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No Retreat! Struggle or A  nnihilation!
Every day brings the report of 

a new blow dealt the Gertnan work
ing class movement by the H itle r 
regime No half-sane person above 
the age o f six has put the slightest 
credence in the Fascist charge that 
the Communists set lire  to the 
Reichstag building. The American 
bourgeois press has, almost unani
mously openly expressed its skept
icism. “ France”  the Paris corre
spondent of the New York Times 
(3-2-1933) informs his paper, judg
ing by today’s press, even seems 
d istinctly inclined to blame the 
Nazis themselves for the lire  that 
wrecked the 'Reichstag building, 
and sees ip i t  simply a crude ex
cuse on H err H itle r’s part to crush 
the Opposition jus t before the elec
tions.”  From the conservative 
London Times to the Laborite Her
ald, the B ritish  press is sim ilarly 
unambiguous about the despicable 
fraud of the Austrian adventurer.

But while nobody takes the 
charge seriously, i t  has sufficed the 
Nazis to launch the ir reign of ter
ro r and to extend i t  more widely 
w ith  the passage of every day. The 
Times reports tha t “Communist ar
rests included the entire executive 
committee of the party in  Berlin 
and Reichstag deputies and party 
executives elsewhere”  In  Berlin 
alone there are more than 300 Com
munists held, -120 in  raids fo r the 
apprehension o f Communist m ili
tants and officials ate now the or
der o f the day. The Communist 
and socialist press—more than one 
hundred papers in  a ll—remains

suppressed and the Fascist swas
tika  s till waves from  the K arl 
Liebknecht House. New decrees 
signed by “comrade”  von Hinden- 
bufig, erstwhile presidential candi
date of the Social Democracy, pro
vide fo r the most rigorous • penal
ties against revolutionary or m ili
tant working class activity.

In  addition, the H itle r regime has 
struck the firs t overt blow at the 
Soviet Union. The man who aims 
to be the “super-Wrangel”  of 
world imperialism  ordered an in 
solent raid upon the suburban Ber
lin  school fo r the children o f So
viet citizens, wher’e literature  was 
seized ; a raid upon a Soviet c iti
zens’ boarding house,, from  which 
two employees of the Soviet trade 
delegation were arrested and later 
released; and a raid upon the quar
ters of the Berlin correspondent of 
the central Soviet organ, Izvestia, 
which w.is carried out not by the 
police but by armed Nazi storm 
troopers.

But the protest, immediately de
posited w ith the foreign m inister 
by the official Soviet representatives 
fa r from  exhausts the question of 
the relationships between the So
viet Union and the Fascist regime 
in  Germany. There is an un illu 
minated side to th is question upon 
which considerable ligh t needs to 
be shed.

The silence of the Communist In 
ternational on the German situa
tion, its  crim inal fa ilu re  to speak 
out plainly, has become a notorious 
international scandal o f dreadful

significance. The world movement 
of ,the pro letaria t is a t stake in  
Germany; the fate o f the Soviet 
Union is involved. Between Fasc
ism in Germany and the workers’ 
State there can exist only an ir 
reconcilable antagonism which, in 
the long run, w ill be settled only 
by force of artns This antagon
ism must not only not be conceal
ed—it  must be openly proclaimed 
flo the workers of the world so 
that they may know how the situa
tion stands and what the attitude 
of the Soviet Union really is. In 
stead of such a clear proclama
tion, we see disquieting signs of 
the contrary. W alter Duranty, the 
Moscow correspondent of the New 
York Times now in  Berlin, cables 
his paper as follows (3-2-1933): 

“ W hile i t  doubtless would be an 
exaggeration to say as some of 
Chancellor H itle r’s close associates 
do, that ‘the Soviet" Union wants 
a H itle rite  Germany because the 
Soviet Union knows that would be 
a strong Germany, which the Soviet 
Union wants,’ i t  is beyond question 
that Moscow would welcome even 
a 100 percent H itle r regime on the 
grounds that i t  would conjure away 
the nightmare tha t has harassed 
the sleep o f Soviet statesmen fo r 
the past five years—namely, an 
anti-Bolshevist European coalition 
or a ‘holy war against the Red 
peril’. Moscow already has reason 
to be gratified over the effect of 
H err H itle r’s rise to power on 
France and Poland. But that is 
only one ‘aspect of the case. Of

greater practical interest is the re
cent agreement concluded by the 
Deutsche,Bank und Disconto-Gee- 
ellschaft and the Dresdner1 Bank to 
provide $50,000,000 in  new credits
to  the Soyiet Union___”

The continuation of “ normal busi
ness relations”  w ith  Germany under 
H itle r, rig h t a t the moment when 
the decisive battle is imminent—a 
battle on whose outcome depends 
the next decade or more o f the 
world’s development—as i f  nothing 
unusual was happening, as i f  the 
Soviet Union were not concerned 
w ith  what government was estab
lished in  Germany—means little
short o f leaving the German pro
le taria t to fend fo r himself, leav
ing i t  in  the lurch, w ithout the 
moral—and when necessary—the 
material assistance o f the workers’ 
state. When Duranty points out 
fu rthe r that “only recently the 
official Soviet Government organ, 
the Izvestia, took occasion in  con
nection w ith  a speech by Foreign 
Commissar L itvinov to assure Ger
many that the Soviet Union would 
not intervene in the affairs of other 
countries, even in  the event of a 
Communist revolution”—it  smacks 
not merely o f “ national-Bolshevik” 
degeneration in  general, but of the 
preparation fo r treacherous nation
a lis t indifference to the fa te  of the 
German and world proletariat in 
the concrete! The sharpness of 
our terms is justified by the crim 
ina l deadly silence of the C. I. and 
by the broad hints of Duranty who, 
experience has taught us is an

authoritative backstairs spokesmen 
of the upper stratum  of the ap
paratus.

W nile this unbelievable ind iffe r
ence is being manifested by the 
upper layers of the S talin ist bu
reaucracy, matters do not improve 
in  the German Communist Party. 
The D aily Worker (3-2-1933) prints 
the Inprecerr cable from  Berlin re
porting that the German party 
“has again approached the Social
is t Party, the A. D. G. B. (reform 
is t trade unions), the Reiehsban- 
ner, etc., w ith  a proposal fo r jo in t 
action against the murderous Fasc
is t te rro r” . The headline given to 
this story by the Freiheit is even 
“plainer” . “ Central Committee of 
the Communist Party Turns Once 
More to the Social Democratic and 
Trade Union Leaders” . I f  the 
headline is correct, i t  would un
doubtedly mark a tu rn  in  the righ t 
direction by the Stalinists. But 
our b itte r experiences in the past 
cause us to voice our reservations 
in  advance.

Up to yesterday, the Molotovs, 
Manuilskys, Kuusinens, Thael- 
manns, Bedachts and Olgins in 
veighed abusively against the Le ft 
Opposition precisely because we 
proposed that the united fron t be 
set into motion by an open propos
al to the social democracy and its  
trade unions—from top to bottom, 
leaders and masses. "Counter-rev
olutionary” ; “ assistance to the so
cial democracy” and sim ilar bright 
i f  not original terms were applied 
to us on th is score. How is it

that what was counter-revolution
ary on Tuesday is good Bolshevism 
on Wednesday? Unfortunately, the 
situation is not as clear as i t  should 
be. The “ Once More”  in  the Fre i
heit headline gives away the Stalin
is t stratagem. The appeal fo r a 
united fron t ‘ ‘w ith  the social dem
ocratic party and the trade un
ions” in  the past has meant an ap
peal by the Stalinists to the “party” 
and the “ trade unions”  to  jo in  w ith 
the Communists in  a common strug
gle__ against the ir leaders! In
other words, i t  has been the old 
ultim atism  dressed up to make it  
sound, better A t bottom, there has 
been no change.

Nevertheless, the change is im 
perative now. Unless the workers 
up to now s till demoralized passive 
and divided, unite the ir forces, 
Fascism w ill bathe the country in 
the biood of the proletariat.

To th is moment, the world re
mains unaware of the program of 
action o f the Communist party. 
We put the question again: Does 
the Communist party and its  lead
ership really intend to organize the 
resistance of the proletaria t to 
Fascism, or does it  intend to capi
tulate w ithout a struggle, on the 
half-formed or fu lly  conscious 
theory that i t  is hopeless to fight, 
or that Fascism w ill soon collapse 
and give way to Bolshevism? Are 
the party leaders preparing for the 
final struggle or giving up the s it
uation as hopeless? The Left Op
position does not consider the s it
uation hopeless I t  knows very

well—and the newspaper reportq 
to the hum ilitation of the Com
munist movement, confirm it—that 
the Austrian and Scandinavian bor
ders are being passed by an In
creasing number' of Communist of
ficials and leaders from Germany. 
For such capitulators, who are saw 
ing the ir hides, a revolutionist can 
have nothing but contempt and 
hatred. Of them, Trotsky wrote 
more than a year ago: “ ’W ithout 
a victory over the social democracy, 
we cannot battle against Fascism” 
say such terrib le  revolutionists, and
for this reason___they get their
passports ready. Worker-Commun
ists, you are hundreds of thou
sands, m illions; you cannot leave 
fo r any place; there are not enough 
passports for you. Should Fascism 
come to power, i t  w ill ride over 
our skulls and spines like a te rri
fic tank. Your salvation lies in  
merciless struggle. And only a 
fighting unity w ith  the social dem
ocratic workers can bring victory. 
Make haste, worker-Communists, 
you have very little  time le ft!”  

Very little  time le ft! Every hour 
counts! The socialist leaders, the 
tra ito rs to the proletariat, w ill not 
act of their own accord. The 
Communist leaders must be forced 
out of the ir crim inal passivity. 
They must be forced to put an end 
to this liglitm inded juggling w ith 
the fate of the German pro le ta ria t 

There is no retreat: A ll that ia 
le ft is m ortal combat—or annihila
tion !
Thursday, March 2, 1933. —M. S

LEON TROTSKY________

“ Soviet Economy in Danger»

A rrest Soviet 

“ Trotskyists”
We are reliably informed from

The follow ing le tter was ad
dressed to the editoria l board of 
the “ Sozialistische Arbeiterzei- 
tung”  (central organ of the Ger
man Socialist Workers Party. 
A fte r the press o f the S. W. P. 
reprinted the deliberate fa lsifica
tion o f the S talin ist bureaucracy 
about the “ liquidation o f the 
Trotskyists” , comrade Trotsky 
was obliged to refra in  from  send

ing the le tter. As the le tter 
nevertheless retains its  im port
ance, we publish it  here.—Ed.)

Dear comrades:
In  the two numbers o f your pa

per, January 11 and 12, there ap
peared an article  on my brochure 
“ Soviet Economy in  Danger” . As 
it  deals w ith  an extremely impor
tant question, about which every 
revolutionary worker must form a 
clear opinion, i f  not today then 
tomorrow, I  request you to afford 
me the possibility to  elucidate to 
your reader® by the present letter, 
in  the shortest possible terms, those 
sides o f the question which in  my 
opinion were submitted to a false 
interpretation in your paper.

1. In  the article  it  says a num
ber of times that you are “ not in 
agreement w ith  everything”  and 
“ fa r from  agreeing w ith  every
thing” in  Trotsky’s conceptions on 
Soviet economy. Differences of op
inion between us are a ll the more 
natural as we belong to  different 
organizations. Nevertheless I  can
not suppress my regret that—w ith 
one single exception, dealt w ith  
below—you did not indicate which 
conceptions you are not in  agree
ment w ith. Let us recall how Marx, 
Engels and Lenin censured and con
demned evasiveness in  fundamental 
questions, which finds expression 
mostly in  the empty formula “ fa r 
from  agreeing w ith  everything” . 
What every revolutionary worker 
can demand of his organization and 
o f his paper is a definite and clear 
attitude towards the questions of 
socialist construction in  the U. S. 
S. R.

2. In  only one point does your
article  endeavor to delim it itse lf 
more concretely from  my concep
tions. “We believe” , you w rite, 
“ that Trotsky considers matters 
somewhat onesidedly when he 
ascribes the main blame fo r these 
conditions to the S talin ist bureau
cracy”  ( ! ) ___Further on the ar
ticle  sets out that the main blame 
does not lie  in the bureaucracy but 
in  the circumstance tha t tasks of 
too great dimensions are put be
fore economy, fo r the fu lfillm ent o f 
which the necessary qualified forces 
are lacking. But who was it  that 
set up these exaggerated tasks i f  
not the bureaucracy? And who 
was i t  that warned in  proper time 
against the ir exaggerated dimen
sions if  not the Left Opposition? 
Thus i t  results tha t precisely your 
artic le  “ ascribes”  the whole blame 
to the bureaucracy.

Your reproach to me is wrong 
also fo r a deeper reason. To sh ift 
the responsibility fo r a ll the d iffi
culties and fo r a ll the phenomena 
of crisis upon the ru ling  faction, 
could be done only by one who be
lieves in  the possibility of a plan
ned development of the socialist 
society w ith in  national boundaries. 
But this is not my standpoint. The 
main difficulties fo r the U. S. S. R. 
arise out o f: (a) the economic and 
cu ltural backwardness which forces 
the Soviet state to solve many of 
the tasks which capitalism  has 
solved in  advanced countries; (b) 
the isolation of the workers’ state 
in  an epoch in which the division 
of labor between the states o f the 
whole world has become the most 
im portant postulate of the nation
al productive forces.

Bureaucratic Centrism 
3. We do not charge the Stalin

is t faction w ith  the blame fo r the 
obective difficlties, but fo r its  lack 
of understanding of the nature of 
these difficulties, o f in a b ility  to 
foresee the dialectic of the ir de
velopment and uninterm itent mis
takes o f leadership springing thefe-

(Continued on Page 2)

When comrade Trotsky, in  his 
w riting  “ Germany : The Key to the 
International Situation” , issued the 
urgent warning to the proletarians 
of a ll countries, to the Communist 
International, to the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union, on the 
danger of H itle r, of the Fascist 
counter-revolution in  Central Eur
ope, this w riting  took on the sig
nificance fo r the most conscious 
proletarians as that o f Lenin on 
October 7, 1917: "The Impending 
Crisis” . Two undoubtedly different 
situations ; two palpably different 
epochs. In  1917 it  was the «ve of 
the proletarian revolution ; in  1931, 
the eve of the Fascist counter-rev
olution in Germany. But in  the 
fir'st warning as in  the second, in  
Lenin's o f 1917 as in Trotsky’s of 
1931, in spite o f the difference be
tween the two epochs, one encount
ers the same revolutionary and in 
ternationalist sp irit, the same c la ir
voyance, the same strength.

Now, i t  can no longer be a ques
tion of foreseeing; now it  is a ques
tion of seeing. H itle r is in power. 
And how the task of leading his 
open strtiggle for the crushing of 
the organizations, of a ll the organi
zations o f the working class has 
been facilita ted  fo r h im ! The 
battle which the social democrats 
and the S talinists thought could 
be evaded by submission and docil
ity  is a t the present time inevit
abile. Otherwise, i t  w ill be anni-

the U. S. S. R .:
In  the course of the month of 

January, a large number o f ar
rests were made in  Moscow and 
Leningrad. In  addition to Pre
obrazhensky, f. N. Smirnow, 
Ufimtsev, more than one hundred 
farmer Le ft Oppositionists were 
apprehended. They were accused 
of oarring on illegal "T rotskyist” 
factional work. I t  w ill be remem
bered that almost four years ago. 
some of those named above re
nounced the Opposition and capi 
tulated to the S talinist regime, 
claim ing that i t  had adopted 
most i f  not a ll o f the essential 
planks in the Opposition platform . 
The arrest of those who previous
ly  capitulated, follow ing as i t  does 
righ t on the heels of the arrest 
and exile of Zinoviev, Kamenev 
and many others, is a fact o f 
the greatest symptomatic signific
ance.

In  the huge Moscow automobile 
plant “.Amo” , approximately one 
hundred workers were arrested, 
because an Opposition leaflet had 
been distributed there. The same 
occured in  other plants and fac
tories. Sim ilar reports emanate 
from Leningrad.

hilation w ithout the struggle—an 
eventuality which only tra ito rs to 
the cause of the proletariat can 
envisage and surrender.

The German proletaria t is fa r 
from  having exhausted its  revolu
tionary energy. Even though it  
has been enormously weakened by 
the m ultifo ld treacheries of the 30 -  

cial democratic leaders and the 
constantly increasing blunders o f 
the S talinist leaderships, the Ger
man proletariat preserves a capac
ity  and a possibility o f struggle 
s till susceptible to barring the road 
to trium ph of the H itle r regime and 
of rendering it  fina lly  impossible. 
But this possibility depends upon 
the policy of the Communist Party 
o f Germany and the Communist In 
ternational.

A Turning Point
We have undeniable arrived a t a 

turning point of the international 
revolution. This tru th  should not 
be concealed from oneself nor from  
the proletariat of a ll countries. The 
Communist International, on the 
contrary, is silen t; i t  remains mute 
out of fear of being forced to draw 
the terrib le  balance o f th is last 
decade. But in  its  silence, in  
stubbornly sealing its  lips, in  “ pa
tien tly ”  supporting the forward 
march of the H itle ris t troops, i t  is 
only marching to ruin, drawing in 
its  tra in  the ru in  of the German

(Continued on Page 2)

Comintern and W orld  Revolution at 
Decisive Historical Turning Point

Jap Advance
H its  U.S.S.R.
LEAGUE PRICE FOR SUPPORT 

OF JAPAN IS  ASSAULT ON 

FATHERLAND OF WORKERS

W ith laudable thoughtfulness, the 
Japanese im perialists lay the ir 
plans in  advance and then fo llow  
their schedule carefully. Many moons 
ago, a Japanese “ surveyor” , en
gaged in  politica l surveying in  In- 
er Mongolia for the followers of 
Baron Tanaka, discovered an ob
scure prince, the “ direct descendant 
of the great Genghis Klan” . This 
Mongolian prince could never have 
dreamed how fortunate was his 
fa te fu l meeting w ith  the awe-struck 
Jap. For lo and behold, the press 
already hints a t the Japanese de
sire to restore th is scion to his 
rig h tfu l place at the head of a new 
Mongolian state to be called Tayu- 
ankuo.

Thus the Japanese m ilita rists 
continue to build a foundation fo r 
the ultim ate struggle w ith  the So
viet Union. Inner Mongolia w ill 
follow  the road of Manchuria and 
Jehol, possibly after the conquest 
o f North China. I f  the powers 
continue to jockey fo r position in 
the present situation, each hoping 
to reap the benefits while the other 
pays the piper; i f  there is no real 
pressure applied to japan to halt 
her march into China, i t  is because 
they expect Japan to pay the price, 
m ilita ry  intervention in  Siberia. Of 
course America and England are 
careful to establish the record that 
w ill be relied upon in  the more 
distant fu ture to solve the ir in ter
nal conflicts. But as yet, that is 
merely a record.

Russia and Japan
What is the order in  which capi

ta lis t powers place the ir enemies? 
Read the careful, restrained press 
accounts o f the Japanese advance 
into Asia, note the gentlemanly 
manner ir  which reference is made 
to .their astute campaigning. Then 
recall the violent, almost insane, 
attacks made periodically in  the 
decade after the October revolution 
on the Soviets and their leaders. 
The vituperation carried on by 
H itle r against the German Com
munists is tame compared to the 
vicious campaign of slander re
corded in  the capitalist press of 
the entire world against the Rus
sian Bolsheviks. In  the ligh t of 
that experience, one can easily 
pigeon-hole the present quarrel w ith  
Japan as a fam ily affair. Despite 
a ll the fa ilures and blunders o f 
the Stalin bureaucracy, the Soviets 
s till remain the nightmare o f cap
italism , spelling the tw ilig h t of 
imperialism.

A t bottom that is the explanation 
o f the Stimson note to the League 
accepting its  invita tion to express 
on accord in  view. For Stimson re
fuses to be solid ly linked w ith  
Geneva and while agreeing blandly

(Continued on Page 2)

Roosevelt Regime Reopens 
Question of Russ Soviets
SITU A TIO N  OVER-RIPE FOR AMERICAN M IL ITA N TS  TO  

RAISE DEMAND FOR LONG-TERM CREDITS TO SOVIET  

UNION AS PART OF IN TER N A TIO N A LIST C A M P A I G N

To Union Sq on 

Saturday
The Unemployed Councils of 

Greater N. Y. have issued a call 
fo r a demonstration on Saturday, 
March 4 at 11 A. M. on Union 
Square. This demonstration is 
timed w ith  the inauguration of 
Roosevelt which takes place in 
Washington on the same day.

The Left Opposition endorses 
the demonstration on Union 
Square and w ill be there in  fu ll 
force. The demands of the de
monstration, however, can and 
must be broadened to include the 
demand fo r long-term credits to 
the Soviets and to draw atten
tion to the German crisis.

The demonstration meets at a 
crucial moment fo r the working 
class of the entire world. While 
the unemployed are dying o f star
vation in  this country the bloody 
Fascist regime of H itle r in  Ger
many is murdering the flower of 
the revolutionary proletariat and 
destroying the ir organization.

A ll out on Union Square on 
March 4th!

For Unemployment Insurance 
and Relief!
For Recognition and Long Term 

Credits to the Soviet Union!
For the United Front to crush 

the H itle r Gangs!

The conference On unemployment 
held under the auspices o f the 
“ Labor Committee”  o f the Social
is t party of New York last week, 
offers a number of aspects deserv
ing of examination.

The brutal attacks of the social
is t gangsters upon the Le ft wing 
delegates who came to present their 
credentials, the atmosphere o f te r
rorism which pervaded the whole 
session, are a natural accompani
ment of Socialist bureaucratism— 
weapons borrowed from  -the class 
enemy and firs t introduced by the 
R ight wing into the labor movement 
in  the days when the Le ft wing 
firs t raised the banner of interna
tionalism during and after the war. 
The socialist patrons, allies and

OPEN FORUM

BONAPARTISM & THER M ID O R  . 
IN  TH E  SOVIET UNION

DOES TH E  DANGER THREATEN?
Speaker:

M AX SHACHTMAN  
Friday, March S, 195$

126 East 16th Street,

ADMISSION: 15e 
N. Y. B r. Communist League of 

America (Opposition)

Tomorrow, Roosevelt w ill be in 
augurated as president of the Uni
ted States. One o f the firs t ques
tions which he w ill have to decide 
w ill be whether or not to recognize 
Soviet Russia. Bourgeois and lib 
eral papers have been h inting for 
some time that the attitude o f the 
new adm inistration w ill be much 
more favorable to recognition than 
that o f previous administration®— 
it  is even rumored that prelim inary 
conversations between Soviet and 
American representatives have a l
ready begun.

I f  the attitude o f the new ad
m inistration is more friendly, it 
is not p rim arily because of the 
“ liberalism ”  o f the party of Jef
ferson and W ilson; i t  is rather 
because of the pressure of the eco
nomic crisis in  the United States 
on the one hand, and o f the poli
tica l crisis in  Manchuria on the 
other.

In  other words, the question of 
recognition is being treated on the

brothers o f the Lewises, Schlesing- 
ers, Kaufmans and their ilk  in  the 
labor movement, revealed a t this 
conference how seriously are to be 
taken the ir piously hypocritical 
protestations against violence and 
their preachments of the pacific 
method® of “democracy” .

Socialist “ United Fronts”
The fervid  claims that they are 

against the sp litting  of the labor 
movement and fo r the “ united 
fro n t” , did not stand up so well 
in the conference. The united fron t 
of the socialist bureaucracy is 
directed against the Le ft wing, 
which they fear and hate, from  
who^e m ilitancy and boldness in 
putting a ll questons from  the class 
standpoint, they recoil righ t into 
the arms of the worst reactionaries 
in  the labor movement or into the 
embraces o f the petty bourgeois 
libera l politicians. Confronted 
w ith  the choice between the “ uni
ted fron t” w ith  Wm. Green and his 
kin and the united fron t w ith the 
Left wing and Communist move
ment, the socialist bureaucrats w ill 
always choose the form er—unless 
the Communists are able to arouse 
the socialist rank and file  to force 
their party and the ir party leader
ship to a reluctant choice o f the 
la tter. Confronted w ith  a choice 
between relying upon treacherous 
and servile atempts to ingratiate;

(Continued on Page 2) I

basis of the interests o f the Soviet 
state and those of the bourgeois 
American state. The voice o f the 
proletariat of America, whose class 
interests are indissolubly connect
ed w ith  those of the Soviet work
ers’ state, has not made itse lf 
heard so fa r, w ith  its  own distinc
tive slogans and demands which are 
not those o f the American capital
ists.
Soviet Economy in  C ritica l State
Yet Soviet economy is in  a c rit

ical state, which have been fu lly  
analyzed by comrade Rakovsky in  
his famous le tte r from  Barnaul 
and by comrade Trotsky in  his re
cent brochure, “ Soviet Economy in 
Danger” . The utopian theory of 
Socialism in  one country, of an un
interruptedly developing socialism 
in a backward country going on 
from  trium ph to trium ph in  an 
ever faster tempo, has been re
futed by the facts. Increasingly 
sharp internal contradictions and 
disproportions, the fa ilu re  of such 
im portant branches of industry as 
coal and steel to meet the planned 
figures, and, most dangerous of 
a ll, the serious food shortage— 
these and a host of sim ilar facts 
characterize the situation in the 
Soviet Union today. The weaken
ing of the bond between workers 
and peasants, the concessions to 
"private in itia tive ” , and the grow
ing danger of Thermidorian reac
tion, have the ir basis in  th is eco
nomic situation.

The basis of the crisis in  the 
Soviet Union is the necessity of 
laying a socialist basis iu  one land 
and a backward one at that. This 
necessity is falsely idealized in  the 
revisionist theory of “ socialism in 
one country". In  the second place, 
the S talinist bureaucracy, through 
its  adventuristic as well as its  op
portunistic methods, has aggrav
ated the disproportions and contra
dictions of Soviet economy, includ
ing those carried over from  Czar- 
is t days such as the contradiction 
between a highly concentrated in 
dustry and a prim itive agriculture. 
In  the th ird  place, the world crisis, 
which according to the S talinist 
bureaucrats could be kept out of 
Soviet Russia through the State 
monopoly of foreign trade and for
eign banking, has swept over the 
boundary lines and convincingly 
proved that, whether i t  likes i t  or 
not, the Soviet Union is indissolu
bly bound up w ith  the world situa
tion economically as well as poli
tica lly .
Soviet Trade “Strictly Business”
The methods of S talinist bureau

cracy operating on the basis of 
reduced the role of Communist

(Continued on Page 2)
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from. We are far from the idea, 
naturally, of explaining this “ lack 
of understanding” and this “ in 
ability”  by the personal qualities 
of the individual leaders. I t  is a 
question of the system of thinking, 
of the political tendency, of the 
factions which have grown out of 
old Bolshevism. We observe one 
and the same methodology in the 
economic leadership of Stalin as in 
the political leadership of Thael- 
mann. One cannot fight success
fu lly  against the zigzags of Thael- 
mann without having understood 
that i t  is a question not of Thael- 
mann hut of the nature of bureau
cratic Centrism.

year plan. But not a single word 
did he mention of the tempos ap
proved the year before as the min
imum. Nobody decided to remind 
him pf them. Now Stalin proposed 
for the second five year plan a 13 
percent annual increase. We do 
not at all Conclude from this that 
Stalin calculates upon engendering 
a Japanese intervention and the 
restoration of capitalism. But we 
draw the conclusion that the bu
reaucracy arrived at a moderation 
of the tempos not on the grounds

of Marxian foresight but behind- 
handedly, after its head had col
lided against the disastrous conse
quences of its own economic ad
venturism. That’s just what we 
accuse i t  of. And that’s just why 
wo think that its new emergency 
zigzag contains no guarantees at 
all for the future.

Even more glaring do the dis
tinctions in the three conceptions 
(the Itight, the Centrist and the 
Marxian) appear on the field of 
agriculture. But this problem is 
too complex to be touched upon 
even fleetingly w ithin the lim its of 
a letter to the editorial board. In 
the course of the next few weeks 
I hope to issue a new brochure on 
the perspectives of Soviet economy. 
Prinkipor January 26, 1933.

The C . I .  A t  a Turning Point
4. Elsewhere your article calls 

to mind that the Left Opposition, 
especially and primarily Rakovsky, 
warned against the over-stretched 
tempos of construction in good 
time. But right next to this you 
write of allegedly analogous warn
ings of Bucharin, Bykov and Tom- 
sky. Your article refers twice to 
the perspicacity of the latter w ith
out recalling w ith a single word 
the irreconcilable antagonisms be
tween the Right and the Left Op
position. I  deem i t  all the more 
necessary to clarify this point be
cause i t  is precisely the Stalin fac
tion which recoils from no attempt 
to cover up or to wipe out the deep 
antagonisms between the opportun
ist and the Marxian wings in the 
camp of Bolshevism.

Since 1922, the Left Opposition, 
more correctly its future staff, con
ducted a campaign fo r the working 
out of a five year plan, the axis 
of which was to be the industria li
zation of the country. As fa r back 
as that time, we proved that the 
tempo of the development of the 
nationalized industry could, in the 
very next years, exceed the tempo 
of Russian capitalism (6 percent 
annual increase) “ two—, three—, 
and more fold.” Our' opponents 
called this program nothing but an 
industrial phantasy. I f  Bucharin, 
Tomsky, ltykov distinguished them
selves in any respect from Stalin- 
Molotov, i t  was only in  the fact 
that they fought even more reso
lutely against our “ super-indus
trialism” . The struggle against 
“Trotskyism”  was theoretically 
nurtured almost exclusively by 
Bucharin. His criticism of “ Trot
skyism” later on also served as 
the platform of the Right wing.

Bucharin’s Stand
In  the course of a series of year's 

Bucharin was, to employ his own 
expression, the preacher of “ tor
toise-pace” industrialization. So 
he remained, at that time, when 
the Left Opposition demanded going 
over to the five year plan and to 
higher tempos of industrialization 
(in  1923-1928) as well as in the 
years of the ultr'a-Left zigzags of 
the Stalinists, when the Left Op
position warned against the trans
formation of the five year plan into 
a four year plan and especially 
against the adventurist collectiviza
tion in 1930-1932). From Buchar
in ’s mouth spoke not the dialectical 
appraisal of Soviet economy in  its 
contradictory development, but an 
opportunistic attitude from the very 
beginning, an economic minimalism.

5. How unfortunately your a rti
cle mixes up Bucharin’s criticism 
with the criticism of Rakovsky, is 
perceptible from the following cir
cumstance: In  the same days that 
your paper called attention to the 
apparent perspicacity of Bucharin 
in the past, Bucharin himself cate
gorically and completely renounced 
a ll his former criticism at the 
Plenum of the Central Committee, 
and a ll his former' prognoses, as 
fundamentally false (Pravda, Jan
uary 14, 1933). Rakovsky, how
ever, renounced nothing at the 
Plenum, not because he is chained 
to Barnoul as an exile, but because 
he has no need of renouncing any
thing.

6. Right after the appearance 
of my brochure “ Soviet Economy in 
Danger” , a turn-about-face took 
place in Soviet economic policy 
Which throws a bright light upon 
the problem engaging us and makes 
possible an infallible check upon 
all the prognoses of the various 
factions. The story of the turn
about-face—in two words—is the 
fo llow ing:

The X V II Conference of the C. 
P. S. U. approved in January 1932 
the principles of the second five 
year plan. The tempo of growth 
of industry was established at ap
proximately 25 percent, w ith Stalin 
declaring at the conference that 
this is only the minimum lim it, 
and, that in the working out of 
the plan this percentage must and 
Will be raised.

The Second Plan
The Left Opposition character

ized this whole perspective as a 
fru it of bureaucratic adventurism. 
I t  was, as is to be understood, ac
cused of striving for the counter
revolution, fo r the intervention of 
Japan and fo r the capitalist i f  not 
the feudal restoration.

Exactly one year has passed. At 
the last Plenum of the Central 
Committee Stalin brought forward 
a new project fo r the second five

(Continued from Page 1)
proletariat. “ For” , as Lenin said, 
'•internationlaiBm does not consist 
in phrases, declarations of solidar
ity  or resolutions, but in action.”

' Now. no illusion is possible on 
the international consequences 
which the final victory of H itler 
in Germany would have, that is, 
the consequences of the crushing 
of the German proletariat,

“ ’rite  whole future of the Russian 
revolution is at stake. The whole 
future of the international workers’ 
revolution Is at stake.” These words 
of Lenin in 1917 are terrib ly time
ly. The same historical problem is 
posed today as in 1917. In  1917. 
in Russia, i t  was a question of 
preventing the repression of the 
peasant insurrection, which would 
have sounded the “knell of the rev
olution” and have signified “ the 
final triumph of the Kornilov re
gime” ; in saving the Russian rev
olution, the first fortress of the 
“ world-wide proletarian revolu
tion” was being saved. A t the 
present moment, i t  is the victory of 
the Fascist counter-revolution in 
Germany which puts “ the whole 
future of the international work
ers’ revolution1” at stake. This 
fact alone proves how pernicious 
and erroneous is the Stalinist 
theory of “ socialism in a single 
oomitry” , which has reduced pro
letarian internationalism to abs
tract declarations of so lidarity; 
theory which has weakened, atom
ized, disarmed the working class in 
every country by creating the illu 
sion pf a "neutralization” of the 
world bourgeoisie towards the first 
workers’ State, by regarding the 
international revolution, the Euro
pean revolution primarily, as a 
fact which is of no interest to the 
building up of socialism in the U. 
S. S. R.

The Decisive Question
Noiy i t  is clear to every Com

munist worker what was meant and 
what is meant by the policy of 
“ socialism in a single country” . 
The Communist International i t 
self, with a ll the conquests of the 
October revolution, is in danger. 
And it  is in Germany that the most 
important section ijs deciding to
day : the H ltlerist counter-revolu
tion is taking the lead of the inter
national counter-revolution; the 
German proletariat is representing 
in this moment the most vita l in 
terests of the world revolution. I t  
must be decided in one direction 
or the other: and upon this victory 
of the counter-revolution or of the 
revolution w ill depend whether the 
“Holy Alliance” of a ll the big pow
ers w ill return, or the road w ill be 
taken to that which is demanded 
by the modern epoch, the road to 
the Soviet Unted States of Europe.

Germany, by itself exhausts the 
problem of the “ permanent revolu
tion” . The truth of Marx that no 
truce, no respite is possible for the 
forces of the revolution (for the 
working class), “ before i t  has de
stroyed, annihilated the power by 
which the old society asserts i t 
self” , is fu ly confirmed. “After the 
revolution, the permanent, counter
revolution becomes (for the forces 
of the old society) a question of 
daily existence.”  The German bour
geoisie, after having utilized the 
social demCcracy to strangle the 
revolution of 1918, is today driven 
to risk the Fascist counter-revolu
tion, by arming the discontented 
petty bourgeois masses in  order to 
tling them against the working 
class with the aim of extorting 
from i t  the last concessions, in 
order to preserve its profits at the 
price of the most ferocious repres
sion and the starvation of the to il
ing people.

So also on the international scale. 
“No truce between the two societies 
(bourgeois and proletarian). Their 
material interests, their needs, de
mand a mortal struggle: one of 
the two must trium ph; the other 
must succumb”—there, according to 
Marx, is the “only entente that can 
be established between them” .

Not a doubt, therefore, that we 
are at the present moment before 
a decisive turn in the revolution
ary period opened up by the vic
tory of the Bolsheviks in October 
1917, Not a doubt that H itler 
seeks to gain fo r German imperial
ism the favors and the concessions 
of the Versailles powers by making 
himself the butcher of the proletar
iat of his countries and the Gallifet 
of the Russian Commune. Is all 
this to be stood fo r without re

sisting at all?
In  1917, Lenin asserted: “ There 

is no doubt that i f  the Bolsheviks 
allow themselves to be trapped by 
constitutional illusions, by ‘fa ith ’ in 
the convocation of the Constituent, 
by waiting for.the Congress of the 
Soviets, etc., they would only be 
miserable traitors to the cause of 
the proletariat.”  With Lenin, we 
can repeat today: “ To allow one
self to be trapped by illusions 
about ‘non-aggression pacts, by the 
•building of socialism in a single 
country’ ; to leave the road of the 
International revolution, to close 
one’s eyes to the Fascist counter
revolution which threatens the 
German proletariat,, the U. S. S. R., 
the whole world proletariat—is to 
betray the cause of the proletar
iat.”

What Is Demanded?
The only means of making the 

supreme effort to exclude this cast- 
astrophe, to deal with this crisis 
which is striking at the heart of 
world Communism—is a decisive 
turn on the part of the Communist 
International, with the recall, at 
this moment so heavy with respon
sibility and danger1, to the posts of 
struggle and of leadership which 
rightfu lly belong to them of all 
the comrades of the Left Opposi
tion (Bolslicvik-Leninists), and 
primarily the comrades of the Rus
sian Oppositon who have been 
thrown into the places of exile and 
deportation: comrade Trotsky, com
rade Rakovsky, the hundreds upon 
hundreds of other old warriors of 
tbe October revolution.

The immediate convocation of 
tlie Seventh Congress of the Com
munist International, demanded by 
the pre-conference of the Left Op
position, thus acquires an urgent 
and exigent character. This Con
gress, with the participation of the 
International Left Opposition, must 
prove to the proletarians of all 
countries that the Communist In 
ternational does not intend to suc
cumb; that the Communist Inter
national is on the contrary capable 
of regenerating itself to fight and 
to triumph. What is the Commun
ist International doing, what does 
it intend to do? There is the ques
tion which every conscious prole
tarian puts anxiously to himself 
and looks for a reply. Let the 
Communist International regain 
itself its intiative and its prole
tarian internationalism, and i t  w ill 
see a ll the healthy and honest 
forces, ready to struggle, of the 
world proletariat, flocking to its 
side.
Paris, Feb. 16, 1933. —FEROCI.

For the German 
Opposition

The international pre-conference 
of the Left Opposition which re
cently concluded its sessions in 
Paris!" adopted a decision to raise 
an international fund for the work 
of our German brother-section. I t  
was decided that in every country 
where the Left Opposition has its 
national section, each member shall 
contribute a day's pay to the fund 
for our German section. The last 
meeting of- the National Committee 
of the Communist League of Amer
ica (Opposition) decided to en
dorse this campaign and to open a 
subscription in tlic columns of the 
Militant.

Our German section is laboring 
at the present time under the 
greatest of difficulties and the fund 
collected w ill not only be of the 
greatest aid financially, but i t  w ill 
also serve as a magnificent display 
of the international solidarity of 
the Left Opposition and all its 
friends and sympathizers with the 
.Marxian wing of the German rev
olution. Despite the financial d if
ficulties we are ourselves experienc
ing at the present moment, we 
gladly and enthusiastically appeal 
to a ll our readers to make a gen
erous donation to the international 
fund for the Left Opposition in 
Germany. A ll contributions sent to 
the office for this purpose w ill be 
carefully set aside and forwarded 
in toto immediately to their pro
per destination. Moneys sent should 
therefore be designated fo r this 
specfiic purpose. The contributions 
should be sent to the Communist 
League of America (Opposition), 
126 East 16th Str'eet, New York, 
N. Y.
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LEAGUE ACTIVITIES

Another «Friend» of 
the Soviet Union

Cleveland—On Saturday, Febru
ary 11, another “ Friend of the So
viet Union”—a lawyer by the name 
of Maurice Sugar, fr'om Detroit— 
spoke before the Cleveland workers 
under the auspices of the FSU, at 
Engineers Auditorium.

After the customary, uncritical 
and rosy-pink picture of the state 
of affairs in the Soviet Union un
der the Stalinist regime, a ques
tion period followed. From all 
over the hall came questions re
garding the burning problem of 
how the new H itler government in 
Germany w ill affect Soviet Russia,

The speaker in  the generally 
lukewarm spirit that can be expect
ed of any liberal, replied jestingly 
that he did not think that the So
viet government was quite satisfied 
with this turn of events and in 
general waved the question aside 
w ith a gesture of unimportance 
and light mindodness.

There were also some questions 
about Trotsky, as usual. What 
Mr. Sugar failed to do in the Ger
man situation, he made up for— 
in his own inimitable way—with 
the usual slanders and brazen lies 
about our comrade. Comr'ade Kel
ler, of the local group of the Left 
Opposition, arose to reply, castig
ating the speaker for his criminal 
cynicism w ith regard to the H itler1 
danger and pointing to Trotsky’s 
warning of an attack by a victor
ious Hitlerism in Germany against 
the Russian workers’ state. The 
comrade concluded by stressing the 
necessity of the return of comrade 
Trotsky and the Bolshevik-Lenin- 
ists from exile to take their place 
in the ranks of the' proletarian 
army in this dangerous situation.

Mr.. Sugar, unabashed, answered 
with more of his pink-hued cynic
ism and the meeting was ended. 
After the meeting, however, numer
ous workers crowded about the few 
comr’ades of tlie League who were 
present, expressing their agreement 
w ith them that the liberal shyster 
had treated the serious qnetion of 
the fate of the German workers, 
contemptuously. They asked all 
sorts of questions and eagerly 
grasped at copies of the M ilitant, 
which were distributed in good 
number.

At the Socialist Party Forum.—
At the S. P. forum, that same eve
ning, comrade Gordon took the 
floor to bring the attention of the 
workers to the critica l situation in 
Germany and to call for solidarity 
of all American workers w ith the 
hard-pressed German proletarians. 
He was cut short by the Socialist 
bureaucrats present, and forced off 
the floor, because “ the speech was

not in line w ith the subject under 
discussion” . A few C. P. comrades 
present could not restrain them
selves and shouted “ soeial-Fasc- 
is ts !”  at the bureaucrats. After 
the meeting, the M ilitant was dis
tributed among those present.

A Party Meeting on Germany in 
Semi-Seclusion.—Some time ago, 
the party called fo r united front 
efforts in the organization of an 
Anti-H itler Meeting on the West 
Side. A small “ conference” con
vened and there the party repre
sentative, a certain A. Landy, ex
plained, after he discovered that a 
representative of the Left Opposi
tion was present, that i t  was not 
really a united ffo n t; the party 
was just asking for some aid, un
officially. Some of these present 
protested and the Stalinist repre
sentative had to explain that the 
first call was a “ mistake” .

Nevertheless, comrade Gordon of 
the League, offered our’ cooperation 
in the party’s undertaking. But the 
party representative immediately 
restricted a ll his action in making 
arrangements w ith individual per
sons. No definite date, nor place, 
nor plan of preparation was de
cided upon.

Several days later, on Sunday 
last, the meeting came off quite un
expectedly. B. D. Amis and Landy 
made the usual speeches for the 
party. In the discussion a German 
comrade made a lengthy address, 
calling for a united front in Ger
many in the same sense as that 
proposed by the Left Opposition. I t  
was this speech that was greeted 
with the greatest applause by the 
workers present.

Before a  German Workers’ So
ciety.—On Tuesday, comrade Gor
don was given the floor at a meet
ing of the German Mutual Aid and 
Benefit Society (Krankenkasse), 
Franklin Avenue Branch. He spoke 
of the need for the active participa
tion of the worker's in this country 
in solidarity with their German 
comrades under the Fascist govern
ment and of tlie necessity of estab
lishing the united front against 
Fascism in Germany by a bloc of 
the C. P. G., the S. P. G., the trade 
unions and other workers organiza
tions. A t this conclusion he in
vited the members of tbe organiza
tion, to come to our Anti-Hitler 
meeting in Painters’ Hall, on Wed
nesday, February 22.

A short discussion on the matter 
at hand followed and a resolution, 
expressing solidarity w ith the Ger
man proletariat and calling for the 
establishment of tlie united front in 
the sense presented by the comrade 
from the L. O. was adopted. Sim
ila r resolutions have been adopted 
by- numerous German organizations 
in this city and sent to the central 
organs of the socialist and Com
munist parties in Berlin.

The Socialist P arty  Conference
(Continued from Page 1)

themselves with the bourgeois poli
ticians, upon preserving a sacch
arine respectability, of hush-hush
ing the mass movement—and rely
ing upon tlie organized proletarian 
movement and its m ilitant mass 
action, its demonstrative pressure, 
the socialist fakeris w ill always 
choose the former again unless 
their rank and file is afforded the 
possibility of choosing the alterna
tive of a united front with the 
Left wing.

This brings us to the question of 
the tactics wihch the official Com
munist party leadership pursued. 
In the Left wing conference for Un
employment Insurance, the repre
sentatives of the Communist 
League of America (Opposition) 
proposed that the conference shall 
make a direct appeal to the S. P. 
conference for a united fro fft of 
both movements, fo r the merger of 
a ll the organizations represented 
by the two conferences so that the 
action of the New York workers 
for this specific goal might be suc
cessfully coordinated. Towards 
this end, our comrades proposed 
that the Left wing send a delega
tion to the S. P. conference (and 
call upon its affiliated bodies to do 
likewise) for the purpose of chal
lenging- the Right wing leaders in 
their own citadel, so to speak. That 
is, the Left wing delegates should 
have been represent at the Rand 
School conference to demand of its 
organizers and patrons that they 
declare themselves publicly on the 
question of a genuine united front. 
Had the Left wing adopted our 
proposal, and at the same time car
ried on an agitation among the 
socialist and reformist workers in 
the ranks for this united front 
offer, i t  would not only have stren
gthened its position immeasurably, 
but would have been able to mobil
ize a movement among the social
ist rank and file demanding of 
their leaders that favorable action 
be taken on the Left wing propos
al.

Sfcalinist Blundering
As i t  was, the official Left wing 

decided on a policy which could 
not but yield the outcome that it  
did. I t  decided to go to the social
ist conference with the ultimatist 
demand that the delegates denounce 
the organizers of the conference 
and follow the lead of the Com
munists, that is, of the Left wing 
unemployment conference. With 
such a policy, the S. P. leaders 
were easily able to strengthen 
their bonds with their following ana 
weaken any sympathy that the la t
ter might have for the Left wing. 
The Left wing was put in the posi
tion of claiming that its confer
ence alone Was "legal!” , so to 
speak, that it  alone was entitled to 
the monopoly of leadership—which 
everybody must acknowledge in ad
vance and on its saysso. Instead 
of gaining the indispensably neces
sary support of the socialist and 
reformist workers, the Left wmg

succeeded only in isolating itself 
by alienating tlie latter.

Not merely this is of importance, 
but another circumstance, which 
does not, i t  is true, conflict with 
the other'. The socialist workers— 
to say nothing of the hundreds of 
thousands and millions of unem
ployed—are not interested primarily 
(most of them are not interested 
in i t  at all, as yet) in whether 
or not the Communists have or 
fight for the leadership of the un
employed movement. What they 
are interested in is to set in mo
tion a genuine united movement, 
powerful enough to extract some 
immediate concessions from the 
plutocracy and its government. They 
look w ith a certain suspicion upon 
those who, to their minds, seek to 
•exploit”  the unemployed and their 
struggles for purely “party” rea
sons. Tlie policy pursued by the 
party—“our leadership” or noth
ing! “our conference” or no united 
front at a l l !—only strengthens 
these suspicions in the minds of 
the mass. There is not, in our 
view, tlie slightest necessary Con
flict between building the strongest 
and widest possible movement of 
the masses, and establishing tbe 
claim of the Communists to leader
ship of this movement. Quite the 
contrary. The Communists, by de- 
onstrating in practise and in the 
simplest, most understandable, least 
ambiguous way that they have no 
interests separate and apart from 
the interests of the class as a whole, 
wilt, gain the support of the masses 
not only for the movement in gen
eral, but for revolutionary leader
ship within i t  in particular. That 
is what the united front inte lli
gently understood and correctly 
practised, signifies, in essence. The 
Stalinist rejection of the united 
front and their substitution for it  
of tlie ultimatist “ united front 
from below” , has brought i t  to its 
present position in the unemployed 
movement, and more specifically, it  
led directly to the inexcusable blun
der made with relation to tlie so
cialist conference.—s.

LECTURE ON GERMANY
The crisis in Germany and the 

program of the Left Opposition w ill 
be the subject of the lecture by 
comrade Morris Lewit this Sunday, 
March 5. The lecture w ill be held 
at the Free Workers Center, 219 
Second Avenue, between 13 and 14 
St., under the auspices of Unser 
Kami Workers Club, at 8 p. m.

OPPOSITION DEBATES I. U. L.
On Sunday, March 5 at 2:15 p. 

m., a debate w ill be held between 
the Left Opposition and the Indus
t r ia l  Union League o.n the sub
ject, “ Can the program and tactics 
of the Communist League of Am. 
erica bring about working class 
emancipation in the United Sta
tes?” George Clarke w ill speak for 
the affirmative and Adolph Silver 
the negative. The debate w ill take 
plaee at the Burnside Manor, Burn
side and Harrison Aves., Bronx.

Roosevelt Regime Reopens Question 
of Soviet Recognition and Credits

(Continued from Page 1)_____
“ Socialism in one country” have 
parties outside of Russia to that 
of a watchman, whose purpose is 
to help ward off foreign interven
tion and particularly war. The 
economic relations of the Soviet 
Union with the capitalist world 
have been kept outside of the 
domain of revolutionary strategy. 
On the contrary, Stalinism has at
tempted to reassure world capital
ism (note the Stalin interview with 
Campbell) that its foreign trade is 
“ strictly business” .

The Stalinists have assumed that 
capitalist economy would be both 
w illing and able to absorb the ex
portable surpluses of the Soviet 
Union without such declines in 
prices as would upset the import 
program which is an essential part 
of the Five-Year Plan.

This assumption has been knock
ed to pieces by living experience. 
England after the Conservative vic
tory renounced the trade treaty 
w ith  Soviet Russia some months 
ago; Germany has imposed a quota 
on its imports from the Soviet Un
ion ; political as well as “ strictly 
business” factors entered into these 
steps. In  any case, the crisis makes 
i t  advantageous for capitalism to 
restrict a ll its operations, includ
ing foreign trade.

But the immediate as well as the 
ultimate interests of the working 
class call for a different line of 
action. Tlie revolutionary answer 
is to rally the working masses 
around tlie struggle for' economic 
collahoraton with the Soviet Union. 
I t  provides more jobs: i t  streng
thens the workers’ state: i t  brings 
to their feet masses of workers 
who are not Communists but who 
sympathize w ith the Soviet Union; 
it  tends to break down the ' isola
tion of the Soviet state from the 
workers of the capitalist coun
tries ; and i t  leads over, in  a cer
tain stage of maturity of the rev
olutionary development of the 
struggle, into the demand for 
workers’ control of production.

I t  is admittedly impossible, by 
mass presssure, to force private 
interests in a capitalistic state to 
buy and sell where i t  is not profit
able for them to do so under given 
conditions. But these conditions 
themselves depend upon state laws 
in a large measure—treaties, tar
iffs, credits, guarantees, restric
tions on imports, etc. The influ
ence of the masses on state laws 
in such matters may be powerful. 
In a struggle on such issues, which 
concern also matters like the cost 
of living, the proletariat can even 
sweep along behind i t  masses of 
the petty bourgeoisie.
Trading with Soviets and Workers’ 

Control
The question of a more system

atic influence of the masses on the 
external commerce of a capitalist 
state is intimately bound up with 
the question of workers’ control of 
production. Beginning with ques
tions of wages and profit, the con
tro l of production expands over all 
the other functions of the enter
prise, then of the group of enter
prise, over whole branches of in
dustry and the entire natiqnal eco
nomy.

Workers’ control of production 
would compel capitalism to colla
borate in the work of economic 
construction in the Soviet Union 
beyond the lim its which are set by 
the possibilities of profit, particu
larly under the present conditions

Japan and  U.S.S.R.
(Continued from Page 1)

“ in general”  and “|in principle” 
with the League’s position, he w ill 
not permit America to be pushed 
into war at this time. London w ill 
not reap the harvest i f  Washington 
can help it.

London again reveals her back
ing of Japan by declaring an arms 
embargo, whose patent fraud is re
cognized in the bourgeois press 
here and abroad. Present contracts 
are inviolable. And pray for how 
many year's do the contracts run? 
How much has been allotted to 
Japan by Vickers-Armstrong? In 
the debate on the embargo that in
imitable pooh-bah, Lansbury, re
veals the inner hollowness of the 
social democracy. He states that 
i t  is impossible to exclude the pos
sibility of war between Japan and 
Russia. But, he adds, i t  is not 
true that Japan is holding back 
tlie forces of Communism. No, says 
Lansbury, do not give Japan credit 
fofi that. The credit should doubt- 
les go to the insipid Lansbur'ys and 
the social democratic betrayers. 
Lansbury expresses fa ith  that the 
U. S. w ill “ act right” . Indeed she 
w i l l ! One hundred percent “ right” , 
fo r American imperialism.

The attitude of Soviet Russia on 
the present, situation is s till being 
awaited, not only by the bourge
oisie but by the Communists of the 
world. Russian diplomacy under 
the blind, opportunist “guidance” 
of Litvinov, has tasted a ll the fruits 
of that shrivelled tree, socialism 
in one country. Again and again, 
the lasting interests Of the world 
proletariat have been sacrificed to 
the desire for immediate “ benefits”  
fo r the Soviet Union. Russian dip
lomacy is again placed In the d il
emma of deciding which road to 
follow. I f  the Soviets properly 
denounce the entire fraud being 
perpetrated by the League of Na
tions, the Russian “diplomats” 
feei that the chances for recogni
tion by America w ill be jeopard
ized. I f  the Soviet Union agrees 
to “ cooperate” w ith the League, 
then in the immediate situation, 
Russia again renounces her leader
ship of the proletariat. Can we 
hope for any change of policy? Or 
w ill we witness a new compromise?
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of world crisis. Carried beyond a 
certain point, this struggle could 
raise the whole question of state 
power, put the world revolution 
again on the order of the day, and 
transform the whole question of 
economic collaboration between So
viet Russia and one or more coun
tries which are now capitalist, 
into the question of the creation 
of an international planning board.

In  Germany the political prere
quisites fo r such a situation have 
r'eached a higher stage of develop
ment than in any other country; 
i f  the w rk in g  class can develop 
the power and cohesion needed to 
defeat H itler, i t  w ill be in a posi
tion to present and press forward 
its own demands, political and 
economic, in which the demand for 
workers’ control of production, in
timately linked up with the demand 
fo r economic collaboration w ith 
the Soviet Union, unlimited by con
sideration for1 the profits of this 
or that group of capitalists or of 
capitalism as a whole, would de
velop a ll its revolutionary logic.
Credits for the Soviet Union and
American Working-Class Demand

In the United States, development 
of the workers’ forces and of the 
revolutionary situation has not 
gone so fa r as in Germany. On 
the other hand, American imperial
ism has a powerful financial basis 
while that of German imperialism 
is weak.

The approach to economic colla
boration with the Sov'et Union in 
this country might well be through 
the question of credits. In many 
European countries (Germany, 
England, Italy, Holland, etc.) ex
port credits to the Soviet Union are 
guaranteed lo the amount of 60-80 
percent by the government. This 
greatiy reduces the cost of credit, 
and consequently the cost of im
ports, to the Soviet Union. Cer
tainly the very least that the Am
erican working class has a right 
to demand is that the American 
bourgeois government go ns far as 
the bourgeois governments of Eur
ope in supporting exports to the 
Soviet Union b y  a guarantee of a 
large part of the exporters’ cre
dits.

But the interests of the American 
worker and of the Soviet Union de
mand that the American govern
ment go further. I t  must extend 
substantial credits to the Soviet 
Union, instead of having Soviet im
ports limited by the extent to which 
individual American capitalists 
are w illing to do business with the 
Soviets.

The main reliance for the financ
ing of Soviet imports in the past 
has been placed on its export trade. 
I t  has had access to but little  
credit, and that only at exorbitant 
rates, about 30 to 40 percent a 
year. The average increase from 
year to year in the Soviets’ out
standing credits has been only 10 
percent of its best year’s exports. 
Obviously this is only a slight re
inforcement to the buying power of 
the Soviet Union, and consequent
ly  to its construction program. 
Recently there has been some talk 
aobut the Soviet Union floating a 
ten-year loan in the United States, 
but the figure mentioned was about 
40 million roubles, a drop in the 
bucket.

The financial blockade of the So
viet Union continues to be effec
tive, in spite of the high interests 
rates which i t  offers. The Stalin
ist policy, of relying on the “strict
ly  business”  self-interest of capi
talism to serve as the basis of eco
nomic eollabor'ation which is indis
pensable to the work of economic 
construction in Soviet. Russia, has 
been an utter failure.
Credits for the Soviet Union as a 

Political Question
Tlie energy of the international 

Communist party, the sympathies 
of Ihe masses, even the direct in 
terest of the petty bourgeoisie, 
must be mobilized in a political 
manner in the various capitalist 
countries for the benefit of the 
broad masses and of the Soviet 
Union. This involves a break w ith 
the theory and practise of “social
ism in one country”—but i t  has the 
little  advantage that i t  directly 
ties up the immediate needs of the 
broadest masses in  capitalist coun
tries with the problem of economic 
construction in the Soviet Union, 
in spite of the capitulationist den
ial by Stalinism that the building- 
up of Socialism in Russia has any 
connecton with the workers’ move
ment elsewhere.

In  America, where the whole 
question of recognition is to be 
raised shortly, the working class 
and particularly the Communist 
party as its spearhead must put 
forth its demands fo r the exten
sion of adequate credits to the 
Soviet Union.

The demand of credits for the 
Soviet Union can, no doubt, be 
considered as an isolated practical 
slogan. Such a way of posing the 
question would have a reformist 
character, and as such would not 
give'serious practical results; for 
the international economic opera
tions of capitalism are determined 
by considerations of profit, and the 
political interests of the capitalist 
class, not by the “ pressure”  of the 
working class.

The slogan of economic collabora
tion with the Soviet Union, credits, 
recognition, etc., must be introduced 
into a system of transitional slogans 
of the struggling proletariat. The 
immediately practical results in 
favor of the Soviet Union could be 
obtained, while so doing, as by
products, insofar as reforms gen
erally are the by-products of a rev
olutionary struggle.

But the main achievement would 
be the fact that the workers would 
be concretely and practically con
fronted with the problems of plan
ned economy—that is, the prehlewa 
of socialism.

— J. FW LD .


