as
Thomas signing shameful conditions declaring that they would
never again lead a strike of solidarity without previous agreement
with the employers, that they recognised the strike of solidarity
as a mistake, then we were not able to remain calm in face of
these shameful agreements. We could under no circumstances
remain indifferent. Under these circumstances what was to be
said of the attitude of the General Council? What expression
should we use in order to characterise the attitude of the Ge-
neral Council? We, with our proletarian class frankmess which
distinguishes our trade umion movement, found and could find
no other term but ‘“treachery” (Applause).

_Angbody versed in the traditions of diplomacy may invent
various phrases, but our trade unions which are foreign to tra-
ditional diplomacy, call things by their right names. We could
not term the attitude of the General Council anything but trea-
cherous (Interruption: “They will all be made Knights of the
Ciarter!”).

The Result of the “Brave Struggle” of the General Council is --
a Limitation of the Coalition Rights of the Workers.

After our criticism in the comference of the Anglo-Russian

Committee Purcell attentpted to tustify his position. I quote from
his speech:

~ “We ended this economic conflict according to the tra-
dition of the British trade union movement, that is to say,
when the strike had reached its cuimination. (What a cul-
mination?) No one had any idea that this sirike was de-
clared with revolutionary intentions: 1f was declared to
protect the miners. In my opinion, when we led this strike,
not cowardice, but courage was shown. During the whole

course of the strike we were not cowardly, but courageous.

True, 1 smail mistake was made in commection with the

financial assistance of Russia; there were, however, circum-

stances, which explained this mistake.”

The most important point of this quotation is the statement
that the gemeral strike was declared fo protect the miners. What
sort of protection was this, however? The miners were isolated,
they were betrayed by the General Council. Today one can
only term the attitude of the General Council, after seeing the
attitude of the British delegation to the session of the Anglo-
Russian Conmutittee, silent sabotage. They declared the general
stnke to protect the miners. But has not a law been adopted
in the .British parliament introducing the eight hour day for
the miners? Is not the General Council partly responsible for
this? This must be placed upon its acount, for ii the general
strike had been continued, with the general enthusiasm of the
British working class, so in our firm opinion there would have
been no eight hour day law. But a further law is now being
worked out in .concerning the Trade Unions. This is sunilarly
a result of the “clever” and “courageous” tactic of the General
Council for the protection of the miners. The result of this
“courageous” protection is the draft bill concerning the trade
unions which is to attempt fo limit the pobitical rights of the
British workers. ‘ , v

What does this law provide? It provides first of all that
strikes may only be declared after a secret general vote under
control of the government, which in essence means noghig:g
else but the abolition of the right to strike in Great Britain.
That is the significance of this law.. It further prohibits the
trade unions to place pickets, Everything is concentrated upoa
the one point: to imroduce a regime in England prohibiting the
workers to fight for their rights with the strike weapon. That
is the significance of this law. Further, it prohibits directly
strikes: in governmental undertakings. it even provides for the
interference of the bourgeois state in the aportionment of the
membership dues in the trade unions.

That is the result of the “courageous” struggle which the
General Council conducted to protect the interests of the miners.
Altogether this answers splendidly the assurances of Purcell
who tells us that they were right. To this must be added that
the bourgeois press of Great Britain (not without the support of
Thomas and the Right Wingers in the General Council) is pre-
paring the ground for an emulation of the American unioms by
the British unions, that is to say, a state of affairs in which the
capitalists are the arbiters in _the umions and the trade umion
leaders simply their servants. The British press is preparing the
ground energetically and not without a certain amount of parti-
cipation by the present leaders of the trade unions who fear
the class struggle above all and who have almost been frightened
to death by the events of the general strike. This all shows per-
fectly clearly how “splendid” and “courageous” the tactic of the
General Council in its class defence against the offensive of
capitalism was.

The General Council has Violated the Principles of International
Solidarity.

We are told that the Trade Unions of the Soviet Union have
“violated the friendly and fraternal relations ta the British trade
union movement”. Let us examine this statement. When the pro-
clamation of the general strike was made known in the Soviet
Union, we were all witnesses to the enthusiasm with which the
broad masses of our working class commenced to carry through
the decisions concerning the material and moral aid for the
British general strike. The workers’ coppers were collected in
order to support this great struggle of the British proletariat.
How was this enthusiasm of our workers returned? We received
a cold and polite answer of the General Council refusing the
support on the ground that our assistance could be wrongly
interpreted. That happened at a time when need was already
beginning to make itself felt in Great Britain, for the leaders of
the British trade unions have themselves declared that they
began the struggle without material preparations, and that there
were not sufficient means in the trade union treasuries. There
was therefore at that time a great need for material assistance,
although we received the answer of the General Council that it
wag considered impossible to accept our assistance.

Was that not a blow against the strike? That was the first
blow. Was this rejection of the material assistance of the pro-
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l lefariat of the Soviet Union in- accordance with the principles
of international solidarity? In no ‘way. Was that not a violation
of the iriendly relations with our trade inion movément which
werg established by the Anglo-Russian Committee -in order that
a2 common struggle might be carried on against capitalism? Was

' that not a scorning ol our workers? We must say that this act
of the General Council was 2 violation ‘of the principles of
international solidarity and showed a' comtempt for ' the endltir-
siasm of the broad' mmasses: of our workers. ‘They' liave inter-
fered with the friendly and fraternal reldtion between" the- Bri-
tish and the Soviet Unions, notwe. =~ P R

The rejection’ of the support ol the Russian’ workers in. cold
and polite diplomatic ‘tone was met with g howl of triumph by
our capitalist enemies, by the bourgeois press. etc., whilst the

f British and Russian workers hardly knew what to say about it.

If ome speaks of loyalty, yas it not the duty of the Geperal
Council, before rejecting this mongy, to get into contact with us,
perhips even 1o call the Anglo-Russian Committee together.
They did .not do this, however. The General Council was the
first fo violate the friendly:and fratermal relations” bétween the
trade union wwwvements of two great coustries.’ Lot

We were interested to kmow why -tbe money of the Russian
workers was not accepted and we put this question without any
beating about the bush. We received the answer that an ac-
ceptance might have been. wrongly interpreted by the government
as a bribery of the strikers in Great Britain.

That smells of everything else, only not of courage and
heroism which, according to Purcell; the General Council showed
during the strike. Indeed it smells much more of cowardice.

“We were told we had based ourselves on false information.

If we were false informed, then it was the duty of our friends,
the leaders of the General Comncil; fo correct us and to supply
us with reliable information. We were told that we received false
information, amd we were asked why we did not ask. the General
Council, etc. This, however, would have been a direct inter-
ference in the internal affairs of the British trade union movement
and that we did not want and did not dare. If our British
Iriends saw that we ‘were receiving incorrect information, they
should have assisted us by giving us reliable information. Hicks
and Purcell handed us an official declaration at the conference
o the Anglo-Russian Commniftee, with the folowing contents:
“To Grigory Melnitchansky. . ,
Dear Cgmrade, c
We have deliberately not answered the false contentions
and suggestions madeé in the international press concerning
our attitude during the recent general strike in Great Britain,
and reprinted in a section a% the British- press. We have
withheld our answer until the calling of  the Anglo-Russian
Committee on the assumption that at such a conference we
could discuss together two questions in order to come ‘o
a dear understanding concerning them:
a) The sources of information upon which such con-
tentions and suggestions were based.
b) The degree of acuracy which may be ascribed to
such contentions and suggestions.

. The Conference of the Anglo-Russian Committee is now
sitting and we wish to make the following declaration with
regard {o two points:

1. The remark ascribed to George Hicks oconcerning
the ‘danmed Russian money’ is absolutely incorrect.
2 The other statements that A. Purcell and G. Hicks
voted for a 10 per cent reduction in wages and recommended
the representatives of the miners of Great Britain {o accept
this 10 per cent reduction, is a phantastic invention which
could only be a production of a sickmind, and against which
we categorically declare that it is a lie. - .
We feel it our duty towards our fellow-workers to
deny the accusations mentioned above completely, and we
believe that this denial will free their heads from the other
two stupid contentions.
With ocomradely greetings, yours for the cause
of international trade umion umity.
George Hioks A. A. Purcell.”
{To be concluded.)
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To the Yioung Workers and. Young Peasants of the Whole World.

Comyades apd Brothers, ’

On’ September 5th, 1926, the proletdrian youth of all coun-
tries will celebrate for the twelfth time International Youth Day,
fhe mobilisation day of the strength of the working youth in
the -fight against the bourgeoisie, against Imperialist wars,
against the oppression of youth and against Social Democratic
treachery. ) '

On this day, our first thought will be for the heroic pro-
letariat of England, which was betrayed by the Right and Left
leaders in the General Council of the Trade ‘Unions, by the
Amsterdam International, by -the whole ..international, ial
Democracy and also by the Socialist Youth' International. No
matter which way the coal-miners’ strike may end, the general
strike, and - the strike of the English miners, which has con-
tinued now for a number of months, are the greatest events of
recent years in the life of the -international proletariat. Our

first call on the Twelfth International Youth Day muist therefore

be:

Down with the English and International bet‘ray’ers of the
General Strike! S S

Active support for the English workers!

The English Conservatives want take by the throat not
only the workers in their country; they wish to do the same
to the First Proletarian -State, the Soviet Union. By means of
the coup d’Etat in May, Pilsudski, a sworn enemy of the Soviet
Republic and quite openly an agent of the English Government,
has come into power in Poland.

‘Under’ directions from Chamberlain and ‘Churchiil, he is
mobilising troops on the Lithaanian frontier, endeavouring to
form an alliance of the Baltic border States against the Soviet
Union, while carrying on 8 strong agitation against the Russian
proletariat while a second attack upon the citaded of the inter-
national proletariat is in course of preparation. This- is the
ground ot our second slogan: :

Down with the preparations for the attack upon the Soviet

Union!

Down with the military adventures of Chamberiain and
Pilsudski!

Long live the Soviet Republic — the stronghold of the worid
proletariat!

Not only in Eastern Europe, but in the whole world, the
bourgeoisie is preparing with tremendous energy for a new
war. ‘Armaments are being increased on land, on sea and in
the air. The greatest scientists and technicians are working on
new destructive inventions. Antagonism between Impenialist
States, which cannot be resolved by a League of Nations existing
only on paper, must again be resolved by appeal to arms as
was the case in 1914, .

The wars in China, Syria and Morocco, the preparations of
the military adventure in Poland, the return to power of Poia-
caré-la-Guerre, etc. — these are signs of the approaching
world war. Millions of young workers and peasants are again
to be used as cannon fodder. The adult and juvenile Social De-
mocrats are trying to divert the attention of the workers from
the growing danger by keeping alive among them the iliusion
that disarmament is possible, by cloaking the marauding League
of Nations and by confining themselves to empty talk of peace
and good-will. The young workers and peasants of all countries
must be on their guard. For this reason another cry on Inter-
national Youth Day will be:

Down with the Imperialist wars that are being prepared for!

Long live revolutionary work among the troops!
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_ Long live the revolutionary fight for the freedom of the
oppressed nations! ‘ ) ‘ . ot
The bourgeoisie is trying to convert the temporary and
partial stabilisation of Capitalism into a permanent and ocomplete
one at the cost of the working class and its rising generation,
as well as at the cost of the absolute expropriation of all
workers and of the oppressed. Over a million youths unemployed
in Europe, gradual abolition evem of the eight-hour ddy, star-
vation wages — these are the results of the collaboration of the
bourgeoisie and its Socialist agemts. The Amsterdpmn trade
unions, the Socialist parties and Youth Leagues have but one
single aim, “the interests of industry”, which means that the
Capitalists must not be interfered with and that the young
workers must be prevented from taking the war-path for the
improvement of their economic position. The Communist Youth
International therefore requests you to demonstrate on September
5th for: - i

Shorter hours for young workers!

For a living wage!

For adequate provision for the unemployed !

Thousands of our best fighters in Hungary, Poland, Italy,
Germany, England, America, in the Balkans and in other States
are still suffering confinement in jail. The bourgeoisie is endea-
vouring to check the growing revolutionary movement amon,
the proletariat by means of White Terror. In a number

countries the Fascist bandits are intensifying the activities. We
therefore demand:

Release Rikosi, Weinl;erger and comrades!
War upon Fascism and the White Terror!

‘We are prepared to join the young workers who stili belong
to the ranks of Social Democracy, in a fight against war, against
Fascism and against the economic stress antong the young. The
last Congress of the Socialist Youth International passed over
in silence, in other words cowardly rejected, our proposals for
mutual support for the English strikers and for a fight against
war, against the White Terror and against Fascism, just as it
systematically rejected all our previous proposals relating to a
united front. But the masses of the youthiul proletariat must
join forces even against the will of the leader of the Sociatist
Youth International. We therefore call upon vou to demonstrate
on September 5th: - | SR ’

For the united front of the young workers!

The young workers' delegations, which have visited Soviet
Russia, despite the sabotage on the part of the Social Democratic

leaders, have convinced themselves that the young workers in
the Soviet Union enjoy, despite alt difficulities, a four- to six-
hour working day, four weeks holiday with pay, a living wage,
Socialist workshop schools, as well as active participation in the
construction of Socialist society. . _

For the fight against the bourgeoisie, fite young workers
must be organised and consolidated under the leadership of those
organisations which really defend their vital interests and reco-
gnise their tasks. The Communist Youth leagues answer this
description. Before Internatiomal Youth Day recruiting cam-
paigns will be held in all countries for the Cosmmmunist Youth
Leagues. It is ngoeesary to strengthen the ramks of the young
fighters for Communism.. ‘ ]

Therefore: ' . C

Every class-conscious y worker, ' every . enfightened
young peasant must be a member of the Communist Youth
League. ' . , .

We summon you to the fight under the banaer of the C. Y. I

Al turn up for the demomstration. on September 5th!

Long %ive the international Youth Day! '

Long live the world revotution! o

' The Executive Committee
ot the Commmunist Youth Intermational.

Moscow, August 16th, 1026., B
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