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Introduction

HIS pamphlet contains part of Leon Trotsky’s criticism of the
draft programme submitted by the Executive Committee of
the Third (Communist) International to the 6th Congress of

the Comintern which was held in July 1928. The manuscript of
that criticism was written by Trotsky during his exile in Alma-Ata.
It was sent to the Congress in Moscow together with an appeal for
reinstatement into the party from which he had been expelled a few
months before by the Stalinist faction in 1927. The author had
more than an ordinary right to appeal, for the previous Congress
in 1924 had elected him unanimously as a member of the Executive
Committee.

Superficial observers have declared that the struggle which
broke out in the Russian Communist Party soon after Lenin’s death
was a mere struggle for power between Trotsky and Stalin. Nothing
could be further from the truth. The Trotskyist opposition grew,
not out of personal ambition on the part of Leon Trotsky, but in
struggle against the growing bureaucracy in the Soviet Union and
the degeneration of the Russian Communist Party.

That degeneration found its expression in the field of ideas.
Stalin and his supporters invented the theory of ‘‘ Socialism in one
country,” which was made party policy in 1925 and converted into
an article of faith to be defended by the world institutions of
- Stalinism.

It is this theory which Trotsky criticises in these pages. When
he wrote the original manuscript it could not be foreseen to what
depths the Stalinist degeneration would sink in the Soviet Union—
the monstrous police apparatus with its purges, frame-up trials, and
assasinations; the elimination of almost the entire leadership of the
party which led the Russian Revolution; the murder of Trotsky
himself at the hands of Stalin’s agent; the long list of betrayals
of the working class by Stalinism.

These developments, the ruthless and vicious struggle conduc-
ted over thirty years by Stalinist leaders against those who ques-
tioned the essentially nationalist doctrine of socialism in one country
are abundant proof that the dispute over the Comintern programme
was no sterile, dogmatic or abstract one. Trotsky was attacking the
ideclogy of a growing strata in Soviet society which was reflecting
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pressures hostile to socialism. That strata was the new Soviet
bureaucracy. It originated in the conditions in the Soviet Union
after the conclusion of a deliberating civil war. Open and violent
counter-revolution had been beaten back and defeated but the
flower of revolutionary fighting forces had beén terribly decimated.
The masses had grown weary of struggle and spent their initial
enthusiasm for the new order, desiring rest and quiet and time to
mend wounds; thousands of foes who found they could not defeat
the new rulers decided to join them and the revolutionary party
itself saw the transformation of its corps of combat leaders into
administrative officials with permanent instead of fortuitious tasks
and spheres of operation, that is, into potential bureaucrats.

The foundations of Stalinism were in the poverty of economic
life carried over from Czarism and intensified by the depredations
of years of imperialist intervention; in the pressure these conditions
exerted on the ruling party. Stalinism found its base in those Party
and Government functionaries which administered and distributed
the country’s wealth, and amidst the general scarcity sought to
guarantee privileges for themselves.

Its break with revolutionary internationalist tradition first be-
gan with its introduction of the theory of Socialism in one country,
a theory consisting in its essence of a guarantee to the new privileged
strata that there would be no more upsets, that their new privileges
would not be sacrificed to the struggle for world socialism. The
suppression of Bolshevism’s attachment to workers’” democracy, the
raising of the monolithic party to a principle, was an inevitable re-
sult of this defence of the privileges of the few against the many.
As the economy advanced and the bureaucratic strata grew, their
powers and privileges could not be preserved alone by an ideologi-
cal attack on Leninist ideas but could only be guaranteed by force,
by a political dictatorship directed against the mass of the popula-
tion and a suppression of those within the party motivated by the
Leninist conceptions of workers” democracy and internationalism.

At stake in the dispute in 1928 was nationalism versus inter-
nationalism. Hence in these pages you will find Trotsky’s insis-
tence right at the very beginning that not a single communist party
could establish its programme by proceeding solely or mainly from
the conditions of tendencies and developments in its own country.
“ The international programme *’ he writes, “ must proceed directly
from an analysis of the conditions and tendencies of world economy
and of the world political system taken as a whole in all its con-
nections and contradictions, that is, with the mutually antagonistic
interdependence of its separate parts.”

And again he insists :

“ The new doctrine proclaims that socialism can be built on
the basis of a national state if only there is no intervention. From
this there can and must follow (notwithstanding all pompous decla-
rations in the draft programme) a collaborationist policy towards
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the foreign bourgeoisie with the object of averting intervention, as
this will guarantee the construction of socialism, that is to say,
will solve the main historical question. The task of the parties in
the Comintern assumes, therefore, an auxiliary character; their
mission is to protect the U.S.S.R. from intervention and not to
fight for the conquest of power. It is, of course, not a question of
the subjective intentions but of the objective logic of political
thought.”

Whether the Third International was to be an instrument for
the world struggle against capitalism (the only real way to defend
the S.U.), or an organisation prepared to sacrifice the basic in-
terests of the working class for a temporary agreement with capital-
ism; that was the issue in 1928.

The history of the Comintern shows that clearly enough. The
line of Stalin meant that the policy of individual Communist Parties
was subordinate to the relations between the Soviet bureaucracy
and imperialism. The Comintern itself was dissolved in 1943 as a
price for the ““ Grand Alliance ** with Churchill and Eisenhower. In
Britain, immediately after the war we saw one of the crassest ex-
amples of this degeneration of Stalinism when in the 1945 general
election the British C.P. called for a Labour-Communist Govern-
ment plus ¢ progressive Tories such as Eden and Churchill ”” who
supported the Yalta agreement.

“ Nevertheless,” will say some “ realists,” “‘ the net upshot of
Stalinist policy is that today the non-capitalist part of the world has
expanded from one-sixth to one-third of the earth. Trotsky was a
romantic utopian. Stalin pursued a policy of world revolution, not
by a frontal assault on world capitalism but in a more cunning
manner, by a series of stages and in the end leaving the Soviet
Union with more allies.”

Such conclusions have no basis in a serious study of the facts.
Like all bureaucracies, the Soviet bureaucracy is conservative. It
seeks at all times to maintain the status quo. But revolutionary
change implies the disruption of the status quo. The change in
the post-war world took place despite Stalinism, born out of the
depth of the colonial revolution and the utter decay of capitalism.

At Teheran and Yalta Stalin made agreements to preserve the
status quo. That Stalin was perfectly sincere is attested by the
widely reported disarming of armed workers by the Red Army as
it approached from the East and aroused a revolutionary mood
among the masses, and by the proclamations of the inviolability
of private property by the commanders in Rumania, Bulgaria,
Hungary, etc. It is equally clear from the coalition, anti-strike,
* production first > policy of the Communist Parties of France and
ITtaly and the disarmament under Thorez’ and Togliatti’s order of
the armed partisans who virtually held these countries in their con-
trol at the end of the war.

In China and Yugoslavia the Kremlin opposed the revolution-
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ary developments being forced later to recognise the accomplished
fact.

The Stalinist bureaucracy proceeded, as before, with a policy
to defend its power and privileges and not at all to advance the
interests of the world working class. In Eastern Europe it was
forced to eradicate the shadow of the ruling class that was left
after war and occupation.

It did so after a period of attempted collaboration with it,
until this shadow began to gain substance and confidence and was
a ready-made base for imperialism as the cold war developed. The
bureaucracy proceeded to eliminate then the vestiges of capitalism
and landlordism in Eastern Europe, not at all under the banner
of the world revolution, but to preserve a ring of buffer states on
the Soviet border.

~But in assessing the role of Stalinism it is necessary always
to return to the fight for international socialism. Imperialism re-
mains dominant over two-thirds of the globe in a period when it
has been rocked to its foundations. In that two-thirds are the most
advanced countries by way of productivity and technique. A
major responsibility for this continued existence of imperialism
rests with Stalinism and its agencies. In the immediate post-war
period it was Stalinism which helped capitalism in Europe, betrayed
the revolutionary wave, entered coalition governments with capi-
talist parties and thus aided imperialism to begin the drive to world
war three.

Today the Soviet Union faces a massed imperialist world. It
is a sober fact that an Atomic and Hydrogen Bomb War threatens
to plunge humanity into utter barbarism, indeed the effect of atomic
and hydrogen weapons can mean the end of humanity itself. In
that fact alone lies a complete refutation of Stalin’s theory of
Socialism in one country.

There can be no peaceful co-existence whilst imperialism re-
mains. From that flows the necessity of an international pro-
gramme of struggle against world imperialism. That is what
Trotsky fought for. It is all the more necessary today.

December, 1954 W. SINCLAIR



The Draft Programme of the
Communist International

A Criticism of Fundamentals

THE DRAFT PROGRAMME, that is, the fundamental document which
is to determine the entire activity of the Comintern for many years
to come, was published only a few weeks prior to the convocation
of the Congress that is being held four years after the Fifth Con-
gress. This tardiness in publication cannot be justified by reference
to the fact that the first draft' had been published even prior to
the Fifth Congress, because several years have since elapsed. The
second draft differs from the first in its entire structure and it
endeavours to sum up the developments of the last few years.
Nothing could be more rash and precipitate than to adopt this draft
at the Sixth Congress, a draft which bears obvious traces of hasty,
even slipshod work, without any preliminary serious and scientific
criticism in the press or an extensive discussion in all parties of
the Comintern [Communist International].

During the few days at our disposal between the receipt of the
draft and the dispatch of this letter, we could dwell only upon a
few of the most vital problems which must be treated in the pro-
gramme.

Due to lack of time, we have been compelled to leave entirely
without consideration a number of the most important problems
touched upon in the draft which are perhaps less burning today but
which may become of exceptional importance tomorrow. This
does not at all imply that it is less necessary to criticise them than
those sections of the draft to which the present work is devoted.

We must also add that we are compelled to work on the new
draft under conditions which make it impossible to obtain indispen-
sable information. Enough to mention the fact that we were unable
to procure even the first draft of the programme, and in dealing
with it, as well as in two or three other cases, we have had to rely
upon our memory. It goes without saying that all quotations have
been taken from the original sources and checked carefully.






The Programme of the International
Revolution or a Programme of .
Socialism in One Country ?

THE MOST important question on the agenda of the Sixth Congress
is the adoption of a programme. The nature of the latter may for a
long time determine and fix the physiognomy of the International.
The importance of a programme does not lie so much in the manner
in which it formulates general theoretical conceptions (in the last
analysis, this boils down to a question of ‘* codification,” i.e., a
concise exposition of the truths and generalisations which have been
firmly and decisively acquired); it is to a much greater degree a
question of drawing up the balance of the world economic and
political experiences of the last period, particularly of the revolu-
tionary struggles of the last five years—so rich in events and mis-
takes. For the next few years, the fate of the Communist Inter-
national—in the literal sense of the word—depends upon the manner
in which these events, mistakes, and controversies are interpreted
and judged in the programme.

1. THE GENERAL STRUCIURE OF THE PROGRAMME

In our epoch, which is the epoch of imperialism, i.e., of world
economy and world politics under the hegemony of finance capital,
not a single communist party can establish its programme by pro-
ceeding solely or mainly from conditions and tendencies of deve-
lopments in its own country. This also holds entirely for the party
that wields the state power within the boundaries of the U.S.S.R.
On August 4, 1914,2 the death knell sounded for national pro-
grammes for all time. The revolutionary party of the proletariat
can base itself only upon an international programme correspond-
ing to the character of the present epoch, the epoch of the highest
development and collapse of capitalism. An international commu-
nist programme is in no case the sum total of national programmes
or an amalgam of their common features. The international pro-
gramme must proceed directly from an analysis of the conditions
and tendencies of world economy and of the world political system
taken as a whole in all its connections and contradictions, that is,
with the mutually antagonistic interdependence of its separate parts.

B
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In the present epoch, to a much larger extent than in the past, the
national orientation of the proletariat must and can flow only from
a world orientation and not vice versa. Herein lies the basic and
primary difference between communist internationalism and all
varieties of national socialism.

Basing ourselves upon these considerations, we wrote in
January of this year : *° We must begin work to draft a programme
of the Comintern (Bukharin’s programme is a bad programme of a
national section of the Comintern and not a programme of a world
communist party).”” (Pravda, January 15, 1928).

We have kept insisting upon these considerations since 1923-
1924 when the question of the United States of America arose in its
full scope as a problem of world and, in the most direct sense of the
term, of European politics.

In recommending the new draft, Pravda wrote that a commu-
nist programme “* differs radically from the programme of the inter-
national social democracy not only in the substance of its central
postulates but also in the characteristic internationalism of its
structure.” (Pravda, May 29, 1928).

In this somewhat cloudy formulation is obviously expressed the
idea which we stated above and which was formerly stubbornly re-
jected. One can only welcome the break with the first draft pro-
gramme presented by Bukharin, which did not even provoke a
serious exchange of opinion; nor, for that matter, did it offer any
grounds for one. Whereas the first draft gave a bald schematic des-
cription of the development of one abstract country towards social-
ism, the new draft seeks, unfortunately, and, as we shall see, with-
out consistency or success, to take world economy as a whole as
the basis for determining the fate of its individual parts.

Linking up countries and continents that stand on different
levels of development into a system of mutual dependence and an-
tagonism, levelling out the various stages of their development and
at the same time immediately enhancing the differences between
them, and ruthlessly counterposing one country to another, world
economy has become a mighty reality which holds sway over the
economic life of individual countries and continents. This basic
fact alone invests the idea of a world communist party with a
supreme reality. Bringing world economy as a whole to the highest
phase of development generally attainable on the basis of private
property, imperialism, as the draft states quite correctly in its intro-
duction, ‘ aggravates to an extreme tension the contradiction be-
tween the growth of the productive forces of world economy and the
national-state barriers.”

Without grasping the meaning of this proposition, which was
vividly revealed to mankind for the first time during the last im-
perialist war, we cannot take a single step towards the solution of
the major problems of world politics and revolutionary struggle.
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We could only welcome the radical shift of the very axis of the
programme in the new draft were it not for the fact that the effort
to reconcile this, the only correct position, with tendencies of a
directly contrary character has resulted in turning the draft into
an arena of the cruellest contradictions, which entirely nullify
the principled significance of the new manner of approaching the
question in its fundamental aspects.

2. THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND EUROPE

To characterise the first, fortunately discarded draft, it suffices
to sayv that, so far as we recall, the name of the United States of
America was not even mentioned in it The essential problems of
the imperialist epoch—which, because of the very character of this
epoch, must be examined not only in their abstract and theoretical
but also in their concrete and historical cross-section—were dis-
solved in the first draft into a lifeless schema of a capitalistic country
*in general.” However, the new draft—and this, of course, is a
serious step forward—now speaks of ““ the shift of the economic
centre of the world to the United States of America”; and of *‘ the
transformation of the * Dollar Republic’ into a world exploiter ”;
and finally, that the rivalry (the draft.loosely says ‘‘ conflict ”’) be-
tween North American and European capitalism, primary British
capitalism, “is becoming the axis of the world conflicts.” 1t is
already quite obvious today that a programme which did not con-
tain a clear and precise definition of these basic facts and factors
of the world situation would have nothing in common with the pro-
gramme of the international revolutionary party.

Unfortunately, the essential facts and tendencies of world
developments in the modern epoch which we have just indicated
are merely mentioned by name in the text of the draft, grafted on
to it, as it were, by way of theoretical back-writing, without having
any internal connection with its entire structure and without leading
to any conclusions about perspective or strategy.

America’s new role in Europe since the capitulation of the Ger-
man Communist Party, and the defeat of the German proletariat in
1923, has been left absolutely unevaluated. No attempt at all has
been made to explain that the period of the * stabilisation,”
* normalisation,” and ** pacification” of Europe as well as the
* regeneration ” of the social democracy, has proceeded in close
material and ideological connection with the first steps of American
intervention in European affairs.

Moreover, it has not been shown that the inevitable further
development of American expansion, the contraction of the markets
of European capital, including the European market itself, entail
the greatest military, economic, and revolutionary convulsions, be-
side which all those of the past fade into the background.

Again, neither has it been made clear that the further inexor-
able pressure of the United States will reduce capitalist Europe to
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constantly more limited rations in world economy; and this, of
course, implies not a mitigation, but on the contrary, a monstrous
sharpening of inter-state relations in Europe accompanied by furious
paroxysms of military conflict, for states as well as classes fight even
more fiercely for a meagre and a diminishing ration than for a
lavish and growing one.

The draft does not explain that the internal chaos of the state
antagonisms in Europe renders hopeless any sort of serious and
successful resistance to the constantly more centralised North
American republic; and that the resolution of the European chaos
through the Soviet United States of Europe is one of the first tasks
of the proletarian revolution. The latter (precisely because of the
existence of barriers) is immeasurably closer in Europe than in
America® and will, therefore, most likely have to defend itself from
the North American bourgeoisie.

On the other hand, no mention at all has been made of the
fact (and this is just as important a phase of the same world prob-
lem) that it is precisely the international strength of the United
States and her irresistible expansion arising from it, that compels
her to include the powder magazines of the whole world into the
foundations of her structure, i.e., all the antagonisms between the
East and the West, the class struggle in Old Europe, the uprisings
of the colonial masses, and all wars and revolutions. On the one
hand, this transforms North American capitalism into the basic
counter-revolutionary force of the modern epoch, constantly more
interested in the maintenance of ‘“order > in every corner of the
terrestial globe; and on the other hand, this prepares the ground
for a gigantic revolutionary explosion in this already dominant and
still expanding world imperialist power. The logic of world relations
indicates that the time of this explosion cannot lag very far behind
that of the proletarian revolution in Europe.

Our elucidation of the dialectics of the interrelations between
America and Europe have made us the target in recent years of the
most diversified accusations, charging us with the pacifist denial of
the existence of European contradictions, with the acceptance of
Kautsky’s theory of ultra-imperialism, and many other sins. There
is no need to dwell here upon these ‘accusations ”’, which are at
best due to a complete ignorance of the real processes and of our
attitude toward them. We cannot refrain from observing, however,
that it would be hard to waste more effort in confusing and muddi-
ing up this most vital world problem than was wasted (incidentally,
by the authors of the draft programme) in their petty struggle
against our formulation of the problem. Our formulation has,
however, been entirely confirmed by the course of events.

Even recently, efforts have been made in leading communist
organs to minimise—on paper—the significance of American hege-
mony by alluding to the impending commercial and industrial
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crisis in the United States. We cannot here enter into an examina-
tion of the special problem of the duration of the American crisis
and its possible depth. This is a question of conjuncture and not of
programme. It goes without saying that in our opinion the inevita-
bility of a crisis is entirely beyond doubt; nor, considering the
present world scope of American capitalism, do we think it is out
of the question that the very next crisis will attain extremely great
depth and sharpness. But there is no justification whatsoever for
the attempt to conclude from this that the hegemony of North
America will be restricted or weakened. Such a conclusion can lead
only to the grossest strategical errors.

Just the contrary is the case. In the period of crisis the hege-
mony of the United States will operate more completely, more
openly, and more ruthlessly than in the period of boom. The
United States will seek to overcome and extricate herself from her
difficulties and maladies primarily at the expense of Europe, regard-
less of whether this occurs in Asia, Canada, South America, Aus-
tralia, or Europe itself, or whether this takes place peacefully or
through war.

We must clearly understand that if the first period of American
intervention had the effect of stabilisation and pacification on
Europe, which to a considerable extent still remains in force today,
and may even recur episodically and become stronger (particularly
in the event of new defeats of the proletariat), the general line of
Aanerican policy, particularly in time of its own economic difficulties
and crisis, will engender the deepest convulsions in Europe as well
as over the entire world.

From this we draw the not unimportant conclusion that there
will be no more lack of revolutionary situations in the next decade
than in the past decade. That is why it is of utmost importance to
understand correctly the mainsprings of development so that we
may not be caught unawares by their action. If in the past decade
the main source of revolutionary situations lay in the direct conse-
quences of the imperialist war, in the second post-war decade the
most important source of revolutionary upheavals will be the inter-
relations of Europe and America. A major crisis in the United
States will strike the tocsin for new wars and revolutions. We re-
peat : there will be no lack of revolutionary situations. The entire
question hinges upon the international party of the proletariat, the
maturity and fighting ability of the Comintern, and the correctness
of its strategical position and tactical methods.

In the draft programme of the Comintern absolutely no expres-
sion is to be found of this trend of thought. A fact of such great
importance, it would seem, as “‘ the shifting of the world economic
centre to the United States,” is glossed over by a casual journalistic
remark. It is, of course, utterly impossible to justify this on the
ground of lack of space, for what should be allowed space in a
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programme if not the fundamental questions ? Besides, it should
be added that too much space is devoted in the programme to ques-
tions of secondary and tertiary importance, to say nothing of the
general literary looseness and innumerable repetitions by elimina-
tion of which the programme could be reduced at least one-third.

3. THE SLOGAN OF THE SOVIET UNITED STATES OF EUROPE

There is no justifying the omission of the slogan of the Soviet
United States of Europe from the new draft programme, a slogan
which was accepted by the Comintern back in 1923, after a rather
protracted internal struggle.* Or is it, perhaps, that the authors
want to ““return” to Lenin’s position of 1915 precisely on this
question ? If that is the case, they must first understand it cor-
rectly.

Lenin, as is well known, was hesitant at the beginning of the
war in regard to the slogan of the United States of Europe. The
slogan was originally included in the theses of the Sotsial Demokrat
(the central organ of the party at the time) and then rejected by
Lenin. This in itself indicates that the question involved here was
not that of the general acceptability of the slogan on principle, but
merely a tactical appraisal of it, a question of weighing its positive
and negative aspects from the standpoint of the given situation.
Needless to say, Lenin rejected the possibility that a capitalist Uni-
ted States of Europe could be realised. That was also my approach
to the question when I advanced the slogan of the United States
of Europe exclusively as a prospective state form of the proletarian
dictatorship in Europe.

I wrote at that time: ‘“ A more or less complete economic
unification of Europe accomplished from above through an agree-
ment between capitalist governments is a utopia. Along this road
_ matters cannot proceed beyond partial compromises and half mea-
sures. But this alone, an economic unification of Europe, such as
would entail colossal advantages both to the producer and consumer
and to the development of culture in general, is becoming a revo-
lutionary task of the European proletariat in its struggle against
imperialist protectionism and its instrument — militarism.”
(Trotsky, *“ The Peace Programme °, Works, Vol. 111, part 1, p. 85,
Russian ed.)

Further :  ““ The United States of Europe represents first of
all a form—the only conceivable form—of the dictatorship of the
proletariat in Europe.” (Ibid., p. 92).

But even in this formulation of the question Lenin saw a¢ that
time a certain danger. In the absence of any experience of a pro-
letarian dictatorship in a single country and of theoretical clarity on
this question even in the Left wing of the social democracy of that
period, the slogan of the United States of Europe might have given
rise to the idea that the proletarian revolution must begin simulta-
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. neously, at least on the whole European continent. It was against
this very danger that Lenin issued a warning, but on this point there
was not a shade of difference between Lenin and myself. I wrote
at the time: “ Not a single country must ‘ wait’ for the other
countries in its struggle. It will be useful and necessary to repeat
this elementary idea so that temporising international inaction may
not be substituted for parallel international action. Without waiting
for the others, we must begin and continue the struggle on national
grounds with the full conviction that our initiative will provide an
impulse to the struggle in other countries.” (Ibid., pp. 89-90).

Then follow those words of mine which Stalin presented at the
Seventh Plenum of the E.C.C.I. as the most vicious expression of
** Trotskyism 7, i.e., as *‘ lack of faith” in the inner forces of the
revolution and the hope for aid from without. *“ And if this [the
development of the revolution in other countries—L.T.] were not
to occur, it would be hopeless to think (this is borne out both by
historical experience and by theoretical considerations) that a revo-
lutionary Russia, for instance, could hold out in face of conservative
Europe, or that a socialist Germany could remain isolated in a
capitalist world.” (Ibid., p. 90).

On the basis of this and two or three similar quotations is
founded the condemnation pronounced against *“ Trotskyism ™ by
the Seventh Plenum as having allegedly held on this ** fundamental
question ”’ a position ““ which has nothing in common with Lenin-
ism.” Let us, therefore, pause for a moment and listen to Lenin
himself.

On March 7, 1918, he said d propos of the Brest-Litovsk peace:
““ This is a lesson to us because the absolute truth is that without
a revolution in Germany, we shall perish.” (Lenin, Works, Vol.
XV, p. 132, Russian [old] ed.).

A week later he said : ““ World imperialism cannot live side
by side with a victorious advancing social revolution.” (Ibid., p.
175). .
A few weeks later, on April 23, Lenin said: ‘ Our back-
wardness has thrust us forward and we will perish if we are unable
to hold out until we meet with the mighty support of the insurrec-
tionary workers of other countries.” (Ibid., p. 187. Our emphasis).

But perhaps this was all said under the special influence of the
Brest-Litovsk crisis? No! In March, 1919, Lenin again re-
peated :  ““ We do not live merely in a state but in a system of
states and the existence of the Soviet Republic side by side with
imperialist states for any legnth of time is inconceivable. In the end
one or the other must triumph.”” (Works, Vol. XVI, p. 102).

A year later, on April 7, 1920, Lenin reiterates : “ Capitalism,

if taken on an international scale, is even now, not only in a military
but also in an economic sense, stronger than the Soviet power. We
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must proceed from this fundamental consideration and never forget
it.” (Works, Vol. XVII, p. 102).

On November 27, 1920, Lenin, in dealing with the question of
concessions, said :  “* We have now passed from the arena of war
to the arena of peace and we have not forgotten that war will come
again. As long as capitalism and socialism remain side by side we
cannot live peacefully—the one or the other will be the victor in
the end. An obituary will be sung either over the death of world
capitalism or the death of the Soviet Republic. At present we
have only a respite in the war.” (/bid., p. 398).

But perhaps the continued existence of the Soviet Republic
impelled Lenin to * recognise his mistake > and renounce his ““ lack
of faith in the inner force > of the October Revolution ?

At the Third Congress of the Comintern in July, 1921, Lenin
declared in the theses on the tactics of the Communist Party of
Russia:  ““ An equilibrium has been created, which though ex-
tremely precarious and unstable, nevertheless enables the socialist
republic to maintain its existence within capitalist surroundings,
although of course not for any great length of time.”

Again, on July 5, 1921, Lenin stated point-blank at one of
the sessions of the Congress : It was clear to us that without
aid from the international world revolution, a victory of the prole-
tarian revolution is impossible. Even prior to the revolution, as
well as after it, we thought that the revolution would also ocurr
either immediately or at least very soon in other backward countries
and in the more highly developed capitalist countries, otherwise we
would perish. Notwithstanding this conviction, we did our utmost
to preserve the Soviet system under any circumstances and at all
costs. because we know that we are working not only for ourselves,
but also for the international revolution.” (Works, Vol. XVIII, part
1, p. 321).

How infinitely removed are these words, so superb in their
simplicity and permeated with the spirit of internationalism, from
the present smug fabrications of the epigones !

In any case, we have the right to ask : wherein do all these
statements of Lenin differ from my conviction in the year 1915 that
the coming revolution in Russia or the coming socialist Germany
could not hold cut alone if ““isolated in a capitalist world?”” The time
factor proved to be different from that posited not only by myself
but also in Lenin’s forecasts; but the underlying idea retains its
ful} force even today—at the given moment perhaps more so than
ever before. Instead of condemning this idea, as the Seventh
Pienum of the E.C.C.1. has done on the basis of an incompetent
and unscrupulous speech, it should be included in the programme
of the Comniunist International.

Defending the slogan of the Soviet United States of Europe,
we pointed out in 1915, that the law of uneven development is in
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itself no argument against this slogan, because the unevenness of
historical development of different countries and continents is in
itself uneven. European countries develop unevenly in relation to
one another. Nevertheless, it can be maintained with absolute his-
torical certainty that not a single one of these countries is fated,
at least in the historical epoch under review, to run so far ahead in
relation to other countries as America has run ahead of Europe.
For America there is one scale of unevenness, for Europe there is
another. Geographically and historically, conditions have prede-
termined such a close organic bond between the countries of Europe
that there is no way for them to tear themselves out of it. The
modern bourgeois governments of Europe are like murderers
chained to a single cart. The revolution in Europe, as has already
been said, will in the final analysis be of decisive importance for
America as well. But directly, in the immediate course of history,
a revolution in Germany will have an immeasurable greater signi-
ficance for France than for the United States of America. It is pre-
cisely from this historically developed relationship that there flows
the political vitality of the slogan of the European Soviet Federa-
tion. We speak of its relative vitality because it stands to reason
that this Federation will extend, across the great bridge of the Soviet
Union, to Asia, and will then effect a union of the World Socialist
Republics. But this will constitute a second epoch or a subsequent
great chapter of the imperialist epoch, and when we approach it
more closely, we will also find the corresponding formulas for it.

It can be proven without any difficulty by further quotations
that our difference with Lenin in 1915 over the question of the Uni-
ted States of Europe was of a restricted, tactical, and, by its very
essence, temporary character; but it is best proven by the subse-
quent course of events. -In 1923 the Communist International
adopted the controversial slogan. Were it true that the slogan of
the United States of Europe was inacceptable in 1915 on grounds
of principle, as the authors of the draft programme now seek to
maintain, then the Communist International could not possibly have
adopted it. The law of uneven development, one would think, had
not lost its effectiveness during these years.

The entire formulation of the questions as outlined above flows
from the dynamics of the revolutionary process taken as a whole.
The international revolution is regarded as an interconnected pro-
cess which cannot be predicted in all its concreteness, and, so to
speak, its order of occurrence, but which is absolutely clearcut
in its general historical outline. Unless the latter is understood,
a correct political orientation is entirely out of the question.

However, matters appear quite differently if we proceed from
the idea of a socialist development which is occurring and is even
being completed in one country. We have today a * theory ™
which teaches that it is possible to build socialism completely in
one country and that the correlations of that country with the capi-

c
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talist world can be established on the basis of * neutralising ”* the
world bourgeoisie (Stalin). The necessity for the slogan of a
United States of Europe falls away, or is at least diminished, if
this essentially national-reformist and not revolutionary-interna-
tionalist point of view is adopted. But this slogan is, from our
viewpoint, important and vitally necessary because there is lodged
in it the condemnation of the idea of an isolated socialist develop-
ment. For the proletariat of every European country, even to a
larger measure than for the U.S.S.R.—the difference, however, is
one of degree only—it will be most vitally necessary to spread the
revolution to the neighbouring countries and to support insurrec-
tions there with arms in hand, not out of any abstract considera-
tions of international solidarity, which in themselves cannot set the
classes in motion, but because of those vital considerations which
Lenin formulated hundreds of times—namely, that without timely
aid from the international revolution, we will be unable to hold out.
The slogan of the Soviet United States corresponds to the dynamics
of the proletarian revolution, which does not break out simulta-
neously in all countries, but which passes from country to country
and requires the closest bond between them, especially on the
European arena, both with a view to defence against the most
powerful external enemies, and with a view to economic construc-
tion.

One may, to be sure, try to raise an objection by asserting that
following the period of the Ruhr crisis, which provided the latest
impulse for the adoption of that slogan, the latter has not played
a major role in the agitation for the communist parties of Europe
and has, so to speak, not taken root. But this is equally true of
zuch slogans as the workers’ state, Soviets, and so forth, i.e., all
the slogans of the directly pre-revolutionary period. The explana-
tion for this lies in the fact that since the end of 1923, notwith-
standing the erroneous political appraisals of the Fifth Congress,
the revolutionary movement on the European continent has been
on the decline. But that is just why it is fatal to base a programme,
in whole or in part, upon impressions received only during that
period. It was no mere accident that, despite all prejudices, the
slogan of a Soviet United States of Europe was adopted precisely
in 1923, at a time when a revolutionary explosion was expected in
Germany, and when the question of the state interrelationships in
Europe assumed an extremely burning character. Every new ag-
gravation of the European and indeed of the world crisis is suffi-
ciently sharp to bring to the fore the main political problems and
to invest the slogan of the United States of Europe with attractive
power. It is therefore fundamentally wrong to pass over this slogan
in silence in the programme without rejecting it, that is, to keep
it somewhere in reserve, for use ““in case of emergency ”’. When
questions of principle are involved, the policy of making reserva-
tions is futile.
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4. THE CRITERION OF INTERNATIONALISM

The draft, as we already know, seeks to proceed in its con-
struction from the standpoint of world economy and its internal
tendencies—an attempt which merits recognition. Pravda is abso-
lutely correct in saying that herein lies the basic difference in prin-
ciple between us and the national-patriotic social democracy. A
programme of the international party of the proletariat can be
built only if world economy, which dominates its separate parts, is
taken as the point of departure. But precisely in analysing the
main tendencies of world development, the draft not only reveals
inadequacies which depreciate its value, as has already been pointed
out above, but it also is grossly one-sided, which leads it to com-
mit grave blunders.

The draft refers time and again, and not always in the proper
place. to the law of uneven development of capitalism as the main
and almost all-determining law of that development. A number of
mistakes in the draft, including one fundamental error, are theore-
tically based on the one-sided and false non-Marxian and non-
Leninist interpretation of the law of uneven development.

In its first chapter the draft states that *‘ the unevenness of
economic and political development is an unconditional law of
capitalism. This unevenness becomes still more accentuated and
aggravated in the epoch of imperialism.”

This is correct. This formulation in part condemns Stalin’s
recent formulation of the question, according to which both Marx
and Engels were ignorant of the law of uneven development which
was allegedly first discovered by Lenin. On September 15, 1925,
Stalin wrote that Trotsky has no reason whatever to refer to Engels
because the latter wrote at a time ‘ when there could be no talk
[!'] about the knowledge of the law of uneven development of
capitalist countries.” Unbelievable as these words may be, Stalin,
one of the authors of the draft, has nevertheless repeated them more
than once. The text of the draft, as we have seen, has taken a
step forward in this respect. However, if we leave aside the correc-
tion of this elementary mistake, what the draft says about the law
of uneven development remains in essence one-sided and inade-
quate.

In the first place, it would have been more correct to say that
the entire history of mankind is governed by the law of uneven
development. Capitalism finds various sections of mankind at
different stages of development, each with its profound internal
contradictions. The extreme diversity in the levels attained, and
the extraordinary unevenness in the rate of development of the
different sections of mankind during the various epochs, serve as
the starting point of capitalism. Capitalism gains mastery only
gradually over the inherited unevenness, breaking and altering it,
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employing therein its own means and methods. In contrast to the
economic systems which preceded it; capitalism inherently and con-
stantly aims at economic expansion, at the penetration of new terri-
tories, the surmounting of economic differences, the conversion of
self-sufficient provincial and national economies into a system of
financial interrelationships. Thereby it brings about their rap-
proachment and equalises the economic and cultural levels of the
most progressive and the most backward countries. Without this
main process, it would be impossible to conceive of the relative
leveling out, first, of Europe with Great Britain, and then, of
America with Europe; the industrialisation of the colonies, the
diminishing gap between India and Great Britain, and all the con-
sequences arising from the enumerated processes upon which is
based not only the programme of the Communist International but
also its very existence.

By drawing the countries economically closer to one another
and leveling out their stages of development, capitalism, however,
operates by methods of its own, that is to say, by anarchistic
methods which constantly undermine its own work, set one country
against another, and one branch of industry against another, deve-
loping some parts of world economy while hampering and throwing
back the development of others. Only the correlation of these two
fundamental tendencies—-both of which arise from the nature of
capitalism—explains to us the living texture of the historical pro-
cess.

Imperialism, thanks to the universality, penetrability, and
mobility and the break-neck speed of the formation of finance
capital as the driving force of imperialism, lends vigour to both
these tendencies. Imperialism links up incomparably more rapidly
and more deeply the individual national and continental units into
a single entity, bringing them into the closest and most vital depen-
dence upon each other and rendering their economic methods, social
forms, and levels of development more identical. At the same time,
it attains this ‘““ goal ” by such antagonistic methods, such tiger-
leaps, and such raids upon backward countries and areas that the
unification and leveling of world economy which it has effected, is
upset by it even more violently and convulsively than in the preced-
ing epochs. Only such a dialectical and not purely mechanical
understanding of the law of uneven development can make possible
the avoidance of the fundamental error which the draft pro-
gramme, submitted to the Sixth Congress, has failed to avoid.

Immediately after its one-sided characterisation of the law of
uneven development pointed out by us, the draft programme says :

“* Hence it follows that the international proletarian revolu-
tion must not be regarded as a single, simultaneous, and universal
act. Hence it follows that the victory of socialism is at first possible
in a few, or even in one isolated capitalist country.”

That the international revolution of the proletariat cannot he
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a simultaneous act, of this there can of course be no dispute at all
among grown-up people after the experience of the October Revo-
lution, achieved by the proletariat of a backward country under
pressure of historical necessity, without waiting in the least for the
proletariat of the advanced countries ““to even out the front.”
Within these limits, the reference to the law of uneven develop-
ment is absolutely correct and quite in place. But it is entirely other-
wise with the second half of the conclusion—namely, the hollow
assertion that the victory of socialism is possible * in one isolated
country.” to prove its point the draft programme simply says :
* Hence it follows...” One gets the impression that this follows
from the law of uneven development. But this does not follow at
all. “ Hence follows > something quite the contrary. If the histori-
cal process were such that some countries developed not only un-
evenly but even independently of each other, isolated from each
other, then from the law of uneven development would indubitably
follow the possibility of building socialism in one capitalist country
—at first in the most advanced country and then, as they mature,
in the more backward ones. Such was the customary and, so to
speak, average idea of the transition to socialism within the ranks
of the pre-war social democracy. This is precisely the idea that
formed the theoretical basis of social-patriotism. Of course, the
draft programme does not hold this view. But it inclines towards it.

The theoretical error of the draft lies in the fact that it seeks
to deduce from the law of uneven development something which
the law does not and cannot imply. Uneven or sporadic develop-
ment of various countries acts constantly to upset but in no case to
eliminate the growing economic bonds and interdependence between
those countries which the very next day, after four years of hellish
slaughter, were compelled to exchange coal, bread, oil, powder,
and suspenders with each other. On this point, the draft posits
the question as if historical development proceeds only on the
basis of sporadic leaps, while the economic basis which gives rise
to these leaps, and upon which they occur, is either left entirely out
of sight by the authors of the draft, or is forcibly eliminated by
them. This they do with the sole object of defending the inde-
fencible theory of socialism in one country. '

After what has been said it is not difficult to understand that
the only correct formulation of the question should read that
Marx and Engels, even prior to the imperialist epoch, had arrived
at the conclusion that on the one hand, unevenness, i.e., sporadic
historical development, stretches the proletarian revolution through
an entire epoch in the course of which nations will enter the revo-
lutionary flood one after another; while, on the other hand, the
organic interdependence of the several countries, developing toward
an international division of labour, excludes the possibility of build-
ing socialism in one country. This means that the Marxian doc-
trine, which posits that the socialist revolution can begin only on a
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national basis, while the building of socialism in one country is im-
possible, has been rendered doubly and trebly true, all the more
so now, in the modern epoch when imperialism has developed,
deepened, and sharpened both of these antagonistic tendencies.
On this point, Lenin merely developed and concretised Marx’s own
formulation and Marx’s own answer to this question.

Our party programme is based entirely upon the international
conditions underlying the October Revolution and the socialist
construction. To prove this, one need only transcribe the entire
theoretical part of our programme. Here we will confine ourselves
merely to pointing out that when, during the Eighth Congress of
our party, the late Podbelsky inferred that some formulations of the
programme had reference only to the revolution in Russia, Lenin
replied as follows in his concluding speech on the question of the
party programme (March 19, 1919):

‘ Podbelsky has raised objections to a paragraph which speaks
of the pending social revolution . . . His argument is obviously un-
founded because our programme deals with the social revolution on
a world scale.” (Works, Vol. XVI, p. 131).

It will not be out of place here to point out that at about the
same time Lenin suggested that our party should change its name
from the Communist Party of Russia to the Communist Party, so as
to emphasise still further that it is a party of international revolu-
tion. I was the only one voting for Lenin’s motion in the Central
Committee. However, he did not bring the matter before the Con-
gress in view of the foundation of the Third International. “This
position is proof to the fact that there was not even an inkling of
socialism in one country at that time. That alone is the reason
why the party programme does not condemn this * theory ' but
merely excludes it.

But the programme of the Young Communist League, adopted
two years later, had to issue a direct warning against home-bred
illusions and national narrow-mindedness on the question of the
proletarian revolution, in order to train the youth in the spirit of
internationalism. We will have more to say on this point later.

The new draft programme of the Comintern puts the matter
quite differently. In harmony with the revisionist® evolution of its
authors since 1924, the draft, as we have seen, chooses the directly
opposite path. But the manner in which the question of socialism
in one country is solved determines the nature of the entire draft as
a Marxian or a revisionist document.

Of course, the draft programme carefully, persistently, and
severally presents, emphasises, and explains the difference between
the communist and reformist formulation of questions. But these
assurances do not solve the problem. We have here a situation
similar to that on board a ship which is equipped and even over-
loaded with numerous Marxian mechanisms and appliances, whiie
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its mainsail is so raised as to be purposely swelled by every revi-
sionist and reformist wind.

Whoever has learned from the experiences of the last three
decades and particularly from the extraordinary experience in China
during the recent years, understands the powerful dialectical inter-
dependence between the class struggle and the programmatic party
documents and will understand our statement that the new revision-
ist sail can nullify all the safety appliances of Marxism and Lenin-
ism. That is why we are compelled to dwell in greater detail upon
this cardinal question, which will for a long time determine the
development and destiny of the Communist International.

5. THE THEORETICAL TRADITION OF THE PARTY

The draft programme, in the foregoing quotation, deliberately
uses the expression * victory of socialism in one country ” so as
to secure an external and purely verbal similarity between its text
and Lenin’s article of 1915, which has been misused so ruthlessly,
not to say criminally, during the discussion on the question of build-
ing a socialist society in one country. The draft resorts to the
same method elsewhere by ‘ referring” to Lenin’s words as a
confirmation. Such is the scientific ““ methodology of the draft.”

Of the great wealth of Marxian literature and the treasure of
Lenin’s works—directly ignoring everything Lenin said and wrote
and everything he did, ignoring the party programme and the pro-
gramme of the Young Communist League, ignoring the opinions
expressed by all party leaders, without exception, during the epoch
of the October Revolution, when the question was posed categori-
cally (and how categorically!) ignoring what the authors of the
programme themselves, Stalin and Bukharin, said up to and in-
cluding 1924—two quotations all told from Lenin, one from his
article on the United States of Europe, written in 1915, and another
from his unfinished posthumous work on co-operation, written in
1923, have been used in defence of the theory of national socailism,
which was created to meet the exigencies of the struggle against so-
called ““ Trotskyism > at the end of 1924 or the beginning of 1925.
Everything that contradicts these two quotations of a couple of lines
each—the whole of Marxism and Leninsm—has simply been set
aside. These two artificially extracted, and grossly and epigonically
misinterpreted quotations are taken as the basis of the new and
purely revisionist theory which is unbounded from the viewpoint
of its political consequences. We are witnessing the efforts to graft,
by methods of scholasticism and sophistry, to the Marxian trunk an
absolutely alien branch, which, if grafted, will inexorably poison and
kill the whole tree.

At the Seventh Plenum of the E.C.C.1., Stalin declared (not for
the first time) : “ The question of the construction of a socialist
economy in one country was for the first time advanced in the
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party by Lenin back in 1915.” (Minutes, Seventh Plenum of the
E.C.CI., p. 14. Our emphasis).

Thus an admission is here made that prior to 1915 no mention
was ever made of the question of socialism in one country. Ergo,
Stalin and Bukharin do not venture to encroach upon the entire tra-
dition of Marxism and of the party on the question of the inter-
national character of the proletarian revolution. Let us bear this
in mind.

However, let us see what Lenin did say “ for the first time ”
in 1915 in contradistinction to what Marx, Engels, and Lenin him-
self had said previously.

In 1915 Lenin said : ““ Uneven economic and political deve-
lopment is an unconditional law of capitalism. Hence it follows
that the triumph of socialism is, to begin with, possible in a few,
or even in a single capitalist country. The victorious proletariat of
that country, having expropriated the capitalists and having
organised socialist production at home, would be up in arms against
the rest of the capitalist world, attracting oppressed classes of other
countries to its side, causing insurrections in those countries against
the capitalists, and acting, in case of need, even with military power
against the exploiting classes and their governments.” (Works, Vol.
XIII, p. 133. Aug. 23, 1915. Our emphasis).

What did Lenin have in mind ? Only that the victory of social-
ism in the sense of the establishment of a dictatorship of the pro-
letariat is possible at first in one country, which because of this very
fact, will be counterposed to the capitalist world. The proletarian
state, in order to be able to resist an attack and to assume a revolu-
tionary offensive of its own, will first have to ** organise socialist
production at home,” i.e., it will have to organise the operation of
the factories taken from the capitalists. That is all. Such a ** vic-
tory of socialism ”” was, as is shown, first achieved in Russia, and
the first workers’ state, in order to defend itself against world inter-
vention, had first of all to ** organise socialist production at home ”’,
or to create trusts of ““a consistently socialist type.”” By the vic-
tory of socialism in one country, Lenin consequently did not
cherish the fantasy of a self-sufficient socialist society, and in a
backward country at that, but something much more realistic,
namely, what the October Revolution had achieved in our country
during the first period of its existence.

Does this, perhaps, require proof ? So many proofs can be
adduced that the only difficulty lies in making the best choice.

In his theses on war and peace (January 7, 1918) Lenin spoke
of the ““ necessity of a certain period of time, at least several
months, for the victory of socialism in Russia ...” (Works, Vol.
XV, p. 64).

At the beginning of the same year, i.e., 1918, Lenin, in his
article entitled ““ On Left Wing Childishness and Petty Bourgeois
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Tendencies,” directed against Bukharin, wrote the following :
If, let us say, state capitalism could be established in our country
within six months, that would be a tremendous achievement and the
surest guarantee that within a year socialism will be definitely estab-
lished and will have become invincible.” (Works, Vol. XV, part 2,
p. 263. Our emphasis).

How could Lenin have set so short a period for the * definite
establishment of socialism ™ ?  What material-productive and
social content did he put into these words ?

This question will at once appear in a different light if we re-
call that on April 29, 1918, Lenin said in his report to the All-
Russian Central Executive Committee of the Soviet government :
“Tt is hardly to be expected that our next generation, which will
be more highly developed, will effect a complete transition to
socialism.” (Ibid., p. 240).

On December 3, 1919, at the Congress of Communes and
Artels, Lenin spoke even more bluntly, saying : ‘“ We know that
we cannot establish a socialist order at the present time. It will be
well if our children and perhaps our grandchildren will be able to
establish it.”” (Works, Vol. XVI, p. 398).

In which of these two cases was Lenin right ? Was it when
he spoke of the  definite establishment of socialism ” within
twelve months, or when he left it not for our children but our
grandchildren to ““ establish the socialist order > ?

Lenin was right in both cases, for he had in mind two entirely
different and incommensurable stages of socialist construction.

By the * definite establishment of socialism * in the first case,
Lenin meant not the building of a socialist society within a year’s
time or even ‘ several months,” that is, he did not mean that the
classes will be done away with, that the contradictions between
city and country will be eliminated; he meant the restoration of
production in mills and factories in the hands of the proletarian
state, and thus the assuring of the possibility to exchange products
between city and country. The very shortness of the term is in
itself a sure key to an understanding of the whole perspective

Of course, even for this elementary task, too short a term was
set at the beginning of 1918. It was this purely practical * mis-
calculation ” that Lenin derided .at the Fourth Congress of the
Comintern when he said * we were more foolish then than we are
now.” But ““ we had a correct view of the general perspectives and
did not for a moment believe that it is possible to set up a com-
plete ‘socialist order’ in the course of twelve months and in a
backward country at that.”” The attainment of this main and final
goal—the construction of a socialist society—was left by Lenin to
three whole generations—ourselves, our children, and our grand-
children.

Is it not clear that in his article of 1915, Lenin meant by the
D
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organisation of socialist production,” not the creation of a
socialist society but an immeasurably more elementary task which
has already been realised in the U.S.S.R. ? Otherwise, one would
have to arrive at the absurd conclusion that, according to Lenin,
the proletarian party, having captured power, ‘ postpones” the
revolutionary war until the third generation.

Such is the sorry position of the main stronghold of the new
theory in so far as the 1915 quotation is concerned. However, what
is sadder still is the fact that Lenin wrote this passage not in appli-
cation to Russia. He was speaking of Europe in contrast to Russia.
This follows not only from the content of the quoted article devoted
to the question of the United States of Europe, but also from
Lenin’s entire position at the time. A few months later, November
20, 1915, Lenin wrote specially on Russia, saying :

* The task of the proletariat follows obviously from this actual
state of affairs. This task is a bold, heroic, revolutionary struggle
against the monarchy (the slogans of the January conference of
1912—the ‘ Three Whales %), a struggle which would attract all
democratic masses, that is, first and foremost the peasantry. At the
same time, a relentless struggle must be waged against chauvinism,
a struggle for the socialist revolution in Europe in alliance with its
proletariat . .. The war crisis has strengthened the economic and
political factors impelling the petty bourgeoisie, including the
peasantry, towards the Left. Therein lies the objective basis of the
absolute possibility of the victory of the democratic revolution in
Russia. That the objective conditions for a socialist revolution have
fully matured in Western Europe, was recognised before the war
by all influential socialists of all ‘advanced countries.” (Works,
Vol. X111, pp. 212f. Our emphasis).

Thus, in 1915, Lenin clearly spoke of a democratic revolution
in Russia and of a socialist revolution in Western Europe. In
passing, as if speaking of something which is self-evident, he men-
tions that in Western Europe, distinct from Russia, in contrast to
Russia, the conditions for a socialist revolution have “ fully
matured.” But the authors of the new theory, the authors of the
draft programme, simply ignore this quotation—one of many—
which squarely and directly refers to Russia, just as they ignore
hundreds of other passages, as they ignore all of Lenin’s works.
Instead of taking notice of this, they snatch, as we have seen, at
another passage that refers to Western Europe, ascribe to it a
meaning which it cannot and does not contain, attach this ascribed
meaning to Russia, a country to which the passage has no reference,
and on this ““ foundation * erect their new theory.

What was Lenin’s position on this question immediately before
the October period ? On leaving Switzerland after the February
1917 revolution, Lenin addressed a letter to the Swiss workers in
which he declared :

“Russia is a peasant country, one of the most backward
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countries of Europe. Socialism cannot be imunediately triumphant
there but the peasant character of the country with the huge tracts
of land in the hands of the feudal aristocracy and landowners, can,
on the basis of the experience of 1905, give a tremendous sweep
to the bourgeois democratic revolution in Russia and make our
revolution a prelude to the world socialist revolution, a step to-
wards it. ... The Russian proletariat cannot by its own forces
victoriously complete the socialist revolution. But it can give the
Russian revolution dimensions such as will create the most favour-
able conditions for it, such as will in a certain sense begin it. It
can facilitate matters for the entrance into a decisive battle on the
part of its main and most reliable ally, the European and American
socialist proletariat.” (Works, Vol. XIV, part 2, pp. 407f)

All the elements of the question are contained in these few
lines. If Lenin believed in 1915, in time of war and reaction, as
they try to convince us now, that the proletariat of Russia can
build socialism by itself so as to be able to declare war on the
bourgeios states, after it will have accomplished this work, how
could Lenin, at the beginning of 1917, after the February revolu-
tion, speak so categorically about the impossibility for backward
peasant Russia to build socialism with its own forces ? One must
at least be somewhat logical and, to put it baldly, have some res-
pect for Lenin.

It would be superfluous to add more quotations. To give an
integral outline of Lenin’s economic and political views conditioned
by the international character of the socialist revolution would re-
quire a separate work that would cover many subjects, but not
the subject of building a self-sufficient socialist society in one
country, because Lenin did not know this subject.

However, we feel obliged to dwell here on another article by
Lenin—* On Co-operation —since the draft programme appears
to quote this posthumous article extensively, i.e., utilises some of
its expressions for a purpose which is entirely alien to the article.
We have in mind the fifth chapter of the draft programme which
states that the workers of the Soviet Republics ¢ possess all the
necessary and sufficient material prerequisites in the country. ..
for the complete construction of socialism > (our emphasis).

If the article dictated by Lenin during his illness and published
after his death really did say that the Soviet state possesses all the
necessary and material, that is, first of all, productive prerequisites
for an independent construction of complete socialism, one would
only have to surmise that either Lenin slipped in his dictation or
that the stenographer made a mistake in transcribing her notes.
Either conjecture is at any rate more probable than that Lenin
abandoned Marxism and his own life-long teaching in two hasty
strokes. Fortunately, however, there is not the slightest need for
such an explanation. The remarkable, though unfinished article
*“ On Co-operation,” which is bound up by unity of thought with
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other, no less remarkable articles of his last period, constituting,
as it were, a chapter of an unfinished book dealing with the place
occupied by the October Revolution in the chain of revolutions in
the West and East—this article < On Co-operation > does not at all
speak of those things which the revisionists of Leninism so light-
mindedly ascribe to it.

In this article Lenin explains that the *“ trading ” co-operatives
can and must entirely change their social role in the workers’ state
and that by a correct policy they may direct the merger of private
peasant interests with the general state interests along socialist chan-
nels. Lenin substantiates this irrefutable idea as follows :

“ As a matter of fact, the state power over all large-scale means
of production, state power in the hands of the proletariat, an
alliance of that proletariat with the many millions of peasants with
small and petty holdings, security of proletarian leadership in rela-
tionship to the peasant—is«this not all that is necessary for the
co-operatives, the co-operatives alone, which we have formerly
treated as mere traders, and which, from a certain viewpoint, we
still have the right to treat as such even now under the N.E.P., is
this not all that is necessary for the construction of a complete
socialist society ? 1t is not yet the construction of a socialist society
but it is all that is necessary and sufficient for this construction.”
(Works, Vol. XVIII, part 2, p. 140).

The text of the passage which includes an unfinished phrase
[ the co-operatives alone ’(?)] irrefutably proves that we have
before us an uncorrected draft which was dictated and written. It
is all the more inadmissable to cling to a few isolated words of the
text rather than to try to get a general idea of the article. Fortu-
nately, however, even the letter of the cited passage and not only its
spirit grants no one the right to misuse it as it is being misused by
the authors of the draft programme. Speaking of the ‘ necessary
and sufficient > prerequisites, Lenin strictly limits his subject in this
article. In it he deals only with the question as to the ways and
means by which we will reach socialism through the atomised and
diffused peasant enterprises without new class upheavals, having
the prerequisites of the Soviet regime as our basis. The article is
entirely devoted to the socio-organisational forms of the transition
from small private commodity economy to collective economy but
not to the material-productive conditions of that transition. Were
the European proletariat to prove victorious today and come to our
assistance with its technology, the question of co-operation raised
by Lenin as a socio-organisational method of co-ordinating private
and social interests would still fully retain its significance. Co-
operation points the way through which advanced technology, in-
cluding electricity, can reorganise and unite the millions of peasant
enterprises, once a Soviet regime exists. But co-operation cannot
be substituted for technology and does not create that technology.
Lenin does not merely speak of the necessary and sufficient prere-
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quisites in general, but as we have seen, he definitely enumerates
them. They are: (1) “ Power of the state over all large-scale
means of production’ (an uncorrected phrase); (2) ‘ State power
in the hands of the proletariat”’; (3) ‘“ An alliance of that pro-
letariat with millions of . . . peasants ”’; (4) ““ Security of proletarian
leadership in relation to the peasants.” It is only after enumerating
these purely political conditions—nothing is said here about material
conditions—that Lenin arrives at his conclusion, namely, that “‘this”
(i.e., all the foregoing) *“ is all that is necessary and sufficient ” for
the building of a socialist society. * All that is necessary and suffi-
cient ” on the political plane, but no more. But, adds Lenin right
there and then, * it is not yet the construction of a socialist society.”
Why not? Because political conditions alone, although they be
sufficient, do not solve the problem. The cultural question still
remains. “ Only " this, says Lenin, emphasising the word ““ onyl ”
in order to show the tremendous importance of the prerequisites
we lack. Lenin knew as well as we that culture is bound up with
technology. “ To be cultural ”—he brings the revisionists back to
earth—*“a certain rnaterial basis is necessary.” (lbid., p. 145).
Suffice to mention the problems of electrification which Lenin, inci-
dentally, purposely linked up with the question of the international
socialist revolution. The struggle for culture, given the ‘‘ necessary
and sufficient > political (but not material) prerequisites, would
absorb all our efforts, were it not for the question of the uninter-
rupted and irreconcilable economic, political, military, and cultural
struggle of the country engaged in the building of a socialist society
on a backward basis against world capitalism which is in its decline
but is technically powerful.

*“1 am ready to state [Lenin underscores with particular em-
‘phasis towards the end of this article] that the centre of gravity for
us would be transferred to cultural work were it not for our duty
to fight for our position on an international scale.” (Ibid., p. 144).

Such is Lenin’s real idea if we analyse the article on co-opera-

tion, even apart from all his other works. How else, if not as a
falsification, can we style the formula of the authors of the draft
programme who deliberately take Lenin’s words about our posses-
sion of the ‘ necessary and sufficient ”” prerequisites and add to
-them the basic material prerequisites, although Lenin definitely
speaks of the material prerequisites in parentheses, saying that it
is just what we do not have and what we must still gain in our
struggle ““ for our position on an international scale,” that is, in
connection with the international proletarian revolution ? That is
how matters stand with the second and last stronghold of the
theory.

We purposely did not deal here with innumerable articles and
speeches from 1905 to 1923 in which Lenin asserts and repeats
most categorically that without a victorious world revolution we are
doomed to failure, that it is impossible to defeat the bourgeoisie
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economically in one country, particularly a backward country, that
the task of building a socialist society is in its very essence an inter-
national task—from which Lenin drew conclusions which may be
“ pessimistic > to the promulgators of the new national reactionary
utopia but which are sufficiently optimistic from the viewpoint of
revolutionary internationalism. We concentrate our argument here
only on the passages which the authors of the draft have them-
selves chosen in order to create the * necessary and sufficient
prerequisites for their utopia. And we see that their whole struc-
ture crumbles the moment it is touched.

However, we consider it in place to present at least one of
Lenin’s direct statements on the controversial question which does
not need any comment and will not permit any false interpretation.

“We have emphasised in many of our works, in all our
speeches, and in our entire press that the situation in Russia is not
the same as in the advanced capitalist countries, that we have in
Russia a minority of industrial workers and an overwhelming
majority of small agrarians. The social revolution in such a
country can be finally successful only on two conditions : first, on
the condition that it is given timely support by the social revolu-
tion in one or more advanced countries . .. second, that there be
an agreement between the proletariat which establishes the dictator-
ship or holds state power in its hands and the majority of the
peasant population . . .

““ We know that only an agreement with the peasantry can save
the socialist revolution in Russia so long as the revolution in other
countries has not arrived.” (Works, Vol. XVIII, part 1, pp. 137f.
Our emphasis).

We hope that this passage is sufficiently instructive. First
Lenin himself emphasises in it that the ideas advanced by him have
been developed ** in many of our works, in all our speeches, and in
our entire press’’; secondly, this perspective was envisaged by
Lenin not in 1915, two years prior to the October Revolution, but
in 1921, the fourth year after the October Revolution.

So far as Lenin is concerned, we venture to think that the
question is clear enough. There remains to inquire : what was
formerly the opinion of the authors of the draft programme on
the basic question now before us ?

On this point, Stalin said in November 1926 : “ The party
always took as its starting point the idea that the victory of social-
ism in one country means the possibility to build socialism in that
country, and that this task can be accomplished with the forces of
a single country.” (Pravda, Nov. 12, 1926).

We already know that the party never took this as its starting
point. On the contrary, “in many of our works, in all our
speeches, and in our entire press,” as Lenin said, the party pro-
ceeded from the opposite position, which found its highest expres-
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sion in the programme of the C.P.S.U. But one would imagine that
at least Stalin himself * always” proceeded from this false view
that ““ socialism can be built with the forces of one country.” Let
us check up.

What Stalin’s views on this question were in 1905 or 1915 we
have absolutely no means of knowing as there are no documents
whatever on the subject. But in 1924, Stalin outlined Lenin’s views
on the building of socialism, as follows :

** The overthrow of the power of the bourgeoisie and the estab-
lishment of a proletarian government in one country does not yet
guarantee the complete victory of socialism. The main task of
socialism—the organisation of socialist production—still remains
ahead. Can this task be accomplished, can the final victory of
socialism in one country be attained, without the joint efforts of
the proletariat of several advanced countries ? No, this is impos-
sible. To overthrow the bourgeoisie, the efforts of one country are
sufficient—the history of our revolution bears this out. For the
final victory of socialism, for the organisation of socialist produc-
tion, the efforts of one country, particularly of such a peasant coun-
try as Russia are insufficient. For this the efforts of the proletarians
of several advanced countries are necessary . . .

“Such, on the whole, are the characteristic features of the
Leninist theory of the proletarian revolution.” (Stalin, Lenin and
Leninism, pp. 40f., Russian ed., 1924).* ,

One must concede that the ‘ characteristic features of the
Leninist theory ™ are outlined here quite correctly. In the later
editions of Stalin’s book this passage was altered to read in just
the opposite way and the ‘ characteristic features of the Leninist
theory ” were proclaimed within a year as. .. Trotskyism. The
Seventh Plenum of the E.C.C.I. passed its decision, not on the basis
of the 1924 edition but of the 1926 edition.

That is how the matter stands with Stalin. Nothing could be
any sadder. To be sure, we might reconcile ourselves with this if
matters were not just as sad with regard to the Seventh Plenum of
the E.C.C.L.

There is one hope left and that is that at least Bukharin, the
real author of the draft programme, ¢ always proceeded > from the
possibility of the realisation of socialism in one country. Let us
check up.

Here is what Bukharin wrote on the subject in 1917 : ¢ Revo-
lutions are the locomotives of history. Even in backward Russia,
the irreplaceable engineer of that locomotive can be only the pro-
letariat. But the proletariat can no longer remain within the
framework of the property relations of bourgeois society It
marches to power and towards socialism. However, this task which

* The Theory and Practice of Leninism, pp. 45-46, published in English
by the C.P. G.B. (1925).
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is being ‘ put on the order of the day ’ in Russia cannot be accom-
plished ° within national boundaries’. Here the working class
meets with an insurmountable wall [Observe : ‘an insurmount-
able wall.”—L.T.] which can be broken through only by the
battering ram of the International Workers’ Revolution.” (Buk-
harin, The Class Struggle and Revolution in Russia, pp. 3f., Rus-
sian ed., 1917).

He could not have expressed himself more clearly. Such were
the views held by Bukharin in 1917, two years after Lenin’s
alleged ““change ” in 1915. But perhaps the October Revolution
taught Bukharin differently ? Again, let us check.

In 1919, Bukharin wrote on the subject of the * Proletarian
Dictatorship in Russia and the World Revolution ” in the theoreti-
cal organ of the Communist International, saying : '

“Under existing world economy and the connection between
its parts, with the mutual interdependence of the various national
bourgeois groups, it is self-evident [our emphasis] that the struggle
in one country cannot end without a decisive victory of one or
the other side in several civilised countries.”

At that time this was even ** self-evident.”” He goes on.

“In the Marxian and quasi-Marxian pre-war literature, the
question was many times raised as to whether the victory of
socialism is possible in one country. Most of the writers replied
to this question in the negative [and what about Lenin in 1915 72—
L. T.] from which one does not at all conclude that it is impos-
sible or impermissible to start the revolution and to seize power
in one country.”

Exactly ! In the same article we read :

*“ The period of a rise in the productive forces can begin only
with the victory of the proletariat in several major countries.
Hence it follows that an all-round development of the world revo-
lution and the formation of a strong economic alliance of the in-
dustrial countries with Soviet Russia is necessary.” (N. Buk-
harin, ‘ The Proletarian Dictatorship in Russia and the World
Revolution,” Communist Internctional, No. 5, p. 614, 1919).

Bukharin’s assertion that a rise in the productive forces, that
is,: real socialist developinent, will begin in our country only after
the victory of the proletariat in the advanced countries of Europe
is indeed the very same statement that was used as a basis of all
acts of indictment against * Trotskyism ”, including the indict-
ment at the Seventh Plenum of the E.C.C.I. The only thing pscu-
liar is that Bukharin, who owes his salvation to his short memory,
stepped forward in the role of accuser. Side by side with this
comical circumstance, there is another and a tragic one, namely,
that among those indicted was also Lenin, who expressed dozens
of times the very same elementary idea.

Finally, in 1921, six years after Lenin’s alleged change of
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1915, and four years after the October Revolution, the Central
Committee headed by Lenin approved the programme of the Young
Communist League, which was drawn up by a commission directed
by Bukharin. Paragraph 4 of this programme reads :

*“In the U.S.S.R. state power is already in the hands of the
working class. In the course of three years of heroic struggle against
world capitalism, the proletariat has maintained and strengthened
its Soviet government. Russia, although it possesses enormous
natural resources, is, nevertheless, from an industrial point of
view, a backward country, in which a petty bourgeois population
predominates. It can arrive at socialism only through the world
proletarian revolution, which epoch of development we have now
entered.”

This single paragraph from the programme of the Young Com-
munist League (not a chance article but a programme !) renders
ridiculous and really infamous the attempts of the authors of the
draft to prove that the party “ always > held the construction of a
socialist society to be possible in one country and, moreover, pre-
cisely in Russia. If this was ‘“ always’ so, then why did Buk-
harin formulate such a paragraph in the programme of the Young
Communist League ? Where was Stalin looking at the time ? How
could Lenin and the whole Central Committee have approved such
a heresy ? How was it that no one in the party noticed this
“trifle ” or raised a voice against it ? Doesn’t this look like a
sinister joke which is turning into a downright mockery of the
party, its history, and the Comintern ? Is it not high time to put
a stop to this ? Is it not high time to tell the revisionists : don’t
you dare hide behind Lenin and the theoretical tradition of the
party ! ?

At the Seventh Plenum of the E.C.C.L., in order to provide
the basis for the resolution condemning ** Trotskyism *’, Bukharin,
whose safety lies in the shortness of his memory, made the follow-
ing assertion :

“In comrade Trotsky’s theory of the permanent revolution—-
and comrade Trotsky propounds this theory even today——there is
also to be found an assertion that because of our economic back-
wardness we must inevitably perish without the world revolution.”
(Minutes, p. 115.)

At the Seventh Plenum I spoke about the gaps in the theory
of the permanent revolution as I had formulated it in 1905-1906.
But naturally it never even entered my mind to renounce anything
in this theory which was fundamental, which tended to and which
did bring me close to Lenin, and which made utterly inacceptable
to me the present-day revision of Leninism.

There were two fundamental propositions in the theory of
the permanent revolution. First, that despite the historical back-
wardness of Russia, the revolution can transfer the power into the
hands of the Russian proletariat before the proletariat of advanced
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countries is able to attain it. Secondly, that the way out of those
contradictions which will befall the proletarian dictatorship in a
backward country, surrounded by a world of capitalist enemies,
will be found on the arena of world revolution. The first propo-
sition is based upon a correct understanding of the law of uneven
development. The second depends upon a correct understanding of
the indissolubility of the economic and political ties between capi-
talist countries. Bukharin is correct in saying that even today I
still hold to these two basic propositions of the theory of the per-
manent revolution. Today, more than ever before. For, in my
opinion, they have been completely verified and proven: in theory,
by the works of Marx and Lenin; in practice, by the experience
of the October Revolution.

6. WHERE Is THE ‘ SociAL, DEMOCRATIC DEVIATION *° ?

The quotations adduced are more than suflicient to charac-
terise Stalin’s and Bukharin’s theoretical positions of yesterday
and today. But in order to determine the character of their poli-
tical methods one must recall that, having selected from the docu-
ments written by the Opposition® those statements which are abso-
lutely analogous with those which they themselves made up to 1925
(in this case in full agreement with Lenin), Stalin and Bukharin
erected on the basis of these quotations the theory of our * social
democratic deviation.”” It appears that in the central question of
the relations between the October Revolution and international
revolution, the Opposition holds the same views as Otto Bauer,
who does not admit the possibility of socialist construction in
Russia. One might really think that the printing press was invented
only in 1924 and that everything that occurred prior to this date
is doomed to oblivion. The stakes are all put on short memory !

Yet, on the question of the nature of the October Revolution,
the Comintern settled its accounts with Otto Bauer and other pub-
lishers of the Second International at the Fourth Congress. In my
report on the New Economic Policy® and the prospects of world
revolution, authorised by the Central Committee, Otto Bauer’s
position was appraised in a manner which expressed the views of
our then Central Committee; it did not meet with any objections at
the Congress and I think it fully holds good today. So far as Buk-
harin himself is concerned, he declined to clarify the political side
of the problem since ‘“ many comrades, including Lenin and Trot-
sky, have already spoken on the subject”’; in other words, Buk-
harin at that time agreed with my speech. Here is what I said
at the Fourth Congress about Otto Bauer :

“ The social democratic theoreticians, who, on the one hand
recognise in their holiday articles that capitalism, particularly in
Europe, has outlived its usefulness and has become a brake on
historical development, and who on the other hand express the
conviction that the evolution of Soviet Russia inevitably leads to
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the triumph of bourgeois democracy, fall into the most pitiful and
banal contradiction of which these stupid and conceited confusion-
ists are entirely worthy. The New Economic Policy is calculated
for certain definite conditions of time and space. It is a manoeuvre
of the workers’ state which exists in capitalist surroundings and de-
finitely calculates on the revolutionary development of Europe . ..
Such a factor as time cannot be left out of consideration in political
calculations. If we allow that capitalism will really be able to
continue existing in Europe for another century or half a century
and that Soviet Russia will have to adapt itself to it in its econo-
mic policy, then the question. solves itself automatically because,
by allowing this, we presuppose the collapse of the proletarian
revolution in Europe and the rise of a new epoch of capitalist re-
vival. On what grounds is this to be allowed ? If Otto Bauer has
discovered in the life of present-day Austria any miraculous Signs
of capitalist resurrection, then all that can be said is that the fate
of Russia is predetermined. But thus far we do not see any
miracles, nor do we believe in them. From our viewpoint, if the
European bourgeoisie is able to maintain itself in power in the
course of several decades, it will under the present world conditions
signify not a new capitalist bloom, but economic stagnation and
the cultural decline of Europe. Generally speaking it cannot be
denied that such a process might draw Soviet Russia into the
abyss. Whether she would have then to go through a stage of
¢ democracy ’, or decay in some other forms, is a question of secon-
dary importance. But we see no reason whatever for adopting
Spengler’s philosophy. We definitely count upon a revolutionary
development in Europe. The New Economic Policy is merely an
adaptation to the rate of that development.” (L. Trotsky, ¢ On
Social Democratic Criticisms,” Five Years of the Comintern, p.
491). )

This formulation of the question brings us back to the point
from which we started the evaluation of the draft programme,
namely, that in the epoch of imperialism it is impossible to ap-
proach the fate of one country in any other way but by taking as a
starting point the tendencies of world development as a whole in
which the individual country, with all its national peculiarities, is
included and to which it is subordinated. The theoreticians of the
Second International exclude the U.S.S.R. from the world unit
and from the imperialist epoch; they apply to the U.S.S.R., as an
isolated country, the bald criterion of economic ‘ maturity *’; they
declare that the U.S.S.R. is not ripe for independent socialist con-
struction and thence draw the conclusion of the inevitability of a
capitalist degeneration of the workers’ state.

The authors of the draft programme adopt the same theoreti-
cal ground and take over bag and baggage the metaphysical
methodology of the social democratic theoreticians. They too
*“ abstract ”” from the world entity and from the imperialist epoch.
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They proceed from the fiction of isolated development. They apply
to the national phase of the world revolution a bald economic cri-
terion. But the * verdict ”’ they bring in is different. The “ left-
ism ” of the authors of the draft lies in the fact that they turn the
social democratic evaluations inside out. Yet, the position of the
theoreticians of the Second International, remodel it as you may, re-
mains worthless. One must take‘Lenin’s position which simply
eliminates Bauer’s evaluation and Bauer’s prognosis as kindergar-
ten exercises. '

That is how matters stand with the ‘ social democratic devia-
tion ”’. Not we but the authors of the draft should consider them-
selves related to Bauer.

7. THe DEPENDENCE OF THE U.S.S.R. oN WorLD EcoNomy

The precursor of the present prophets of the national socialist
society was no other than Herr Vollmar. Describing in his article®
entitled ** The Isolated Socialist State > the prospect of indepen-
dent socialist construction in Germany, the proletariat of which
country was much further developed than that of advanced Britain,
Vollmar, in 1878, refers definitely and quite clearly in several places
to the law of uneven development with which, according to Stalin,
Marx and Engels were unacquainted. On the basis of that law
Vollmar arrived in 1878 at the irrefutable conclusion that :

*“ Under the prevailing conditions, which will retain their force
also in the future, it can be foreseen that a simultaneous victory
of socialism in all cultural countries is absolutely out of the ques-
tion.”

Developing this idea still further, Vollmar says: * Thus we
have come to the isolated state which I hope I have proven to be
the most probable, although not the only possible way.”

In so far as by the term “ isolated state > we may here under-
stand a state under a proletarian dictatorship, Vollmar expressed
an irrefutable idea which was well known to Marx and Engels,
and which Lenin expressed in the above-quoted article of 1915.

But then follows something which is purely Vollmar’s own
idea, which, by the way, is by a long shot not so one-sided and
wrongly formulated as the formulation of our sponsors of the
theory of socialism in one country. In his construction, Vollmar
took as a starting point the proposition that socialist Germany will
have lively economic relations with world capitalist economy, hav-
ing at the same time the advantage of possessing a much more
highly developed technology and a much lower cost of production.
This construction is based on the perspective of a peaceful co-
existence of the socialist and capitalist systems. But inasmuch as
socialism must, as it progresses, constantly reveal its colossal pro-
ductive superiority, the necessity for a world revolution will fall
away by itself: socialism will triumph over capitalism by selling
goods more cheaply on the market.
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Bukharin, the author of the first draft programme and one of
the authors of the second draft, proceeds in his construction of
socialism in one country entirely from the idea of an isolated self-
sufficing economy. In Bukharin’s article entitled *“ On the Nature
of our Revolution and the Possibility of Successful Socialist Con-
struction in the U.S.S.R.” (Bolshevik, No. 19-20, 1926), which is
the last word in scholasticism multiplied by sophistry, all the reason-
ing is done within the limits of isolated economy. The principal
and only argument is the following :

“ Since we have ° all that is necessary and sufficient ’ for the
building of socialism, therefore, in the very process of building
socialism there can be no such point at which its further construc-
tion would become impossible. If we have within our country such
a combination of forces that, in relation to each past year, we are
marching ahead with a greater preponderance of the socialist sector
of our economy and the socialised sectors of our economy grow
faster than the private capitalist sectors, then we are entering every
subsequent new year with a preponderance of forces.”

This reasoning is irreproachable : ““ Since we have all that
is necessary and sufficient,” therefore we have it. Starting out
from a point which must be proved, Bukharin builds up a com-
plete system of a self-sufficing socialist economy without any en-
trances to it or exits from it. As to the external milieu, that is, the
whole world, Bukharin, as well as Stalin, reminds himself of it only
from the angle of intervention. When Bukharin speaks in his
article about the necessity of * abstracting ”” from the international
factor, he has in mind not the world market but military interven-
tion. Bukharin does not have to abstract from the world market
because he simply forgets about it throughout his construction.
In harmony with this schema Bukharin championed the idea at the
Fourteenth Congress of the Russian party that if we are not
hindered by intervention we will build socialism “ even if at the
speed of a tortoise . The question of the uninterrupted struggle
between the two systems, the fact that socialism can be based only
on the highest productive forces; in a word, the Marxian dynamics
of the displacement of one social formation by another on the basis
of the growing productive forces—all this has been completely
blotted out. Revolutionary and historical dialectic has been dis-
placed by a skinflint reactionary utopia of self-sufficient socialism,
built on a low technology, developing with the ¢ speed of a tor-
toise ” within national boundaries, connected with the external
world only by its fear of intervention. The refusal to accept this
miserable caricature of Marx’s and Lenin’s doctrine has been de-
clared a ““social democratic deviation”. In the quoted article by
Bukharin, this characterisation of our views was, for the first time,
generally advanced and “ substantiated.” History will take note
that we fell into a ““ social democratic deviation ” because we re-
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fused to accept an inferior rehash of Vollmar’s theory of socialism
in one country.

The proletariat of Czarist Russia could not have taken power
in October if Russia had not been a link—the weakest link, but a
link, nevertheless—in the chain of world economy. The seizure
of power by the proletariat has not at all excluded the Soviet re-
public from the system of the international division of labour
created by capitalism.

Like the wise owl which comes flying only in the dusk, the
theory of socialism in one country pops up at the moment when
our industry, which exhausts ever greater proportions of the old
fixed capital, in two-thirds of which there is crystallised the depen-
dence of our industry on world industry, has given indication of
its urgent need to renew and extend its ties with the world market,
and at a moment when the problems of foreign trade have arisen
in their full scope before our economic directors.

At the Eleventh Congress, that is, at the last Congress at which
Lenin had the opportunity to speak to the party, he issued a
timely warning that the party would have to undergo another test:
““...a test to which we shall be put by the Russian and interna-
tional market to which we are subordinated, with which we are
connected and from which we cannot escape.”

Nothing deals the theory of an isolated ‘‘ complete socialism *
such a death-blow as the simple fact that our foreign trade figures
have in most recent years become the keystone of the figures of our
economic plans. The  tightest spot”” in our economy, including
our industry, is our import trade which depends entirely on our
export. And inasmuch as the power of resistance of a chain is al-
ways measured by its weakest link, the dimensions of our econo-
mic plans are made to conform to the dimensions of our imports

In the journal Planned Economy (the theoretical organ of the
State Planning Commission'®) we read in an article devoted to the
system of planning, that

*“...in drawing up our control figures for the current year we
had to take methodologically our export and import plans as a
starting point for the entire plan; we had to orient ourselves on
that in our plans for the various branches of industry and conse-
quently for industry in general and particularly for the construc-
tion of new industrial enterprises,” etc., etc. (Jan., 1927, p. 27).

This methodological approach of the State Planning Commis-
sion states flatly, for all who have ears to hear, that the control
figures determine the direction and tempo of our economic develop-
ment but that these control figures are already controlled by
world economy; not because having become stronger we have
broken free from the vicious circle of isolation.

The capitalist world shows us by its export ‘and import figures
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that it has other instruments of persuasion than those of military
intervention. To the extent that productivity of labour and the
productivity of a social system as a whole are measured on the
market by the correlation of prices, it is not so much military inter-
vention as the intervention of cheaper capitalist commodities that
constitutes perhaps the greatest immediate menace to Soviet
economy. This alone shows that it is by no means merely a ques-
tion of an isolated economic victory over ¢ one’s own’ bour-
geoisie : ““ The socialist revolution which is impending for the
whole world will by no means consist merely in a victory of the
proletariat of each country over its own bourgeoisie.” (Lenin,
Works, Vol. XVI, p. 388, 1919). Involved here is a rivalry and a
life-and-death struggle between two social systems, one of which
has only just begun building on backward productive forces, while
the other still rests today on productive forces of immeasurably
greater strength.

Anyone who sees “ pessimism ** in an admission of our depen-
dence on the world market (Lenin spoke bluntly of our subordina-
tion to the world market) reveals thereby his own provincial petty
bourgeois timorousness in the face of the world market, and the
pitiful character of his homebred optimism which hopes to hide
from world economy behind a bush and to manage somehow with
its own resources.

The new theory has made a point of honour of the freakish
idea that the U.S.S.R. can perish from military intervention but
never from its own economic backwardness. But inasmuch as in a
socialist society the readiness of the toiling masses to defend their
country must be much greater than the readiness of the slaves of
capitalism to attack that country, the question arises : why should
military intervention threaten us with disaster ? Because the enemy
is infinitely stronger in his technology. Bukharin concedes the pre-
ponderance of the productive forces only in the military technical
aspect. He does not want to understand that a Ford tractor is just
as dangerous as a Creusot gun, with the sole difference that while
the gun can function only from time to time, the tractor brings its
pressure to bear upon us constantly. Besides, the tractor knows
that a gun stands behind it, as a last resort.

We are the first workers’ state, a section of the world proleta-
riat, and together with the latter we depend upon world capital.
the indifferent, neutral, and bureaucratically castrated word-
“ connections ”’, is put into circulation only with the object of con-
cealing the extremely onerous and dangerous nature of these ‘“ con-
nections.” If we were producing at the prices of the world market,
our dependence on the latter, without ceasing to be a dependence,
would be of a much less severe character than it is now. But un-
fortunately this is not the case. Our monopoly of foreign trade it-
self is evidence of the severity and the dangerous character of our
dependence. The decisive importance of the monopoly in our



42 ‘THIRD INTERNATIONAL AFTER LENIN

socialist construction is a result precisely of the existing correlation
of forces which is unfavourable to us. But we must not forget
for a moment that the monopoly of foreign trade only regulates
our dependence upon the world market, but does not eliminate it.

“So long as our Soviet Republic [says Lenin] remains an
isolated borderland surrounded by the entire capitalist world, so
long will it be an absolutely ridiculous fantasy and utopianism to
think of our complete economic independence and of the disappear-
ance of any of our dangers.” (Works, Vol. XVII, p. 409. Our
emphasis).

The chief dangers arise consequently from the objective posi-
tion of the U.S.S.R. as the ““isolated borderland ™ in a capitalist
economy which is hostile to us. These dangers may, however,
diminish or increase. This depends on the action of two factors :
our socialist construction on the one hand, and the development of
capitalist economy on the other hand. In the last analysis, the
second factor, that is, the fate of world economy as a whole, is, of
course, of decisive significance.

Can it happen—and in what particular case—that the pro-
ductivity of our socialist system will constantly lag behind that of
the capitalist system—which would unfailingly lead in the end to
the downfall of the socialist republic ? If we ably manage our
economy in this new phase when it becomes necessary to create
independently an industrial basis with its incomparably higher de-
mands upon the leadership, then our productivity of labour will
grow. Is it, however, inconceivable that the productivity of labour
in the capitalist countries, or more correctly, in the predominant
capitalist countries, will grow faster than in our country ? With-
out a clear answer to this question, there is no basis whatever for
the vapid assertions that our tempo ‘“is in itself * sufficient (let
alone the absurd philosophy of the ““ speed of a tortoise ’). But
the very attempt to provide an answer to the question of the rivalry
of two systems leads us to the arena of world economy and world
politics, that is, to the arena of action and decision of the revolu-
tionary International which includes the Soviet republic, but not
by any means a self-sufficing Soviet republic which from time to
time secures the support of the International.

Speaking of the state economy of the U.S.S.R. the draft pro-
gramme says that it *“ is developing large scale industry at a tempo
surpassing the tempo of development in capitalist countries.” This
attempt to juxtapose the two tempos represents, we must allow,
a principled step forward in comparison to that period when the
authors of the programme categorically rejected the very question
of the comparative coefficient between our development and world
development. There is no need of “intruding the international
factor,” said Stalin. Let us build socialism “ even if at the speed
of a tortoise,” said Bukharin. It was precisely along this line that
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the principled controversies occurred over a period of several years.
Formally—we have won along this line. But if we do not merely
insert into the text comparisons between the tempos of economic
development, but penetrate to the root of the matter, it will be-
come apparent that it is impermissible to speak in another section
of the draft about * a sufficient minimum of industry,” without any
relation to the capitalist world, taking as a starting point only the
internal relations; and that it is equally impermissible not only to
pass a decision on but even to pose the question of whether it is
* possible or impossible ”* for any given country to build socialism
independently. The question is decided by the dynamics of the
struggle between the two systems, between the two world classes;
and in this struggle, regardless of the high coefficients of growth
of our restoration period, one incontestable and basic fact remains,
namely, that : '

¢ Capitalism, if taken on an international scale, is even now,
not only in a military but also in an economic sense, stronger than
the Soviet power. We must proceed from this fundamental con-
sideration and never forget it.” (Lenin, Works, Vol. XVII, p.
102).

The question of the interrelation between the different tempos
of development remains an open question for the future. It de-
pends not only upon our capacity to really achieve the
“ smychka,”’** to assure the grain collections, and to increase our
export and import; in other words, not only upon our internal
successes which, of course, are extremely important factors in this
struggle but also upon the fate of world capitalism, upon its stag-
nation, upsurge, or collapse, that is to say, upon the course of
world economy and world revolution. Consequently, the question
is decided not within the national framework but on the arena of
world economic and political struggle.

8. THE CONTRADICTION BETWEEN THE PRODUCTIVE FORCES
AND THE NATIONAL BOUNDARIES AS THE CAUSE OF THE
REeAcTIONARY UTOPIAN THEORY OF ¢ SOCIALISM
IN ONE COUNTRY ”’

The basis for the theory of socialism in one country, as we
have seen, sums up to sophistic interpretations of several lines from
Lenin on the one hand, and to a scholastic interpretation of the
“law of uneven development ”” on the other. By giving a correct
interpretation of the historic law as well as of the quotations in
question we arrive at a directly opposite conclusion, that is, the
conclusion that was reached by Marx, Engels, Lenin, and all of us,
including Stalin and Bukharin, up to 1925.

From the uneven sporadic development of capitalism flows the
non-simultaneous, uneven, and sporadic character of the socialist
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revolution; from the extreme tensity of the interdependence of
the various countries upon each other flows not only the political
but also the economic possibility of building socialism in one
country.

. Let us examine once again from this angle the text of the
programme a little closer. We have already read in the intro-
duction that : ‘

“ Imperialism . . . aggravates to an exceptional degree the
contradiction between the growth of the national productive forces
of world economy and national state barriers.”

We have already stated that this proposition is, or rather was
meant to be, the keystone of the international programme. But it
is precisely this proposition which excludes, rejects, and sweeps
away a priori the theory of socialism in one country as a reaction-
ary theory because it is irreconcilably opposed not only to the
fundamental fendency of development of the productive forces but
also to the material results which have already been attained by
this development. The productive forces are incompatible with
national boundaries. Hence flow not only foreign trade, the expoit
of men and capital, the seizure of territories, the colonial policy,
and the last imperialist war, but also the economic impossibility
of a self-sufficient socialist society. The productive forces of
capitalist countries have long since broken through the national
boundaries. Socialist society, however, can be built only on the
most advanced productive forces, on the application of electricity
and chemistry to the processes of production including agriculture;
on combining, generalising, and bringing to maximum develop-
ment the highest elements of modern technology. From Marx on,
we have been constantly repeating that capitalism cannot cope with
the spirit of new technology to which it has given rise and which
tears asunder not only the integument of bourgeois private pro-
perty rights but, as the war of 1914 has shown, also the national
hoops of the bourgeois state. Socialism, however, must not only
take over from capitalism the most highly developed productive
forces but must immediately carry them onward, raise them to a
higher level and give them a state of development such as has
been unknown under capitalism. The question arises : how then
can socialism drive the productive forces back into the boundaries
of a national state which they have violently sought to break
through under capitalism ? Or, perhaps, we ought to abandon the
idea of “‘unbridled > productive forces for which the national
boundaries, and consequently also the boundaries of the theory of
socialism in one country, are too narrow, and limit ourselves, let us
say, to the curbed and domesticated productive forces, that is, to
the technology of economic backwardness ? If this is the case, then
in many branches of industry we should stop making progress right
now and decline to a level even lower than our present pitiful tech-
nical level which managed to link up bourgeois Russia with world
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economy in an inseparable bond and to bring it inta the vortex of
the imperialist war for an expansion of its territory for the pro-
ductive forces that had outgrown the state boundaries.

Having inherited and restored these productive forces the
workers’ state is compelled to import and export.

The trouble is that the draft programme injects mechanically
into its text the thesis of the incompatibility of modern capitalist
technology with the national boundaries, and then the argument
proceeds as if there were no question at all of this incompatibility.
Essentially the whole draft is a combination of ready-made revolu-
tionary theses taken from Marx and Lenin and of opportunist or
centrist conclusions which are absolutely incompatible with these
revolutionary theses. That is why it is necessary without becoming
allured by the isolated revolutionary formulas contained in the
draft to watch closely whither its main tendencies lead.

We have already quoted that part of the first chapter which
speaks of the possibility of the victory of socialism * in one isolated
capitalist country.” This idea is still more crudely and sharply
formulated in the fourth chapter, which says that :

“The dictatorship [?] of the world proletariat...can be
realised only as a result of the victory of socialism [?] in individual
countries when the newly formed proletarian republics will estab-
lish a federation with those already in existence.”

If we are to interpret the words ¢ victory of socialism > merely
as another expression for the dictatorship of the proletariat, then
we will arrive at a general statement which is irrefutable for all and
which should be formulated less equivocally. But this is not what
the authors of the draft have in mind. By a victory of socialism,
they do not mean simply the capture of power and the nationalisa-
tion of the means of production but the building of a socialist
society in one country. If we were to accept this interpretation then
we would obtain not a world socialist economy based on an inter-
national division of labour but a federation of self-sufficing socialist
communes in the spirit of blissful anarchism, the only difference
being that these communes would be enlarged to the size of the
present national states.

In its uneasy urge to cover up eclectically the new formulation
by means of old and customary formulas, the draft programme
resorts to the following thesis :

* Only after the complete world victory of the proletariat and
the consolidation of its world power will there ensue a prolonged
epoch of intense construction of world socialist economy.” (Ch. 4).

Used as a theoretical shield, this postulate in reality only serves
to expose the basic contradiction.- If we are to interpret the thesis
to mean that the epoch of genuine socialist construction can begin
only after the victory of the proletariat, at least in several advanced
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countries, then it is simply a rejection of the theory of building
socialism in one country, and a return to the position of Marx and
Lenin. But if we are to take our point of departure from the new
theory of Stalin and Bukharin which is lodged in the various sec-
tions of the draft programme, then we obtain the following pers-
pective: up to the complete world victory of the world proletariat
a number of individual countries build complete socialism in their
respective countries, and subsequently out of these socialist coun-
tries there will be built a world socialist economy, after the manner
in which children erect structures with ready-made blocks. As a
matter of fact, world socialist economy will not at all be a sum
total of national socialist economies. It can take shape in its funda-
mental aspects only on the soil of the world-wide division of labour
which has been created by the entire preceding development of
capitalism. In its essentials, it will be constituted and built not
after the building of ‘ complete socialism ” in a number of indi-
vidual countries, but in the storms and tempests of the world prole-
tarian revolution which will require a number of decades. The
economic successes of the first countries of the proletarian dictator-
ship will be measured not by the degree of their approximation to
a self-sufficing “‘ complete socialism ** but by the political stability
of the dictatorship itself and by the successes achieved in preparing
the elements of the future world socialist economy.

This revisionist idea is still more definitely and therefore still
more grossly expressed, if that is possible, in the fifth chapter
where, hiding behind one and a half lines of Lenin’s posthumous
%rté'cée 1{hey have distorted, the authors of the draft declare that the

... possesses the necessary and sufficient material prere-
quisites within the country not only for the overthrow of the feudal
landlords and the bourgeoisie but also for the complete construc-
tion of socialism.”

Thanks to what circumstances have we obtained such extra-
ordinary historical advantages ? On this point we find a reply in
the second chapter of the draft :

*“ The imperialist front was broken [by the revolution of 1917]
at its weakest link, Czarist Russia.”” (Our emphasis).

This is Lenin’s splendid formula. Its meaning is that Russia
was the most backward and economically weakest of all the im-
perialist states. That is precisely why her ruling classes were the
first to collapse as they had loaded an unbearable burden on the
insufficient productive forces of the country. Uneven, sporadic
development thus compelled the proletariat of the most backward
imperialist country to be the first to seize power. Formerly we were
taught that it is precisely for this reason that the working class of
the * weakest link ”” will encounter the greatest difficulties in its
progress towards socialism as compared with the proletariat of the
advanced countries, who will find it more difficult to seize power
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but who, having seized power long before we have overcome our
backwardness, will not only surpass us but will carry us along so
as to bring us towards the point of real socialist construction on the
basis of the highest world technology and international division of
labour. This was our idea when we ventured upon the October
Revolution. The party has formulated this idea tens, nay, hundreds
and thousands of times in the press and at meetings, but since 1925
atiempts have been made to substitute just the opposite idea. Now
we learn that the fact that the former Czarisi Russia was “ the
weakest link ” gives the proletariat of the U.S.S.R., the inheritor
of Czarist Russia with all its weaknesses, an inestimable advan-
tage, to wit, of possessing no more and no less than its own national
prerequisites for the ‘“ complete construction of socialism.”

Unfortunate Britain does not possess this advantage because
of the excessive development of her productive forces which require
almost the whole world to furnish the necessary raw materials and
to dispose of her products. Were the productive forces of Great
Britain more ‘“ moderate” and had they maintained a relative
equilibrium between industry and agriculture, then the British pro-
letariat would apparently be able to build complete socialism on its
own ““isolated ”’ island, protected from foreign intervention by its
navy.

The draft programme, in its fourth chapter, divides the capita-
list states into three groups: 1) ‘ Countries of highly developed
capitalism (United States, Germany, Great Britain, etc.)”’; 2)
“ Countties of a middle level of capitalist development (Russia
prior to 1917, Poland, etc.)”’; 3)  Colonial and semi-colonial
countries (China, India, etc.)”

Despite the fact that *“ Russia prior to 1917 > was far closer to
present-day China than to present-day United States, one might
refrain from any serious objections to this schematic division were
it not for the fact that, in relation to other parts of the draft, it
serves as a source of false conclusions. Inasmuch as the countries
“ of middle level > are declared in the draft to possess “ sufficient
industrial minimums ** for independent socialist construction, this
is all the more true of countries of high capitalist development.
It is only the colonial and semi-colonial countries that need outside
assistance. As we shall see later, that is precisely how they are
characterised in another chapter of the draft programme.

If, however, we approach the problems of socialist construc-
tion only with this criterion, abstracting from other conditions, such
os the natural resources of the country, the correlation between in-
dustry and agriculture within it, its place in the world economic
~ystem, then we will fall into new, no less gross errors and contraic-
tisns. We have just spoken about Great Britain. Being no doubt
a highly developed capitalist country, it has precisely because of
"a+ no chance for successful socialist construction within the limits
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of its own island. Great Britain, if blockaded, would simply be
strangled in the course of a few months.

To be sure, all other conditions being equal, the more highly
developed productive forces are of enormous ddvantage for the
purpose of socialist construction. They endow economic life with
an exceptional flexibility even when the latter is hemmed in by a
blockading ring, as was evidenced by bourgeois Germany during the
war. But the building of socialism on a national basis would imply
for these advanced countries a general decline, a wholesale cutting
down of productive forces, that is to say, something directly opposed
to the tasks of socialism.

The draft programme forgets the fundamental thesis of the
incompatibility between the present productive forces and the
national boundaries, from which it follows that highly developed
productive forces are by no means a lesser obstacle to the construc-
tion of socialism in one country than low productive forces, al-
though for the reverse reason, namely, that while the latter are in-
sufficient to serve as the basis, it is the basis which will prove in-
adequate for the former. The law of uneven development is for-
gotten precisely at the point where it is most needed and most
important.

The problem of building socialism is not settled merely by the
industrial * maturity ”” or ‘“immaturity ”” of a country. This im-
maturity is itself uneven. In the U.S.S.R., some branches of in-
dustry are extremely inadequate to satisfy the most elementary
domestic requirements (particularly machine construction), other
branches on the contrary cannot develop under present conditions
without extensive and increasing exports. Among the latter are
such branches of major importance as timber, oil, and manganese,
let alone agriculture. On the other hand, even the * inadequate
branches cannot seriously develop if the ‘“ super-abundant ™ (rela-
tively) are unable to export. The impossibility of building an iso-
lated socialist society, not in a Utopia or an Atlantis but in the
concrete geographical and historical conditions of our terrestrial
economy, is determined for various countries in different ways—
by the insufficient development of some branches as well as by the
* excessive ” development of others. On the whole, this means that
the modern productive forces are incompatible with national
boundaries.

** What was the imperialist war ? It was the revolt of the pro-
ductive forces not only against the bourgeois form of property, but
also against the boundaries of capitalist states. The imperialist
war expressed the fact that the productive forces are unbearably
constrained within the confines of national states. We have always
maintained that capitalism is incapable of controlling the produc-
tive forces it itself develops and that only socialism is capable of
incorporating the productive forces which have outgrown the
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boundaries of capitalist states within a higher economic entity All
roads that lead back to the isolated state have been blocked ...
(Minutes, Seventh Plenum of the E.C.C.I., Trotsky’s speech, p.
100).

Endeavouring to prove the theory of socialism in one country °
the draft programme commits a double, triple, and quadruple mis-
take: it exaggerates the productive forces in the U.S.S.R.; it shuts
its eves to the law of uneven development of the various branches
of industry; it ignores the international division of labour, and.
finally, it forgets the most important contradiction inherent in the
imperialist -epoch, the contradiction between the productive forces
and the national barriers.

In order not to leave a single argument unanalysed, there re-
- mains for us to recall another and, moreover, a generalised proposi-
tion of Bukharin’s in defence of the new theory.

On a world scale, says Bukharin, the correlation between the
proletariat and the peasantry is not any more favourable than that
existing in the U.S.S.R. Consequently, if due to reasons of back-
wardness it is impossible to build socialism in the U.S.S.R., then
it would be equally impossible of realisation on the scale of world
economy.

This argument deserves being included in all the textbooks on
the dialectic, as a classic example of scholastic thinking.

In the first place, it is quite probable that the correlation of
forces between the proletariat and the peasantry on the world scale
is not very much different from the correlation within the U.S.S.R.
But the world revolution is not at all accomplished in accordance
with the method of the arithmetical mean, and, incidentally, neither
is the national revolution. Thus the October Revolution occurred
and intrenched itself first of all in the proletarian Petrograd, in-
stead of choosing such a region where the correlation between the
workers and peasants would correspond to the average for the whole
of Russia. After Petrograd and later Moscow had created the
revolutionary government and the revolutionary army, they had to
overthrow the bourgeoisie in the outlying country, in the course of
several years; and only as a result of this process, called revolution,
was there established within the boundaries of the U.S.S.R. the
present correlation between the proletariat and the peasantry. The
revolution does not occur in accordance with the method of the
arithmetical mean. It can begin in a less favourable sector, but
until it intrenches itself in the decisive sectors of both the national
and the world frontiers, it is impermissible to speak about its com-
plete victory.

Secondly, the correlation between the proletariat and the
peasantry, given an ‘‘ average ~ level of technology, is not the only
factor for the solution of the problem. There exists in addition the
class war between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. The
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U.S.S.R. is surrounded not by a workers’ and peasants’ world but
by a capitalist world. If the bourgeoisie were overthrown through-
out the entire world, then this fact, by itself, would still change
neither the correlation between the proletariat and the peasantry,
nor the average level of technology within the U.S.S.R. and in the
entire world. But, nevertheless, the socialist construction in the
U.S.S.R. would immediately acquire entirely different possibilities
and different proportions, which are absolutely incomparable with
the present possibilities and proportions.

Thirdly, if the productive forces of every advanced country
have to some degree outgrown national boundaries, then according
to Bukharin, it should hence follow that the productive forces of
all countries taken together have outgrown the limits of our planet,
and that consequently socialism must be built not otherwise than
on the scale of the solar system.

We repeat that the Bukharinistic argument from the average
proportion of workers and peasants must be included in all political
primers, naturally not as it is now included in order to defend the
theory of socialism in one country, but as proof of the utter incom-
patibility between scholastic casuistry and Marxist dialectics

9. THE QUESTION CAN BE SOLVED ONLY ON THE
ARENA OF WORLD REVOLUTION

The new doctrine proclaims that socialism can be built on the
basis of a national state if only there is no intervention. From this
there can and must follow (notwithstanding all pompous declara-
tions in the draft programme) a collaborationist policy towards the
foreign bouurgeoisie with the object of averting intervention, as this
will guarantee the construction of socialism, that is to say, will solve
the main historical question. The task of the parties in the Comin-
tern assumes, therefore, an auxiliary character; their mission is to
protect the U.S.S.R. from intervention and not to fight for the con-
quest of power. It is, of course, not a question of the subjective
intentions but of the objective logic of political thought.

*“ The difference in views lies in the fact,” says Stalin, * that
the party considers that these [internal] contradictions and possible
conflicts can be entirely overcome on the basis of the inner forces
of our revolution, whereas comrade Trotsky and the Opposition
think that these contradictions and conflicts can be overcome ‘ only
on an international scale, on the arena of the world-wide proletarian
revolution’ . (Pravda, No. 262, Nov. 12, 1926).

Yes, this is precisely the difference. One could not express
better and more correctly the difference between national reform-
ism and revolutionary internationalism. If our internal difficulties,
obstacles, and contradictions, which are fundamentally a reflection
of world contradictions, can merely be settled by “‘the inner forces of
our revolution” without entering ‘‘the arena of the world-wide prole-
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tarian revolution ” then the International is partly a subsidiary and
partly a decorative institution, the Congress of which can be con-
voked once every four years, once every ten years, or perhaps not
at all.’* Even if we were to add that the proletariat of the other
countries must protect our construction from military interventions,
the International according to this schema must play the role of
a pacifist instrument. Its main role, the role of an instrument of
world revolution, is then inevitably relegated to the background.
And this, we repeat, does not flow from anyone’s deliberate inten-
tions (on the contrary, a number of points in the programme testify
to the very best intentions of its authors), but it does flow from
the internal logic of the new theoretical position which is a thou-
sand times more dangerous than the worst subjective intentions.

As a matter of fact, even at the Seventh Plenum of the
E.C.CI., Stalin became so bold as to develop and defend the
following idea :

“Our party has no right to fool [!] the working class; it
should declare openly that the lack of assurance [!] in the possi-
bility of building socialism in our country leads to the abdication
of power and to the passing of our party from its position as a
ruling party to the position of an opposulon party.” (Minutes, Vol.
II. p. 10. Our emphasis).

This means that we have only the right to place assurance on
the scanty resources of national economy but that we must not dare
to place any assurance upon the inexhaustible resources of the in-
ternational proletariat. If we cannot get along without an interna-
tiona! revolution, then give up the power, give up that October
power which we conquered in the interests of the international revo-
lution. Here is the sort of ideological debacle we arrive at if we
proceed from a formulation which is false to the core !

The draft programme expresses an incontrovertible idea when
it says that the economic successes of the U.S.S.R. constitute an
inseparable part of the world-wide proletarian revolution. But the
political danger of the new theory lies in the false comparative
evaluation of the two levers of world socialism-—the lever of our
economic achievements and the lever of the world-wide proletarian
revolution. Without a victorious proletarian revolution, we will not
be able to build socialism. The European workers and the workers
the world over must clearly understand this. The lever of econo-
mie construction is of tremendous significance. Without a correct
leadership, the dictatorship of the proletariat would be weakened:
and its downfall would deal a blow to the international revolution
from which the latter would not recover for a good many vears.
But the conclusion of the main historical struggle between the
socialist world and the world of capitalism depends on the second
lever. that is, the world proletarian revolution. The colossal im-
portance of the Soviet Union lies in that it is the disputed base of
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the world revolution and not at all in the presumption that it is
able to build socialism independently of the world revolution.

In a tone of supreme superiority, entirely unfounded, Buk-
harin has asked us more than once :

‘“ If there already exist pre-conditions, and starting points, and
a sufficient base, and even certain successes in the work of building
socialism, then where is the limit beyond which everything ° turns
topsy-turvy ? * There is no such limit.”” (Minutes, Seventh Plenum
of the E.C.C.L, p. 116).

This is bad geometry but not historical dialectics. There can
be such a “limit.” There can be several such limits, internal as
well as international, political as well as economic, as well as mili-
tary. The most important and dire * limit ”” could turn out to be
a serious and prolonged stabilisation of world capitalism and a new
boom. Consequently, the question shifts politically and economi-
cally over to the world arena. Will the bourgeoisie be able to se-
cure for itself a new epoch of capitalist growth and power ? Merely
to deny such a possibility, counting on the *“ hopeless position
in which capitalism finds itself would be mere revolutionary ver-
biage. ‘“ There are no absolutely hopeless situations ™ (Lenin).
The present unstable class equilibrium in the European countries
cannot continue indefinitely precisely because of its instability

When Stalin and Bukharin maintain that the U.S.S.R. can get
along without the “ state ™ aid of the proletariat of the other coun-
tries, that is, without its victory over the bourgeoisie, because the
present active sympathy of the working masses protects us from in-
tervention, they betray the same blindness as is revealed in the en-
tire ramification of their principled mistake.

It is absolutely incontestable that after the social democracy
had sabotaged the post-war insurrections of the European proleta-
riat against the bourgeoisie, the active sympathy of the working
masses saved the Soviet republic. During these years, the Euro-
pean bourgeoisie proved unable to wage war against the workers’
state on a large scale. But to think that this correlation of forces
will continue for many years, say, until socialism is built in the
US.S.R., is to be so utterly shortsighted as to judge the entire
curve of development by one of its tiny segments. A situation so
unstable that the proletariat cannot take power while the bour-
geoisie does, not feel firmly enough the master of its own home,
must sooner or later be abruptly resolved in one way or another,
either in favour of the proletarian dictatorship or in favour of a
serious and prolonged capitalist stabilisation on the backs of the
popular masses, on the bones of the colonial peoples and . . . per-
haps on our own bones. ““ There are no absolutely hopeless situa-
tions! ” The European bourgeoisie can find a lasting way out of
its grave contradictions only through the defeats of the proletariat
and the mistakes of the revolutionary leadership. But the con-
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verse is equally true. There will be no new boom of world capital-
ism (of course, with the prospect of a new epoch of great upheavals)
only in the event that the proletariat will be able to find a way
out of the present unstable equilibrium on the revolutionary road.

“ It is necessary to ‘ prove ’ now by the practical work of the
revolutionary parties,” said Lenin on July 19, 1920 at the Second
World Congress, * that they are sufficiently conscious and organ-
ised, and that they have sufficient contact with the exploited masses.
and determination and ability to utilise the crisis for a successful
and victorious revolution.” (Works, Vol. XVII, p. 264).

Our internal contradictions, however, which depend directly
on the trend of the European and world struggle, may be rationally
regulated and abated by a correct internal policy based on Marxian
foresight. But they can be finally overcome only when the class
contradictions will be overcome, which is out of the question with-
out a victorious revolution in Europe. Stalin is right. The differ-
ence lies precisely on this point and this is the fundamental differ-
ence between national reformism and revolutionary international-
ism.

10. THE THEORY OF SOCIALISM IN ONE COUNTRY AS A
SERIES OF SOCIAL PATRIOTIC BLUNDERS

The theory of socialism in one country inexorably leads to an
underestimation of the difficulties which must be overcome and to
an exaggeration of the achievements gained. One could not find
a more anti-socialist and anti-revolutionary assertion than Stalin’s
statement to the effect that ‘* socialism has already been 90 percent
realised in the U.S.S.R.”** This statement seems to be especially
meant for a smug bureaucrat. In this way one can hopelessely dis-
credit the idea of a socialist society in the eyes of the toiling
masses. The Soviet proletariat has achieved grandiose successes,
if we take into consideration the conditions under which they have
been attained and the low cultural level inherited from the past.
But these achievements constitute an extremely small magnitude
on the scales of the socialist ideal. Harsh truth and not sugary
falsehood is needed to fortify the worker, the agricultural labourer,
and the poor peasant, who see that in the eleventh year of the
revolution, poverty, misery, unemployment, bread lines, illiteracy.
homeless children, drunkenness, and prostitution have not abated
around them. Instead of telling them fibs about having realised 90
percent socialism, we must say to them that our economic level, our
social and cultural conditions, approximate today much closer to
capitalism, and a backward and uncultured capitalism at that, than
to socialism. We must tell them that we will enter on the path of
real socialist construction only when the proletariat of the most ad-
vanced countries will have captured power; that it is necessary to
work unremittingly for this, using both levers—the short lever of
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our internal economic efforts and the long lever of the international
proletarian struggle.

In short, instead of the Stalinist phrases about socialism which
has already been 90 percent accomplished, we must speak to them
the words of Lenin :

* Russia (the land of poverty) will become such a land (the
land of plenty) if we cast away all pessimism and phrasemongering;
if clenching our teeth, we gather all our might, strain every nerve
and muscle, if we understand that salvation is possible only along
the road of international socialist revolution that we have entered.”
{Works, Vol. XV, p. 165).

From prominent leaders of the Comintern we have had to hear
such an argument as: the theory of socialism in one country, of
course, is unfounded, but it provides the Russian workers with a
perspective in the difficult conditions under which they labour and
thus gives them courage. It is difficult to plumb the depths of the
theoretical debacle of those who seek in a programme not for a
scientific basis for their class orientation but for moral consolation.
Consoling theories which contradict facts pertain to the sphere of
religion and not science:; and religion is opium for the people.

Our party has passed through its heroic period with a pro-
gramme which was entirely oriented on the international revolution
and not on socialism in one country. Under a programmatic banner
on which was inscribed that backward Russia alone, with her own
forces, will not build socialism, the Y.C.L. has passed through the
most strenuous years of civil war, hunger, cold, hard Saturday-ings
and Sunday-ings, epidemics, studies on hunger rations, and the
numberless sacrifices which were paid for every forward step taken.
The members of the party and the Y.C.L. fought at the front or
lugged logs to the railroad stations, not because they hoped to build
national socialism out of those logs, but because they served in the
cause of international revolution which made it essential that the
Soviet fortress hold out—and every additional log is important for
the Soviet fortress. That is how we used to approach the question.
Times have changed, things have altered (yet, not so very radically),
but the principled approach retains its full force even now. The
worker, the poor peasant and partisan, and the young communist,
have previously shown by their entire conduct up to 1925, when the
new gospel was for the first time proclaimed, that they have no need
of it. But in need of it is the functionary who looks down on the
masses from above: the petty administrator who does not want to
be disturbed: the apparatus retainer who seeks to dominate under
cover of an all-saving and consoling formula. It is they who think
that the ignorant peopie need the ** good tidings,” and that there
is no dealing with the people without consoling doctrines. It is they
who catch up the false words about * 90 percent socialism,” for this
formula sanctions their privileged position. their right to dominate
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and command, their need to be rid of criticisms on the part of
* sceptics ”* and men of ** little faith.”

Complaints and accusations to the effect that the denial of the
possibility of building socialism in one country dampens the spirit
and kills enthusiasm are theoretically and psychologically closely
related to those accusations which the reformists have always hurled
at the revolutionists, notwithstanding the entirely different condi-
tions under which they originate. Said the reformists : * You are
telling the workers that they cannot really improve their lot within
the framework of capitalist society; and by this alone you kill their
incentive to fight.” It was, indeed, only under the leadership of
revolutionists that the workers really fought for economic gains and
for parliamentary reforms.

The worker who understands that it is impossible to build
a socialist paradise, like an oasis in the hell of world capitalism;
that the fate of the Soviet Republic and therefore his own fate
depend entirely on the international revolution, will fulfil his duties
toward the U.S.S.R. much more energetically than the worker who
is told that what we already possess is presumably 90 per cent.
socialism. “* If so, is it worth while to strive toward socialism ? "
Here, too, the reformist orientation works as always not only
against revolution but also against reform.

In the article written in 1915 dealing with the slogan of the
United States of Europe, which has already been quoted, we
wrote :

“Fo approach the prospects of a social revolution within
national boundaries is to fall victim to the same national narrow-
ness which constitutes the substance of social-patriotism. Vaillant
to his dying day considered France the promised land of social re-
volution; and it is precisely from this standpoint that he stood for
national defence to the end. Lensch and Co. (some hypocritically
and others sincerely) consider that Germany’s defeat means first of
all the destruction of the basis of social revolution. . .In general
it should not be forgotten that in social-patriotism there is, along-
side of the most vulgar reformism, a national revolutionary Mess-
ianism which deems that its own national state, whether because
of its industrial level or because of its ¢ democratic * form and revo-
lutionary conquests, is called upon to lead humanity towards
socialism or towards ‘ democracy.” If the victorious revolution were
really conceivable within the boundaries of a single more deve-
loped nation, this Messianism together with the programme of
national defence would have some relative historical justification.
But as a matter of fact this is inconceivable. To fight for the pre-
servation of a national basis of revolution by such methods as
undermine the international ties of the proletariat, actually means to
undermine the revolution itself, which can begin on a national basis
but which cannot be completed on that basis under the present
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economic, military, and political interdependence of the European
states, which was never before revealed so forcefully as during the
present war. This interdependence which will directly and imme-
diately condition the concerted action on the part of the European
proletariat in the revolution is expressed by the slogan of the United
States of Europe.” (Works, Vol. 111, part 1, pp. 90f).

Proceeding from a false interpretation of the polemics of 1915,
Stalin has many times endeavoured to show that under ‘‘ national
narrowness ”’ I was here alluding to Lenin. No greater absurdity
could be imagined. In my polemic with Lenin I always argued
openly because I was guided only by ideological considerations.
In the given case Lenin was not involved at all. The article men-
tions by name the people against whom these accusations were
hurled—Vaillant, Lensch, and others. One must recall that the year
1915 was a year of social-patriotic orgy and the crushing of our
struggle against it. This was our touchstone for every question.

The fundamental question raised in the foregoing passage was
undoubtedly formulated correctly : the conception of the building
of socialism in one country is a social-patriotic conception.

The patriotism of the German social democrat began as a
legitimate patriotism to their own party, the most powerful party
of the Second International. On the basis of the highly developed
German technology and the superior organisational qualities of the
German people, the German social democracy prepared to build its
~own ” socialist society. If we leave aside the hardened bureau-
crats, careerists. parliamentary sharpers, and political crqoks in
general, the social-patriotism of the rank and file social democrat
was derived precisely from the belief in building German socialism.
It is impossible to think that hundreds of thousands of rank and
file social democrats (let alone the millions of rank and file workers)
wanted to defend the Hohenzollerns or the bourgeoisie. No. They
wanted to protect German industry, the German railways and high-
ways, German technology and culture, and especially the organisa-
tions of the German working class, as the ** necessary and suffi-
cient ” national prerequisites for socialism.

A similar process also took place in France. Guesde, Vaillant,
and thousands of the best rank and file party members with them,
and hundreds of thousands of ordinary workers believed that pre-
cisely France with her revolutionary traditions, her heroic proleta-
riat, her highly cultured, flexible, and talented people, was the
promised land of socialism. Old Guesde and the Communard
Vaillant, and with them hundreds of thousands of sincere workers,
did not fight to protect the bankers or the rentiers. They sincerely
believed that they were defending the soil and the creative power of
the future socialist society. They proceeded entirely from the
theory of socialism in one country and in the name of this idea
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they sacrificed international solidarity, believing this sacrifice to be
*“ temporary.”’

This comparison with the social-patriots will, of course, be
answered by the argument that patriotism to the Soviet state is a
revolutionary duty whereas patriotism to a bourgeois state is
treachery. Very true. Can there be any dispute on this question
among grown-up revolutionists ? But,as we proceed, this incontro-
vertible postulate is turned more and more into a scholastic screen
for a deliberate falsehood.

Revolutionary patriotism can only have a class character. It
begins as patriotism to the party organisation, to the trade union,
and rises to state patriotism when the proletariat seizes power.
Whenever the power is in the hands of the workers, patriotism is
a revolutionary duty. But this patriotism must be an inseparable
part of revolutionary internationalism. Marxism has always taught
the workers that even their struggle for higher wages and shorter
hours cannot be successful unless waged as an international
struggle. And now it suddenly appears that the ideal of the socialist
society may be achieved with the national forces alone. This is a
mortal blow to the International.

The invincible conviction that the fundamental class aim, even
more so than the partial objectives, cannot be realised by national
means or within national boundaries, constitutes the very heart of
revolutionary internationalism. If, however, the ultimate aim is
realisable within national boundaries through the efforts of a
national proletariat, then the backbone of internationalism has been
broken. The theory of the possibility of realising socialism in one
country destroys the inner connection between the patriotism of the
victorious proletariat and the defeatism of the proletariat of the
bourgeois countries. The proletariat of the advanced capitalist
countries is still travelling on the road to power. How and in what
manner it marches towards it depends entirely upon whether it
considers the task of building the socialist society a national or an
international task.

If it is at all possible to realise socialism in one country, then
one can believe in that theory not only after but also before the
conquest of power. If socialism can be realised within the national
boundaries of backward Russia, then there is all the more reason
to believe that it can be realised in advanced Germany. Tomorrow
the leaders of the Communist Party of Germany will undertake
to propound this theory. The draft programme empowers them to
do so. The day after tomorrow the French party will have its turn.
It will be the beginning of the disintegration of the Comintern
along the lines of social-patriotism. The communist party of any
capitalist country, which will have become imbued with the idea
that its particular country possesses the ‘‘ necessary and sufficient >
prerequisites for the independent construction of a “ complete
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socialist society,”” will not differ in any substantial manner from the
revolutionary social democracy which also did not begin with a
Noske but which stumbled decisively on August 4, 1914, over this
very same question.

When the statement is made that the very existence of the
U.S.S.R. is a guarantee against social-patriotism because in relation
to a workers’ republic patriotism is a revolutionary duty, then in
this one-sided application of a correct idea there is expressed
national narrow-mindedness. Those who say so have in mind only
the U.S.S.R., closing their eyes to the entire world proletariat. It
is possible to lead the proletariat to the position of defeatism in
relation to the bourgeois state only by means of an international
orientation in the programme on this central question and by means
of a ruthless rejection of the social-patriotic contraband which is
masked as yet but which seeks to build a theoretical nest for itself
in the programme of Lenin’s International.

It is not yet too late to return to the path of Marx and Lenin.
It is this return that opens up the only conceivable road to pro-
gress. We address this criticism of the draft programme to the
Sixth Congress of the Comintern, in order to make possible the
realisation of this turn in which salvation lies.



Explanatory Notes

1 The first draft of a programme for the Comintern was submitted to the
Fourth Congress (Nov.-Dec., 1922) by Bukharin. Other drafts were sub-
mitted at the time by Thalheimer, for the German Communist Party,
whose document was distinguished from Bukharin’s mainly by its advo-
cacy of Rosa Luxemburg’s theory of the accumulation of capital; by
Kabaktchieff, for the Bulgarian Communist Party; and a critical pro-
gramme of action by the Italian Communist Party. The Congress voted
against the adoption of a programme at its sessions, and for submitting
all drafts and documents to a programme commission for elaboration and
study, with the provision that the Fifth Congress would reach a final
decision on the question. At the Fifth Congress (June, 1924), motions
were adopted on the programmatic report of Bukharin providing for the
adoption of the draft presented by the programme commission as a basis
for subsequent discussion in the parties; for a commission charged with the
final editing of the document; for a permanent programme commission
to make public the draft and to direct the international discussion of it;
for a final adoption of a programme at the coming congress. At the
Sixth Congress (July-Sept., 1928), all the old drafts had completely dis-
appeared and a new one, written principally by Bukharin and submitted
in his name and in Stalin’s, was presented, which, with minor modifications,
was finally adopted by the Congress as the programme of the Comintern.
It is this draft which 1s the object of Trotsky’s critique.—P.9.

2 August 4, 1914, is generally considered in revolutionary circles to mark
the date of the collapse of the Second International. On that date the
social democratic fraction in the German Reichstag voted the war credits
demanded by the Kaiser and the Chancellor, signifying by this action not
only support of the capitalist fatherland in the war but also the establish-
ment of Burgfrieden (civil peace). The same day witnessed the identical
action of the socialist group in the French Chamber of Deputies, who
established the Union Sacrée (holy union) with their ruling class. The
Belgian., Austro-Hungarian, British, and in part, the Italian, Bulgarian and
Russian social democratic parties followed the same course. The Inter-
national Socialist Bureau, unable, of course, to adjudicate the dispute
which was being decided on the battlefields, ceased to exist, to all intents
and purposes, during the war.—P. 11.

3 The view that the socialist revolution is “ immeasurably closer in Europe
than in America ” was somewhat conditioned and modified by Trotsky a
couple of years after this was written. In 1930, he said: “In my work
on the Russian revolution of 1905, I remarked on the fact that Marx had
written that capitalism passes from feudalism to the guild system to the
factory. In Russia, however, we never knew the guild system, with the
possible exception of the kustari [handicraftsmen]. Or, one might com-
pare the development of the working class in England and Germany with
that in Russia. In the first two countries, the proletariat has gone through
a long period of parliamentary experience. In Russia, on the other hand,
there was very little of a parliamentary system for the workers. That is,
the Russian proletariat learned its parliamentary history from an abridged
handbook. In many respects, the history of the development of the United
States is akin to that of the Russian working class. It is nowhere written,
and theoretically it cannot be substantiated, that the American workers
will perforce have to pass through the school of reformism for a long
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period of time. They live and develop in another period, their coming
to maturity is taking place under different circumstances than that of the
English working class, for instance. ...It is not at all permanently estab-
lished that the United States will be last in the order of revolutionary
primacy, condemned to reach its proletarian revolution only after the
countries of Europe and Asia. A situation, a combination of forces is pos-
sible in which the order is changed and the tempo of development in the
United States enormously accelerated. But that means that it is necessary
to prepare.” (The Militant, May 10, 1930.)—P. 14.

4 Thus, as late as 1926, the publishing house of the Comintern issued an
official pamphlet on the United States of Socialist Europe, which said :
“Tt is very important that we not only have a critical position towards
this bourgeois-social democratic slogan (‘ Pan-Europe’), by demolishing
its fraudulent pacifist contents, but that at the same time we set up against
it a positive slogan which can actually be the comprehensive political
slogan for our transitional demands. For the next period the slogan of
the United States of Socialist Europe must serve as the comprehensive
political slogan for the European communist parties.” (John Pepper,
Die Vereinigten Staaten des Sozialistischen Europa, p. 67, Hamburg, 1926).
The slogan was, however, advanced by the Comintern Executive and the
European parties with decreasing frequency and was finally dropped en-
tirely when the exigencies of the factional struggle against the foremost
proponent of the slogan—Trotsky—seemed to demand its withdrawal.—
P. 16.

5 Revisionism is the tendency in the socialist movement which received its
principal initial impulsion in Germany towards the end of the last century.
In 1897, Eduard Bernstein, a prominent leader of the German social demo-
cratic party an intimate friend of Friedrich Engels until the latter’s death,
wrote a series of articles for the theoretical organ of the party, Neue Zeit,
which undertook an “ Ueberpriifung ” (revision, thence revisionists and re-
visionism) of the Marxian doctrines. Counter-attacks on Bernstein's posi-
tion were soon made by such noted Marxists as Plekhanov, Parvus,
Kautsky and Luxemburg, who defended the position of revolutionary
socialism. His articles being subsequently rejected by Kautsky, editor of
the Neue Zeit, Bernstein presented his views in 1899 in systematic form in
a book entitled Die Voraussetzungen des Sozialismus und die Aufgaben
der Sozialdemokratie (Eng. ed., Evolutionary Socialism). Bernstein con-
tested the validity of the Marxian “ theory of the collapse ” of capitalism,
the centralisation and concentration of capital, the diminishing role of the
middle class, the intensification of poverty among the proletariat. For
the policy of class struggle he proposed the substitution of class collabora-
tion with the “ progressive ” bourgeoisie, and as against the dictatorship
of the proletariat he envisaged a peaceful transition to socialism by means
of a progressive permeation of democratised capitalism. He rejected dia-
lectical materialism and inclined strongly to a neo-Kantian idealism. The
German party convention at Hanover in October 1899, following a special
report by August Bebel who assailed Bernstein’s views (the latter, in
England because of the old Bismarckian anti-socialist laws, had his posi-
tion stated by David), decided by an overwhelming majority to reject
Bernstein’s position, stating that “ the development up to now of bourgeois
society gives the party no cause to give up or to alter its fundamental
views on the same,” there being “ no reason why the party should change
either its principles and basic demands, its tactics, or its name, that is,
to become a democratic socialist reform party instead of a social demo-
cratic party.” The Liibeck convention, September 1901, also condemned
Bernstein’s revisionism by adopting the resolution presented by Bebel and
Kautsky, but in so mild a form that the perturbations of the militant and
intransigent Left wing, led by Luxemburg and Parvus, were fully justified.
Even though the Second International itself, at its 1904 Congress in Am-
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sterdam, also condemned Bernsteinism, it became increasingly apparent
with the passage of each year that the theories, and to an even greater
extent the practises, of revisionism were becoming in fact the theories
and practises of most of the important socialist parties throughout the
world. This evolution was crowned by the collapse of the Second Inter-
national at the moment the World War broke out. Revisionism is now
the official doctrine of the Second International, having been subscribed
to even by one of its original opponents, Kautsky, who made formal
amends to its main proponent a short time before the latter’s death.—
P. 24.

6 The three prinicpal slogans of the Bolsheviks, especially during the
period between the first two revolutions, were the democratic republic.
the eight-hour working day and the confiscation of the land for the benefit
of the peasants. The three slogans were popularly referred to as the
“three pillars of Bolshevism ”, and sometimes as the “three whales of
Bolshevism ”, after the ancient myth according to which the world rested
upon three whales. The Bolsheviks conceived these slogans as realisable
only by means of the overthrow of Czarism. The struggle over these
slogans revolved to a large extent around the dispute with the so-called
“liquidators ” who opposed these slogans and advocated in their stead the
demands for the right to organise, the right of free speech and press, etc..
which were presumably to be realised even within the framework of
Czarism.—P. 28.

7 The Opposition (or Left Opposition, Moscow Opposition, Opposition
of 1923, Bolshevik-Leninists, ‘ Trotskyists ’) originated in Moscow in
1923 around the questions of workers’ democracy in the Russian Commu-
nist Party and of the decisive role of state-planned industrialisation in the
social life of the Soviet republic. After a long, muted struggle in the
Political Bureau of the party during which Trotsky vigorously advocated
the establishment of workers’ democracy and a struggle against bureau-
cratism, he finally summarised his standpoint, as against that of the ruling
trinity (Stalin, Zinoviev, Bukharin) in a letter to the Central Committee
and Central Control Commission on October 8, 1923. Following a
vigorous denunciation of his views by the Political Bureau, which marked
the opening of the public fight against “ Trotskyism,” a collective letter of
solidarity with Trotsky and his views was received by the Central Com-
mittee on October 15, 1923. It was signed by 46 prominent communists,
including Piatakov, Preobrazhensky, Serebriakov, I. Smirnov, Antonov-
Ovseyenko, Ossinsky, Bubnov, Sapronov, V. Smirnov, Boguslavsky, Stuk-
hov, Yakovleva, V. Kossior, Rafael, Maximovsky, Bieloborodov, Alsky,
Muralov, Rosengoltz, Sosnovsky, Voronsky, E. Bosh, Drobnis, Eltsin, etc.
Rakovsky and Kretinsky did not sign the letter oniy because they were
on diplomatic missions abroad. Radek sent a separate letter urging recon-
ciliation with Trotsky inside the Political Bureau. It is this group of
prominent old Bolsheviks that formed the base and heart of the Moscow
Opposition of 1923. In 1926, it was joined by the so-called Leningrad
Opposition, led by Zinoviev, Kamenev, Sokolnikov, Krupskaya, Salutsky.
and others, which had arisen in 1925 as a result of the alarm felt by the
Leningrad workers over the policy of Stalin and Bukharin towards the
kulak and the theory of “socialism in one country.” The resultant fusion
created the Opposition Bloc of Bolshevik-Leninists. The Bloc, which sum-
marised its views in the famous Platform presented to the Fifteenth Party
Congress in 1927, was outlawed by that Congress. Most of the Leningrad
leaders, headed by Zinoviev and Kamenev, capitulated to Stalin and were
eventually readmitted into the party; thousands of recalcitrants were ex-
pelled, imprisoned and exiled. The general views developed by the Oppo-
sition in the first five years of its existence are dealt with in the present
volume. For details about the origin of the group, see Since Lenin Diéd
by Max Eastman and Ten Years by Max Schachtman.—P. 36.



62 EXPLANATORY NOTES

3 The New Economic Policy was adopted, on Lenin’s initiative, by the
Tenth Congress of the Russian Communist Party, early in 1921, and re-
inforced at the Tenth Party Conference in May of the same year. Not only
had the post-war revolutionary wave in Europe subsided, especially after
the failure of the Red drive on Warsaw, but relations with the peasantry
in Russia had become strained to the breaking point. The extremely
rigorous regulations of so-called War Communism (requisitioning and con-
fiscation of grain from the peasant), accompanied by the breakdown of
industry consequent upon the ravages of the civil war (in 1920, industrial
output was only 18 per cent. of the pre-war level; in heavy industry, speci-
fically, the situation was far worse), had brought the alliance of the workers
and peasants to extreme tension. The Tenth Congress met during the
Kronstadt rebellion, which reflected the intense discontent of the peasants.
Lenin proposed a policy of substituting a tax in kind for requisitioning;
of allowing the peasant to dispose of his surplus within the limits of
“local trade ’; of allowing the development of capitalist concessions to a
delimited extent, and of state capitalism, on the ground that state capitalism
was a higher economic form than that which prevailed in most of agricul-
tural Russia. The retreat sounded by Lenin was to allow a breathing spell
during which, while waiting for the decisive aid of the European revolu-
tion, Russia could reconstruct her industries, electrify and modernise them,
and establish a more harmonious relationship with the mass of her popula-
tion, the peasantry. Capitalism, in industry and agriculture, was to be
allowed a considerable field of possibilities in which to develop, provided,
however, that the workers’ state retained control of the so-called ““com-
manding heights,” namely, the nationalised key industries, state banking,
nationalisation of the land, monopoly of foreign trade. The New Econo-
mic Policy (“ Nep ), despite the inherent dangers of capitalist restoration,
greatly facilitated not only the re-establishment of good relations between
workf::i}r6 and peasart, but also the reconstruction of Russia’s industrial life.
—FP. 36.

9 1t is to be found in the Jahrbuch fiir Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik,
published by Dr. Ludwig Richter, Zurich, 1879, pp. 54-75, and is entitled
* Der Isolirte Sozialistische Staat” von G. V[ollmar]. In setting forth this
view, Vollmar, prominent spokesman for the Right wing of the German
social democracy in his time, wrote : “1 believe—and shall seek to de-
monstrate it in the following pages—that the final victory of socialism is
not only historically more likely primarily in a single state, but that noth-
ing stands in the road of the existence and prosperity of the isolated social-
ist state.” (P. 55)—P. 38.

10 The State Planning Commission (“ Gosplan ”) is a national body charged
with assembling, co-ordinating and elaborating the annual and five-year
plans for the industrialisation of the Soviet Union. It is primarily a
technical commission, composed of communists and non-communists,
whose general outline of work is marked out by the Political Bureau
of the Communist Party, which also exercises veto power over its con-
clusions.—P. 40.

11 Smychka, the Russian word. for alliance or union, is popularly em-
ployed in Russian political terminology with reference to the alliance be-
tween the working class and the bulk of the peasantry. Lenin and the
Bolsheviks laid great stress on the need of preserving this alliance, at
least so long as socialism was not yet established and, consequently,
classes—the peasantry included—abolished. The “smychka” was there-
fore considered one of the principal pillars of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat in Russia.—P. 43. '

12 In Lenin’s time, congresses of the Third International took place on the
average of once a year, despite the extremely difficult domestic and foreign
position of the Soviet Republic. The First Congress was held in March
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1919; the Second Congress in July 1920; the Third Congress in June 1921;
the Fourth Congress in November 1922. With Lenin removed from parti-
cipation in the leadership, the interval between Congresses steadily in-
creased. Thus, the Fifth Congress was held in June 1924. But four years
elapsed before the Sixth Congress was held, in June 1928. Section 8 of
ArticleIl of the Constitution of the Comintern adopted at the 1928 Con-
gress definitely provided that “ The World Congress shall be convened once
every two years” (Eng. ed., N.Y., 1929, p. 87). Despite this provision,
the Seventh Congress did not convene in Moscow until August 1935, that
is, more than seven years after the Sixth. No official explanation was
ever vouchsafed for this explicit violation by the leadership of the Comin-
tern of the constitution which it had itself adopted in 1928.—P. 51.

13 In his concluding remarks on the report “ The Opposition Bloc and the
Inner-Party Situation,” Stalin, at the Fifteenth Conference of the
C.P.S.U. in November 1926, made reference to Friedrich Engel’s first draft
of the Communist Manifesto which was subsequently published under the
title Grundsiitze des Kommunismus. Engels listed the points in the pro-
gramme of the communist party of his time, the execution of which would
usher in the new order, arnd he emphasised that these points could not be
realised in full except under conditions of a proletarian revolution and
victory in several countries. Listing these points, Stalin sought to buttress
his theory of “ socialism in a single country ” by arguing that Soviet Russia
alone had carried out virtually all of them. ‘That, comrades, is the pro-
gramme of the proletarian revolution set up by Engels in his The Funda-
mental Principles of Communism. You see that nine-tenths of this pro-
gramme has already been carried out by our revolution . .. Engels said that
the proletarian revolution with the above programme could not succeed
in one single country alone. The facts, however, show that under the new
conditions of imperialism, such a revolution in its most essential parts has
already been carried through in one single country alone, for we have
carried out nine-tenths of this programme in our country.” (International
Press Correspondence, Vol. 6, No. 78, Nov. 25, 1926, p. 1350.)—P. 53.
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