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THE FOUNDATIONS OF LENINISM

Lecture^ Delivered at the Sverdlov University

DEDICATED TO THE LENIN ENROLMENT
J. STALIN

The foundations of Leninism is a big subject. To exhaust it 
a whole volume would be required. Indeed, a number of volumes 
would be required. Naturally, therefore, my lectures cannot be an 
exhaustive exposition of Leninism; at best they can only coffer 
a concise synopsis of bhe foundations of Leninism. Nevertheless, 
I consider it useful to give this synopsis, in order to lay down 
some basic points of departure necessary for the successful study 
of Leninism.

Expounding the foundations of Leninism still does not mean 
expounding the basis of Lenin’s world outlook. Lenin’s world out
look and the foundations of Leninism are not identical in scope. 
Lenin was a Marxist, and Marxism is, of course, the basis of his 
world outlook. But from this it does not at all follow that an exposi
tion of Leninism ought to begin with an exposition of the foun
dations of Marxism. To expound Leninism means to expound the 
distinctive and new in the works of Lenin that Lenin contributed 
to the general treasury of Marxism and that is naturally connect
ed with his name. Only in this sense will I speak in my lectures 
of the foundations of Leninism.

And so,, what, is Leninism?
Some say that Leninism is the application of Marxism to the 

conditions that are peculiar to the situation in Russia. This def
inition contains a particle of truth, but not the whole truth by 
any means. Lenin, indeed^ applied Marxism to Russian condi
tions, and applied it in a masterly way. But if Leninism were only 
the application of Marxism to the conditions that are peculiar to 
Russia it would be a purely national and only a national, a pure
ly Russian and only a Russian, phenomenon. We know, however 
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that Leninism is not merely a Russian, but an international phe
nomenon rooted in the whole of international development. That 
is why 1 think this definition suffers from one-sidedness.

Others say that Leninism is the revival of the revolutionary 
elements of Marxism of the forties of the nineteenth century, as 
distinct from the Marxism of subsequent years, when, it is al
leged, it became moderate, nonrevolutionary. If we disregard 
this foolish and vulgar division of the teachings of Marx into two 
parts, revolutionary and moderate, we must admit that even this 
totally inadequate and unsatisfactory definition contains a par
ticle of truth. This particle of truth is that Lenin did indeed re
store the revolutionary content of Marxism, which had been sup
pressed by the opportunists of the Second International. Still, 
that is but a particle of the truth. The whole truth about Lenin
ism is that Leninism not only restored Marxism, but also took 
a step forward, developing Marxism further under the new condi
tions of capitalism and of the class struggle of the proletariat.

What, then, in the last analysis, is Leninism?
Leninism is Marxism of the era of imperialism and the prole

tarian revolution. To be more exact, Leninism is the theory and 
tactics of the proletarian revolution in general, the theory and 
tactics of the dictatorship of the proletariat in particular. Marx 
and Engels pursued their activities in the prerevolutionary period 
(we have the proletarian revolution in mind), when developed 
imperialism did not yet exist, in the period of the proletarians’ 
preparation for revolution, in the period when the proletarian rev
olution was not yet an immediate practical inevitability. But 
Lenin, the disciple of Marx and Engels, pursued his activities 
in the period of developed imperialism, in the period of the tin- 
folding proletarian revolution, when the proletarian revolution^ 
had already triumphed in one country, had smashed bourgeois 
democracy and had ushered in the era of proletarian democracy 
the era of the Soviets.

That is why Leninism is the further development of Marxism.
It is usual to point to the exceptionally militant and exception

ally revolutionary character of Leninism. This is quite correct.
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Bui this specific feature of Leninism is due to two causes: firstly, 
to the fact that Leninism emerged from the proletarian revolution, 
I he imprint of which it cannot but bear; secondly, to the fact that 
it grew and became strong in clashes with the opportunism of the 
Second International, the fight against which was and remains 
an essential preliminary condition for a successful fight against 
capitalism. It must not be forgotten that between Marx and Engels, 
on the one hand, and Lenin, on the other, there lies a whole period 
of undivided domination of the opportunism of the Second Inter
national, and the ruthless struggle against this opportunism could 
not but constitute one of the most important tasks of Leninism.

I

THE HISTORICAL ROOTS OF LENINISM

Leninism grew up and took shape under the conditions of im
perialism, when the contradictions of capitalism had reached an 
extreme point, when the proletarian revolution had become an im
mediate practical question, when the old period of preparation of 
the working class for revolution had arrived at and passed into a 
new period, that of direct assault on capitalism.

Lenin called imperialism “moribund capitalism.” Why? Be
cause imperialism carries the contradictions of capitalism to 
their last bounds, to the extreme limit, beyond which revolution 
begins. Of these contradictions, there are three which'must be 
regarded as the most important.

The first contradiction is the contradiction between labour and 
capital. Imperialism is the omnipotence of the monopolist trusts 
and syndicates, of the banks and the financial oligarchy, iii the 
industrial countries. In the fight against this omnipotence, thé 
customary methods of the working class—trade unions and 
cooperatives, parliamentary parties and the parliamentary strug
gle—have proved to be totally inadequate. Either place yourself 
at the mercy of capital, eke out a wretched existence as of old 
and sink lower and lower, or adopt a new weapon—this is the 
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alternative imperialism puts before the vast masses of the proletar
iat. Imperialism brings the working class to revolution.

The second contradiction is the contradiction among the vari
ous financial groups and imperialist Powers in their struggle 
for sources of raw materials, for foreign territory. Imperialism 
is the export of capital to the sources of raw materials, the fren
zied struggle for monopolist possession of these sources, the strug
gle for a redivision of the already divided world, a struggle 
waged with particular fury by new financial groups and Powers seek
ing a “place in the sun” against the old groups and Powers,which 
cling tenaciously to what they have seized. This frenzied struggle 
among the various groups of capitalists is notable in that it includes 
as an inevitable element imperialist wars, wars for the annexation 
of foreign territories. This circumstance, in its turn, is notable in 
that it leads to the mutual weakening of the imperialists, to the 
weakening of the position of capitalism in general, to the accel
eration of the advent of the proletarian revolution and to the prac
tical necessity of this revolution.

The third contradiction is the contradiction between the hand
ful of ruling, “civilized” nations and the hundreds of millions of 
the colonial and dependent peoples of the world. Imperialism is 
the most barefaced exploitation and the most inhuman oppression 
of hundreds of millions of people inhabiting vast colonies and de
pendent countries. The purpose of this exploitation and of this 
oppression is to squeeze out superprofits. But in exploiting 
these countries imperialism is compelled to build there railways, 
factories and mills, industrial and commercial centres. The appear
ance of a class of proletarians, the emergence of a native intel
ligentsia, the awakening of national consciousness, the growth of 
the liberation movement—such are the inevitable results of 
this “policy.” The growth of the revolutionary movement in 
all colonies and dependent countries without exception clearly 
testifies to this fact. This circumstance is of importance for the 
proletariat inasmuch as it saps radically the position of capitalism 
by converting the colonies and dependent countries from re
serves of imperialism into reserves of the proletarian revolution.
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Such, in general, are the principal contradictions of imperial
ism which have converted the old, “flourishing” capitalism into 
moribund capitalism.

The significance of the imperialist war which broke out ten 
years ago lies, among other things, in the fact that it gathered 
all these contradictions into a single knot and threw them on 
to the scales, thereby accelerating and facilitating the revolu
tionary battles of the proletariat.

In other words, imperialism was instrumental not only in mak
ing the revolution a practical inevitability, but also in creating 
favourable conditions for a direct assault on the citadels of capi
talism .

Such was the international situation which gave birth to 
Leninism.

Some may say: this is all very well, but what has it to do with 
Russia, which was not and could not be a classical land of impe
rialism? What has it to do with Lenin, who worked primarily in 
Russia and for Russia? Why did Russia, of all countries, become 
the home of Leninism, the biTthplace of the theory and tactics of 
the proletarian revolution?

Because Russia was the focus of all these contradictions of 
imperialism.

Because Russia, more than any other country, was pregnant 
with revolution, and she alone, therefore, was in a position to 
solve those contradictions in a revolutionary way.

To begin with, tsarist Russia was the home of every kind of 
oppression—capitalist, colonial and militarist—in its most 
inhuman and barbarous form. Who does not know that in Rus
sia the omnipotence of capital was combined with the despotism 
of tsarism, the aggressiveness of Russian nationalism with tsar
ism’s role of executioner in regard to the non-Russian peoples, 
the exploitation of entire regions—Turkey, Persia, China— 
with the seizure of these regions by tsarism, with wars of conquest? 
Lenin was right in saying that tsarism was “military-feudal 
imperialism.” Tsarism was the concentration of the worst fea
tures of imperialism, raised to a high pitch.
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To proceed. Tsarist Russia was a major reserve oi Western 
imperialism, not only in the sense that it gave free entry to for
eign capital, which controlled such basic branches of Russia’s na
tional economy as the fuel and metallurgical industries, but also 
in the sense that it could supply the Western imperialists with 
millions of soldiers. Remember the Russian army, fourteen mil
lion strong, which shed its blood on the imperialist fronts to safe
guard the staggering profits of the British and French capital
ists.

Further. Tsarism was not only the watchdog of imperialism 
in the east of Europe, but, in addition, it was the agent of West
ern imperialism for squeezing out of the population hundreds 
of millions by way of interest on loans obtained in Paris and Lon
don, Berlin and Brussels.

Finally, tsarism was a most faithful ally of Western imperial
ism in the partition of Turkey, Persia, China, etc. Who does not 
know that, the imperialist war was waged by tsarism in alliance 
with the imperialists of the Entente, and that Russia was an es
sential element in that war?

That is why the interests of tsarism and of Western imperial
ism were interwoven and ultimately became merged in a single 
skein of imperialist interests.

Could Western imperialism resign itself to the loss of such 
a powerful support in the East and of such a rich reservoir of man
power and resources as old, tsarist, bourgeois Russia was without 
exerting all its strength to wage a life and death struggle against 
the revolution in Russia, with the object of defending and pre
serving tsarism? Of course not.

But from this it follows that whoever wanted to strike at tsar
ism necessarily raised his hand against imperialism, whoever nos®^ 
against tsarism had to rise against imperialism as well; for who
ever was bent on overthrowing tsarism had to overthrow imperi
alism too, if he really intended not merely to defeat tsarism, but 
to make a clean sweep of it. Thus the revolution against tsarism 
verged on and had to pass into a revolution against imperialism, 
into a proletarian revolution.



THE FOUNDATIONS OF LENINISM 21

Meanwhile, in Russia a tremendous popular revolution was 
rising, headed by the most revolutionary proletariat in the world, 
which possessed such an important ally as the revolutionary peas
antry of Russia. Does it need proof that such a revolution could 
not stop halfway, that in the event of success it was bound to 
advance further and raise the banner of revolt against imperial
ism ?

That is why Russia was bound to become the focus of the 
contradictions of imperialism, not only in the sense that it was in 
Russia that these contradictions were revealed most plainly, in 
view of their particularly repulsive and particularly intolerable 
character, and not only because Russia was a highly important 
prop of Western imperialism, connecting Western finance capital 
with the colonies in the East, but also because Russia was the 
only country in which there existed a real force capable of 
resolving the contradictions of imperialism in a revolutionary 
way.

From this it follows, however, that the revolution in Russia 
could not but become a proletarian revolution, that from its very 
inception it could not but assume an international character, and 
that, therefore, it could not but shake the very foundations of 
world imperialism.

Under these circumstances, could the Russian Communists 
confine their work within the narrow national bounds of the Rus
sian revolution? Of course not. On the contrary, the whole situa
tion, both internal (the profound revolutionary crisis) and exter
nal (the war), impelled them to go beyond these bounds in their 
work, to transfer the struggle to the international arena, to ex
pose the ulcers of imperialism, to prove that the collapse of capi
talism was inevitable, to smash social-chauvinism and social- 
pacifism, and, finally, to overthrow capitalism in their own coun
try and to forge a new fighting weapon for the proletariat—the 
theory and tactics of the proletarian revolution—in order to fa
cilitate the task of overthrowing capitalism for the proletarians 
of all countries. Nor could the Russian Communists act otherwise, 
for only this path offered the chance of producing certain changes 
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in the international situation which could safeguard Russia 
against the restoration of the bourgeois order.

That is why Russia became the home of Leninism, and why 
Lenin, the leader of the Russian Communists, became its creator.

The same thing, approximately, “happened” in the case of Rus
sia and Lenin as in the case of Germany and Marx and Engels 
in the forties of the last century. Germany at that time was preg
nant with bourgeois revolution just like Russia at the beginning 
of the twentieth century. Marx wrote at that time in the Communist 
Manifesto:

"The Communists turn their attention chiefly to Germany, because that 
country is on the eve of a bourgeois revolution that is bound to be carried out 
under more advanced conditions of European civilization, and with a much 
more developed proletariat, than that of England was in the seventeenth, 
and of France in the eighteenth century, and because the bourgeois revolu
tion in Germany will be but the prelude to an immediately following prole
tarian revolution.”

In other words, the centre of the revolutionary movement was 
shifting to Germany.

There can hardly be any doubt that it was this very circum
stance, noted by Marx in the above-quoted passage, that served 
as the probable reason why it was precisely Germany that 
became the birthplace of scientific socialism and why the leaders 
of the German proletariat, Marx and Engels, became its creators.

The same, only to a still greater degree, must be said of Russia 
at the beginning of the twentieth century. Russia was then on the 
eve of a hourgéois revolution; she had to accomplish this revolu
tion at a time when conditions in Europe were more advanced, 
and with a proletariat that was more developed than that of Ger
many in the forties of the nineteenth century (let alone Britain 
and France); moreover, all the evidence went to show that thia 
revolution was bound to serve as a ferment and as a prelude to 
the proletarian revolution.

We cannot regard it as accidental that as early as 1902, when 
the Russian revolution was still' in an embryonic state, Lenin 
wrote the prophetic words in his pamphlet What Is To Be Done?:
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“History has now confronted us (i.e., the Russian Marxists—J. St.) 
with an immediate task which is the most revolutionary oi aU the imme
diate tasks that confront the proletariat of any country,”

and that “the fulfilment of this task, the destruction of the most 
powerful bulwark, not only of European, but also (it may now be said) of 
Asiatic reaction, would make the Russian proletariat the vanguard of the 
international revolutionary proletariat.” (See Vol. IV, p. 382.*)

In other words, the centre of the revolutionary movement was 
bound to shift to Russia.

As we know, the course of the revolution in Russia has more 
than vindicated Lenin's prediction.

Is it surprising, after all this, that a country which has accom
plished such a revolution and possesses such a proletariat should 
have been the birthplace of the theory and tactics of the proletar
ian revolution?

Is it surprising that Lenin, the leader of Russia’s proletariat, 
became also the creator of this theory and tactics and the leader 
of the international proletariat?

II

METHOD

I have already said that between Marx and Engels, on the one 
hand, and Lenin, on the other, there lies a whole period of domi
nation of the opportunism of the Second International. For the 
sake of exactitude I must add that it is not the formal domination 
of opportunism I have in mind, but only its actual domination. 
Formally, the Second International was headed by “faithful” 
Marxists, by the “orthodox”—Kautsky and others. Actually, 
however, the main work of the Second International followed the 
line of opportunism. The opportunists adapted themselves to the 
bourgeoisie because of their adaptive, petty-bourgeois nature; 
the “orthodox,” in their turn, adapted themselves to the opportu
nists in order to “preserve unity” with them, in the interests of

•The reference here, as in other citations from the works of V. I. Lenin, 
is to the Third Russian Edition of the Works of V. I. Lenin.—Ed.
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“peace within the party.” Thus the link between the policy of the 
bourgeoisie and the policy of the “orthodox” was closed, and, as a 
result, opportunism reigned supreme.

This was the period of the relatively peaceful development of 
capitalism, the prewar period, so to speak, when the catastroph
ic contradictions of imperialism had not yet become so glaring
ly evident, when workers’ economic strikes and trade unions were 
developing more or less “normally,” when election campaigns and 
parliamentary groups yielded “dizzying” successes, w'hen legal 
forms of struggle were lauded to the skies, and when it was thought 
that capitalism would be “killed” by legal means—in short, 
when the parties of the Second International were living in clo
ver and had no inclination to think seriously about revolution, 
about the dictatorship of the proletariat, about the revolutionary 
education of the masses.

Instead of an integral revolutionary theory, there were con
tradictory theoretical postulates and fragments of theory, which 
were divorced from the actual revolutionary struggle of the masses 
and had been turned into threadbare dogmas. For the sake of 
appearances, Marx’s theory was mentioned, of course, but only to 
rob it of its living, revolutionary spirit.

Instead of a revolutionary policy, there was flabby philis
tinism and sordid political bargaining, parliamentary diplomacy 
and parliamentary scheming. For the sake of appearances, of 
course, “revolutionary” resolutions and slogans were adopted, 
but only to be pigeonholed.

Instead of the party being trained and taught correct revolu
tionary .tactics on the basis of its own mistakes, there was a stud
ied evasion of vexed questions, which were glossed over and veiled. 
For the sake of appearances, of course, there was no objection 
to talking about vexed questions, but only in order to wind up 
with some sort of “elastic” resolution.

Such was the physiognomy of the Second International, its 
method of work, its arsenal.

Meanwhile, a new period of imperialist wars and of revolu
tionary battles of the proletariat was approaching. The old 
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methods of fighting were proving obviously inadequate and 
impotent in face of the omnipotence of finance capital.

It became necessary to overhaul the entire activity of the 
Second International, its entire method of work, and to drive 
out all philistinism, narrow-mindedness, political scheming, ren
egacy, social-chauvinism and social-pacifism. It became neces
sary to examine the entire-arsenal of the Second International, 
to throw out all that was rusty and antiquated, to forge new weap
ons. Without this preliminary work it was useless embarking 
upon war against capitalism. Without this work the proletariat 
ran the risk of finding itself inadequately armed, or even com
pletely unarmed, in the future revolutionary battles.

The honour of bringing about this general overhauling, and 
general cleansing of the Augean stables of the Second Internation
al fell to Leninism.

Such were the conditions under which the method of Leninism 
was born and hammered out.

What are the requirements of this method?
Firstly, the testing of the theoretical dogmas of the Second 

International in the crucible of the revolutionary struggle of the 
masses, in the crucible of living practice—that is to say, the res
toration of the broken unity between theory and practice, the 
healing of the rift between them; for only in this way can a 
truly proletarian party armed with revolutionary theory be 
created.

Secondly, the testing of the policy of the parties of the Second 
International, not by their slogans and resolutions (which can
not be trusted), but by their deeds, by their actions; for only in 
this way can the confidence of the proletarian masses be won and 
deserved.

Thirdly, the reorganization of all Party work on new revolu
tionary lines, with a view to training and preparing the masses 
for the revolutionary struggle; for only in this way can the masses 
he prepared for the proletarian revolution.

Fourthly, self-criticism within the proletarian parties, 
their education and training on the basis of their own mistakes.' 
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for only in this way can genuine cadres and genuine leaders of 
the Party be trained.

Such is the basis and substance of the method of Leninism.
How was this method applied in practice?
The opportunists of the Second International have a number 

of theoretical dogmas to which they always revert as their start
ing point. Let us take a few of these?

First dogma: concerning the conditions for the seizure of pow
er by the proletariat. The opportunists assert that the proletar
iat cannot and ought not to take power unless it constitutes a 
majority in the country. No proofs are brought forward, for there 
are no proofs, either theoretical or practical, that can bear out 
this absurd thesis. Let us assume that this is so, Lenin replies to 
the gentlemen of the Second International; but suppose a histori
cal situation has arisen (a war, an agrarian crisis, etc.) in which 
the proletariat, constituting a minority of the population, has 
an opportunity to rally around itself the vast majority of the la
bouring masses; why should it not take power then? Why should 
the proletariat not take advantage of a favourable international 
and internal situation to pierce the front of Capital and hasten 
the general denouement? Did not Marx say as far back as the fif
ties of the last century that things could go “splendidly” with the 
proletarian revolution in Germany were it possible to back it by, 
so to speak, a “second edition of the Peasant War”? Is it not a gen
erally known fact that in those days the number of proletarians 
in Germany was relatively smaller than, for example, in Russia 
in 1917? Has not the practical experience of the Russian proletar
ian revolution shown that this favourite dogma of the heroes of 
the Second International is devoid of all vital significance for the 
proletariat? Is it not clear that the practical experience of the 
revolutionary struggle of the masses refutes and smashes this 
obsolete dogma?

Second dogma: the proletariat cannot retain power if it lacks 
an adequate number of trained cultural and administrative ca
dres capable of organizing the administration of the country; these 
cadres must first be trained under capitalist conditions, and only 
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then can power be taken. Let us assume that this is so, replies 
Lenin; but why not-turn it this way: first take power, create favour
able conditions for the development of the proletariat, and then 
proceed with seven-league strides to raise the cultural level 
of the labouring masses and train numerous cadres of leaders and 
administrators from among the workers? Has not Russian expe
rience shown that the cadres of leaders recruited from the ranks of 
the workers develop a hundred times more'rapidly and effectually 
under the rule of the proletariat than under the rule of capital? 
Is it not clear that the practical experience of the revolutionary 
struggle of the masses ruthlessly smashes this theoretical dogma 
of the opportunists too?

Third dogma: the proletariat cannot accept the method of the 
political general strike because it is unsound in theory (see En
gels' criticism) and dangerous in practice (it may disturb the nor
mal course of economic life in the country, it may deplete the 
coffers of the trade unions), and cannot serve as a substitute for par
liamentary forms of struggle, which are the principal form of the 
class struggle of the proletariat. Very well, reply the Leninists; 
but, firstly, Engels did not criticize every kind of general strike. 
He only criticized a certain kind of general strike, namely, the 
economic general strike advocated by the Anarchists in place of 
the political struggle of the proletariat. What has this to do with 
the method of the political general strike? Secondly, where and by 
whom has it ever been proved that the parliamentary form of strug
gle is the principal form of struggle of the proletariat? Does not 
the history of the revolutionary movement show that the parlia
mentary struggle is only a school for, and an auxiliary in, organiz
ing the extraparliamentary struggle of the proletariat, that un
der capitalism the fundamental problems of the working-class 
movement are solved by force, by the direct struggle of the prole
tarian masses, their general strike, their uprising? Thirdly, who 
suggested that the method of the political general strike be sub
stituted for the parliamentary struggle? Where and when have 
the supporters of the political general strike sought to substitute 
extraparliamentary forms of struggle for parliamentary forms?
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Fourthly, has not the revolution in Russia shown that the polit
ical general strike is a highly important school for the proletarian 
revolution and an indispensable means of mobilizing and organiz
ing the vast masses of the proletariat on the eve of storming the 
citadels of capitalism? Why then the philistine lamentations over 
the disturbance of the normal course of economic life and over 
the coffers of the trade unions? Is it not clear that the practical ex
perience of the revolutionary struggle smashes this dogma of the 
opportunists too?

And so on and so forth.
That is why Lenin said that “revolutionary theory is not a 

dogma,” that it “assumes final shape only in close connection with 
the practical activity of a truly mass and truly revolutionary move
ment” (“Left-Wing” Communism)', for theory must serve prac
tice, for “theory must answer the questions raised by practice” 
(What the “Friends of the People” Are), for it must be tested by 
practical results.

As to the political slogans and the political resolutions of the 
parties of the Second International, it is sufficient to recall the 
history of the slogan “war against war” to realize how utterly 
false and utterly rotten are the political.practices of these parties, 
which use pompous revolutionary slogans and resolutions to cloak 
their antirevolutionary deeds. We all remember the pompous 
demonstration of the Second International at the Basle Congress, 
at which it threatened the imperialists with all the horrors of in
surrection if they should dare to start a war, and with the menac
ing slogan “war against war.” But who does not remember that 
some time after, on the very eve of the war, the Basle resolution 
was pigeonholed and the workers were given a new slogan—to 
exterminate each other for the glory of their capitalist father
lands? Is it not clear that revolutionary slogans and resolutions 
are not worth a farthing unless backed by deeds? One need only 
contrast the Leninist policy of transforming the imperialist war 
into civil war with the treacherous policy of the Second Interna
tional during the war to understand the utter baseness of the op*  
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portunist politicians and the full grandeur of the method of 
Leninism,

I cannot refrain from quoting at this point a passage from 
Lenin’s book The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kauts
ky, in which Lenin severely castigates an opportunist attempt by 
the leader of the Second International, K. Kautsky, to judge par
ties not by their deeds, but by their paper slogans and documents:

“Kautsky is pursuing a typically petty-bourgeois, philistine policy 
by pretending that putting forward a slogan, alters the position. The en
tire history of bourgeois democracy refutes this illusion; the bourgeois dem
ocrats have always advanced and still advance all sorts of 'slogans’ inor
der to deceive the people. The point is to test their sincerity, to compare 
their words with their deeds, not to be satisfied with idealistic or charlatan 
phrases, hut to get down to class reality." (See Vol. XXIII, p. 377.)

There is no need to mention the fear the parties of the Second 
International have of self-criticism, their habit of concealing 
their mistakes, of glossing over vexed questions, of covering up 
their shortcomings by a deceptive show of well-being which 
blunts living thought and prevents the Party from deriving rev
olutionary training from its own mistakes—a habit which was 
ridiculed and pilloried by Lenin. Here is what Lenin wrote about 
self-criticism in proletarian parties in his pamphlet “Left- 
Wing" Communism:

“The attitude of a political party towards its own mistakes is one of the 
most important and surest ways of judging how earnest the party is and how 
it in, practice fulfils its obligations towards its class and the toiling masses. 
Frankly admitting a mistake, ascertaining the reasons for it, analyzing 
the circumstances which gave rise to it, and thoroughly discussing the means 
of correcting it—that is the earmark of a serious party; that is the way 
it should perform its duties, that is the way it should educate and train the 
class, and then the masses." (See Vol. XXV, p. 200.)

Some say that the exposure of its own mistakes and self-criti
cism are dangerous for the Party because they may be used by the 
enemy against the party of the proletariat. Lenin regarded such 
objections as trivial and entirely wrong. Here is what he wrote 
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on this subject as far back as 1904, in his pamphlet One Step For
ward, when our Party was still weak and small:

“They (i.e., the opponents of the Marxists—J Si.) gloat and grimace 
over our controversies; and, of course, they will try to pick isolated passages 
from my pamphlet, which deals with the defects and shortcomings of our 
Party, and to use them for their own ends. The Russian Social-Democrats 
are already steeled enough in battle not to be perturbed by these pinpricks 
and to continue, in spite of them, their work of self-criticism and ruthless 
exposure of their own shortcomings, which will unquestionably and inevi
tably be overcome as the working-class movement grows.” (See Vol. VI, 
p. 161.)

Such, in general, are the characteristic features of the method 
of Leninism.

What is contained in Lenin’s method was in the main al
ready contained in the teachings of Marx, which, according to Marx 
himself, were “in essence critical and revolutionary.” It is pre
cisely this critical and revolutionary spirit that pervades Lenin’s 
method from beginning to end. But it would be wrong to suppose 
that Lenin’s method is merely the restoration of the method of 
Marx. As a matter of fact, Lenin’s method is not only the resto
ration, but also the concretization and further development of 
the critical and revolutionary method of Marx, of his material
ist dialectics.

Ill

THEORY

From this theme I take three questions:
a) the importance of theory for the proletarian movement;
b) criticism of the “theory” of spontaneity;
e) the theory of the proletarian revolution.
1) The importance of theory. Some think that Leninism is the 

precedence of practice over theory in the sense that its main point 
is the translation of the Marxist theses into deeds, their “execu
tion”; as for theory, it is alleged that Leninism is rather uncon-
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cerned about it. We know that Plekhanov time and again chaffed 
Lenin about his “unconcern” for theory, and particularly for phi
losophy. We also know that theory is not held in great favour by 
many present-day Leninist practical workers, particularly in 
view of the immense amount of practical work imposed upon 
them by the situation. I must declare that this more than odd 
opinion about Lenin and Leninism is quite wrong and bears no 
relation whatever to the truth; that the attempt of practical 
workers to brush theory aside runs counter to the whole 
spirit of Leninism and is fraught with serious dangers to the 
work.

Theory is the experience of the working-class movement 
in all countries taken in its general aspect. Of course, theory be
comes purposeless if it is not connected with revolutionary practice, 
just as practice gropes in the dark if its path is not illumined 
by revolutionary theory. But theory can become a tremendous 
force in the working-class movement if it is built up in indisso
luble connection with revolutionary practice; for theory, and the
ory alone, can give the movement confidence, the power of orien
tation, and an understanding of the inner relation of surrounding 
events; for it, and it alone, can help practice to realize not only 
how and in which direction classes are moving at the present 
time, but also how and in which direction they will move in the 
near future. None other than Lenin uttered and repeated scores 
of times the well-known thesis that:

"Without a revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary 
movement ”* (See Vol. IV, p. 380.)

Lenin, better than anyone else, understood the great impor
tance of theory, particularly for a party such as ours, in view of 
the role of vanguard fighter of the international proletariat which 
has fallen to its lot, and in view of the complicated internal and 
international situation in which it finds itself. Foreseeing this spe
cial role of our Party as far back as 1902, he thought it necessary 
even then to point out that:

* My italics.—J. St:
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"The role of vanguard fighter can be fulfilled only by a party 
that is guided by the most advanced theory." (Sec Vol. IV, p. 380.)

It scarcely needs proof that now, when Lenin's prediction about 
the role of our Party has come true, this thesis of Lenin’s ac
quires special force and special importance.

Perhaps the most striking expression of the great importance 
which Lenin attached to theory is the fact that none other than 
Lenin undertook the very serious task of generalizing, on the ba
sis of materialist philosophy, the most important achievements of 
science from the time of Engels down to his own time, as well as 
of subjecting to comprehensive criticism the antimalerialistic 
trends among Marxists. Engels said that “materialism must as
sume a new aspect with every new great discovery.” It is well 
known that none other than Lenin accomplished this task for his 
own time in his remarkable work Materialism and Empirio- 
Criticism. It is well known that Plekhanov, who loved to chaff 
Lenin about his “unconcern” for philosophy, did not even dare 
to make a serious attempt to undertake such a task.

2) Criticism of the "theory” of spontaneity, or the role of the 
vanguard in the movement. The “theory” of spontaneity is a theory 
of opportunism, a theory of worshipping the spontaneity of the 
labour movement, a theory which actually repudiates the leading 
role of the vanguard of the working class, of the party of the 
working class.

The theory of worshipping spontaneity is decidedly opposed 
to the revolutionary character of the working-class movement; 
it is opposed to the movement taking the line of struggle against 
the foundations of capitalism; it is in favour of the movement 
proceeding exclusively along the line of “realizable" demands, 
of demands “acceptable” to capitalism; it is wholly in favour 
of the “line of least resistance.” The theory of spontaneity is the 
ideology of trade unionism.

The theory of worshipping spontaneity is decidedly opposed 
to giving the spontaneous movement a politically conscious, 
planned character. It is opposed to the Party marching at the head 
of the working class, to the Party raising the masses to the level 
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of political consciousness, lo the Party leading the movement; 
it is in favour of the politically conscious elements of the move
ment not hindering the movement from taking its own course; 
it is in favour of the Party only heeding the spontaneous movement 
and dragging at the tail of it. The theory, of spontaneity is the 
theory of belittling the role of the conscious element in the move
ment, the ideology of “khvostism,” the logical basis of all oppor
tunism.

In practice this theory, which appeared on the scene even 
before the first revolution in Russia, led its adherents, the so- 
called “Economists,” to deny the need for an independent work
ers’ party in Russia, to oppose the revolutionary struggle of the 
working class for the overthrow of tsarism, to preach a purely 
trade-unionist policy in the movement, and, -in general, to 
surrender the labour movement to the hegemony of the liberal 
bourgeoisie.

The fight of the old Iskra and the brilliant criticism of the theo
ry of “khvostism” in Lenin's pamphlet What Is To Be Done? not 
only smashed so-called “Economism,” but also created the the
oretical foundations for a truly revolutionary movement of the 
Russian working class.

Without this fight it would have been quite useless even to 
think of creating an independent workers’ party in Russia and of 
its playing a leading part in the revolution.

But the theory of worshipping spontaneity is not an exclu
sively Russian phenomenon. It is extremely widespread—in 
a somewhat different form, it is true—in all the parties of 
the Second International, without exception. I have in mind the 
so-called “productive forces” theory as debased by the leaders 
of the Second International, which justifies everything and concil
iates everybody, which records facts and explains them after 
everyone has become sick and tired of them, and, having record
ed them, rests content. Marx said that the materialist theory 
could not confine itself Lo explaining the world, that it must also 
change it. But Kautsky and Go. are not concerned with this; 
they prefer to rest content with the first part of Marx’s formula.
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Here is one of the numerous examples of the application of 
this “theory.” It is said that before the imperialist war the parties 
of the Second International threatened to declare “war against 
war” if the imperialists should start a war. It is said that on the 
very eve of the war these parties pigeonholed the “war against 
war” slogan and applied an opposite one, viz., “war for the impe
rialist fatherland.” It is said that as a result of this change of slo
gans millions of workers were sent to their death. But it would 
be a mistake to think that there were some people.to blame for this, 
that someone was unfaithful to the working class or betrayed 
it. Not at all! Everything happened as it should have happened. 
Firstly, because the International, it seems, is “an instrument 
of peace,” and not of war. Secondly, because, in view of the “lev
el of the productive forces” which then prevailed, nothing else 
could be done. The “productive forces” are “to blame.” That is the 
precise explanation vouchsafed to “us” by Mr. Kautsky’s “theory 
of the productive forces.” And whoever does not believe in that 
“theory” is not a Marxist. The role of the parties? Their importance 
for the movement? But what can a party do against so decisive 
a factor as the “level of the productive forces”?...

One could cite a host of similar examples of the falsification 
of Marxism.

It scarcely needs proof that this spurious “Marxism,” designed 
to hide the nakedness of opportunism, is merely a European 
variety of the selfsame theory of “khvostism” which Lenin fought 
even before the first Russian revolution.

It scarcely needs proof that the demolition of this theoreti
cal falsification is a preliminary condition for the creation of tru
ly revolutionary parties in the West.

3) The theory of the proletarian revolution. Lenin’s theory of 
the proletarian revolution proceeds from three fundamental theses.

First thesis: The domination of finance capital in the ad
vanced capitalist countries; the issue of stocks and bonds as one 
of the principal operations of finance capital; the export of capital 
to the sources of raw materials, which is one of the foundations 
of imperialism; the omnipotence of a financial oligarchy, which 



THE FOUNDATIONS OF LENINISM 35

is the result of the domination of finance capital—all this re
veals the grossly parasitic character of monopolist capitalism, 
makes the yoke of the capitalist trusts and syndicates a hundred 
times more burdensome, intensifies the indignation of the working 
class with the foundations of capitalism, and brings the masses 
to the proletarian revolution as their only salvation. (See Lenin, 
Imperialism.)

Hence the first conclusion: intensification of the revolutionary 
crisis within the capitalist countries and growth of the elements of an 
explosion on the internal, proletarian front in the “metropolises.”

Second thesis: The increase in the export of capital to the colo
nies and dependent countries; the expansion of “spheres of influ
ence” and colonial possessions until they cover the whole globe; 
the transformation of capitalism into a world system of financial 
enslavement and colonial oppression of the vast majority of the 
population of the world by a handful of “advanced” countries— 
all this has, on the one hand, converted the separate national econ
omies and national territories into links in a single chain called 
world economy, and, on the other hand, split the population of 
the globe into two camps: a handful of “advanced”capitalist coun
tries which exploit and oppress vast colonies and dependencies, 
and the bilge majority consisting of colonial and dependent coun
tries which are compelled to wage a struggle for liberation from the 
imperialist yoke. (See Imperialism.)

Hence the second conclusion: intensification of the revolu
tionary crisis in the colonial countries and growth of the elements 
of revolt against imperialism on the external, colonial front.

Third thesis: The monopolistic possession of “spheres of influ
ence” and colonies; the uneven development of the capitalist coun
tries, leading to a frenzied struggle for the redivision of the world 
between the countries which have already seized territories and 
those claiming their “share”; imperialist wars as the only means 
of restoring the disturbed “equilibrium”—all this leads to the 
intensification of the struggle on the third front, the intercapi
talist front, which weakens imperialism and facilitates the union 
of the-first two fronts against imperialism: the front of the révolu-
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tionacy proletariat and (he front of colonial émancipai ion. (Seo 
Imperialism.)

Hence the third conclusion: that under imperialism wars can
not be averted, and that a coalition between the proletarian revo
lution in Europe and the colonial revolution in the East in a unit
ed world front of revolution against the world front of imperi
alism is inevitable.

Leuin combines all these conclusions into one general conclu
sion that "imperialism is the eve of the socialist revolution."*  (See 
Vol. XIX, p. 71.)

The very approach to the question of the proletarian revolu
tion, of the character of the revolution, of its scope, of its depth, 
the scheme of the revolution in general, changes accordingly.

Formerly, the analysis of the prerequisites for the proletarian 
revolution was usually approached from the point of view of the 
economic state of individual countries. Now, this approach is 
no longer adequate. Now the matter must be approached from the 
point of view of the economic state of all or the majority of coun
tries, from the point of view of the state of world economy; for in
dividual countries and individual national economies have 
ceased to be self-sufficient units, have become links in a single 
chain called world economy; for the old “cultured” capitalism has 
evolved into imperialism, and imperialism is a world system of 
financial enslavement and colonial oppression of the vast major
ity of the population of the world by a handful of “advanced” 
countries.

Formerly it was the accepted thing to speak of the existence or 
absence of objective conditions for the proletarian revolution in 
individual countries, or, to be more precise, in one or another 
developed country. Now this point of view is no longer adequate. 
Now we must speak of the existence of objective conditions for the 
revolution in the entire system of world imperialist economy as 
an integral whole; the existence within this system of some coun
tries that are not sufficiently developed industrially cannot serve

* My italics.—J. St.
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as an insuperable obstacle to the revolution, if the system as 
a whole or, more correctly, because the system as a whole is al
ready ripe for revolution.

Formerly it was the accepted thing to speak of the proletarian 
revolution in one or another developed country as of a separate 
and self-sufficient entity opposing a separate national front of 
capital as its antipode. Now, this point of view is no longer ade
quate. Now we must speak of the world proletarian revolution; 
for the separate national fronts of capital have become links in a 
single chain called the world front of imperialism, which must 
be opposed by a common front of the revolutionary movement 
in all countries.

Formerly the proletarian revolution was regarded exclusive
ly as the result of the internal development of a given country. 
Now, this point of view is no longer adequate. Now the proletar
ian revolution must be regarded primarily as the result of the 
development of the contradictions within the world system of 
imperialism, as the result of the breaking of the chain of the world 
imperialist front in one country or another.

Where will the revolution begin? Where, in what country, 
can the front of capital be pierced first?

Where industry is more developed, where the proletariat con
stitutes the majority, where there is more culture, where there is 
more democracy—that was the reply usually given formerly.

No, objects the Leninist theory of revolution, not necessarily 
where industry is more developed, and so forth. The front of capi
tal will be pierced where the chain of imperialism is weakest, 
for the proletarian revolution is the result of the breaking of the 
chain of the world imperialist front at its weakest link; and it 
may turn out that the country which has started the revolution, 
which has made a breach in the front of capital, is less developed 
in a capitalist sense than other, more developed, countries, which 
have, however, remained within the framework of capitalism.

In 1917 the chain of the imperialist world front proved to be 
weaker in Russia than in the other countries. It was there that 
the chain broke and provided an outlet for the proletarian révolu- 
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Lion. Why? Because in Russia a great popular revolution was 
unfolding, and at its head marched the revolutionary proletari
at, which had such an important ally as the vast mass of the 
peasantry, which was oppressed and exploited by the landlords. 
Because the revolution there was opposed by such a hideous rep
resentative of imperialism as tsarism, which lacked all moral 
prestige and was deservedly hated by the whole population. The 
chain proved to be weaker in Russia, although Russia was less 
developed in a capitalist sense than, say, France or Germany, 
Britain or America.

Where will the chain break in the near future? Again, where 
it is weakest. It is not precluded that the chain may break, say, 
in India. Why? Because that country has a young, militant, rev
olutionary proletariat, which has such an ally as the national 
liberation movement—an undoubtedly powerful and undoubt
edly important ally. Because there the revolution is confronted 
by such à well-known foe as foreign imperialism, which has no 
moral credit and is deservedly hated by all the oppressed and ex
ploited masses of India.

It is also quite possible that the chain will break in Germany. 
Why? Because the factors which are operating, say, in India are 
beginning to operate in Germany as well; but, of course, the enor
mous difference in the level of development between India and 
Germany cannot but stamp its imprint on the progress and out
come of a revolution in Germany.

That is why Lenin said that:

“The West-European capitalist countries will consummate their develop
ment towards socialism ... not by the even ‘maturing’ of socialism in them, 
but by the exploitation of some countries by others, by the exploitation of 
the first of the countries to be vanquished in the imperialist war combined 
with the exploitation of the whole of the East. On the other hand, precisely 
as a result of the first imperialist war, the East has definitely come into rev
olutionary movement, has been definitely drawn into the general maelstrom 
of the world revolutionary movement." (See Vol. XXVII, pp. 415-16.)

Briefly: the chain of the imperialist front must, as a rule, break 
where the links are weaker and, at all events, not necessarily 
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where capitalism is more developed, where there is such and such 
a percentage of proletarians and such and such a percentage of 
peasants, and so on.

That is why in deciding the question of proletarian revolu
tion statistical estimates of the percentage of the proletarian pop
ulation in a given country lose the exceptional importance so 
eagerly attached to them by the doctrinaires of the. Second Inter
national, who have not understood imperialism and who fear 
revolution like the plague.

To proceed. The heroes of the Second International asserted 
(and continue to assert) that between the bourgeois-democratic 
revolution and the proletarian revolution there is a chasm, 
or at any rate a Chinese Wall, separating one from the other by a 
more or less protracted interval of time, during which the bour
geoisie having come into power, develops capitalism, while the 
proletariat accumulates strength and prepares for the “decisive 
struggle” against capitalism. This interval is usually calculated 
to extend over many decades, if not longer. It scarcely needs proof 
that this Chinese Wall “theory” is totally devoid of scientific 
meaning under the conditions of imperialism, that it is and can 
be only a means of concealing and camouflaging the counterrevo
lutionary aspirations of the bourgeoisie. It scarcely needs proof 
that under the conditions of imperialism, fraught as it is with 
collisions and wars; under thé conditions of the^eve of the social
ist revolution,” when “flourishing” capitalism becomes “mori
bund” capitalism {Lenin) and the revolutionary movement is 
growing in all countries of the world; when imperialism is allying 
itself with all reactionary forces without exception, down to and 
including tsarism and serfdom, thus making imperative the coali
tion of all revolutionary forces, from the proletarian movement 
of the West to the national liberation movement of the East; 
when the overthrow of the survivals of the regime of feudal 
serfdom becomes impossible without a revolutionary struggle 
against imperialism—it scarcely needs proof that the bourgeois- 
democratic revolution, in a more or less developed country, must 
under such circumstances verge upon the proletarian revolution, 
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that the former must pass into the latter. The history of the revo
lution in Russia has provided palpable proof that this thesis is 
correct and incontrovertible. It was not without reason that Lenin, 
as far back as 1905, on the eve of the first Russian revolution, 
in his pamphlet Two Tactics depicted the bourgeois-democratic 
revolution and the socialist revolution as two links in the same 
chain, as a single and integral picture of the sweep of the Russian 
revolution:

“The proletariat must carry to completion the democratic revolution, 
by allying to itself the mass of the peasantry in order to crush by force the 
resistance of the autocracy and to paralyze the instability of the bourgeoisie. 
The proletariat must accomplish the socialist revolution, by allying to itself 
the mass of the semiproletarian elements of the population in order to crush 
by force the resistance of the bourgeoisie and to paralyze the instability of 
the peasantry and the petty bourgeoisie. Such are the tasks of the proletariat, 
which the new Iskra-ists present so narrowly in all their arguments and 
resolutions ahout the sweep of the revolution.” (See Lenin, Vol. VIII, p. 96.)

There is no need to mention other, later works of Lenin’s, in 
which the idea of the bourgeois revolution passing into the prole
tarian revolution stands out in greater relief than in Two 
Tactics as one of the cornerstones of the Leninist theory of 
revolution.

Some comrades believe, it seems, that Lenin arrived at this 
idea only in 1916, that up to that time he had thought that the 
revolution in Russia would remain within the bourgeois frame
work, that power, consequently, would pass from the hands of 
the organ of the dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry in
to the hands of the bourgeoisie and not of the proletariat. It is 
said that this assertion has even penetrated into our communist 
press. I must say that this assertion is absolutely wrong, that it 
is totally at variance with the facts.

I might refer to Lenin’s well-known speech at the Third Con
gress of the Party (1905), in which he defined the dictatorship of 
the proletariat and peasantry, i.e., the victory of the democratic 
revolution, not as the “organization.of ‘order’” but as the “organ
ization of war.” (See Vol. VII, p. 264.)
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Further, I might refer to Lenin’s well-known articles “On a 
Provisional Government” (1905), where, outlining the prospects 
of the unfolding Russian revolution, he assigns to the Party the 
task of “ensuring that the Russian revolution is not a movement 
of a few months, but a movement of many years, that it leads, not 
merely to slight concessions on the part of the powers that be, but 
to the complete overthrow of those powers”; where, enlarging fur
ther on these prospects and linking them with the revolution 
in Europe, he goes on to say:

“And if we succeed in doing that, then then the revolutionary con
flagration will spread all over Europe; the European worker, languishing 
under bourgeois reaction, will rise in his turn and will show us ‘how it is 
done’; then the revolutionary wave in Europe will sweep back again into 
Russia and will convert an epoch of a few revolutionary years into an epoch 
of several revolutionary decades....” (Ibid., p. 191.)

I might further refer to a well-known article by Lenin pub
lished in November 1915, in which he writes:

“The proletariat is fighting, and will fight valiantly, to capture power, 
for a republic, for the confiscation of the land ... for the participation of the 
‘nonproletarian masses of the people' in liberating bourgeois Russia from 
military-feudal ‘imperialism’ (=tsarism). And the proletariat will imme
diately*  .take advantage of this liberation of bourgeois Russia from tsarism, 
from the agrarian power of the landlords, not to aid the rich peasants in 
their struggle against the rural worker, but to bring about the socialist revo
lution in alliance with the proletarians of Europe." (See Vol. XVIII, p. 318.)

Finally, I might refer to the well-known passage in Lenin’s 
pamphlet The Proletarian Ro volution and the Renegade Kautsky, 
where, referring to the above-quoted passage in Two Tactics on 
the sweep of the Russian revolution, he arrives at the following 
conclusion:

“Things turned out just as we said they would. The course taken by the 
revolution confirmed the correctness of our reasoning. First, with the ‘whole’ 
of the peasantry against the monarchy, against the landlords, against the 
medieval regime (and to that extent the revolution remains bourgeois, 
bourgeois-democratic). Then, with the poor peasants, with the semiprole-

* My italics.—J St.
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tarians, with all the exploited, against capitalism, including the rural rich, 
the kulaks, the profiteers, and to that extent the revolution becomes 
a socialist one. To attempt to raise an artificial Chinese Wall between the 
first and second, to separate them by anything else than the degree of prepar
edness of the proletariat and the degree of its unity with the poor peasants, 
means monstrously to distort Marxism, to vulgarize it, to replace it by 
liberalism.” (See Vol. XXIII, p. 391.)

That is sufficient, I think.
Very well, we may be told; but if that is the case, why did 

Lenin combat the idea of “permanent (uninterrupted) revolution”?
Because Lenin proposed that the revolutionary capacities of 

the peasantry be “exhausted” and that the fullest use be made of 
their revolutionary energy for the complete liquidation of tsar
ism and for the transition to the proletarian revolution, whereas 
the adherents of “permanent revolution” did not understand the 
important role of the peasantry in the Russian revolution, un
derestimated the strength of the revolutionary energy of the peas
antry, underestimated the strength and ability of the Russian 
proletariat to lead the peasantry, and thereby hampered the work 
of emancipating the peasantry from the influence of the bour
geoisie, the work of rallying the peasantry around the prole
tariat.

Because Lenin proposed that the revolution be crowned with 
the transfer of power to the proletariat, whereas the adherents 
of “permanent” revolution wanted to begin at once with the estab
lishment of the power of the proletariat, failing to realize that in 
so doing they were closing their eyes to such a “minor detail” as 
the survivals of serfdom and were leaving out of account so im
portant a force as the Russian peasantry, failing to understand that 
such a policy could only retard the winning of the peasantry over 
to the side of the proletariat.

Consequently, Lenin fought the adherents of “permanent” 
revolution, not over the question of uninterruptedness, for Lenin 
himself maintained the point of view of uninterrupted revolution, 
but because they underestimated thé role of the peasantry, which 
is an enormous reserve of the proletariat, because they failed to 
understand the idea of the hegemony of the proletariat.
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The idea of “permanent” revolution should not be regarded 
as a new idea. It was first advanced by Marx at the end of the for
ties in his well-known Address to the Communist League (1850). 
It is from this document that our “permanentists” took the idea 
of uninterrupted revolution. It should be noted that in taking it 
from Marx our “permanentists” altered it somewhat, and in altering 
it “spoilt” it and made it unfit for practical use. The experienced 
hand of Lenin was needed to rectify this mistake, to take Marx’s 
idea of uninterrupted revolution in its pure form and make it 
a cornerstone of his theory of revolution.

Here is what Marx says in his Address about uninterrupted 
(permanent) revolution, after enumerating a number of revolu
tionary-democratic demands which he calls upon the Commu
nists to win;

“While the democratic petty bourgeois wish to bring the revolution to 
a conclusion as quickly as possible, and with the achievement, at most, of 
the above demands, it is our interest and our task to make the revolution 
permanent, until all more or less possessing classes have been forced out of 
their position of dominance, until the proletariat has conquered state power, 
and the association of proletarians, not only in one country butin all the 
dominant countries of the world, has advanced so far that competition 
among the proletarians of these countries has ceased and that at least the de
cisive productive forces are concentrated in the hands of the proletarians.”

In other words:
a) Marx did not at all propose to begin the revolution in the 

Germany of the fifties with the immediate establishment of pro
letarian power—contrary to the plans of our Russian “perma
nentists.”

b) Marx proposed only that the revolution be crowned with 
the establishment of proletarian state power, by hurling, step by 
step, one section of the bourgeoisie after another from the heights 
of power, in order, after the attainment of power by the proletar
iat, to kindle the fire of revolution in every country—and ev
erything that Lenin taught and carried out in the course of our 
revolution in pursuit of his theory of the proletarian revolution 
under the conditions of imperialism was fully in line with that 
proposition.
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It follows, then, that our Russian “permanentists” have not 
only underestimated the role of the peasantry in the Russian 
revolution and the importance of the idea of the hegemony of the 
proletariat, but have altered (for the worse) Marx’s idea of “per
manent” revolution and made it unfit for practical use.

That is why Lenin ridiculed the theory of our “permanentists,” 
calling it “original” and “fine,” and accusing them of refusing to 
“think why, for ten whole years, life has passed by this fine the
ory.” (Lenin’s article was written in 1915, ten years after the ap
pearance of the theory of the “permanentists” in Russia. See Vol. 
XVIII, p. 317.)

That is why Lenin regarded this theory as a semi-Menshevik 
theory and said that it “borrows from the Bolsheviks their call 
for a resolute revolutionary struggle by the proletariat and the con
quest of political power by the latter, and from the Mensheviks 
the ‘repudiation’ of the role of the peasantry.” (See Lenin's arti
cle “Two Lines of the Revolution,” ibid.)

This, then, is the position in regard to Lenin’s idea of the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution passing into the proletarian rev
olution, of utilizing the bourgeois revolution for the “immedi
ate” transition to the proletarian revolution.

To proceed. Formerly, the victory of the revolution in one 
country was considered impossible, on the assumption that it 
would require the combined action of the proletarians of all or 
at least of a majority of the advanced countries to achieve vic
tory over the bourgeoisie. Now this point of view no longer fits 
in with the facts. Now we must proceed from the possibility of 
such a victory, for the uneven and spasmodic character of the de
velopment of the various capitalist countries under the condi
tions of imperialism, the development within imperialism of 
catastrophic contradictions leading to inevitable wars, the growth 
of the revolutionary movement in all countries of the world—all 
this leads, not only to the possibility, but also to the necessity 
of the victory of the proletariat in individual countries. The history 
of the revolution in Russia is direct proof of this. At the same 
time, however, it must be borne in mind that the overthrow of the
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bourgeoisie can be successfully accomplished only when certain 
absolutely necessary conditions exist, in the absence of which 
there can be even no question of the proletariat taking power.

Here is what Lenin says about these conditions in his pam
phlet “Left-Wing" Communism:

“The fund ament al law of revolution, which has beenconfirmed by all re v- 
olutions, and particularly by all three Russian revolutions in the twentieth 
century, is as follows: it is not enough for revolution that the exploited and 
oppressed masses should understand the impossibility of living in the old way 
and demand changes; it is essential for revolution that the exploiters should 
not be able to live and rule in the old way. Only when the ‘lower classes’ 
do not want the old way, and when the ‘upper classes’ cannot carry on in 
the old way—only then can revolution triumph. This truth may be ex
pressed in other words: revolution is impossible without a nation-wide crisis 
{affecting both the exploited and the exploiters).*  It follows that for revolution 
it is essential, first, that a majority of the workers (or at least a majority of 
the class conscious, thinking, politically active workers) should fully under
stand that revolution is necessary and be ready to sacrifice their lives for it; 
secondly, that the ruling classes should be passing through a governmental 
crisis, which drawseven the most backward masses into politics weakens 
the government and makes it possible for the revolutionaries to overthrow 
it rapidly.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 222.)

But the overthrow of the power of the bourgeoisie and estab
lishment of the power of the proletariat in one country does not 
yet mean that the complete victory of socialism has been ensured. 
After consolidating its power and leading the peasantry in its 
wake the proletariat of the victorious country can and must build 
a socialist society. But does this mean that it will thereby achieve 
the complete and final victory of socialism, i.e., does it mean 
that with the forces of only one country it can finally consol
idate socialism and fully guarantee that country against inter
vention and, consequently, also against restoration? No, it does 
not. For this the victory of the revolution in at least several 
countries is needed. Therefore, the development and support of 
revolution in other countries is an essential task of the victo
rious revolution. Therefore, the revolution which has been victo-

* My italics.—J St.
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rious in one country must regard itself not as a self-sufficient en
tity, but as an aid, as a means for hastening the victory of the pro
letariat in other countries.

Lenin expressed this thought succinctly when he said that the 
task of the victorious revolution is to do “the utmost possible in 
one country for the development, support and awakening of the 
revolution in all countries.” (See Vol. XXIII, p. 385.)

These, in general, are the characteristic features of Lenin’s 
theory of proletarian revolution.

IV

THE DICTATORSHIP 
OF THE PROLETARIAT

From this theme I take three fundamental questions:
a) the dictatorship of the proletariat as the instrument of the 

proletarian revolution;
b) the dictatorship of the proletariat as the rule of the prole

tariat over the bourgeoisie;
e) Soviet power as the state form of the dictatorship of the pro

letariat.
1) The dictatorship of the proletariat as the instrument of the 

proletarian revolution. The question of the proletarian dictator
ship is above all a question of the main content of the proletarian 
revolution. The proletarian revolution, its movement, its sweep 
and its achievements acquire flesh and blood only through the dic
tatorship of the proletariat. The dictatorship of the proletariat 
is the instrument of the proletarian revolution, its organ, its most 
important mainstay, brought into being for the purpose of, first
ly, crushing the resistance of the overthrown exploiters and con
solidating the achievements of the proletarian revolution, and', 
secondly, carrying the proletarian revolution to its completion, 
carrying the revolution to the complete victory of socialism. The 
revolution can defeat the bourgeoisie, can overthrow its power, 
even without the dictatorship of the proletariat. But the revolu
tion "will be unable to crush the resistance of the bourgeoisie, to 
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maintain its victory and to push forward to the final victory of 
socialism unless, at a certain stage in its development, it creates 
a special organ in the form of the dictatorship of the proletariat 
as its principal mainstay.

“The fundamental question of every revolution is the ques
tion of power.” (Lenin.) Does this mean that all that is required 
is to assume power, to seize it? No, it does not. The seizure of 
power is only the beginning. For many reasons, the bourgeoisie that 
is overthrown in one country remains fora long time stronger than 
the proletariat which has overthrown it. Therefore, the whole 
point is to retain power, to consolidate it, to make it invincible. 
What is needed to attain this? To attain this it is necessary to 
carry out at least three main tasks that confront the dictator
ship of the proletariat “on the morrow” of victory:

a) to break the resistance of the landlords and capitalists who 
have been overthrown and expropriated by the revolution, to liq
uidate every attempt on their part to restore the power of capi
tal;

b) to organize construction in such a way as to rally all the 
working people around the proletariat, and to carry on this work 
along the lines of preparing for the elimination, the abolition of 
classes;

e) to arm the revolution, to organize the army of the revolution 
for the struggle against foreign enemies, for the struggle against 
imperialism.

The dictatorship of the proletariat is needed to carry out, 
to fulfil these tasks.

“The transition from capitalism to communism,” says Lenin, “represents 
an entire historical epoch. Until this epoch has terminated, the exploiters 
inevitably cherish Hie hope of restoration, and this hope is converted into 
attempts at restoration. And after their first serious defeat, the overthrown 
exploiters—who bad not expected their overthrow, never believed it pos
sible, never conceded the thought of it—throw themselves with energy grown 
tenfold, with furious passion and hatred grown a hundredfold, into the battle 
for the recovery of the ‘paradise’ of which they have been deprived, on behalf 
of their families, who had been leading such a sweet and easy ,life and whom 
now the ‘common herd’ is condemning to ruin and destitution (or to
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'common’ labour...), lu the train of the capitalist exploiters follow Hie broad 
masses of Hie petty bourgeoisie, with regard to whom decades of historical 
experience of all countries testify that they vacillate and hesitate, one 
day marching behind the proletariat and the next day taking fright at the 
difficulties of the revolution; that they become panic-stricken al the first 
defeat or semidefeat of the workers, grow nervous, rush about, snivel, 
and run from one camp into the other.” (Seo Vol. XXIII, p. 355.)

The bourgeoisie has its grounds forjnaking attempts at resto
ration, because for a long time after its overthrow it remains 
stronger than the proletariat which has overthrown it.

“If the exploiters are defeated in one country only,” says Lenin, “and 
this, of course, is the typical case, since a simultaneous revolution in 
a number of countries is a rare exception, they still remain stronger than 
the exploited.” (Ibid., p. 354.)

Wherein lies the strength of the overthrown bourgeoisie?

Firstly, “in the strength of international capital, in the strength and du
rability of the international connections of the bourgeoisie.” (See Vol. XXV, 
p. 173.)

Secondly, in the fact that “for a long time after the revolution the ex
ploiters inevitably retain a number of great practical advantages: they still 
have money (it is impossible to abolish money all at once); some movable 
property—often fairly considerable; they still have various connections, 
habits of organization and management, knowledge of all the ‘secrets’ (cus
toms, methods, means and possibilities) of management, superior education, 
close connections with the higher technical personnel (who live and think 
like the bourgeoisie), incomparably greater experience in the art of war (this 
is very important), and so on, and so forth.” (See Vol. XXIU.'p. 354.)

Thirdly, “in the force of habit, in the strength of small production. For, 
unfortunately, small production is still very, very widespread in the world, 
and. small production engenders capitalism and the bourgeoisie continuously, 
daily, hourly, spontaneously, and on a mass scale” for “the abolition of 
classes means not only driving out the landlords and capitalists—that we 
accomplished with comparative ease—it also means abolishing the small 
commodity producers, and they cannot be driven out, or crushed; we must 
live in harmony with them, they can (and must) be remoulded and re-educated 
only by very prolonged, slow, cautious organizational work.” (See Vol. 
XXV, pp. 173 and 189.)

That is why Lenin says:
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“The dictatorship of the proletariat is a most determined and most 
ruthless war waged by the new class against a more powerful enemy, the bour
geoisie, whose resistance is increased tenfold by its overthrow,”

that “the dictatorship of the proletariat is a stubborn struggle—bloody 
and bloodless, violent and peaceful, military and economic, educational and 
administrative—against the forces and traditions of the old society.” 
(Ibid., pp. 173 and 190.)

It scarcely needs proof that there is not the slightest possi
bility of carrying out these tasks in a short period, of accom
plishing all this in a few years. Therefore, the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, the transition from capitalism to communism, must 
not be regarded as a fleeting period of “superrevolutionary” acts 
and decrees, but as an entire historical era, replete with civil 
wars and external conflicts, with persistent organizational work 
and economic construction, with advances and retreats, victo
ries and defeats. This historical era is needed not only to create 
the economic and cultural prerequisites for the complete victory of 
socialism, but also to enable the proletariat, firstly, to educate itself 
and become steeled as a force capable of governing the country, and, 
secondly, to re-educate and remould the petty-bourgeois strata 
along such lines as will assure the organization of socialist 
production.

“You will have to go through fifteen, twenty, fifty years of civil wars and 
international conflicts,” Marx said to the workers, “not only to change exist
ing conditions, but also to change yourselves and to make yourselves capable 
of wielding political power.” (See K. Marx and F. Engels, Works, Vol. VIII, 
p. 506.)

Continuing and developing Marx’s idea still further, Lenin 
wrote that:

“It will be necessary under the dictatorship of the proletariat to re-educate 
millions of peasants and small proprietors, hundreds of thousands of office 
employees, officials and bourgeois intellectuals, to subordinate them all to 
the proletarian state and to proletarian leadership, to overcome their bour
geois habits and traditions,” just as we must"—in a protracted struggle 
waged on the basis of the dictatorship of the proletariat—re-educate the pro
letarians themselves, who do not abandon their petty-bourgeois prejudices at 
one stroke, by a miracle, at the bidding of the Virgin Mary, at the bidding 
of a slogan, resolution or decree, but only in the course of a long and difficult 



50 J. STALIN

mass struggle against mass petty-bourgeois influences.” (Sec Vol. XXV, 
pp. 248 and 247.)

2) The dictatorship of the proletariat as the rule of the prole
tariat over the bourgeoisie. From the foregoing it is evident 
that the dictatorship of the proletariat is not a mere change of 
personalities in the government, a change of the “cabinet,” etc., 
leaving the old economic and political order intact. The Menshe
viks and opportunists of all countries, who fear dictatorship 
like fire and in their fright substitute the concept “conquest 
of power” for the concept dictatorship, usually reduce the “con
quest of power” to a change of the “cabinet,” to the accession to 
power of a new ministry made up of people like Scheidemann and 
Noske, MacDonald and Henderson. It is hardly necessary to 
explain that these and similar cabinet changes have nothing in 
common with the dictatorship of the proletariat, with the con
quest of real power by the real proletariat. With the MacDonalds 
and Scheidemanns in power, while the old bourgeois order is 
allowed to remain, their so-called governments cannot be 
anything else than an apparatus serving the bourgeoisie, a screen 
to conceal the ulcers of imperialism, a weapon in the hands of 
the bourgeoisie against the revolutionary movement of the 
oppressed and exploited masses. Capital needs such governments 
as a screen when it finds it inconvenient, unprofitable, difficult 
to oppress and exploit the masses without the aid of a screen. 
Of course, the appearance of such governments is a symptom that 
“over there” (i.e., in the capitalist camp) ail is not quiet “at the 
Shipka Pass”*;  nevertheless, governments of this kind inevi
tably remain governments of capital in disguise. The government 
of a MacDonald or a Scheidemann is as far removed from the 
conquest of power by the proletariat as the sky from the earth. The 
dictatorship of the proletariat is not a change of government, but 
a new state, with new organs of power, both central and local;

♦ A Russian saying carried over from the Russo-Turkish War of 1877- 
78. There was heavy fighting at_the Shipka Pass, but tsarist Headquarters 
in their communiques reported; “All quiet at the Shipka Pass.”—Tr.
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it is the state of the proletariat, which has arisen on the ruins 
of the old state, the state of the bourgeoisie.

The dictatorship of the proletariat arises not on the basis of 
the bourgeois order, but in the process of the breaking up of 
this order, after the overthrow of the bourgeoisie, in the process 
of the expropriation of the landlords and capitalists, in the proc
ess of the socialization of the principal instruments and means 
of production, in the process of violent proletarian revolution. 
The dictatorship of the proletariat is a revolutionary power based 
on the use of force against the bourgeoisie.

The state is a machine in the hands of the ruling class for 
suppressing the resistance of its class enemies. In this respect 
the dictatorship of the proletariat does not differ essentially from 
the dictatorship of any other class, for the proletarian state is 
a machine for the suppression of the bourgeoisie. But there is 
one substantial difference. This difference consists in the fact that 
all hitherto existing class states have been dictatorships of an 
exploiting minority over the exploited majority, whereas the dic
tatorship of the proletariat is the dictatorship of the exploited 
majority over the exploiting minority.

Briefly: the dictatorship of the proletariat is the rule—unre
stricted by law and based on force—of the proletariat over the bour
geoisie, a rule enjoying the sympathy and support of the labouring 
and exploited masses. (Lenin, The State and Revolution.)

From this follow two main conclusions:
First conclusion: The dictatorship of the proletariat cannot be 

“complete” democracy, democracy for all, for the rich as well as 
for the poor; the dictatorship of the proletariat “must be a state that 
is democratic in a new way {for * the proletarians and the 
nonpropertied in general) and dictatorial in a new way~t {against * 
the bourgeoisie).” (See Vol. XXI, p. 393.) The talk of Kautsky 
and Go. about universal equality, about “pure” democracy, about 
“perfect” democracy, and the like, is a bourgeois disguise of the 
indubitable fact that equality between exploited and exploiters

* My italics.—J. St.
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is impossible. The theory of “pure” democracy is the theory of 
the upper stratum of the working class, which has been broken in 
and is being fed by the imperialist robbers. It was brought into 
being for the purpose of concealing the ulcers of capitalism, of 
embellishing imperialism and lending it moral strength in the 
struggle against the exploited masses. Under capitalism there 
are no real “liberties” for the exploited, nor can there be, if for 
no other reason than that the premises, printing plants, paper 
supplies, etc., indispensable for the enjoyment of “liberties” are 
the privilege of the exploiters. Under capitalism the exploited 
masses do not, nor can they ever, really participate in governing 
the country, if for no other reason than that, even under the most 
democratic regime, under conditions of capitalism, governments 
are not set up by the people but by the Rothschilds and Stinneses, 
the Rockefellers and Morgans. Democracy under capitalism is 
capitalist democracy, the democracy of the exploiting minority, 
based on the restriction of the rights of the exploited majority 
and directed against this majority. Only under the proletarian 
dictatorship are real liberties for the exploited and real participa
tion of the proletarians and peasants in governing the country 
possible. Under the dictatorship of the proletariat, democracy 
is proletarian democracy, the democracy of the exploited ma
jority, based on the restriction of the rights of the exploiting mi
nority and directed against this minority.

Second conclusion: The dictatorship of the proletariat cannot 
arise as the result of the peaceful development of bourgeois so
ciety and of bourgeois democracy; it can arise only as the result 
of the smashing of the bourgeois state machine, the bourgeois 
army, the bourgeois bureaucratic apparatus, the bourgeois police.

“The working class cannot simply lay hold of the ready-made state 
machinery, and wield it for its own purposes,” say Marx and Engels in a 
preface to the Communist Manifesto.— The task of the proletarian revolution 
is "... no longer, as before, to transfer the bureaucratic-military machine 
from one hand to another, but to smash it...— this is the preliminary 
condition for every real people’s revolution on the continent,” says Marx in 
his letter to Kugelmann in 1871.
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Marx’s qualifying phrase about the continent gave the oppor
tunists and Mensheviks of all countries a pretext for clamouring 
that Marx had thus conceded the possibility of the peaceful evo
lution of bourgeois democracy into a proletarian democracy, at 
least in certain countries outside the European continent (Britain, 
America). Marx did in fact concede that possibility, and he had 
good grounds for conceding it in regard to Britain and America 
in the seventies of the last century, when monopoly capitalism 
and imperialism did not yet exist, and when these countries, owing 
to the particular conditions of their development, had as yet no 
developed militarism and bureaucracy. That was the situation 
before the appearance of developed imperialism. But later, 
after a lapse of thirty or forty years, when the situation in these 
countries had radically changed, when imperialism had developed 
and had embraced all capitalist countries without exception, when 
militarism and bureaucracy had appeared in Britain and America 
also, when the particular conditions for peaceful development 
in Britain and America had disappeared—then the qualifica
tion in regard to these countries necessarily could no longer hold 
good.

“Today,” said Lenin, “in 1917, in the epoch of the first great imperialist 
war, this qualification made by Marx is no longer valid. Both Britain and 
America, the biggest and the last representatives—in the whole world—of 
Anglo-Saxon ‘liberty’ in the sense that they had no militarism and bureau
cracy, have completely sunk into the all-European filthy, bloody morass of 
bureaucratic-military institutions which subordinate everything to them
selves and trample everything underfoot. Today, in Britain and in America, 
too, ‘the preliminary condition for every real people’s revolution’ is the 
smashing, the destruction of the ‘ready-made state machinery’ 
(perfected in those countries, between 1914 and 1917, up to the ‘European’ 
general imperialist standard).” (See Vol. XXI, p. 395.)

In other words, the law of violent proletarian revolution, the 
law of the smashing of the bourgeois state machine as a prelimi
nary condition for such a revolution, is an inevitable law of the 
revolutionary movement in the imperialist countries of the world.

Of course, in the remote future, if the proletariat is victori
ous in the principal capitalist countries, and if the present capi
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talist encirclement is replaced by a socialist encirclement, a “peace
ful” path of development is quite possible for certain capital
ist countries, whose capitalists, in view of the “unfavourable” 
international situation, will consider it expedient “voluntarily” 
to make substantial concessions to the proletariat. But this sup
position applies only to a remote and possible future. With re
gard to the immediate future, there is no ground whatsoever for 
this supposition.

Therefore, Lenin is right in saying:

“The proletarian revolution is impossible without the forcible destruc
tion of the bourgeois state machine and the substitution for it of a new one." 
(See Vol. XXIII, p. 342.)

3) Soviet power as the state form of the dictatorship of the pro
letariat. The victory of the dictatorship of the proletariat signi
fies the suppression of the bourgeoisie, the smashing of the bour
geois state machine, and the substitution of proletarian democracy 
for bourgeois democracy. That is clear. But by means of what 
organizations can this colossal work be carried out? The old forms 
of organization of the proletariat, which grew up on the basis of 
bourgeois parliamentarism, are inadequate, for this work—of 
that there can hardly be any doubt. What, then, are the new forms 
of organization of the proletariat that are capable of serving as 
the gravediggers of the bourgeois state machine, that are capable 
not only of smashing this machine, not only of substituting pro
letarian democracy for bourgeois democracy, but also of becoming 
the foundation of the proletarian state power?

This new form of organization of the proletariat is the Soviets.
Wherein lies the strength of the Soviets as compared with the 

old forms of organization?
In that the Soviets are the most all-embracing mass organiza

tions of the proletariat, for they and they alone embrace all workers 
without exception.

In that the Soviets are the only mass organizations which unite 
all the oppressed and exploited, workers and peasants, soldiers 
and sailors, and in which the vanguard of the masses, the proleta-
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riat, can, for this reason, most easily and most completely exercise 
its political leadership of the mass struggle.

In that the Soviets are the most powerful organs of the revolu
tionary struggle of the masses, of the political actions of the 
masses, of the uprising of the masses—organs capable of breaking 
the omnipotence of finance capital and its political appendages.

In that the Soviets are the immediate organizations of the 
masses themselves, i.e., they are the most democratic and therefore 
the most authoritative organizations of the masses, which facili
tate to the utmost their participation in the work of building up 
the new state and in its administration, and which bring into full 
play the revolutionary energy, initiative and creative abilities of 
the masses in the struggle for the destruction of the old order, in 
the struggle for the new, proletarian order.

Soviet power is the union and constitution of the local Soviets 
into one common state organization, into the state organization 
of the proletariat as the vanguard of the oppressed and exploited 
masses and as the ruling class—their union in the Republic of 
Soviets.

The essence of Soviet power consists in the fact that these most 
all-embracing and most revolutionary mass organizations of precise
ly those classes that were oppressed by the capitalists and land
lords are now the “permanent and sole basis of the whole power of 
the state, of the whole state apparatus”; that “precisely those 
masses which even in the most democratic bourgeois republics,” 
while being equal in law, “have in fact been prevented by thou
sands of tricks and devices from taking part in political life and 
from enjoying democratic rights and liberties, are now drawn 
unfailingly into constant and, moreover, decisive participation in 
the democratic administration of the state.”* (See Lenin, Vol. 
XXIV, p. 13.)

That is why Soviet power is a new form of state organization, 
different in principle from the old bourgeois-democratic and par
liamentary form, a new type of state, adapted not to the task of

* All italics mine.—J. St.
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exploiting and oppressing the labouring masses, but to the task 
of completely emancipating them from all oppression and exploita
tion, to the tasks facing the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Lenin is right in saying that with the appearance of Soviet 
power “the era of bourgeois-democratic parliamentarism has drawn 
to a close and a new chapter in world history—the era of proletarian 
dictatorship—has been opened.”

Wherein lie the characteristic features of Soviet power?
In that Soviet power is the most all-embracing and most demo

cratic state organization of all possible state organizations while 
classes continue to exist; for, being the arena of the bond and col
laboration between the workers and the exploited peasants in their 
struggle against the exploiters, and basing itself in its work on this 
bond and on this collaboration, Soviet power is thus the power of 
the majority of the population over the minority, it is the state 
of the majority, the expression of its dictatorship.

In that Soviet power is the most internationalist of all state 
organizations in class society, for, by destroying every kind of na
tional oppression and resting on the collaboration of the labouring 
masses of the various nationalities, it facilitates the uniting of 
these masses into a single state union.

In that Soviet power, by its very structure, facilitates the task 
of leading the oppressed and exploited masses by the vanguard of 
these masses—by thé proletariat, as the most united and most 
politically conscious core of the Soviets.

“The experience of all revolutions and of all movements of 
the oppressed classes, the experience of the world socialist move
ment teaches us,” says Lenin, "that the proletariat alone is able to 
unite and lead the scattered and backward strata of the toiling and 
exploited population.” (See Vol. XXIV, p. 14.) The point is that 
the structure of Soviet power facilitates the practical application 
of the lessons drawn from this experience.

In that Soviet power, by combining legislative and executive 
power in a single state organization and replacing territorial elec
toral constituencies by industrial units, factories and mills, there
by directly links the workers and the labouring masses in general
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with the apparatus of state administration, teaches them how to 
govern the country.

In that Soviet power alone is capable of releasing the army from 
its subordination to bourgeois command and of converting it from 
the instrument of oppression of the people which it is under the 
bourgeois order into an instrument for the liberation of the people 
from the yoke of the bourgeoisie, both native and foreign.

In that “the Soviet organization of the state alone is capable 
of immediately and effectively smashing and finally destroying 
the old, i.e., the bourgeois, bureaucratic and judicial apparatus.” 
(Ibid.)

In that the Soviet form of state alone, by drawing the mass 
organizations of the toilers and exploited into constant and unre
stricted participation instate administration, is capable of prepar
ing the ground for the withering away of the state, which is one 
of the basic elements of the future stateless communist society.

The Republic of Soviets is thus the political form, so long 
sought and finally discovered, within the framework of which the 
economic emancipation of the proletariat, the complete victory 
of socialism, must be accomplished.

The Paris Commune was the embryo of this form; Soviet 
power is its development and culmination.

That is why Lenin says:
“The Republic of Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’, and Peasants’Deputies 

is not only the form of a higher type of democratic institution ... but is the 
only*  form capable of ensuring the most painless transition to socialism.” 
(See Vol. XXII, p. 131.)

V

THE PEASANT QUESTION

From this theme I take four questions:
a) the presentation of the question;
b) the peasantry during the bourgeois-democratic revolution;
e) the peasantry during the proletarian revolution;

* My italics.—J. St.
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d) the peasantry after the consolidation of Soviet power.
1) The presentation of the question. Some think that the fun

damental thing in Leninism is the peasant question, that the point 
of departure of Leninism is the question of the peasantry, of its 
role, its relative importance. This is absolutely wrong. The funda
mental question of Leninism, its point of departure, is not the 
peasant question, but the question of the dictatorship of the prole
tariat, of the conditions under which it can be achieved, of the con
ditions under which it can be consolidated. The peasant question, 
as the question of the ally of the proletariat in its struggle for 
power, is a derivative question.

This circumstance, however, does not in the least deprive the 
peasant question of the serious and vital importance it unquestion
ably has for the proletarian revolution. It is known that the se
rious study of the peasant question in the ranks of Russian Marxists 
began ptecisely on the eve of the first revolution (1905), when the 
question of overthrowing tsarism and of realizing the hegemony 
of the proletariat confronted the Party in all its magnitude, and 
when the question of the ally of the proletariat in the impending 
bourgeois revolution became of vital importance. It is also known 
that the peasant question in Russia assumed a still more urgent 
character during the proletarian revolution, when the question of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, of achieving and maintaining 
it, led to the question of allies for the proletariat in the impending 
proletarian revolution. And this was natural. Those who are march
ing towards and preparing to assume power cannot but be interest
ed in the question of who are their real allies.

In this sense the peasant question is part of the general ques
tion of the dictatorship of the proletariat, and as such it is one of 
the most vital problems of Leninism.

The attitude of indifference and sometimes even of outright 
aversion displayed by the parties pf the Second International to
wards the peasant question is to be explained not only by the spe
cific conditions of development in the West. It is to be explained 
primarily by the fact that these parties do not believe in the prole
tarian dictatorship, that they fear revolution and have no inten
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tion of leading the proletariat to power. And those who are afraid 
of revolution, who do not intend to lead the proletarians to power, 
cannot be interested in the question of allies for the proletariat in 
the revolution—to them the question of allies is one of indifference, 
of no immediate significance. The ironical attitude of the he
roes of the Second International towards the peasant question is 
regarded by them as a sign of good breeding, a sign of “true” Marx
ism. As a matter of fact, there is not a grain of Marxism in this, 
for indifference towards so important a question as the peasant ques
tion on the eve of the proletarian revolution is the reverse side of 
the repudiation of the dictatorship of the proletariat, it is an unmis
takable sign of downright betrayal of Marxism.

The question is as follows: Are the revolutionary potentialities 
latent in the peasantry by virtue of certain conditions of its exist
ence already exhausted, or not; and if not, is there any hope, any 
basis, for utilizing these potentialities for the proletarian revolu
tion, for transforming the peasantry, the exploited majority of it, 
from the reserve of the bourgeoisie which it was during the bour
geois revolutions in the West and still is even now, into a reserve 
of the proletariat, into its ally?

Leninism replies to this question in the affirmative, i.e., it 
recognizes the existence of revolutionary capacities in the ranks of 
the majority of the peasantry, and the possibility of using these in 
the interests of the proletarian dictatorship.

The history of the three revolutions in Russia fully corroborates 
the conclusions of Leninism on this score.

Hence the practical conclusion that the toiling masses of the 
peasantry must be supported in their struggle against bondage and 
exploitation, in their struggle for deliverance from oppression and 
poverty. This does not mean, of course, that the proletariat must 
support every peasant movement. What we have in mind here is 
support for a movement or struggle of the peasantry which, directly 
or indirectly, facilitates the emancipation movement of the 
proletariat, which, in one way or another, brings grist to the mill 
of the proletarian revolution, and which helps to transform the 
peasantry into a reserve and ally of the working class.
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2) The peasantry during the bourgeois-democratic revolu
tion. This period extends from the first Russian revolution (1905) 
to the second revolution (February 1917), inclusive. The character
istic feature of this period is the emancipation of the peasantry 
from the influence of the liberal bourgeoisie, the peasantry’s deser
tion of the Cadets, its turn towards the proletariat, towards the 
Bolshevik Party. The history of this period is the history of the 
struggle between the Cadets (the liberal bourgeoisie) and the Bol
sheviks (the proletariat) for the peasantry. The outcome of this 
struggle was decided by the Duma period, for the period of the four 
Dumas served as an object lesson to the peasantry, and this lesson 
brought home to the peasantry the fact that they would receive 
neither land nor liberty at the hands of the Cadets; that the tsar 
was wholly in favour of the landlords, and that the Cadets were 
supporting the tsar; that the only force they could rely on for as
sistance was the urban workers, the proletariat. The imperialist 
war merely confirmed the lessons of the Duma period and consum
mated the peasantry’s desertion of the bourgeoisie, consummated 
the isolation of the liberal bourgeoisie; for the years of the war 
revealed the utter futility, the utter deceptiveness of all hopes of 
obtaining peace from the tsar and his bourgeois allies. Without 
the object lessons of the Duma period, the hegemony of the prole
tariat would have been impossible.

That is how the alliance between the workers and the peasants 
in the bourgeois-democratic revolution took shape. That is 
how the hegemony (leadership) of the proletariat in the common 
struggle for the overthrow of tsarism took shape—the hegemony 
which led to the February Revolution of 1917.

The bourgeois revolutions in the West (Britain, France, Ger
many, Austria) took, as is well known, a different road. There, he
gemony in the revolution belonged not to the proletariat, which 
by reason of its weakness did not and could not represent an inde
pendent political force, but to the liberal bourgeoisie. There the 
peasantry obtained its emancipation from feudal regimes, not at 
the hands of the proletariat, which was numerically weak and unor
ganized, but at the hands of the bourgeoisie. There the peasantry 
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marched against the old order side by side with the liberal bourgeoi
sie. There the peasantry acted as the reserve of the bourgeoisie. 
There the revolution, in consequence of this, led to an enormous 
increase in the political weight of the bourgeoisie.

In Russia, on the contrary, the bourgeois revolution produced 
quite opposite results. The revolution in Russia led not to the 
strengthening, but to the weakening of the bourgeoisie as a 
political force, not to an increase in its political reserves, but to 
the loss of its main reserve, to the loss of the peasantry. The 
bourgeois revolution in Russia brought to the forefront not the 
liberal bourgeoisie but the revolutionary proletariat, rallying 
around the latter the millions of the peasantry.

Incidentally, this explains why the bourgeois revolution in 
Russia passed into a proletarian revolution in a comparatively 
short space of time. The hegemony of the proletariat was the embryo 
of, and the transitional stage to, the dictatorship of the proletariat.

How is this peculiar phenomenon of the Russian revolution, 
which has no precedent in the history of the bourgeois revolutions 
of the West, to be explained? Whence this peculiarity?

It is to be explained by the fact that the bourgeois revolution 
unfolded in Russia under more advanced conditions of class strug
gle than in the West; that the Russian proletariat had at that time 
already become an independent political force, whereas the lib
eral bourgeoisie, frightened by the revolutionary spirit of the pro
letariat, lost all semblance of revolutionary spirit (especially after 
the lessons of 1905) and turned towards an alliance with the tsar 
and the landlords against the revolution, against the workers and 
peasants.

We should bear in mind the following circumstances, which 
determined the peculiar character of the Russian bourgeois 
revolution.

a) The unprecedented concentration of Russian industry on the 
eve of the revolution. It is known, for instance, that in Russia 
54 per cent of all the workers were employed in enterprises employ
ing over 500 workers each, whereas in so highly developed a coun
try as the United States of America no more than 33 per cent of 
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all the workers were employed in such enterprises. It scarcely 
needs proof that this circumstance alone, in view of the existence 
of a revolutionary party like the Party of the Bolsheviks, trans
formed the working class of Russia into an immense force in the 
political life of the country.

b) The hideous forms of exploitation in the factories, coupled 
with the intolerable police regime of the tsarist henchmen—a 
circumstance which transformed every important strike of the 
workers into an imposing political action and steeled the working 
class as a force that was revolutionary to the end.

e} The political flabbiness of the Russian bourgeoisie, which 
after the Revolution of 1905 turned into servility to tsarism and 
downright counterrevolution—a fact to be explained not only 
by the revolutionary spirit of the Russian proletariat, which 
flung the Russian bourgeoisie into the embrace of tsarism, but 
also by the direct dependence of this bourgeoisie upon government 
contracts.

d) The existence in the countryside of the most hideous and 
most intolerable survivals of serfdom, coupled with the unlimit
ed power of the landlords—a circumstance which threw the 
peasantry into the embrace of the revolution.

e) Tsarism, which stifled everything that was alive, and whose 
tyranny aggravated the oppression of the capitalist and the land
lord—a circumstance which united the struggle of the workers 
and peasants into a single torrent of revolution.

f) The imperialist war, which fused all these contradictions 
in the political life of Russia into a profound revolutionary crisis, 
and which lent the revolution tremendous striking force.

To whom could the peasantry turn under these circumstances? 
From whom could it seek support against the unlimited power 
of the landlords, against the tyranny of the tsar, against the dev
astating war which was ruining it? From the liberal bourgeoisie? 
But it was an enemy, as the long years of experience of all 
four Dumas had proved. From the Socialist-Revolutionaries? 
The Socialist-Revolutionaries were “better” than the Cadets, 
of course, and their program was “suitable,” almost a peasant 
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program; but what could the Socialist-Revolutionaries offer, 
considering that they thought of relying only on the peasants 
and were weak in the towns, from which the enemy primarily 
drew its forces? Where was the new force which would stop at 
nothing either in town or country, which would boldly march in 
the front ranks to fight the tsar and the landlords, which would 
help the peasantry to extricate itself from bondage, from land 
hunger, from oppression, from war? Was there such a force in Rus
sia at all? Yes, there was. It was the Russian proletariat, which 
had shown its strength, its ability to fight to the end, its boldness 
and revolutionary spirit, as far back as 1905.

At any rate, there was no other such force; nor could any 
other be found anywhere.

That is why the peasantry, when it turned its back on the 
Cadets and attached itself to the Socialist-Revolutionaries, 
at the same time came to realize the necessity of submitting to 
the leadership of such a courageous leader of the revolution as 
the Russian proletariat.

Such were the circumstances which determined the peculiar 
character of the Russian bourgeois revolution.

3) The peasantry during the proletarian revolution. This pe
riod extends from the February Revolution of 1917 to the Octo
ber Revolution of 1917. This period is comparatively short, eight 
months in all; but from the point of view of the political en
lightenment and revolutionary training of the masses these eight 
months can safely be put on a par with whole decades of ordinary 
constitutional development, for they were eight months of rev
olution. The characteristic feature of this period was the further 
revolutionization of the peasantry, its disillusionment with the 
Socialist-Revolutionaries, the peasantry’s desertion of the 
Socialist-Revolutionaries, its new turn towards a direct rally 
around the proletariat as the only consistently revolutionary 
force, capable of leading the country to peace. The history of this 
period is the history of the struggle between the Socialist-Rev
olutionaries (petty-bourgeois democracy) and the Bolsheviks 
(proletarian democracy) for the peasantry, to win over the majority 
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of the peasantry. The outcome of this struggle was decided by 
the coalition period, the Kerensky period, the refusal of the So
cialist-Revolutionaries and the Mensheviks to confiscate the land
lords’ land, the fight of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Menshe
viks to continue the war, the June offensive at the front, the in
troduction of capital punishment for soldiers, the Kornilov 
revolt.

Whereas before, in the preceding period, the basic question 
of the revolution had been the overthrow of the tsar and of the 
power of the landlords, now, in the period following the February 
Revolution, when there was no longer any tsar, and when the in
terminable war had exhausted the economy of the country and 
utterly ruined the peasantry, the question of liquidating the war 
became the main problem of the revolution. The centre of gravity 
had manifestly shifted from purely internal questions to the 
main question—the war. “End the war,” “Let’s get out of the 
war”—such was the general outcry of the war-weary nation and 
primarily of the peasantry.

But in order to get out of the war it was necessary to over
throw the Provisional Government, it was necessary to overthrow 
the power of the bourgeoisie, it was necessary to overthrow the 
power of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, for they, 
and they alone, were dragging out the war to a “victorious finish.” 
Practically, there was no way of getting out of the war except by 
overthrowing the bourgeoisie.

This was a new revolution, a proletarian revolution, for it 
ousted from power the last group of the imperialist bourgeoisie, 
its extreme Left wing, the Socialist-Revolutionary Party and the 
Mensheviks, in order to set up a new, proletarian power, the power 
of the Soviets, in order to put in power the party of the revolution
ary proletariat, the Bolshevik Party, the party of the revolution
ary struggle against the imperialist war and for a democratic 
peace. The majority of the peasantry supported the struggle of 
the workers for peace, for the power of the Soviets.

There was no other way out for the peasantry. Nor could there 
be any other way out.
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Thus, the Kerensky period was a great object lesson for the 
toiling masses of the peasantry, for it showed clearly that with 
the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks in power the coun
try would not extricate itself from the war, and the peasants would 
never get either land or liberty; that the Mensheviks and Socialist- 
Revolutionaries differed from the Cadets only in their honeyed 
phrases and false promises, while they actually pursued the same 
imperialist, Cadet policy; that the only power that could lead 
the country on to the proper road was the power of the Soviets. 
The further prolongation of the war merely confirmed the truth 
of this lesson, spurred on the revolution, and drove millions of 
peasants and soldiers to rally directly around the proletarian rev
olution. The isolation of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Men
sheviks became an incontrovertible fact. Without the object les
sons of the coalition' period the dictatorship of the proletariat 
would have been impossible.

Such were the circumstances which facilitated the process of 
the bourgeois revolution passing into the proletarian revolution.

That is how the dictatorship of the proletariat took shape in 
Russia.

4) The peasantry after the consolidation of Soviet power. Whereas 
before, in the first period of the revolution, the main objective was 
the overthrow of tsarism, and later, after the February Revolution, 
the primary objective was to get out of the imperialist war by over
throwing the bourgeoisie, now, after the liquidation of the civil 
war and the consolidation of Soviet power, questions of economic 
construction came to the forefront. Strengthen and develop the 
nationalized industry; for this purpose link up industry with peas
ant economy through state-regulated trade; replace the surplus
appropriation system by the tax in kind so as, later on, by grad
ually lowering the tax in kind, to reduce matters to the exchange 
of products of industry for the products of peasant farming; re
vive trade and develop the cooperatives, drawing into them the 
vast masses of the peasantry—this is how Lenin outlined the 
immediate tasks of economic construction on the way to building 
the foundations of socialist economy.
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It is said that this task may prove beyond the strength of a 
peasant country like Russia. Some sceptics even say that it is sim
ply utopian, impossible, for the peasantry is a peasantry—it 
consists of small producers, and therefore cannot be of use in 
organizing the foundations of socialist production.

But the sceptics are mistaken, for they fail to take into account 
certain circumstances which in the present case are of decisive 
significance. Let us examine the most important of these:

Firstly. The peasantry in the Soviet Union must not be con
fused with the peasantry in the West. A peasantry that has been 
schooled in three revolutions, that fought against the tsar and 
the power of the bourgeoisie side by side with the proletariat and 
under the leadership of the proletariat, a peasantry that has re
ceived land and peace at the hands of the proletarian revolution 
and by reason of this has become the reserve of the proletariat— 
such a peasantry cannot but be different from a peasantry which 
during the bourgeois revolution fought under the leadership of 
the liberal bourgeoisie, which received land at the hands of that 
bourgeoisie, and in view of this became the reserve of the bourgeoi
sie. It scarcely needs proof that the Soviet peasantry, which has 
learnt to appreciate its political friendship and political collab
oration with the proletariat and which owes its freedom to this 
friendship and collaboration, cannot but represent exceptionally 
favourable material for economic collaboration with the prole
tariat.

Engels said that “the conquest of political power by the So
cialist Party has become a matter of the not too distant future,” 
that “in order to conquer political power this Party must first go 
from the towns to the country, must become a power in the coun
tryside.” (See Engels, The Peasant Question, 1922 ed.) He wrote 
this in the nineties of the last century, having in mind the West
ern peasantry. Does it need proof that the Russian Communists, 
after accomplishing an enormous amount of work in this field 
in the course of three revolutions, have already succeeded in gain
ing in the countryside an influence and backing the like of which 
our Western comrades dare not even dream of? How can it be de
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nied that this circumstance must decidedly facilitate the organi
zation of economic collaboration between the working class and 
the peasantry of Russia?

The sceptics maintain that the small peasants are a factor 
that is incompatible with socialist construction. But listen to 
what Engels says about the small peasants of the West;

“We are decidedly on the side of the small peasant; we shall do everything 
at all permissible to make his lot more hearable, to facilitate bis transition 
to the cooperative should he decide to do so, and even to make it possible 
for him to remain on bis small holding for a protracted length of time to think 
the matter over, should he still be unable to bring himself to this decision. 
We do this not only because we consider the small peasant who does his own 
work as virtually belonging to us, but also in the direct interest of the Party. 
The greater the number of peasants whom we can save from being actually 
hurled down into the proletariat, whom we can win to our side while they 
are still peasants, the more quickly and easily the social transformation 
will be accomplished. It will serve us nought to wait with this transformation 
until capitalist production has developed everywhere to its utmost conse
quences, until the last small handicraftsman and the last small peasant have 
fallen victim to capitalist large-scale production. The material sacrifices 
to be made for this purpose in the interest of the peasants and to be de
frayed out of public funds can, from the point of view of capitalist economy, 
be viewed only as money thrown away, but it is nevertheless an excellent 
investment because it will effect a perhaps tenfold saving in the cost 
of the social reorganization in general. In this sense we can, therefore, 
afford to deal very liberally with the peasants.” (Ibid.)

That is what Engels said, having in mind the Western peasant
ry. But is it not clear that what Engels said can nowhere be real
ized so easily and so completely as in the land of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat? Is it not clear that only in Soviet Russia is it pos
sible at once and to the fullest extent for “the small peasant who 
does his own work” to come over to our side, for the “material sac
rifices” necessary for this to be made, and for the necessary “lib
erality towards the peasants” to be displayed? Is it not clear that 
these and similar measures for the benefit of the peasantry are al
ready being carried out in Russia? How can it be denied that this 
circumstance, in its turn, must facilitate and advance the work 
of economic construction in the land of the Soviets?
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Secondly. Agriculture in Russia must not be confused with 
agriculture in the West. There, agriculture is developing along 
the ordinary lines of capitalism, under conditions of profound 
differentiation among the peasantry, with large landed estates 
and private capitalist latifundia at one extreme and pauperism, 
destitution and wage slavery at the other. Owing to this, disin
tegration and decay are quite natural there. Not so in Russia. 
Here agriculture cannot develop along such a path, if for no other 
reason than that the existence of Soviet power and the nationali
zation of the principal instruments and means of production pre
clude such a development. In Russia the development of agricul
ture must proceed along a different path, along the path of organ
izing millions of small and middle peasants in cooperatives, 
along the path of developing in the countryside a mass cooperative 
movement supported by the state by means of preferential 
credits. Lenin rightly pointed out in his articles on cooperation 
that the development of agriculture in our country must proceed 
along a new path, along the path of drawing the majority of the 
peasants into socialist construction through the cooperatives, 
along the path of gradually introducing into agriculture the prin
ciples of collectivism, first in the sphere of marketing and later 
in the sphere of production of agricultural products.

Of extreme interest in this respect are several new phenomena 
observed in the countryside in connection with the work of the 
agricultural cooperatives. It is well known that new, large organ
izations have sprung up within the Selskosoyuz, in different 
branches of agriculture, such as production of flax, potatoes, 
butter, etc., which have a great future before them. Of these, the 
Flax Centre, for instance, unites a whole network of peasant flax 
growers’ associations. The Flax Centre supplies the peasants with 
seeds and implements; then it buys all the flax produced by these 
peasants, disposes of it on the market on a large scale, guarantees 
the peasants a share in the profits, and in this way links peasant 
economy with state industry through the Selskosoyuz. What 
shall we call this form of organization of production? In my opin
ion, it is the domestic system of large-scale state-socialist pro
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duction in the sphere of agriculture. In speaking of the domestic 
system of state-socialist production I do so by analogy with the 
domestic system under capitalism, let us say, in the textile in
dustry, where the handicraftsmen received their raw material 
and tools from the capitalist and turned over to him the entire 
product of their labour, thus being in fact semiwage earners work
ing in their own homes. This is one of numerous indices showing 
the path along which our agriculture must develop. There is no 
need to mention here similar indices in other branches of agri
culture.

It scarcely needs proof that the vast majority of the peasantry 
will eagerly take this new path of development, rejecting the 
path of private capitalist latifundia and wage slavery, the path 
of destitution and ruin.

Here is what Lenin says about the path of development of 
our agriculture:

“State power over all large-scale means of production, state power in 
the hands of the proletariat, the alliance of this proletariat with the many 
millions of small and very small peasants, the assured leadership of the peas
antry by the proletariat, etc.—is not this all that is necessary for building 
a complete socialist society from the cooperatives, from the cooperatives 
alone, which we formerly looked down upon as huckstering and which from 
a certain aspect we have the right to look down upon as such now, under 
NEP? Is this not all that is necessary for building acomplete socialist socie
ty? This is not yet the building of socialist society, but it is all that is neces
sary and sufficient for this building." (See Vol. XXVII, p. 392.)

Further on, speaking of the necessity of giving financial and 
other assistance to the cooperatives, as a “new principle of organ
izing the population” and a new “social system” under the dic
tatorship of the proletariat, Lenin continues:

“Every social system arises only with the financial assistance of a defi
nite class. There is no need to mention the hundreds and hundreds of mil
lions of rubles that the birth of ‘free’ capitalism cost. Now we must realize, 
pnd apply in our practical work, the fact that the social system which we 
piust now give more than usual assistance is the cooperative system. But 
It must be assisted in the real sense of the word, i.e., it will not be enough 
tor|jjterpret assistance tojnean assistance for any kind of cooperative trade;
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by assistance wo must mean assistance for cooperative trade in which really 
large masses 0/ the population really take part.” (Ibid., p. 393.)

What do all these facts prove?
That the sceptics are wrong.
That Leninism is right in regarding the masses of labouring 

peasants as the reserve of the proletariat.
That the proletariat in power can and must use this reserve 

in order to link industry with agriculture, to advance socialist 
construction, and to provide for the dictatorship of the prole
tariat that necessary foundation without which the transition to 
socialist economy is impossible.

VI
THE NATIONAL QUESTION

From this theme I take two main questions:
a) the presentation of the question;
b) the liberation movement of the oppressed peoples and the 

proletarian revolution.
1) The presentation oj the question. During the last two dec

ades the national question has undergone a number of very impor
tant changes. The national question in the period of the Second 
International and the national question in the period of Lenin
ism are far from being the same thing. They differ profoundly 
from each other, not only in their scope, but also in their intrin
sic character.

Formerly, the national question was usually confined to a nar
row circle of questions, concerning, primarily, “civilized” nation
alities. The Irish, the Hungarians, the Poles, the Finns, the 
Serbs, and several other European nationalities—that was the 

' circle of unequal peoples in whose destinies the leaders of the 
Second International were interested. The scores and hundreds 
of millions of Asiatic and African peoples who are suffering na
tional oppression in its most savage and cruel form usually re
mained outside of their field of vision. They hesitated to put white 
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and black, “civilized” and “uncivilized" on the same plane. Two 
or three meaningless, lukewarm resolutions, which carefully 
evaded the question of liberating the colonies—that was all. the 
leaders of the Second International could boast of. Now we can 
say that this duplicity and half-heartedness in dealing with the 
national question has been brought to an end. Leninism laid bare 
this crying incongruity, broke down the wall between whites and 
blacks, between Europeans and Asiatics, between the “civilized” 
and “uncivilized” slaves of imperialism, and thus linked the na
tional question with the question of the colonies. The national 
question was thereby transformed from a particular and inter
nal state problem into a general and international problem, into 
a world problem of emancipating the oppressed peoples in 
the dependent countries and colonies from the yoke of im
perialism.

Formerly, the principle of self-determination of nations was 
usually misinterpreted, and not infrequently it was narrowed down 
to the idea of the right of nations to autonomy.. Certain leaders 
of the Second International even went so far as to turn the right 
to self-determination into the right to cultural autonomy, i.e., 
the right of oppressed nations to have their own cultural institu
tions, leaving all political power in the hands of the ruling na
tion. As a consequence, the idea of self-determination stood in 
danger of being transformed from an instrument for combating 
annexations into an instrument for justifying them. Now we 
can say that this confusion has been cleared up. Leninism broadened 
the conception of self-determination, interpreting it as the right 
of the oppressed peoples of the dependent countries and colonies 
to complete secession, as the right of nations to independent exist
ence as states. This precluded the possibility of justifying an
nexations by interpreting the right to self-determination as the 
right to autonomy. Thus, the principle of self-determination it
self was transformed from an instrument for deceiving; the masses, 
which it undoubtedly was in the hands of the social-chauyinista 
during the imperialist war, into an instrument for exposing alj 
imperialist aspirations and chauvinist machinations, into au 



72 J. STALIN

instrument for the political education of the masses in the spirit 
of internationalism.

Formerly, the question of the oppressed nations was usually 
regarded as purely a juridical question. Solemn proclamations 
about “national equality of rights,” innumerable declarations about 
the “equality of nations”—that was the stock-in-trade of the 
parties of the Second International, which glossed over the fact 
that "equality of nations” under imperialism, where one group 
of nations (a minority) lives by exploiting another group of na
tions, is sheer mockery of the oppressed nations. NoW we can 
say that this bourgeois-juridical point of view on the national 
question has been exposed. Leninism brought the national ques
tion down from the lofty heights of high-sounding declarations 
to solid ground, and declared that pronouncements about the 
“equality of nations” not backed by the direct support of the pro
letarian parties for the liberation struggle of the oppressed na
tions are meaningless and false. In this way the question of the 
oppressed nations became one of supporting the oppressed nations, 
of rendering real and continuous assistance to them in their strug
gle against imperialism for real equality of nations, for their 
independent existence as states.

Formerly, the national question was regarded from a reform
ist point of view, as an independent question having no connec
tion with the general question of the power of capital, of the over
throw of imperialism, of the proletarian revolution. It was tacitly 
assumed that the victory of the proletariat in Europe was possible 
without a direct alliance with the liberation movement in the 
colonies, that the national-colonial question could be solved on 
the quiet, “of its own accord,” off the highway of the proletarian 
revolution, without a revolutionary struggle against imperialism. 
Now we can say that this antirevolutionary point of view has 
been exposed. Leninism has proved, and the imperialist war and 
the revolution in Russia have confirmed, that the national ques
tion can be solved only in connection with and on the basis of 
the proletarian revolution, and that the road to victory of the 
revpjutipn in JJjç West lies t^rpugh thç revolutionary alliance 
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with the liberation movement of the colonies and dependent coun
tries against imperialism. The national question is a part of the 
general question of the proletarian revolution, a part of the ques
tion of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

The question is as follows: Are the revolutionary potentiali
ties latent in the revolutionary liberation movement of the 
oppressed countries already exhausted, or not; and if not, is 
there any hope, any basis, for utilizing these potentialities for 
the proletarian revolution, for transforming the dependent and col
onialcountries from a reserve of the imperialist bourgeoisie into a 
reserve of the revolutionary proletariat, into an ally of the latter?

Leninism replies to this question in the affirmative, i.e., 
it recognizes the existence of revolutionary capacities in the na
tional liberation movement of the oppressed countries, and the 
possibility of using these for overthrowing the common enemy, 
for overthrowing imperialism. The mechanics of the development 
of imperialism, the imperialist war and the revolution in Russia 
wholly confirm the conclusions of Leninism on this score.

Hence the necessity for the proletariat of the “dominant” na
tions to support—resolutely and actively to support—the national 
liberation movement of the oppressed and dependent peoples.

This does not mean, of course, that the proletariat must sup
port every national movement, everywhere and always, in every 
individual concrete case. It means that support must be given to 
such national movements as tend to weaken, to overthrow impe
rialism, and not to strengthen and preserve it. Gases occur when 
the national movements in certain oppressed countries come into 
conflict with the interests of the development of the proletarian 
movement.- In such cases support is, of course, entirely out of 
the question. The question of the rights of nations is not an iso
lated, self-sufficient question; it is a part of the general problem 
of the proletarian revolution, subordinate to the whole, and must 
be considered from the point of view of the whole. In the forties 
of the last century Marx supported the national movement of 
the Poles and Hungarians and was opposed to the national move
ment of the Czechs and the South Slavs, Why? Because the Czechs 
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and the South Slavs were then “reactionary peoples,” “Russian 
outposts” in Europe, outposts of absolutism; whereas the Poles 
and the Hungarians were “revolutionary peoples,” fighting against 
absolutism. Because support of the national movement of the 
Czechs and the South Slavs was at that time equivalent to indi
rect support of tsarism, the most dangerous enemy of the revo
lutionary movement in Europe.

“The various demands of democracy,” writes Lenin,“including self-deter
mination, are not an absolute, but a small part of the general democratic 
(now: general socialist) world movement. In individual concrete cases, the 
part may contradict the whole; if so, it must be rejected.” (See Vol. XIX, 
pp. 257-58.)

This is the position in regard to the question of particular 
national movements, of the possible reactionary character of these 
movements—if, of course, they are appraised not from the for
mal point of view, not from the point of view of abstract rights, 
but concretely, from the point of view of the interests of the rev
olutionary movement.

The same must be said of the revolutionary character of na
tional movements in general. The unquestionably revolutionary 
character of the vast majority of national movements is as rela
tive and peculiar as is the possible reactionary character of certain 
particular national movements. The revolutionary character of 
a national movement under the conditions of imperialist oppression 
does not necessarily presuppose the existence of proletarian ele
ments in the movement, the existence of a revolutionary or a re
publican program of the movement, the existence of a democrat
ic basis of the movement. The struggle that the Emir of Afgha
nistan is waging for the independence of Afghanistan is objectively 
a revolutionary struggle, despite the monarchist views of the Emir 
and his associates, for it weakens, disintegrates and undermines 
imperialism; whereas the struggle waged by such “desperate” 
democrats and “Socialists,” “revolutionaries” and republicans as, 
for example, Kerenslçy and Tsereteli, Renaudel and Scheidemann, 
Chernov and Dan, Henderson and Clynes, during the imperialist 
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war was a reactionary struggle, for its result was the embellish
ment, the strengthening, the victory, of imperialism. For the 
same reasons, the struggle that the Egyptian merchants and bour
geois intellectuals are waging for the independence of Egypt is 
objectively a revolutionary struggle, despite the bourgeois origin 
and bourgeois title of the leaders of the Egyptian national 
movement, despite the fact that they are opposed to socialism; 
whereas the struggle that the British “Labour” Government is 
waging to preserve Egypt’s dependent position is for the same 
reasons a reactionary struggle, despite the proletarian origin and 
the proletarian title of the members of that government, despite 
the fact that they are “for” socialism. There is no need to mention 
the national movement in other, larger, colonial and dependent 
countries, such as India and China, every step of which along the 
road to liberation, even if it runs counter to the demands of for
mal democracy, is a steam-hammer blow at imperialism, i.e., 
is undoubtedly a revolutionary step.

Lenin was right in saying that the national movement of the 
oppressed countries should be appraised not from the point of 
view of formal democracy, but from the point of view of the actual 
results, as shown by the general balance sheet of the struggle 
against imperialism, that is to say, “not in isolation, but on a world 
scale.” (See Vol. XIX, p. 257.)

2) The liberation movement of the oppressed peoples and the 
proletarian revolution. In solving the national question Leninism 
proceeds from the following theses:

a) the world is divided into two camps: the camp of a handful 
of civilized nations, which possess finance capital and exploit the 
vast majority of thé population of the globe; and the camp of 
the oppressed and exploited peoples in the colonies and dependent 
countries, which, constitute that majority;

b) the colonies and the dependent countries, oppressed and 
exploited by finance capital, constitute a vast reserve and a very 
important source of strength for imperialism;

e) the revolutionary struggle of the oppressed peoples in the 
dependent and colonial countries against imperialism is the only



76 J. STALIN

road that leads to their emancipation from oppression and exploi
tation;

d) the most important colonial and dependent countries have 
already taken the path of the national liberation movement, -which 
cannot but lead to the crisis of world capitalism;

e) the interests of the proletarian movement in the developed 
countries and of the national liberation movement in the colonies 
call for the union of these two forms of the revolutionary move
ment into a common front against the common enemy, against 
imperialism ;

f) the victory of the working class in the developed countries 
and the liberation of the oppressed peoples from the yoke of im
perialism are impossible without the formation and the consolida
tion of a common revolutionary front;

g) the formation of a common revolutionary front is impossible 
unless the proletariat of the oppressor nations renders direct and 
determined support to the liberation movement of the oppressed 
peoples against the imperialism of its “own country,” for “no 
nation can be free if it oppresses other nations” {Engels)',

h) this support implies the upholding, defence and implemen
tation of the slogan of the right of nations to secession, to inde
pendent existence as states;

i) unless this slogan is implemented, the union and collabora
tion of nations within a single world economic system, which is 
the material basis for the victory of world socialism, cannot be 
brought about;

j) this union can only be voluntary, arising on the basis 
of mutual confidence and fraternal relations among peoples.

Hence the two sides, the two tendencies in the national ques
tion: the tendency towards political emancipation from the shack
les of imperialism and towards the formation of an independent 
national state—a tendency which arose as a consequence of 
imperialist oppression and colonial exploitation, and the tendency 
towards closer economic relations among nations, which arose 
as a result of the formation. of a wprlçl iparkçt apd a world çcq, 
pomic system,
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“Developing capitalism,” says Lenin, “knows two historical tendencies 
in the national question. First: the awakening of national life and national 
movements, struggle against all national oppression, creation of national 
states. Second: development and acceleration of all kinds of intercourse be
tween nations, breakdown of national barriers, creation of the international 
unity of capital, of economic life in general, of politics, science, etc.

“Both tendencies are a world-wide law of capitalism. The first predomi
nates at the beginning of its development, the second characterizes mature 
capitalism that is moving towards its transformation into socialist 
society.” (See Vol. XVII, pp. 139-40.)

For imperialism these two tendencies represent irreconcilable 
contradictions; because imperialism cannot exist without exploit
ing colonies and forcibly retaining them within the framework 
of the “integral whole”; because imperialism can bring nations 
together only by means of annexations and colonial conquest, 
without which imperialism is, generally speaking, inconceivable.

For communism, on the contrary, these tendencies are but 
two sides of a single cause—the cause of the emancipation 
of the oppressed peoples from the yoke of imperialism; because 
communism knows that the union of peoples in a single world 
economic system is possible only on the basis of mutual confidence 
and voluntary agreement, and that the road to the forma
tion of a voluntary union of peoples lies through the separa
tion of the colonies from the “integral” imperialist “whole,” 
through the transformation of the colonies into independent 
states.

Hence the necessity for a stubborn, continuous and deter
mined struggle against the dominant-nation chauvinism of the 
“Socialists” of the ruling nations (Britain, France, America, Italy, 
Japan, etc.), who do not want to fight their imperialist govern
ments, who do not want to support the struggle of the oppressed 
peoples in “their” colonies for emancipation from oppression, for 
secession.

Without such a struggle the education of the working class 
of the ruling nations in the spirit of true internationalism, in 
the spirit ofcloser relations with the toiling masses of the dependent 
countries and colonies, in the spirit of real preparation for the 
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proletarian revolution, is inconceivable. The revolution would 
not have been victorious in Russia, and Kolchak and Denikin 
would not have been crushed, had not the Russian proletariat 
enjoyed the sympathy and support of the oppressed peoples of 
the former Russian Empire. But to win the sympathy and support 
of these peoples it bad first of all to break the fetters of Russian 
imperialism and free these peoples from the yoke of national op
pression.

Without this it would have been impossible to consolidate 
Soviet power, to implant real internationalism and to create 
that remarkable organization for the collaboration of peoples 
which is called the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and which 
is the living prototype of the future union of peoples in a single 
world economic system.

Hence the necessity of fighting against the national isolation
ism, narrowness and aloofness of the Socialists in the oppressed 
countries, who do not want to rise above their national paro
chialism and who do not understand the connection between the 
liberation movement in their own countries and the proletarian 
movement in the ruling countries.

Without such a struggle it is inconceivable that the proletar
iat of the oppressed nations can maintain an independent policy 
and its class solidarity with the proletariat of the ruling countries 
in the fight for the overthrow of the common enemy, in the fight 
for the overthrow of imperialism.

Without such a struggle, internationalism would be impos
sible.

Such is the way in which the toiling masses of the dominant 
and of the oppressed nations must be educated in the spirit of 
revolutionary internationalism.

Here is what Lenin says about this twofold task of communism 
in educating the workers in the spirit of internationalism:

“Gan such education ...he concretely identicalin. great, oppressing nations 
and in small, oppressed nations, in annexing nations and in annexed nations?

“Obviously not. The way to the one goal—to complete equality, to 
the closest relations and the subsequent amalgamation of all nations—obvi
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ously proceeds here by different routes in each concrete case; in the same way, 
let us say, as the route to a point in the middle of a given page lies towards 
the left from one edge and towards the right from the opposite edge. If a 
Social-Democrat belonging to a great, oppressing, annexing nation, while 
advocating the amalgamation of nations in general, were to forget even for 
one moment that ‘his’ Nicholas 11, ‘his’ Wilhelm, George, Poincaré, etc., 
also stands for amalgamation with small nations (by means of annexations)— 
Nicholas II being for ‘amalgamation’ with Galicia, Wilhelm II for ‘amalga
mation’ with Belgium, etc.—such a Social-Democrat would be a ridiculous 
doctrinaire in theory and an abettor of imperialism in practice.

“The weight of emphasis in the internationalist education of the workers 
in the oppressing countries must necessarily consist in their advocating and 
upholding freedom of secession for oppressed countries. Without this there 
can be no internationalism. It is our right and duty to treat every Social- 
Democrat of an oppressing nation who fails to conduct such propaganda as an 
imperialist and a scoundrel. This is an absolute demand, even if the chance of 
secession being possible and ’feasible’before the introduction of socialism 
be only one in a thousand....

“On the other hand, a Social-Democrat belonging to a small nation must 
emphasize in his agitation the second word of our general formula: ‘voluntary 
union’ of nations. He may, without violating his duties as an international
ist, be in favour of either the political independence of his nation or its 
inclusion in a neighbouring state X, Y, Z, etc. But in all cases he must 
fight against small-nation narrow-mindedness, isolationism and aloofness, 
he must fight lor the recognition of the whole and the general, for the subor
dination of the interests of the particular to the interests of the general.

“People who have not gone thoroughly into the question think there is 
a ‘contradiction’ in Social-Democrats of oppressing nations insisting on 
‘freedom of secession, ’ while Social-Democrats of oppressed nations insist on 
‘freedom of union.' However, a. little reflection will show that there isnot, 
and cannot be, any other road leading from the given situation to interna
tionalism and the amalgamation of nations, any other road to this goal.” 
(See Vol. XIX, pp. 261-62.)

VII

STRATEGY AND TACTICS

From this theme I take six questions:
a) strategy and tactics as the science of leadership in the class 

struggle of the proletariat;
b) stages of the revolution, and strategy;
e) the flow and ebb of the movement, and tactics;
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d) strategic leadership;
e) tactical leadership;
f) reformism and revolutionism.
1) Strategy and tactics as the science of leadership in the class 

struggle of the proletariat. The period of the domination of the 
Second International was mainly a period of the formation and 
training of the proletarian political armies under conditions of 
more or less peaceful development. It was the period of parlia
mentarism as the predominant form of the class struggle. Ques
tions of great class conflicts, of preparing the proletariat for rev
olutionary clashes, of the means of achieving the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, did not seem to be on the order of the day at 
that time. The task was confined to utilizing all means of legal 
development for the purpose of forming and training the prole
tarian armies, to utilizing parliamentarism in conformity with 
the conditions under which the status of the proletariat remained, 
and, as itseemed,had to remain, that of an opposition. It scarce
ly needs proof that in such a period and with such a conception 
of the tasks of the proletariat there could be neither an integral 
strategy nor any elaborated tactics. There were fragmentary and 
detached ideas about tactics and strategy, but no tactics or strat
egy as such.

The mortal sin of the Second International was not that it 
pursued at that time the tactics of utilizing parliamentary forms 
of struggle, but that it overestimated the importance of these 
forms, that it considered them virtually the only forms; and that 
when the period of open revolutionary battles set in and the ques
tion of extraparliamentary forms of struggle came to the fore, 
the parties of the Second International turned their backs on these 
new tasks, refused to shoulder them.

Only in the subsequent period, the period of direct action by 
the proletariat, the period of proletarian revolution, when the 
question of overthrowing the bourgeoisie became a question of 
immediate practical action; when the question of the reserves of 
the proletariat (strategy) became one of the most burning questions; 
when all forms of struggle and of organization, parliamentary 
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and extraparliamentary (tactics), had quite clearly manifested 
themselves—only in this period could an integral strategy and 
elaborated tactics for the struggle of the proletariat be worked 
out. It was precisely in this period that Lenin brought out into 
the light of day the brilliant ideas of Marx and Engels on tactics 
and strategy that had been suppressed by the opportunists of the 
Second International. But Lenin did not confine himself to re
storing particular tactical propositions of Marx and Engels. He de
veloped them further and supplemented them with new ideas 
and propositions, combining them all into a system of rules and 
guiding principles for the leadership of the class struggle of the 
proletariat. Lenin’s pamphlets, such as What Is To Be Done?, 
Two Tactics, Imperialism, The State and Revolution, The Pro
letarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky, “Left-Wing’ 
Communism, undoubtedly constitute priceless contributions 
to the general treasury of Marxism, to its revolutionary 
arsenal. The strategy and tactics of Leninism constitute the 
science of leadership in the revolutionary struggle of the 
proletariat.

2) Stages of the revolution, and strategy. Strategy is the de
termination of the direction of the main blow of the proletariat 
at a given stage of the revolution, the elaboration of a correspond
ing plan for the disposition of the revolutionary forces (main 
and secondary reserves), the fight to carry out this plan throughout 
the given stage of the revolution.

Our revolution had already passed through two stages, and 
after the October Revolution it entered a third one. Our strategy 
changed accordingly.

First stage. 1903 to February 1917. Objective: to overthrow 
tsarism and completely wipe out the survivals of medievalism. 
The main force of the revolution: the proletariat. Immediate 
reserves: the peasantry. Direction of the main blow: the isolation 
of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie, which was striving to win 
over the peasantry and liquidate the revolution by a compro
mise with tsarism. Plan for the disposition of forces: alliance of 
the working class with the peasantry. “The proletariat must carry 

6—592
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to completion the democratic revolution, by allying to itself the 
mass of the peasantry in order to crush by force the resistance of 
the autocracy and to paralyze the instability of the bourgeoisie.” 
(See Lenin, Vol. VIII, p. 96.)

Second stage. March 1917 to October 1917. Objective: to over
throw imperialism in Russia and to withdraw from the imperialist 
war. The main force of the revolution: the proletariat. Immediate 
reserves: the poor peasantry. The proletariat of neighbouring coun
tries as probable reserves. The protracted war and the crisis of 
imperialism as a favourable factor. Direction of the main blow: 
isolation of the petty-bourgeois democrats (Mensheviks and So
cialist-Revolutionaries), who were striving to win over the toil
ing masses of the peasantry and to put an end to the revolution 
by a compromise with imperialism. Plan for the disposition of 
forces: alliance of the proletariat with the poor peasantry. “The 
proletariat must accomplish the socialist revolution, by allying 
to itself the mass of the semiproletarian elements of the popula
tion in order to crush by force the resistance of the bourgeoisie and 
to paralyze the instability of the peasantry and the petty bour
geoisie.” {Ibid.)

Third stage. Began after the October Revolution. Objective: 
to consolidate the dictatorship of the proletariat in one country, 
using it as a base for the defeat of imperialism in all countries. 
The revolution spreads beyond the confines of one country; the 
epoch of world revolution has begun. The main forces of the revo
lution: the dictatorship of the proletariat in one country, the 
revolutionary movement of the proletariat in all countries. Main 
reserves: the semiproletarian and small-peasant masses in the de
veloped countries, the liberation movement in the colonies and 
dependent countries. Direction of the main blow: isolation 
of the petty-bourgeois democrats, isolation of the parties of 
the Second International, which constitute the main support 
of the policy of compromise with imperialism. Plan for the 
disposition of forces: alliance of the proletarian revolution with 
the liberation movement in the colonies and the dependent 
countries.
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Strategy deals with the main forces of the revolution and their 
reserves. It changes with the passing of the revolution from one 
stage to another, but remains basically unchanged throughout 
a given stage.

3) The flow and ebb of the movement, and tactics. Tactics are 
the determination of the line of conduct of the proletariat in the 
comparatively short period of the flow or ebb of the movement, 
of the rise or decline of the revolution, the fight to carry out this 
line by means of replacing old forms of struggle and organization 
by new ones, old slogans by new ones, by combining these forms, 
etc. While the object of strategy is to win the war against tsarism, 
let us say, or against the bourgeoisie, to carry through the struggle 
against tsarism or against the bourgeoisie to its end, tactics pursue 
less important objects, for their aim is not the winning of the 
war as a whole, but the winning of some particular engagements 
or some particular battles, the carrying through successfully of 
some particular campaigns or actions corresponding to the concrete 
circumstances in the given period of rise or decline of the revolution. 
Tactics are a part of strategy, subordinate to it and serving it.

Tactics change according to flow and ebb. While the strategic 
plan remained unchanged during the first stage of the revolution 
(1903 to February 1917), tactics changed several times during that 
period. In the period from 1903 to 1905 the Party pursued offen
sive tactics, for the tide of the revolution was rising, the movement 
was on the upgrade, and tactics had to proceed from this fact. 
Accordingly, the forms of struggle were revolutionary, correspond
ing to the requirements of the rising tide of the revolution. Lo
cal political strikes, political demonstrations, the general polit
ical strike, boycott of the Duma, uprising, revolutionary fight
ing slogans—such were the successive forms of struggle during 
that period. These changes in the forms of struggle were accom
panied by corresponding changes in the forms of organization. 
Factory committees, revolutionary peasant committees, strike 
committees, Soviets of workers’ deputies, a workers’ party operat
ing more or less openly—such were the forms of organization 
during that period.
6*
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In the period from 1907 to 1912 the Party was compelled to 
resort to tactics of retreat; for we then experienced a decline in 
the revolutionary movement, the ebb of the revolution, and tac
tics necessarily had to take this fact into consideration. The forms 
of struggle, as well as the forms of organization, changed accord
ingly: instead of the boycott of the Duma—participation in 
the Duma; instead of open revolutionary actions outside the Du
ma—actions and work in the Duma; instead of general political 
strikes—partial economic strikes, or simply a lull in activities. 
Of course, the Party had to go underground during that period, 
while the revolutionary mass organizations were replaced by cul
tural, educational, cooperative, insurance and other legal organ
izations.

The same must be said of the second and third stages of the 
revolution, during which tactics changed dozens of times, whereas 
the strategic plans remained unchanged.

Tadics deal with the forms of struggle and the forms of organ
ization of the proletariat, with their changes and combinations. 
During a given stage of the revolution tactics may change several 
times, depending on the flow or ebb, the rise or decline, of the 
revolution.

Strategic leadership. The reserves of the revolution can bet 
direct-, a) the peasantry and in general the intermediate strata 

of the population within the country, b) the proletariat of neigh
bouring countries; e) the revolutionary movement in the colonies 
and dependent countries; d) the conquests and gains of the dicta
torship of the proletariat—part of which the proletariat may give 
up temporarily, while retaining superiority of forces, in order 
to buy off a powerful enemy and gain a respite; and

indirect: a) the contradictions and conflicts among the nonpro
letarian classes within the country, which can be utilized by the 
■proletariat to weaken the enemy and to strengthen its own re
serves; b) contradictions, conflicts and wars (the imperialist war, 
for instance) among the bourgeois states hostile to the proletarian 
state, which can be utilized by the proletariat in its offensive or 
in manoeuvring in the event of a forced retreat.
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There is no need to speak at length about the reserves of the 
first category, as their significance is clear to everyone. As for 
the reserves of the second category, whose significance is not always 
clear, it must be said that sometimes they are of prime importance 
for the progress of the revolution. One can hardly deny the enor
mous importance, for example, of the conflict between the petty- 
bourgeois democrats (Socialist-Revolutionaries) and the liberal- 
monarchist bourgeoisie (the Cadets) during and after the first rev
olution, which undoubtedly played its part in freeing the peas
antry from the influence of the bourgeoisie. Still less reason is 
there for denying the colossal importance of the fact that the prin
cipal groups of imperialists were engaged in a deadly war during 
the period of the October Revolution, when the imperialists, 
engrossed in war among themselves, were unable to concentrate 
their forces against the young Soviet power, and the proletariat, 
for this very reason, was able to get down to the work of organiz
ing its forces and consolidating its power, and to prepare the rout 
of Kolchak and Denikin. It must be presumed that now, when 
the contradictions among the imperialist groups are becoming 
more and more profound, and when a new war among them is 
becoming inevitable, reserves of this description will assume ever 
greater importance for the proletariat.

The task of strategic leadership is to make proper use of all 
these reserves for the achievement of the main object of the revo
lution at the. given stage of its development.

What does making proper use of reserves mean?
It means fulfilling certain necessary conditions, of which the 

following must be regarded as the principal ones:
Firstly. The concentration of the main forces of the revolution 

at the enemy’s most vulnerable spot at the décisive moment, when 
the revolution has already become ripe, when the offensive is 
going full-steam ahead,when insurrection is knocking at the door, 
and when bringing the reserves up to the vanguard is the decisive 
condition of success. The Party’s strategy during the period from 
April to October 1917 can be taken as an example of this manner 
of utilizing reserves. Undoubtedly, the enemy’s most vulnerably 
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spot at that time was the war. Undoubtedly, it was on this ques
tion, as the fundamental one, that the Party rallied the broadest 
masses of the population around the proletarian vanguard. The 
Party’s strategy during that period was, while training the van
guard for street action by means of manifestations and demonstra
tions,to bring the reserves up to the vanguard through the medium 
of the Soviets in the rear and the soldiers’ committees at the front. 
The outcome of the revolution has shown that the reserves were 
properly utilized.

Here is what Lenin, paraphrasing the well-known theses of 
Marx and Engels on insurrection, says about this condition of 
the strategic utilization of the forces of the revolution:

“1) Never play with insurrection, but when beginning it firmly realize 
that you must go to the end.

“2) Concentrate a great superiority of forces at the decisive point, at the 
decisive moment, otherwise the enemy, who has the advantage of better 
preparation and organization, will destroy the insurgents.

“3) Once the insurrection has begun, you must act with the greatest 
determination, and by all means, without fail, take the offensive. ‘The de
fensive is the death of every armed rising.’

“4) You must try to take the enemy by surprise and seize the moment 
when his forces are scattered.

“5) You must strive for daily successes, even if small (one might say hour
ly, if it is the case of one town), and at all costs retain the ‘moral ascendan
cy.'" (See Vol. XXI, pp. 319-20.)

Secondly. The selection of the moment for the decisive blow, 
of the moment for starting the insurrection, so timed as to coin
cide with the moment when the crisis has reached its climax, 
when it is already the case that the vanguard is prepared to fight 
to thé end, the reserves are prepared to support the vanguard, and 
maximum consternation reigns in the ranks of the enemy.

The decisive battle, says Lenin, may be deemed to have fully matured 
if "(1) all the class forces hostile to us have become sufficiently entangled, 
are sufficiently at loggerbeads, have sufficiently weakened themselves in 
a struggle which is beyond their strength”; if “(2) all the vacillating, waver
ing, unstable, intermediate elements—the petty bourgeoisie, the petty- 
bourgeois democrats as distinct from the bourgeoisie—have sufficiently ex
posed themselves in the eyes of the people, have sufficiently disgraced them
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selves through their practical bankruptcy”; if “(3) among the proletariat a 
mass sentiment in favour of supporting the most determined, supremely bold, 
revolutionary action against the bourgeoisie has arisen and begun vigorously 
to grow. Then revolution is indeed ripe; then, indeed, if we have correctly 
gauged all the conditions indicated above and if we have chosen the mo
ment rightly, our victory is assured.” (Sec Vol. XXV, p. 229.)

The manner in which the October uprising was carried out 
may be taken as a model of such strategy.

Failure to observe this condition leads to a dangerous error 
called “loss of tempo,” when the Party lags behind the movement or 
runs far ahead of it, courting the danger of failure. An example of 
such “loss of tempo,” of how the moment for an uprising should not 
be chosen, may be seen in the attempt made by a section of our 
comrades to begin the uprising by arresting the Democratic Con
ference in September 1917, when wavering was still apparent in the 
Soviets, when the armies at the front were still at the crossroads, 
when the reserves had not yet been brought up to the vanguard.

Thirdly. Undeviating pursuit of the course adopted, no mat
ter what difficulties and complications are encountered on the 
road towards the goal; this is necessary in order that the vanguard 
may not lose sight of the main goal of the struggle and that the 
masses may not stray from the road while marching towards 
that goal and striving to rally around the vanguard. Failure to 
observe this condition leads to a grave error, well known to sail
ors as “losing one’s bearings.” As an example of this “losing one’s 
bearings” we may take the erroneous conduct of our Party when, 
immediately after the Democratic Conference, it adopted a reso
lution to participate in the Preparliament. For the moment the 
Party, as it were, forgot that the Preparliament was an attempt of 
the bourgeoisie to switch the country from the path of the Soviets 
to the path of bourgeois parliamentarism, that the Party’s par
ticipation in such a body might result in mixing everything up 
and confusing the workers and peasants, who were waging a rev
olutionary struggle under the slogan: “All Power to the Soviets.” 
This mistake was rectified by the withdrawal of the Bolsheviks 
from the Preparliament.
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Fourthly. Manoeuvring the reserves with a view to effecting a 
proper retreat when the enemy is strong, when retreat is inevitable, 
when to accept battle forced upon us by the enemy is obviously 
disadvantageous., when, with the given relation of forces, retreat 
becomes the only way to escape a blow against the vanguard and 
to retain the reserves for the latter.

“The revolutionary parties,” says Lenin, “must complete their educa
tion. They have learned to attack. Now they have to realize that this knowl
edge must be supplemented with the knowledge how to retreat properly. 
They have to realize—and the revolutionary class is taught to realize it 
by its own bitter experience—that victory is impossible unless they have 
learned both how to attack and how to retreat properly.” (See Vol. XXV, 
p. 177.)

The object of this strategy is to gain time, to disrupt the ene
my, and to accumulate forces in order later to assume the offen
sive.

The signing of the Brest Peace may be taken as a model of 
this strategy, for it enabled the Party to gain time, to take advan
tage of the conflicts in the camp of the imperialists, to disrupt 
the forces of the enemy, to retain the support of the peas
antry, and to accumulate forces in preparation for the offensive 
against Kolchak and Denikin.

“In concluding a separate peace,” said Lenin at that time, “we free 
ourselves as much as is possible at the present moment from both warring im
perialist groups, we take advantage of their mutual enmity and warfare”, 
which hinder them from making a deal against us, and for a certain period 
have our handsfree to advance and to consolidate the socialist revolution.” 
(See Vol, XXII, p. 198.)

"Now even the biggest fool,” said Lenin three years after the Brest Peace, 
“can see that the ‘Brest Peace’ was a concession that strengthened us and 
broke up the forces of international imperialism.” (See Vol. XXVII, p. 7.)

Such are the principal conditions which ensure correct stra
tegic leadership.

5) Tactical leadership. Tactical leadership is a part of stra
tegic leadership, subordinated to the tasks and the requirements 
of the lattey, The task of tactical leadership is to master all forms 



THE FOUNDATIONS OF LENINISM 89

of struggle and organization of the proletariat and to ensure that 
they are used properly so as to achieve, with the given relation 
of forces, the maximum results necessary to prepare for strategic 
success.

What is meant by making proper use of the forms of struggle 
and organization of the proletariat?

It means fulfilling certain necessary conditions, of which the 
following must be regarded as the principal ones:

Firstly. To put in the forefront precisely those forms of strug
gle and organization which are best suited to the conditions pre
vailing during the flow or ebb of the movement at a given moment, 
and which therefore can facilitate and ensure the bringing of the 
masses to the revolutionary positions, the bringing of the millions 
to the revolutionary front, and their disposition at the revolution
ary front.

The point here is not that the vanguard should realize the 
impossibility of preserving the old regime and the inevitability 
of its overthrow. The point is that the masses, the millions, should 
understand this inevitability and display their readiness to sup
port the vanguard. But the masses can understand this only from 
-their own experience. The task is to enable the vast, masses to 
realize from their own experience the inevitability of the overthrow 
of the old regime, to promote such methods of struggle and forms 
of organization as will make it easier for the masses to realize 
from experience the correctness of the revolutionary slogans.

The vanguard would have become detached from the working 
class, and the working class would have lost contact with the 
masses, if the Party had not decided at the time to participate in 
the Duma, if it had not decided to concentrate its forces on work 
in the Duma and to develop a struggle on the basis of this work, 
in order to make it easier for the masses to realize from their own 
experience the futility of the Duma, the falsity of the promises 
of the Cadets, the impossibility of compromise with tsarism, and 
the inevitability of an alliance between the peasantry and 
the working class. Had the masses not gained their experience 
during the period of the Duma, the exposure of the Cadet§ 
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and the hegemony of the proletariat would have been impos
sible.

The danger of the “Otzovist” tactics was that they threatened 
to detach the vanguard from the millions of its reserves.

The Party would have become detached from the working 
class, and the working class would have lost its influence among 
the broad masses of the peasants and soldiers, if the proletariat 
had followed^the “Left” Communists, who called for an uprising 
in April 1917, when the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries 
had not yet exposed themselves as advocates of war and imperi
alism, when the masses had not yet realized from their own ex
perience the falsity of the speeches of the Mensheviks and Social
ist-Revolutionaries about peace, land and freedom. Had the 
masses not gained this experience during the KeYensky period, 
the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries would not have 
been isolated and the dictatorship of the proletariat would have 
been impossible. Therefore, the tactics of “patiently explaining” 
the mistakes of the petty-bourgeois parties and of open struggle 
in the Soviets were the only correct tactics.

The danger of the tactics of the “Left” Communists was that 
they threatened to transform the Party from the leader of the pro
letarian revolution into a handful of futile conspirators with no 
ground to stand on.

“Victory cannot be won with the vanguard alone,” says Lenin. “To 
throw the vanguard alone into the decisive battle, before the whole class, 
before the broad masses have taken up a position either of direct support 
of the vanguard, or at least of benevolent neutrality towards it would 
be not merely folly but a crime. And in order that actually the whole class, 
that actually the broad masses of the working people and those oppressed 
by capital may take up such a position, propaganda and agitation alone are 
not enough. For this the masses must have their own political experience. 
Such is the fundamental law of all great revolutions, now confirmed with 
astonishing force and vividness not only in Russia hut also in Germany. 
Not only the uncultured, often illiterate masses of Russia, but the highly 
cultured, entirely literate masses of Germany had to realize through their 
own painful experience the absolute impotence and spinelessness,the absolute 
helplessness and servility to the bourgeoisie, the utter vileness, of the govern
ment of the knights of the Second International, the absolute inevitability 
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of a dictatorship of the extreme reactionaries (Kornilov in Russia, Kapp 
and Co. in Germany) as the only alternative to a dictatorship of the prole
tariat, in order to turn resolutely towards communism.” (See Vol. XXV, 
p. 228.)

Secondly. To locate at any given moment the particular link 
in the chain of processes which, if grasped, will enable us to keep 
hold of the whole chain and to prepare the conditions for achiev
ing strategic success.

The point here is to single out from all the tasks confront
ing the Party the particular immediate task, the fulfilment of 
which constitutes the central point, and the accomplishment of 
which ensures the successful fulfilment of the other immediate 
tasks.

The importance of this thesis may be illustrated by two exam
ples, one of which could be taken from the remote past (the period 
of the formation of the Party) and the other from the immediate 
present (the period of NEP).

In the period of the formation of the Party, when the innu
merable circles and organizations had not yet been linked togeth
er, when amateurishness and the parochial outlook of the circles 
were corroding the Party from top to bottom, when ideologi
cal confusion was the characteristic feature of the internal life of 
the Party, the main link and the main task in the chain of links 
and in the chain of tasks then confronting the Party proved to 
be the establishment of an all-Russian illegal newspaper (Iskra). 
Why? Because, under the conditions then prevailing, only by 
means of an all-Russian illegal newspaper was it possible to 
create a solid core of the Party capable of uniting the innumerable 
circles and organizations into one whole, to prepare the conditions 
for ideological and tactical unity, and thus to build the founda
tions for the formation of a real party.

During the period of transition from war to economic construc
tion, when industry was^ vegetating in the grip of disruption and 
agriculture was suffering from a shortage of urban manufactured 
goods, when the establishment of a bond between state industry 
and peasant economy became the fundamental condition for sue- 
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cesshil socialist construction—in that period it turned out that the 
main link in the chain of processes, the main task among a num
ber of tasks, was to develop trade. Why? Because under the condi
tions of NEP the bond between industry and peasant economy 
cannot be established except through trade; because under the 
conditions of NEP production without sale is fatal for indus
try; because industry can be expanded only by tbe expansion of 
sales as a result of developing trade; because only after we have 
consolidated our position in the sphere of trade, only after we 
have secured control of trade, only after we have secured this 
link can there be any hope of linking industry with the peasant 
market and successfully fulfilling the other immediate tasks in 
order to create the conditions for building the foundations of so
cialist economy.

“It is not enough to be a revolutionary and an adherent of socialism or 
a Communist in general,” says Lenin. “One must be able at each particular 
moment to find the particular link in the chain which one must grasp with all 
one’s might in order to keep hold of the whole chain and to prepare firmly 
for the transition to the next link.’’...

“At the present time this link is the revival of internal trade under 
proper state regulation (direction). Trade—that is the ‘link’ in the histor
ical chain of events, in the transitional forms of our socialist.construction 
in 1921-22, ‘which we must grasp with all our might.’...” (See Vol. XXVII, 
p. 82.)

Such are the principal conditions which ensure correct tacti
cal leadership.

6) Reformism and revolutionism. What is the difference between 
revolutionary tactics and reformist tactics?

Some think that Leninism is opposed to reforms, opposed to 
compromises and to agreements in general. This, is absolutely 
wrong. Bolsheviks know as well as anybody else that in a certain 
sense “every little helps,” that under certain conditions reforms 
in general, and compromises and agreements in particular, are 
necessary and useful.

“To carry on a war for the overthrow of the international bourgeoisie,” 
says Lenin, “a war which is a hundred times more difficult, protracted and 
complicated than tbe most stubborn of ordinary wars between states, and to 
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refuse beforehand to manoeuvre, to utilize the conflict of interests (even though 
temporary) among one’s enemies, to reject agreements and compromises 
with possible (even though temporary, unstable, vacillating and condition
al) allies—is not this ridiculous in the extreme? Is it not as though, when 
making a difficult ascent of an unexplored and hitherto inaccessible moun
tain, we were to refuse beforehand ever to move in zigzags, ever to retrace 
our steps, ever to abandon the course once selected and to try others?” (See 
Vol. XXV, p. 210.)

Obviously, therefore, it is not a matter of reforms or of compro
mises and agreements, but of the use people make of reforms and 
agreements.

To a reformist, reforms are everything, while revolutionary 
work is something incidental, something just to talk about, mere 
eyewash. That is why, with reformist tactics under the conditions 
of bourgeois rule, reforms are inevitably transformed into an in
strument for strengthening that rule, an instrument for disinte
grating the revolution.

To a revolutionary, on the contrary, the main thing is revolu
tionary work and not reforms; to him reforms are a by-product of 
the revolution. That is why, with revolutionary tactics under the 
conditions of bourgeois rule, reforms are naturally transformed 
into an instrument for disintegrating that rule, into an instrument 
for strengthening the revolution, into a strongpoint for the fur
ther development of the revolutionary movement.

The revolutionary will accept a reform in order to use it as 
an aid in combining legal work with illegal work and to inten
sify, under its cover, the illegal work for the revolutionary prepa
ration of the masses for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie,.

That is the essence of making revolutionary use of reforms 
and agreements under the conditions of imperialism.

The reformist, on the contrary, will accept reforms in order 
to renounce all illegal work, to thwart the preparation of the 
masses for the revolution and to rest in the shade of be
stowed” reforms.

That is the essence of reformist tactics.
Such is the position in regard to reforms and agreements un

der the conditions of imperialism.
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The situation changes somewhat, however, after the overthrow 
of imperialism, under the dictatorship of the proletariat. Under 
certain conditions, in a certain situation, the proletarian power 
may find itself compelled temporarily to leave the path of the rev
olutionary reconstruction of the existing order of things and to 
take the path of its gradual transformation, the “reformist path,” 
as Lenin says in his well-known article “The Importance of Gold,” 
the path of flanking movements, of reforms and concessions to the 
nonproletarian classes—in order to disintegrate these classes, to 
give the revolution a respite, to recuperate one’s forces and pre
pare the conditions for a new offensive. It cannot be denied that 
in a sense this is a “reformist” path. But it must be borne in mind 
that there is a fundamental distinction here, which consists in 
the fact that in this case the reform emanates from the proletarian 
power, it strengthens the proletarian power, it procures for it 
a necessary respite, its purpose is to disintegrate, not the revolu
tion, but the nonproletarian classes.

Under such conditions a reform is thus transformed into its 
opposite.

The proletarian power is able to adopt such a policy because, 
and only because, the sweep of the revolution in the preceding 
period was great enough and therefore provided a sufficiently 
wide expanse within which to retreat, substituting for offensive 
tactics the tactics of temporary retreat, the tactics of flanking 
movements.

Thus, while formerly, under bourgeois rule, reforms were a 
by-product of revolution, now, under the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, the source of reforms is the revolutionary gains of 
the proletariat, the reserves accumulated in the hands of the pro
letariat and consisting of these gains-

“Only Marxism,” says Lenin, “has precisely and correctly defined the 
relation ol reforms to revolution. However, M arx was able to see this relation 
only from one aspect, namely, under the conditions preceding the first to 
any extent permanent and lasting victory of the proletariat, if only in a 
single country. Under those conditions, the basis of the proper relation was: 
reforms are a by-product of the revolutionary class struggle of the proletar
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iat.... After the victory of the proletariat, if only in a single country, some
thing new enters into the relation between reforms and revolution. In prin
ciple, it is the same as before, but a change in form takes place, which Marx 
himself could not foresee, but which can be appreciated only on the basis 
of the philosophy and politicsof Marxism.... After the victory (while still 
remaining a ‘by-product’ on an international scale) they (i.e., reforms— 
J. ,St.) are, in addition, for the country in which victory has been achieved, 
a necessary and legitimate respite in those cases when, after the utmost exer
tion of effort, it becomes obvious that sufficient strength is lacking for the 
revolutionary accomplishment of this or that transition. Victory creates 
such a ‘reserve of strength’ that it is possible to hold out éven in a forced 
retreat, to hold out both materially and morally.” (See Vol. XXVII, 
pp. 84-85.)

VIII

THE PARTY

In the prerevolutionary period, the period of more or less 
peaceful development, when the parties of the Second Interna
tional were the predominant force in the working-class movement 
and parliamentary forms of struggle were regarded as the prin
cipal forms—under these conditions the Party neither had nor 
could have had that great and decisive importance which it ac
quired afterwards, under conditions of open revolutionary clashes. 
Defending, the Second International against attacks made upon 
it, Kautsky says that the parties of the Second International are 
an instrument of peace and not of war, and that for this very 
reason they were powerless to take any important steps during the 
war, during the period of revolutionary action by the proletariat. 
That is quite true. But what does it mean? It means that the 
parties of the Second International are unfit for the revolutionary 
struggle of the proletariat, that they are not militant parties of 
the proletariat, leading the workers to power, but election ma
chines adapted for parliamentary elections and parliamentary strug
gle. This, in fact, explains why, in the days when the opportu
nists of the Second International were in the ascendancy, it was 
not the party but its parliamentary group that was the chief 
political organization of the proletariat. It is well known that 



96 J. STALIN

the parly al that lime was really an appendage and subsidiary 
of the parliamentary group. It scarcely needs proof that under such 
circumstances and with such a party at the helm there could be no 
question of preparing the proletariat for revolution.

But matters have changed radically with the dawn of the new 
period. The new period is one of open class collisions, of revolu
tionary action by the proletariat, of proletarian revolution, a pe
riod when forces are being directly mustered for the overthrow 
of imperialism and the seizure of power by the proletariat. In 
this period the proletariat is confronted with new tasks, the tasks 
of reorganizing all party work on new, revolutionary lines; of 
educating the workers in the spirit of revolutionary struggle for 
power; of preparing and moving up reserves; of establishing an 
alliance with the proletarians of neighbouring countries; of estab
lishing firm ties with the liberation movement in the colonies 
and dependent countries, etc., etc. To think that these new tasks 
can be performed by the old Social-Democratic parties, brought 
up as they were in the peaceful conditions of parliamentarism, is 
to doom oneself to hopeless despair, to inevitable defeat. If, 
with such tasks to shoulder, the proletariat remained under the 
leadership of the old parties, it would be completely unarmed. 
It scarcely needs proof that the proletariat could not consent to 
such a stale of affairs.

Hence the necessity for a new party, a militant*party,  a revo
lutionary party, one bold enough to lead the proletarians in the 
struggle for power, sufficiently experienced to find its bearings 
amidst the complex conditions of a revolutionary situation, and 
sufficiently flexible to steer clear of all submerged rocks in the path 
to its goal.

Without such a party it is useless even to think of overthrowing 
imperialism, of achieving the dictatorship of the proletariat.

This new party is the party of Leninism.
What are the specific features of this new parly?
1) The Party as the advanced detachment of the working class. 

The Party must be, first of all, the advanced detachment of the 
working class. The Party must absorb all the best elements of the 
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working class, their experience, their revolutionary spirit, their 
selfless devotion to the cause of the proletariat. But in order that 
it may really be the advanced detachment, the Party must be 
armed with revolutionary theory, with a knowledge of the laws 
of the movement, with a knowledge of the laws of revolution. 
Without this it will be incapable of directing the struggle of the 
proletariat, of leading the proletariat. The Party cannot be a real 
party if it limits itself to registering what the masses of the work
ing class feel and think, if it drags at the tail of the spontaneous 
movement, if it is unable to overcome the inertia and the political 
indifference of the spontaneous movement, if it is unable to rise 
above the momentary interests of the proletariat, if it is unable 
to raise the masses to the level of understanding the class interests 
of the proletariat. The Party must stand at the head of the working 
class; it must see farther than the working class; it must lead the 
proletariat, and not drag at the tail of the spontaneous movement. 
The parties of the Second International, which preach “khvos
tism” are vehicles of bourgeois policy, which condemns the pro
letariat to the role of a tool in the hands of the bourgeoisie. Only 
a party which adopts the standpoint of advanced detachment of 
the proletariat and is able to raise the masses to the level of un
derstanding the class interests of the proletariat—only such a 
party can divert the working class from the path of trade unionism 
and convert it into an independent political force.

The Party is the political leader of the working class.
I have already spoken of the difficulties of the struggle of the 

working class, of the complicated conditions of the struggle, of 
strategy and tactics, of reserves and manoeuvring, of attack and 
retreat. These conditions are no less complicated, if not more so, 
than the conditions of war. Who can see clearly in these conditions, 
who can give correct guidance to the proletarian millions? No army 
at war can dispense with an experienced General Staff if it does 
not want to be doomed to defeat. Is it not clear that the proletar
iat can still less dispense with such a General Staff if it does 
not want to allow itself to be devoured by its mortal enemies? 
But where is this General Staff? Only the revolutionary party of
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the proletariat can serve as this General Staff. The working class 
without a revolutionary party is an army without a General Staff.

The Party is the General Staff of the proletariat.
But the Party cannot be only an advanced detachment. It 

must at the same time be a detachment of the class, part of the 
class, closely bound up with it by all the fibres of its being. The 
distinction between the advanced detachment and the rest of 
the working class, between Party members and non-Party people, 
cannot disappear until classes disappear; it will exist as long as 
the ranks of the proletariat continue to be replenished with former 
members of other classes, as long as the working class as a whole 
is not in a position to rise to the level of the advanced detachment. 
But the Party would cease to be a party if this distinction devel
oped into a gap, if the Party turned in on itself and became divorced 
from the non-Party masses. The Party cannot lead the class if it 
is not connected with the non-Party masses, if there is no bond 
between the Party and the non-Party masses, if these masses do 
not accept its leadership, if the Party enjoys no moral and polit
ical credit among the masses.

Recently two hundred thousand new members from the ranks 
of the workers were admitted into our Party. The remarkable 
thing about this is the fact that these people did not merely join 
the Party themselves, but were rather sent there by all the rest of 
the non-Party workers, who took an active part in the admission 
of the new members, and without whose approval no new member 
was accepted. This fact shows that the broad masses of non-Party 
workers regard our Party as their Party, as a Party near and dear 
to them, in whose expansion and consolidation ..they are vitally 
interested and to whose leadership they voluntarily entrust their 
destiny. It scarcely needs proof that .without these intangible 
moral threads which connect the Party with the non-Party masses, 
the Parly could not have become the decisive force of its class.

The Party is an inseparable part of the working class.
“Wè,” says Lenin, “are the Party of a class, and therefore almost the 

whole class (and in times of war, in the period of civil war, the whole class) 
should act under the leadership of our Party, should adhere to our Party 
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asclosely as possible. But it would be Manilovism*  and ‘khvostism’ to think 
that at any time under capitalism almost the whole class, or the whole class, 
would he able to rise to the level of consciousness and activity of its advanced 
detachment, of its Social-Democratic Party. No sensible Social-Democrat has 
ever yet doubted that under capitalism even the trade union organizations 
(which are more primitive and more comprehensible to the undeveloped 
strata) are unable to embrace almost the whole, or the whole, working class. 
To forget the distinction between the advanced detachment and the whole 
of the masses which gravitate towards it, to forget the constant duty of the 
advanced detachment to raise ever wider strata to this most advanced level, 
means merely to deceive oneself, to shut one’s eyes to the immensity of our 
tasks, and to narrow down tbese tasks.” (See Vol. VI, pp. 205-06.)

* Manilovism—smug complacency, futile daydreaming; from the. 
landowner Manilov, a character in Gogol’s Dead Souls.—Tr.

2) The Party as the organized detachment of the working class. 
The Party is not only the advanced detachment of the working 
class. If it desires really to direct the struggle of the class it must 
at the same time be the organized detachment of its class. The 
Party’s tasks under the conditions of capitalism are immense 
and extremely varied. The Party must direct the struggle of the 
proletariat under the exceptionally difficult conditions of internal 
and external development; it must lead the proletarial in the 
offensive when the situation calls for an offensive; it must lead 
the proletariat so as to escape the blow of a powerful enemy when 
the situation calls for retreat; it must imbue the millions of unor
ganized non-Party workers with the spirit of discipline and system 
in the struggle, with the spirit of organization and endurance. 
But the Party can fulfil these tasks only if it is itself the embodi
ment of discipline and organization, if it is itself the organized 
detachment of the proletariat. Without these conditions there can 
be no question of the Party really leading the vast masses of the 
proletariat.

The Party is the organized delachme.nl of the working class.
The conception of the Party as an organized whole is embodied 

in Lenin’s well-known formulation of the first paragraph of our 
Parly Rules, in which the Party is regarded as the sum total 

7*

delachme.nl
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of its organizations, and the Party member as a member of one 
of the organizations of the Party. The Mensheviks, who objected 
to this formulation as early as 1903, proposed to substitute for it 
a “system” of self-enrolment in the Party, a “system” of conferring 
the “title” of Party member upon every “professor” and “high
school student,” upon every “sympathizer” and “striker” who sup
ported the Party in one way or another, but who did not join 
and did not want to join any one of the Party organizations. It 
scarcely needs proof that had this singular “system” become en
trenched in our Party it would inevitably have led to our Party 
becoming inundated with professors and high-school students and 
to its degeneration into a loose, amorphous, disorganized “for
mation,” lost in a sea of “sympathizers,” that would have obliter
ated the dividing line between the Party and the class and would 
have upset the Party’s task of raising the unorganized masses to 
the level of the advanced detachment. Needless to say, under such 
an opportunist “system” our Party would have been unable to 
fulfil the role of the organizing core of the working class in the 
course of our revolution.

“From the point of view of Comrade Martov,” says Lenin, “the border 
line of the Party remains quite indefinite, for “every striker’ may “proclaim 
himself a Party member.’ What is the use of this vagueness? A wide exten
sion of the ‘title.’ Its harm is that it introduces a disorganizing idea, the con
fusing of class and Party.” (See Vol. VI, p. 211.)

But the Party is not merely the sum total of Party organiza
tions. The Party is at the same time a single system of these organ
izations, their formal union into a single whole, with higher and 
lower leading bodies, with subordination of the minority to the 
majority, with practical decisions binding on all members of the 
Party. Without these conditions the Party cannot be a single organ
ized whole capable of exercising systematic and organized lead
ership in the struggle of the working class.

“Formerly," says Lenin, “our Party was not a formally organized whole, 
but only the sum of separate groups, and therefore no other relations except 
those of ideological influence were possible between these groups. Now we 
have become an organized Party, and this implies the establishment of au- 
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thority, the transformation of the power of ideas into the power of authority, 
the subordination of lower Party bodies to higher Party bodies.” (See Vol. 
VI, p. 291.)

The principle of the minority submitting to the majority, the 
principle of directing Party work from a centre, not infrequently 
gives rise to attacks on the part of wavering elements, to accusa
tions of “bureaucracy/’“formalism,” etc. It scarcely needs proof that 
systematic work by the Party as one whole, and the directing of 
the struggle of the working class, would be impossible without 
putting these principles into effect. Leninism inquestions of organi
zation is the unswerving application of these principles. Lenin terms 
the fight against these principles “Russian nihilism” and “aristo
cratic anarchism,” which deserves to be ridiculed and swept aside.

Here is what Lenin says about these wavering elements in his 
book One Step Forward'.

“This aristocratic anarchism is particularly characteristic of the Rus
sian nihilist. He thinks of the Party organization as a monstrous ‘factory’; 
he regards the subordination of the part to the whole and of the minority 
to the majority as ‘serfdom’..., division of labour under the direction of a 
centre evokes from him a tragicomical outcry against people being trans
formed into ‘wheels and cogs’..., mention of the organizational rules of the 
Party calls forth a contemptuous grimace and the disdainful ... remark that 
one could very well dispense with rules altogether.”

“It is clear,I think, that the cries about this celebrated bureaucracy are 
just a screen for dissatisfaction with the personal composition of the central 
bodies, a fig leaf....You are a bureaucrat because you were appointed by the 
congress not by my will, but against it; you are a formalist because you rely 
on the formal decisions of the congress, and not on my consent; you are 
acting in a grossly mechanical way because you plead the ‘mechanical’ 
majority at the Party Congress and pay no heed to my wish to be co-opted; 
you are an autocrat because you refuse to hand over the power to the old 
gang.”* (See Vol. VI, pp. 310, 287.)

* The “gang” here referred to is that of Axelrod, Martov, Potresov and 
others, who would not submit to the decisions of the Second Congress and 
who accused Lenin of being a “bureaucrat."—J. St.

3) The Party as the highest form of class organization of the 
proletariat. The Party is the organized detachment of the working 
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class. But the Party is not the only organization of the working 
class. The proletariat has also a number of other organizations, 
without which it cannot wage a successful struggle against capital: 
trade unions, cooperatives, factory organizations, parliamentary 
groups, non-Party women's associations, the press, cultural and 
educational organizations, youth leagues, revolutionary fighting 
organizations (in times of open revolutionary action), Soviets 
of deputies as the form of state organization (if the proletariat is 
in power), etc. The overwhelming majority of these organizations 
are non-Party, and only some of them adhere directly to the Par
ty, or constitute offshoots from it. All these organizations, under 
certain conditions, are absolutely necessary for the working class, 
for without them it would be impossible to consolidate the class 
positions of the proletariat in the diverse spheres of struggle; 
for without them it would be impossible to steel the proletariat 
as the force whose mission it is to replace the bourgeois order by 
the socialist order. But how can single leadership be exercised 
with such an abundance of organizations? What guarantee is 
there that this multiplicity of organizations will not lead to di
vergency in leadership? It may be said that each of these organiza
tions carries on its work in its own special field, and that therefore 
these organizations cannot hinder one another. That, of course, 
is true. But it is also true that all these organizations should work 
in one direction for they serve one class, the class of the proletar
ians. The question then arises: who is to determine the line, the 
general direction, along which the work of all these organizations 
is to be conducted? Where is the central organization which is 
not only able, because it has the necessary experience, to work out 
such a general line, but, in addition, is in a position, because it has 
sufficient prestige, to induce all these organizations to carry out 
this line, so as to attain unity of leadership and to make hitches 
impossible?

That organization is the Party of the proletariat.
The Party possesses all the necessary qualifications for this 

because, in the first place, it is the rallying centre of the finest 
elements in the working class, who have direct connections with 
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the non-Party organizations of the proletariat and very frequently 
lead them; because, secondly, the Party, as the rallying centre of 
the finest members of the working class, is the best school for 
training leaders of the working class, capable of directing every 
form of organization of their class; because, thirdly, the Party, 
as the best school for training leaders of the working class, is, 
by reason of its experience and prestige, the only organization 
capable of centralizing the leadership of the struggle of the pro
letariat, thus transforming each and every non-Party organization 
of the working class into an auxiliary body and transmission 
belt linking the Party with the class.

The Party is the highest form of class organization of the pro
letariat.

This does not mean, of course, that non-Party organizations, 
trade unions, cooperatives, etc., should be officially subordinated 
to the Party leadership. It only means that the members of the 
Party who belong to these organizations and are doubtlessly in
fluential in them should do all they can to persuade these non-Party 
organizations to draw nearer to the Party of the proletariat in 
their work and voluntarily accept its political leadership.

That is why Lenin says that the Party is “the highest form of 
proletarian class association,” whose political leadership must 
extend to every other form of organization of the proletariat. (See 
Vol. XXV, p. 194.)

That is why the opportunist theory of the “independence” 
and “neutrality” of the non-Party organizations, which breeds 
independent members of parliament and journalists isolated from 
the Party, narrow-minded trade union leaders and philistine cooper
ative officials, is wholly incompatible with the theory and prac
tice of Leninism.

4) The Party as an instrument of the dictatorship of the pro
letariat. The Party is the highest form of organization of the pro
letariat. The Party is the principal guiding force within the class 
of the proletarians and among the organizations of that class. 
But it does not by any means follow from this that the Party 
can be regarded as an end in itself, as a self-sufficient force. The 
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Party is not only the highest form of class association of the pro
letarians; it is at the same time an instrument in the hands of the 
proletariat for achieving the dictatorship when that has not yet 
been achieved and for consolidating and expanding the dictator
ship when it has already been achieved. The Party could not have 
risen so high in importance and could not have exerted its influ
ence over all other forms of organization of the proletariat, if the 
latter had not been confronted with the question of power, if 
the conditions of imperialism, the inevitability of wars, and the 
existence of a crisis had not demanded the concentration of all the 
forces of the proletariat at one point, the gathering of all the 
threads of the revolutionary movement in one spot in order to over
throw the bourgeoisie and to achieve the dictatorship of the prole
tariat. The proletariat needs the Party first of all as its General 
Staff, which it must have for the successful seizure of power. It 
scarcely needs proof that without a party capable of rallying around 
itself the mass organizations of the proletariat, and of centralizing 
the leadership of the entire movement during the progress of the 
struggle, the proletariat in Russia could not have established its 
revolutionary dictatorship.

But the proletariat needs the Party not only to achieve the 
dictatorship; it needs it still more to maintain the dictatorship, 
to consolidate and expand it in order to achieve the complete vic
tory of socialism.

“Certainly, almost everyone now realizes,” says Lenin, “that the Bol
sheviks could nothave maintained themselves in power for two-and-a-half 
months, let alone two-and-a-half years, without the strictest, truly iron 
discipline in our Party, and without the fullest and unreserved support of 
the latter by the whole mass of the working class,that is, by all its thinking, 
honest, self-sacrificing and influential elements, capable of leading or 
of carrying with them the backward strata.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 173.)

Now, what does to “maintain” and “expand” the dictatorship 
mean? It means imbuing the millions of proletarians with the 
spirit of discipline and organization; it means creating among the 
proletarian masses a cementing force and a bulwark against the 
corrosive influences of the petty-bourgeois elemental forces and 
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petty-bourgeois habits; it means enhancing the organizing work 
of the proletarians in re-educating and remoulding the petty- 
bourgeois strata; it means helping the masses of the proletarians 
to educate themselves as a force capable of abolishing classes and 
of preparing the conditions for the organization of socialist produc
tion. But it is impossible to accomplish all this without a party 
which is strong by reason of its solidarity and discipline.

“The dictatorship of the proletariat,” says Lenin, “is a stubborn strug
gle-bloody and bloodless, violent and peaceful, military and economic, 
educational and administrative—against the forces and traditions of the 
old society .The force of habit of millions and tens of millions is a most ter
rible force. Without an iron party tempered in the struggle, without a party 
enjoying the confidence of al) that is honest in the given class, without a 
party capable of watching and influencing the mood of the masses, it is 
impossible to conduct such a struggle successfully ” (See Vol. XXV, p. 190.)

The proletariat needs the Party for the purpose of achieving 
and maintaining the dictatorship. The Party is an instrument of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat.

But from this it follows that when classes disappear and the 
dictatorship of the proletariat withers away, the Party also will 
wither away.

5) The Party as the embodiment of unity of will, unity incom
patible with the existence of factions. The achievement and main
tenance of the dictatorship of the proletariat is impossible without 
a party which is strong by reason of its solidarity and iron disci
pline. But iron discipline in the Party is inconceivable without 
unity of will, without complete and absolute unity of action on 
the part of all members of the Party. This does not mean, of course, 
that the possibility of conflicts of opinion within the Party is 
thereby precluded. On the contrary, iron discipline does not pre
clude but presupposes criticism and conflict of opinion within the 
Party. Least of al] does it mean that discipline must be “blind.” 
On the contrary, iron discipline does not preclude but presupposes 
conscious and voluntary submission, for only conscious discipline 
can be truly iron discipline. But after a conflict of opinion has been 
closed, after criticism has been exhausted and a decision has been 
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arrived at, unity of will and unity of action of all Party members 
are the necessary conditions without which neither Party unity 
nor iron discipline in the Party is conceivable.

“In the present epoch of acute civil war,” says Lenin, “the Communist 
ParIJr will be able to perform its duty only if it is organized in the most cen
tralized manner, if iron discipline bordering on military discipline prevails 
in it, and if its Party centre is a powerful and authoritative organ, wielding 
wide powers and enjoying the universal confidence of the members of the 
Party.” (See Vol. XXV, pp. 282-83^)

This is the position in regard to discipline in the Party in the 
period of struggle preceding the achievement of the dictatorship.

The same, but to an even greater degree, must be said about 
discipline in the Party after the dictatorship has been achieved.

“Whoever,” says Lenin, “weakens in the least the iron discipline of the 
party of the proletariat (especially during the time of its dictatorship), ac
tually aids the bourgeoisie against the proletariat.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 190.)

But from this it follows that the existence of factions is 
compatible neither with the Party’s unity nor with its iron 
discipline. It scarcely needs proof that the existence of factions 
leads to the existence of a number of centres, and the existence of 
a number of centres means the absence of one common centre in 
the Party, the breaking up of unity of will, the weakening and 
disintegration of discipline, the weakening and disintegration of 
the dictatorship. Of course, the parties of the Second Internation
al, which are fighting against the dictatorship of the proletar
iat and have no desire to lead the proletarians to power, can afford 
such liberalism as freedom of factions, for they have no need at 
all for iron discipline. But the parties of the Communist Interna
tional, whose activities are conditioned by the task of achieving 
and consolidating the dictatorship of the proletariat, cannot af
ford to be “liberal” or to permit freedom of factions.

The Party represents unity of will, which precludes’ all faction
alism and division of authority in the Party.

Hence Lenin’s warning about the “danger of factionalism from 
the point of view of Party unity and of effecting the unity of will 
of the vanguard of the proletariat as the fundamental condition 
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for the success of the dictatorship of the proletariat,” which is em
bodied in the special resolution of the Tenth Congress of our Party 
“On Party Unity.”

Hence Lenin’s demand for the “complete elimination of all 
factionalism” and the “immediate dissolution of all groups, without 
exception, that have been formed on the basis of various platforms,” 
on pain of “unconditional and immediate expulsion from the Par
ty.” (See the resolution “On Party Unity.”)

6) The Party becomes strong by purging itself of opportunist ele
ments. The source of factionalism in the Party is its opportunist 
elements. The proletariat is not an isolated class. It is con
stantly replenished by the influx of peasants, petty bourgeois 
and intellectuals proletarianized by the development of capital
ism. At the same time the upper stratum of the proletariat, prin
cipally trade union leaders and members of parliament who are 
fed by the bourgeoisie out of the superprofits extracted from the 
colonies, is undergoing a process of decay. “This stratum of bour- 
geoisified workers, or the ‘labour aristocracy,’” says Lenin, “who 
are quite philistine in their mode of life, in the size of their earn
ings and in their entire outlook, is the principal prop of the Sec
ond International, and, in our days, the principal social (not 
military) prop of the bourgeoisie. For they are real agents of the 
bourgeoisie in the working-class movement, the labour lieutenants 
of the capitalist class ..., real channels of reformism and chau
vinism.” (See Vol. XIX, p. 77.)

In one way or another, all these petty-bourgeois groups pene
trate into the Party and introduce into it the spirit of hesitancy and 
opportunism, the spirit of demoralization and uncertainty. It is 
they, principally, that constitute the source of factionalism and 
disintegration, the source of disorganization and disruption of 
the Party from within. To fight imperialism with such “allies” in 
one’s rear means to put oneself in the position of being caught 
between two fires, from the front and from the rear. Therefore, 
ruthless struggle against such elements, their expulsion from 
the Party, is a prerequisite for the successful struggle against im
perialism.
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The theory of “defeating” opportunist elements by ideological 
struggle within the Party, the theory of “overcoming” these ele
ments within the confines of a single party, is a rotten and danger
ous theory, which threatens to condemn the Party to paralysis and 
chronic infirmity, threatens to make the Party a prey to opportu
nism, threatens to leave the proletariat without a revolutionary 
party, threatens to deprive the proletariat of its main weapon in 
the fight against imperialism. Our Party could not have emerged 
on to the broad highway, it could not have seized power and or
ganized the dictatorship of the proletariat, it could not have 
emerged victorious from the civil war, if it had had within its 
ranks people like Martov and Dan,Potresov and Axelrod. Our Par
ty succeeded in achieving internal unity and unexampled cohesion 
of its ranks primarily because it was able in good time to purge 
itself of the opportunist pollution, because it was able to rid its 
ranks of the Liquidators and Mensheviks. Proletarian parties devel
op and become strong by purging themselves of opportunists and 
reformists, social-imperialists and social-chauvinists, social-pa
triots and social-pacifists.

The Party becomes strong by purging itself of opportunist 
elements.

“With reformists, Mensheviks, in our ranks,” says Lenin,“it is impos
sible to be victorious in the proletarian revolution, it is impossible to defend 
it. That is obvious in principle, and it has been strikingly confirmed by the 
experience of both Russia and Hungary.... In Russia, difficult situations 
have arisen many times, when the Soviet regime would most certainly have 
been overthrown had Mensheviks, reformists and petty-bourgeois demo
crats remained in our Party ... in Italy, where, as is generally admitted, deci
sive battles between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie for the possession 
of state power are imminent. At.such a moment it is not only absolutely nec
essary to remove the Mensheviks, reformists, the Turatists from the Party, 
but it may even be useful to remove excellent Communists who are liable 
to waver, and who reveal a tendency to waver towards ‘unity’ with the re
formists, to remove them from all responsible posts.... On the eve of a revo
lution, and at a moment when a most fierce struggle is being waged for its 
victory, the slightest wavering in the ranks of the Party may wreck every
thing, frustrate the revolution, wrest the power from the hands of the pro
letariat; for this power is not yet consolidated, the attack upon it is still 
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very strong. The desertion of wavering leaders at such a time does not weak
en but strengthens the Party, the working-class movement and the revo
lution.” (See Vol. XXV, pp. 462, 463, 464.)

IX

STYLE IN WORK

I am not referring to literary style. What I have in mind is 
style in work, that specific and peculiar feature in the practice of 
Leninism which creates the special type of Leninist worker. 
Leninism is a school of theory and practice which trains a special 
type of Party and state worker, creates a special Leninist style in 
work.

What are the characteristic features of this style? What are its 
peculiarities?

It has two specific features:
a) Russian revolutionary sweep and
b) American efficiency.
The style of Leninism consists in combining these two specific 

features in Party and state work.
Russian revolutionary sweep is an antidote to inertia, routine, 

conservatism, mental stagnation and slavish submission to an
cient traditions. Russian revolutionary sweep is the life-giving 
force which stimulates thought, impels things forward, breaks 
the past and opens up perspectives. Without it no progress is 
possible.

But Russian revolutionary sweep has every chance of degener
ating in practice into empty “revolutionary” Manilovism if it is not 
combined with American efficiency in work. Examples of this 
degeneration are only too numerous. Who does not know the disease 
of “revolutionary” scheme concocting and “revolutionary” plan 
drafting, which springs from the belief ill the power of decrees to ar
range everything and re-make everything? A Russian writer, 
I. Ehrenburg, in his story The Percomman {The Perfect Communist 
Man), has portrayed the type of a “Bolshevik” afflicted with this 
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disease, who set himself the task of finding a formula for the ideally 
perfect man and became “submerged" in this “work.” The story 
contains a great exaggeration, but it certainly gives a correct 
likeness of the disease. But no one, I think, has so ruthlessly and 
bitterly ridiculed those afflicted with this disease as Lenin. Lenin 
stigmatized this morbid belief in concocting schemes and in 
turning oui decrees as “communist vainglory.”

“Communist vainglory," says Lenin, "means that aman, who is a mem
ber of the Communist Party, and has not yet been purged from it, imagines 
that be can solve all his problems by issuing communist decrees.” (See 
Vol. XXVII, pp. 50-51.)

Lenin usually contrasted hollow “revolutionary” phrasemonger
ing with plain everyday work, thus emphasizing that “revolution
ary” scheme concocting is repugnant to the spirit and the letter of 
true Leninism.

“Fewer pompous phrases, more plain, everyday work says Lenin. 
“Less political fireworks and more attention to the simplest but vital... 

facts of communist construction...." (See Vol. XXIV, pp. 343 and 335.)

American efficiency, on the other hand, is an antidote to “rev
olutionary" Manilovism and fantastic scheme concocting. Ameri
can efficiency is that indomitable force which neither knows nor 
recognizes obstacles; which with its businesslike perseverance 
brushes aside all obstacles; which continues at a task once started 
until it is finished, even if it is a minor task; and without which 
serious constructive work is inconceivable.

But American efficiency has every chance of degenerating into 
narrow and unprincipled practicalism if it is not combined with 
Russian revolutionary sweep. Who has not heard of that disease of 
narrow empiricism and unprincipled practicalism which has not in
frequently caused certain “Bolsheviks” to degenerate and to aban
don the cause of the revolution? We find a reflection of this pecul
iar disease in a story by B. Pilnyak, entitled The Barren Year, 
which depicts types of Russian “Bolsheviks” of strong will and prac
tical determination who “function” very “energetically," but with
out vision, without knowing “what it is all about," and who, there
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fore, stray from the path of revolutionary work. No one has ridi
culed this disease of practical ism so incisively as Lenin. He brand
ed it as “narrow-minded empiricism” and “brainless practicalism.” 
He usually contrasted it with vital revolutionary work and the 
necessity of having a revolutionary perspective in all our daily 
activities, thus emphasizing that this unprincipled practicalism 
is as repugnant to true Leninism as “revolutionary” scheme con
cocting.

The combination of Russian revolutionary sweep with Ameri
can efficiency is the essence of Leninism in Party and state work.

This combination alone produces the finished type of Leninist 
worker, the style of Leninism in work.



THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION 
AND THE TACTICS 

OF THE RUSSIAN COMMUNISTS

Preface to the Book 
“On the Bond to October”

1

THE EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL SETTING
FOR THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION

Three circumstances of an external nature determined the com
parative ease with which the proletarian revolution in Russia 
succeeded in breaking the chains of imperialism and thus over
throwing the rule of the bourgeoisie.

Firstly, the circumstance that the October Revolution began 
in a period of desperate struggle between the two principal impe
rialist groups, the Anglo-French and the Austro-German; at a time 
when, engaged in mortal struggle between themselves, these two 
groups had neither the time nor the means to devote serious atten
tion to the struggle against the October Revolution. This circum
stance was of tremendous importance for the October Revolution, 
for it enabled it to take advantage of the fierce conflicts within the 
imperialist world to strengthen and organize its own forces.

Secondly, the circumstance that the October Revolution began 
during the imperialist war, at a time when the labouring masses, 
exhausted by the war and thirsting for peace, were by the very 
logic of facts led up to the proletarian revolution as the only way 
out of the war. This circumstance was of extreme importance 
for the October Revolution, for it put into its hands the mighty 
weapon of peace, made it easier for it to link the Soviet revolution 
with the ending of the hated war, and thus created mass sympathy 
for it both in the West, among the workers, and in the East, among 
the oppressed peoples.
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Thirdly, the existence of a powerful working-class movement 
in Europe and the fact that a revolutionary crisis was maturing in 
the West and in the East, brought on by the protracted imperial
ist war. This circumstance was of inestimable importance for the 
revolution in Russia, for it ensured the revolution faithful allies 
outside Russia in its struggle against world imperialism.

But in.addition to circumstances of an external nature, there 
were also a number of favourable internal conditions which facili
tated the victory of the October Revolution.

Of these conditions, the following must be regarded as the chief 
ones:

Firstly, the October Revolution enjoyed the most active support 
of the overwhelming majority of the working class in Russia.

Secondly, it enjoyed the undoubted support of the poor peas
ants and of the majority of the soldiers, who were thirsting for 
peace and land.

Thirdly, it had at its head, as its guiding force, such a tried and 
tested party as the Bolshevik Party, strong not only by reason 
of its experience and discipline acquired through the years, 
but also by reason of its vast connections with the labouring 
masses.

Fourthly, the October Revolution was confronted by enemies 
who were comparatively easy to overcome, such as the rather weak 
Russian bourgeoisie, a landlord class which was utterly demora
lized by peasant “revolts,” and the compromising parties (the 
Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries), which had become 
completely bankrupt during' the war.

Fifthly, it had at its disposal the vast expanses of the young 
state, in which it was able to manoeuvre freely, retreat when cir
cumstances so required, enjoy a respite, gather strength, etc.

Sixthly, in its struggle against counterrevolution the October 
Revolution could count upon sufficient resources of food, fuel and 
raw materials within the country.

The combination of these external and internal circumstances 
created that peculiar situation which determined the comparative 
ease with which the October Revolution won its victory.
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This does not mean, of course, that there were no unfavourable 
features in the external and internal setting of the October Revo
lution. Think of such an unfavourable feature as, for example, 
the isolation, to some extent, of the October Revolution, the ab
sence near it, or bordering on it, of a Soviet country on which it 
could rely for support. Undoubtedly, the future revolution, for 
example, in Germany, will be in a much more favourable situation 
in this respect,for it has in close proximity a powerful Soviet country 
like our Soviet Union. I need not mention so unfavourable a feature 
of the October Revolution as the absence of a proletarian majority 
within the country.

But these unfavourable features only emphasize the tremen
dous importance of the peculiar internal and external conditions 
of the October Revolution of which I have spoken above.

These peculiar conditions must not be lost sight of for a single 
moment. They must be borne in mind particularly in analyzing the 
events of the autumn of 1923 in Germany. Above all, they should 
be borne in mind by Trotsky, who draws an unfounded analogy 
between the October Revolution and the revolution in Germany 
and lashes violently at the German Communist Party for its actual 
and alleged mistakes.

“It was easy for Russia,” says Lenin, “in the specific, historically very 
special situation of 1917, to start the socialist revolution,but it will be more 
difficult for Russia than for the European countries to continue the revolu
tion and carry it through to the end. I had occasion to point this out already 
at the beginning of 1918, and our experience of the past two years has entirely 
confirmed the correctness of this view. Such specific conditions, as 1) the pos
sibility of linking up the Soviet revolution with the ending, as a consequence 
of this revolution, of the imperialist war, which had exhausted the workers 
and peasants to an incredible degree; 2) the possibility of taking advantage 
for a certain time of the mortal conflict between two world-powerful groups 
of imperialist robbers,who were unable to unite against their Soviet enemy; 
3) the possibility of enduring a comparatively lengthy civil War, partly owing 
to the enormous size of the country and to the poor means of communication; 
4) the existence of such a profound bourgeois-democratic revolutionary move
ment among the peasantry that the party of the proletariat was able 
to take the revolutionary demands of the peasant party (the Socialist-
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Revolutionary Party, the majority of the members of which were defi
nitely hostile to Bolshevism) and realize them at once, thanks to the con
quest of political power by the proletariat—such specific conditions do not 
exist in Western Europe at present; and a repetition of such or similar con
ditions will not come so easily. That, hy the way, apart from a number of 
other causes, is why it will he more difficult for Western Europe to start 
a socialist revolution than it was for us.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 205.)

These words of Lenin’s should not be forgotten.

II

TWO SPECIFIC FEATURES
OF THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION—

OR OCTOBER AND TROTSKY’S THEORY 
OF “PERMANENT” REVOLUTION

There are two specific features of the October Revolution 
which must be understood first of all if we are to comprehend the 
inner meaning and the historical significance of that revolution.

What are these features?
Firstly, the fact that the dictatorship of the proletariat was 

born in our country as a power which came into existence on 
the basis of an alliance between the proletariat and the labouring 
masses of the peasantry, the latter being led by the proletariat. 
Secondly, the fact that the dictatorship of the proletariat 
became established in our country as a result of the victory of 
socialism in one country—a country in which capitalism was 
little developed—while capitalism was preserved in other coun
tries where capitalism was more highly developed. This does not 
mean, of course, that the October Revolution has no other specif
ic features. But it is precisely these two specific features that are 
important for us at the present moment, not only because they dis
tinctly express the essence of the October Revolution, but also 
because they brilliantly reveal the opportunist nature of the theory 
of “permanent revolution.”

Let us briefly examine these features.
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The question of the labouring masses of the petty bourgeoisie, 
both urban and rural, the question of winning these masses to the 
side of the proletariat, is highly important for the proletarian rev
olution. Whom will the labouring people of Lown and country 
support in the struggle for power, the bourgeoisie or the proletar
iat; whose reserve will they become, the reserve of the bourgeoisie 
or the reserve of the proletariat—on this depend the fate of the 
revolution and the stability of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
The revolutions in France in 1848 and 1871 came to grief chief
ly because the peasant reserves proved to be on the side of the 
bourgeoisie. The October Revolution was victorious because it 
was able to deprive the bourgeoisie of its peasant reserves, because 
it was able to win these reserves to the side of the proletariat, 
and because in this revolution the proletariat proved to be the 
only guiding force for the vast masses of the labouring people of 
town and country.

He who has not understood this will never understand either 
the character of the October Revolution, or the nature of the dic
tatorship of the proletariat, or the specific characteristics of the 
internal policy of our proletarian power.

The dictatorship of the proletariat is not simply a governmental 
top stratum “skilfully” “selected” by the careful hand of an “experi
enced strategist,” and “judiciously relying” on the support of one sec
tion or another of the population. The dictatorship of the proletar
iat is the class alliance between the proletariat and the labouring 
masses of the peasantry for the purpose of overthrowing capital, 
for achieving the final victory of socialism, on the condition that 
the guiding force of this alliance is the proletariat.

Thus, it is not a question of “slightly” underestimating or 
“slightly” overestimating the revolutionary potentialities of the 
peasant movement, as certain diplomatic advocates of “permanent 
revolution” are now fond of expressing it. It is a question of the na
ture of the new proletarian state which arose as a result of the 
October Revolution. It is a question of the character of the pro
letarian power, of the foundations of the dictatorship of the pro
letariat itself.
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“The dictatorship of the proletariat,” says Lenin, “is a special form of 
class alliance between the proletariat, the vanguard of the working people, 
and the numerous nonproletarian strata of working people (the petty bour
geoisie, the small proprietors, the peasantry, the intelligentsia, etc.), or the 
majority of these; it is an alliance against capital, an alliance aiming at the 
complete overthrow of capital, at the complete suppression of the resistance 
of the bourgeoisie and of any attempt on its part at restoration, an alliance 
aiming at the final establishment and consolidation of socialism.” (See Vol. 
XXIV, p. 311.)

And further on:

"The dictatorship of the proletariat, if we translate this Latin,scientif
ic, historical-philosophical term into simpler language, means the following:

“Only a definite class,namely, the urban workers and the factory, indus
trial workers in general, is able to lead the whole mass of the toilers and 
exploited in the struggle for the overthrow of the yoke of capital, in the 
process of the overthrow itself, in the struggle to maintain and consolidate 
the victory, in the work of creating the new, socialist social system,in the 
whole struggle for the complete abolition of classes.” (See Vol. XXI V,p. 336.)

Such is the theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat given 
by Lenin.

One of the specific features of the October Revolution is the 
fact that this revolution represents a classic application of Lenin’s 
theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Some comrades believe that this theory is a purely “Russian” 
theory, applicable only to Russian conditions. That is wrong. 
It is absolutely wrong. In speaking of the labouring masses of the 
nonproletarian classes which are led by the proletariat, Lenin has in 
mind not only the Russian peasants, but also the labouring elements 
of the border regions of the Soviet Union, which until recently 
were colonies of Russia. Lenin constantly reiterated that without 
an alliance with these masses of other nationalities the proletar
iat of Russia could not achieve victory. In his articles on the na
tional question and in his speeches at the congresses of the Comin
tern, Lenin repeatedly said that the victory of the world revolution 
was impossible without a revolutionary alliance, a revolution
ary bloc, between the proletariat of the advanced countries and 
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the oppressed peoples of the enslaved colonies. But what are 
colonies if not the oppressed labouring masses, and, primarily, 
the labouring masses of the peasantry? Who does not know that 
the question of emancipating the colonies is essentially a ques
tion of emancipating the labouring masses of the nonproletarian 
classes from the oppression and exploitation of finance 
capital?

But from this it follows that Lenin’s theory of the dictator
ship of the proletariat is not a purely “Russian” theory, but a 
theory which necessarily applies to all countries. Bolshevism is 
not only a Russian phenomenon. “Bolshevism,” says Lenin, is “a 
model of tactics for all.” (See Vol. XXIII, p. 386.)

Such are the characteristics of the first specific feature of the 
October Revolution.

How do matters stand with regard to Trotsky’s theory of “per
manent revolution” in the light of this specific feature of the Octo
ber Revolution?

We shall not dwell at length on Trotsky’s position in 1905, 
when he “simply” forgot all about the peasantry as a revolution
ary force and advanced the slogan of “no tsar, but a workers’ gov
ernment,” that is, the slogan of revolution without the peasantry. 
Even Radek, that diplomatic defender of “permanent revolution,” 
is now obliged to admit that “permanent revolution” in 1905 
meant a “leap into the air” away from reality. Now, apparently 
everyone admits that it is not worth while bothering with this 
“leap into the air” any more.

Nor shall we dwell at length on Trotsky’s position in the pe
riod of the war, say, in 1915, when, in his article “The Struggle 
for Power,” proceeding from the fact that “we are living in the era 
of imperialism,” that imperialism “sets up not the bourgeois na
tion in opposition to the old regime, but the proletariat in opposi
tion to the bourgeois nation,” he arrived at the conclusion that the 
revolutionary role of the peasantry was hound tio subside, that the 
slogan of the confiscation of the land no longer had the same im
portance as formerly. It is well known that at that time, Lenin, 
examining thi? article of Trotsky's, accused him of “denying” “the 
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role of the peasantry,” and said that “Trotsky is in fact helping the 
liberal labour politicians in Russia who understand ‘denial’ of 
the role of the peasantry to mean refusal to rouse the peasants to 
revolution!” (See Vol. XVIII, p. 318.)

Let us rather pass on to the later works of Trotsky on this sub
ject, to the works of the period when the proletarian dictatorship 
had already become established and when Trotsky had had 
the opportunity to test his theory of “permanent revolution” in 
the light of actual events and to correct his errors. Let us take 
Trotsky’s “Preface” to his book The Year 1905, written in 1922. 
Here is what Trotsky says in this “Preface” concerning “permanent 
revolution”:

"It was precisely during the interval between January 9 and the October 
strike of 1905 that the views on the character of the revolutionary development 
of Russia which came to be known as the theory of ‘permanent revolution’ 
crystallized in the author's mind..This abstruse term represented the idea 
that the Russian revolution, whose immediate objectives were bourgeois in 
nature, could not, however, stop when these objectives had been achieved. 
The revolution would not be able to solve its immediate bourgeois problems 
except by placing the proletariat in power. And the latter, upon assuming 
power, would not be able to confine itself to the bourgeois limits of the revo
lution. On the contrary, precisely in order to ensure its victory, the prole
tarian vanguard would be forced in the very early stages of its rule to make 
deep inroads not only into feudal property but into bourgeois property as 
well. In this it would come into hostile collision not only with all the bour
geois groupings which supported the proletariat during the first stages of its 
revolutionary struggle, but also with the broad masses of the peasantry with 
whose assistance it came into power. The contradictions in the position of 
a workers' government in a backward country with an overwhelmingly peas
ant population could be solved only on an international scale, in the arena 
of the world proletarian revolution.”*

* My italics.— J- St'

That is what Trotsky says about his “permanent revolu
tion.”

One need only compare this quotation with the above quota
tions from Lenin's works on the dictatorship of the proletariat tQ 
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perceive the great chasm that separates Lenin’s theory of lhe 
dictatorship of the proletariat from Trotsky’s theory of “perma
nent revolution.”

Lenin speaks of the alliance between Lhe proletariat and the 
labouring strata of lhe peasantry as lhe basis of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat. Trotsky sees a “hostile collision" between 
“the proletarian vanguard” and “the broad masses of the peas
antry.”

Lenin speaks of the leadership of the toiling and exploited 
masses by the proletariat. Trotsky sees “contradictions in the posi
tion of a workers’ government in a backward country with an over
whelmingly peasant population.”

According to Lenin, the revolution draws its strength primarily 
from among the workers and peasants of Russia itself. According 
to Trotsky, the necessary strength can be found only “in the arena 
of the world proletarian revolution.”

But what if the world revolution is fated to arrive with some 
delay? Is there any ray of hope for our revolution? Trotsky offers 
no ray of hope, for “the contradictions in Lhe position of a workers' 
government could be solved only in the arena of the world 
proletarian revolution.” According to this plan, there is but one 
prospect left for our revolution: to vegetate in its own contradic
tions and rot away while waiting for the world revolution.

What is the dictatorship of the proletariat according to 
Lenin?

The dictatorship of the proletariat is a power which rests on an 
alliance between the proletariat and the labouring masses of the 
peasantry for “the complete overthrow of capital” and for “the final 
establishment and consolidation of socialism.”

What is the dictatorship of the proletariat according to Tro
tsky?

The dictatorship of the proletariat is a power which comes “into 
hostile collision” with “the broad masses of the peasantry” an-d 
seeks the solution of its “contradictions" only “ip the arena of the 
yrorld proletarian revolution."
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What difference is there between this “theory of permanent 
revolution” and the well-known theory of Menshevism which 
repudiates the concept of dictatorship of the proletariat?

Essentially, there is no difference.
There can be no doubt at all. “Permanent revolution” is not a 

mere underestimation of the revolutionary potentialities of the 
peasant movement. “Permanent revolution” is an underestima
tion of the peasant movement which leads to the repudiation of 
Lenin’s theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Trotsky’s “permanent revolution” is a variety of Menshe
vism.

This is how matters stand with regard to the first specific 
feature of the October Revolution.

What are the characteristics of the second specific feature of 
the October Revolution?

In his study of imperialism, especially in the period of the war, 
Lenin arrived at the law of the uneven, spasmodic, economic and 
political development of the capitalist countries. According to 
this law, the development of enterprises, trusts, branches of in
dustry and individual countries proceeds not evenly—not accord
ing to an established sequence, not in such a way that one trust, 
one branch of industry or one country is always in advance of 
the others, while other trusts or countries keep consistently one 
behind the other—but spasmodically, with interruptions in the 
development of some countries and leaps ahead in the develop
ment of others. Under these circumstances the “quite legitimate” 
striving of the countries that have slov/ed down to hold their old 
positions, and the equally “legitimate” striving of the countries 
that have leapt ahead to seize new positions, lead to a situation 
in which armed clashes among the imperialist countries become 
an inescapable necessity. Such was the case, for example, with 
Germany, which half a century ago was a backward country in 
comparison with France and Britain. The same must be said of 
Japan as compared with Russia. It is well known, however, that 
by the beginning of the twentieth Century Germany and Japan 
had leapt so far ahead that Germany had succeeded ip overtak
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ing France and had begun to press Britain hard on the world 
market, while Japan was pressing Russia. As is well known, 
it was from these contradictions that the recent imperialist war 
arose.

This law proceeds from the following:
1) “Capitalism has grown into a world system of colonial 

oppression and of the financial strangulation of the vast majority 
of the population of the world by a handful of ‘advanced’ coun
tries” (see Preface to French edition of Lenin’s Imperialism, Vol. 
XIX, p. 74);

2) “This ‘booty’ is shared between two or three powerful 
world robbers armed to the teeth (America, Britain, Japan), who 
involve the whole world in their war over the sharing of their 
booty” {ibid.)',

3) The growth of contradictions within the world system of fi' 
nancial oppression and the inevitability of armed clashes lead to 
the world front of imperialism becoming easily vulnerable to rev
olution, and to a breach in this front in individual countries 
becoming probable;

4) This breach is most likely to occur at those points, and in 
those countries, where the chain of the imperialist front is weak
est, that is to say, where imperialism is least consolidated, and 
where it is easiest for a revolution to expand;

5) In view of this, the victory of socialism in one country, even 
if that country is less developed in the capitalist sense, while cap
italism remains in other countries, even if those countries are 
more highly developed in the capitalist sense—is quite possible 
and probable.

Such, briefly, are the foundations of Lenin’s theory of the pro
letarian revolution.

What is the second specific feature of the October Revolution?
The second specific feature of the October Revolution lies 

in the fact that this revolution represents a model of the prac
tical application of Lenin’s theory of the proletarian involu
tion.
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He who has not understood this specific feature of the October 
Revolution will never understand either the international nature of 
this revolution, or its colossal international might, or the specif
ic features of its foreign policy.

“Uneven economic and political development,” says Lenin, “is an ab
solute law of capitalism. Hence, the victory of socialism is possible first 
in several or even in one capitalist country taken separately. The victorious 
proletariat of that country, having expropriated the capitalists and organized 
socialist production, would stand up against the rest of the world, the capi
talist world, attracting to its cause the oppressed classes of other countries, 
raising revolts in those countries against the capitalists, and in the event 
of necessity coming out even with armed force against the exploiting classes 
and their states.”. For “the free union of nations in socialism is impossible 
without a more or less prolonged and stubborn struggle of the socialist repub
lics against the backward states.” (See Vol. XVIII, pp. 232-33.)

The opportunists of all countries assert that the proletarian 
revolution can begin—if it is to begin anywhere at all, according 
to their theory—only in industrially developed countries, and that 
the more highly developed these countries are industrially the 
more chances there are for the victory of socialism. Moreover, 
according to them, the possibility of the victory of socialism in 
one country, and one in which capitalism is little developed at 
that, is excluded as something absolutely improbable. As far back 
as the period of the war, Lenin, taking as his basis the law of the 
uneven development of the imperialist states, opposed to the op
portunists his theory of the proletarian revolution about the 
victory of socialism in one country, even if that country is one in 
which capitalism is less developed.

It is well known that the October Revolution fully con
firmed the correctness of Lenin's theory of the proletarian revolu
tion.

How do matters stand with Trotsky’s "permanent revolution” 
in the light of Lenin’s theory of the victory of the proletarian 
revolution in one country?

Let Us take Trotsky'g pamphlet Our Revolution (1906).
Trotsky writes;
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“Without direct state support from the European proletariat, the working 
class of Russia will not be able to maintain itself in power and to transform 
its temporary rule into a lasting socialist dictatorship. This we cannot doubt 
for an instant.”

What does this quotation mean? It means that the victory 
of socialism in one country, in this case Russia, is impossible 
“without direct state support from the European proletariat,” i.e., 
before the European proletariat has conquered power.

What is there in common between this “theory” and Lenin’s 
thesis on the possibility of the victory of socialism “in one capital
ist country taken separately”?

Clearly, there is nothing in common.
But let us assume that Trotsky’s pamphlet, which was pub

lished in 1906, at a time when it was difficult to determine the 
character of our revolution, contains inadvertent errors and does 
not fully correspond to Trotsky’s views at a later period. Let us 
examine another pamphlet written by Trotsky, his Peace Program, 
which appeared before the October Revolution of 1917 and has 
now (1924) been republished in his book The Year 1917. In this 
pamphlet Trotsky criticizes Lenin’s theory of the proletarian rev
olution about the victory of socialism in one country and opposes 
to it the slogan of a United States of Europe. He asserts that 
the victory of socialism in one country is impossible, that the 
victory of socialism is possible only as the victory of several of 
the principal countries of Europe (Britain, Russia, Germany), 
which combine into a United States of Europe; otherwise it is not 
possible at all. He says quite plainly that “a victorious revolution 
in Russia or in Britain is inconceivable without a revolution in 
Germany, and vice versa."

“The only more or less concrete historical argument,” says Trotsky, 
"advanced against the slogan of a United States of Europe was formulated in 
the Swiss Sotsial-Demokrat (at that time the central organ of the Bolshe
viks—J. St.) in the following sentence. ‘Uneven economic and political 
development is an absolute law of capitalism.’ From this the Sotsial-Demok
rat draws the conclusion th at the victory of socialism is possible in one coun
try, and that therefore fherp is jw reason to fliake the dictatorship of the pro



OCTOBER REVOLUTION AND TACTICS OF RUSSIAN COMMUNISTS 125 

letariat in each separate country contingent upon the establishment of a 
United States of Europe. That capitalist development in different countries 
is uneven is an absolutely incontrovertible argument. But this unevenness 
is itself extremely uneven. The capitalist level of Britain, Austria, Germany 
or France is not identical. But in comparison with Africa and Asia all these 
countries represent capitalist ‘Europe,’ which has grown ripe for the social 
revolution. That no country in its struggle must ‘wait' for others, is an ele
mentary thought which it is useful and necessary to reiterate in order that 
the idoaof concurrent international action may not be replaced by the idea of 
temporizing international inaction. Without waiting for the others, we 
begin and continue the struggle nationally, in the full confidence that our 
initiative will give an impetus to the struggle in other countries; but if this 
should not occur, it would be hopeless to think—as historical experience 
and theoretical considerations testify—that, for example, a revolutionary 
Russia could hold out in the face of a conservative Europe, or that a social
ist Germany could exist in isolation in a capitalist world.”

As you see, we have before us the same theory of the simulta
neous victory of socialism in the principal Countries of Europe 
which, as a rule, excludes Lenin’s theory of revolution about 
the victory of socialism in one country.

It goes without saying that for the complete victory of social
ism, for a complete guarantee against the restoration of the old 
order, the united efforts of the proletarians of several countries are 
necessary. It goes without saying that, without the support giv
en to our revolution by the proletariat of Europe, the proletariat 
of Russia could not have held out against the general onslaught, just 
as without the support given by the revolution in Russia to the 
revolutionary movement in the West the latter could not have de
veloped at the pace at which it has begun to develop since the es
tablishment of the proletarian dictatorship in Russia. It goes with
out saying that we need support. But what does support of our 
revolution by the West-European proletariat imply? Is not the 
sympathy of the European workers for our revolution, their read
iness to thwart the imperialists’ plans of intervention—is not 
all this support, real assistance? Unquestionably it is. Without 
such support, without such assistance, not only from the European 
workers but also from the colonial and dependent countries, the 
proletarian dictatorship in Russia would have been hard pressed.
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Up to now, has this sympathy and this assistance, coupled with the 
might of our Red Army and the readiness of the workers and peas
ants of Russia to defend their socialist fatherland to the last— 
has all this been sufficient to beat off the attacks of the imperialists 
and to win us the necessary conditions for the serious work of con
struction? Yes, it has been sufficient. Is this sympathy growing 
stronger, or is it waning? Unquestionably, it is growing stronger. 
Hence, have we favourable conditions, not only for pushing 
on with the organizing of socialist economy, but also, in our 
turn, for giving support to the West-European workers and to 
the oppressed peoples of the East? Yes, we have. This is 
eloquently proved by the seven years’ history of the proletarian 
dictatorship in Russia. Can it be denied that a mighty wave of 
labour enthusiasm has already risen in our country? No, it can
not be denied.

After all this, what does Trotsky's assertion that a revolution
ary Russia could not hold out in the face of a conservative Europe 
signify?

It can signify only this: firstly, that Trotsky does not appre
ciate the inherent strength of our revolution; secondly, that Tro
tsky does not understand the inestimable importance of the moral 
support which is given to our revolution by the workers of the 
West and the peasants of the East; thirdly, that Trotsky does not 
perceive the internal infirmity which is consuming imperialism 
today.

Carried away by his criticism of Lenin’s theory of the proletar
ian revolution, Trotsky unwittingly dealt himself a smashing 
blow in his pamphlet Peace Program which appeared in 1917 ami 
was republished in 1924.

But perhaps this pamphlet, too, has become out of date and 
has ceased for some reason or other to correspond to Trotsky’s pres
ent views? Let us take his later works, written after the victory 
of the proletarian revolution in one country, in Russia. Let us 
take, for example, Trotsky’s “Postscript,” written in 1922, for 
the new edition of his pamphlet Peace Program. Here is what 
he says in this “Postscript”:
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“The assertion reiterated several times in the Peace Program that a pro
letarian revolution cannot culminate victoriously within national bounds 
may perhaps seem to some readers to have been refuted by the nearly five 
years’ experience of our Soviet Republic. But such a conclusion would be 
unwarranted. The fact that the workers’ state has held out against the 
whole world in one country, and a backward country at that, testifies 
to the colossal might of the proletariat, which in other, more advanced, 
more civilized countries will be truly capable of performing miracles. 
But while we have held our ground as a state politically and militarily, we 
have not arrived, or even begun to arrive, at the creation of a socialist socie
ty.... As long as the bourgeoisie remains in power in the other European coun
tries we shall bo compelled, in our struggle against economic isolation, to 
strive for agreement with the capitalist world; at the same time it may be 
said with certainty th at these agreements may at best help us to mitigate 
some of our economic ills, to take one or another step forward, but real prog
ress of a socialist economy in Russia will become possible only after the 
victory*  of the proletariat in the major European countries.”

* My italics.—J. St.

Thus speaks Trotsky, plainly sinning against reality and stub
bornly trying to save his “permanent revolution” from final ship
wreck.

It appears, then, that, twist and turn as you like, we not only 
have “not arrived,” but we have “not even begun to arrive” at the 
creation of a socialist society. It appears that some people have 
been hoping for “agreements with the capitalist world,” but it also 
appears that nothing will come of these agreements, for, ,twist 
and turn as you like, “real progress of a socialist economy” will 
not be possible until the proletariat has been victorious in the 
“major European countries.”

Well, then, since there is still no victory in the West, the only 
“choice” that remains for the revolution in Russia is: either to 
rot away or to degenerate into a bourgeois state.

It is no accident that Trotsky has been talking for two years 
now about the “degeneration” of our Party.

It is no accident that last year Trotsky prophesied the “doom” 
of our country.
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How can this strange “theory” be reconciled with Lenin’s 
theory of the “victory of socialism in one country”?

How can this strange “prospect” be reconciled with Lenin’s 
view that the New Economic Policy will enable us “to build the 
foundations of socialist economy”?

How can this “permanent” hopelessness be reconciled, for 
instance, with the following words of Lenin:

“Socialism is no longer a matter of the distant future, or an abstract pic
ture, or an icon. We still retain our old bad opinion of icons. We have dragged 
socialism into everyday life, and here we must find our way. This is the task 
of our day, the task of our epoch. Permit me to conclude by expressing the 
conviction that, difficult as this task may be, new as it maybe compared 
with our previous task, and no matter bow many difficulties it may entail, 
we shall all—not in one day, but in the course of several years—all of us 
together fulfil it whatever happens so that NEP Russia will become socialist 
Russia.” (See Vol. XXVII, p. 366.)

How can this “permanent” gloominess of Trotsky’s be recon
ciled, for instance, with the following words of Lenin:

“As a matter of fact, state power over all large-scale means of production, 
state power in the hands of the proletariat, the alliance of this proletariat 
with the many millions of small and very small peasants, the assured leader
ship of the peasantry by the proletariat, etc.—is not this all that is neces
sary for building a complete socialist society from the cooperatives, from 
the cooperatives alone, which we formerly looked down upon as huckstering 
and which from a certain aspect we have the right to look down upon as such 
now, under NEP? Is this not all that is necessary for building a complete 
socialist society? This is not yet the building of socialist society, but it is 
all that-is necessary and sufficient for this building.” (See Vol. XXVII, 
p. 392.).

It is plain that these two views are incompatible and cannot in 
any way be reconciled. Trotsky’s “permanent revolution” is the 
repudiation of Lenin’s theory of the proletarian revolution; and 
conversely, Lenin’s theory of the proletarian revolution is the 
repudiation of the theory of “permanent revolution.”

Lack of faith in the strength and capacities of our revolution, 
lack of faith in the strength and capacity of the Russian proletar-
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iat—that is what lies at the root of the theory of “permanent 
revolution.”

Hitherto only one aspect of the theory of “permanent revolu
tion” has usually been noted—lack of faith in the revolutionary 
potentialities of the peasant movement. Now, in fairness, this 
must be supplemented by another aspect—lack of faith in the 
strength and capacity of the proletariat in Russia.

What difference is there between Trotsky’s theory and the or
dinary Menshevik theory that the victory of socialism in one coun
try, and in a backward country at that, is impossible without 
the preliminary victory of the proletarian revolution “in the 
principal countries of Western Europe”?

Essentially, there is no difference.
There can be no doubt at all. Trotsky’s theory of “permanent 

revolution” is a variety of Menshevism.
Of late rotten diplomats have appeared in our press who try to 

palm off the theory of “permanent revolution" as something compa
tible with Leninism. Of course, they say, this theory proved to 
be worthless in 1905; but the mistake Trotsky made was that he 
ran too far ahead at that time, in an attempt to apply to the situa
tion in 1905 what could not then be applied. But later, they say, 
in October 1917, for example, when the revolution had had time 
to mature completely, Trotsky's theory proved to be quite ap
propriate. It is not difficult to guess that the chief of these diplo
mats is Radek. Here, if you please, is what he says:

“The war created a chasm between the peasantry, which was striving to 
win land and peace, and the petty-bourgeois parties; the war placed the peas
antry under the leadership of the working class and of its vanguard, the 
Bolshevik Party. This rendered possible, not the dictatorship of the working 
class and peasantry, but the dictatorship of the working class relying on the 
peasantry. What Rosa Luxemburg and Trotsky advanced against Lenin 
in 1905 (i.e., “permanent revolution”—J. St.) proved, as a matter of 
fact, to be the second stage of the historic development.”

Here every statement is a distortion.
It is not true that the war “rendered possible, not the dictator

ship of the working class and peasantry, but the dictatorship of
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the working class relying on the peasantry.” Actually, the Febru
ary Revolution of 1917 was the materialization of the dictator
ship of the proletariat and peasantry, interwoven in a peculiar 
way with the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie.

It is not true that the theory of “permanent revolution,” which 
Radek bashfully refrains from mentioning, was advanced in 1905 by 
Rosa Luxemburg and Trotsky. Actually, this theory was advanced 
by Parvus and Trotsky. Now, ten months later, Radek corrects 
himself and deems it necessary to castigate Parvus for the theory 
of “permanent revolution.” But in all fairness Radek.should also 
castigate Parvus's partner, Trotsky.

It is not true that the theory of "permanent revolution,” 
which was brushed aside by the 1905 revolution, proved to be .cor
rect in the “second stage of the historic development,” that is, 
during the October Revolution. The whole course of the October 
Revolution, its whole development, demonstrated and proved the 
utter bankruptcy of the theory of “permanent revolution” 
and its absolute incompatibility with the foundations of 
Leninism.

Honeyed speeches and rotten diplomacy cannot hide the yawn
ing chasm which lies between the theory of “permanent revolution” 
and Leninism.

Ill

certain specific features of the tactics
OF THE BOLSHEVIKS DURING THE PERIOD 

OF PREPARATION FOR OCTOBER

In order to understand the tactics pursued by the Bolsheviks 
during the period of preparation for October we must get a clear 
idea of at least some of the particularly important features of those 
tactics. This is all the more necessary since in numerous pam
phlets on the tactics of the Bolsheviks precisely these features 
are frequently overlooked.

What are these features?
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First specific feature. If one were to listen to Trotsky, one would 
think that there were only two periods in the history of the prepara
tion for October: the period of reconnaissance and the period of 
uprising, and that all else comes from the evil one. What was the 
April demonstration of 1917? “The April demonstration, which 
went more to the ‘Left’ than it should have, was a reconnoitring 
sortie for the purpose of probing the disposition of the masses and 
the relations between them and the majority in the Soviets.” And 
what was the July demonstration of 1917? In Trotsky’s opinion 
“this, too, was in fact another, more extensive, reconnaissance at a 
new and higher phase of the movement.” Needless to say, the June 
demonstration of 1917, which was organized at the demand of 
our Party, should, according to Trotsky’s idea, all the more be 
termed a “reconnaissance.”

This would seem to imply that as early as March 1917, the Bol
sheviks had ready a political army of workers and peasants, 
and that if they did not bring this army into action for an 
uprising in April, or in June, or in July, but engaged merely in 
“reconnaissance,” it was because, and only because, “the in
formation obtained from the reconnaissance” at the time was 
unfavourable.

Needless to say, this oversimplified notion of the political tac
tics of our Party is nothing but a confusion of ordinary military 
tactics with the revolutionary tactics of the Bolsheviks.

Actually, all these demonstrations were primarily the result 
of the spontaneous pressure of the masses, the result of the fact 
that the indignation of the masses against the war had boiled 
over and sought an outlet in the streets.

Actually, the task of the Party at that time was to shape 
and to guide the spontaneously arising demonstrations of the 
masses along the line of the revolutionary slogans of the Bolshe
viks.

Actually, the Bolsheviks had no political army ready in March 
1917, nor could they have had one. The Bolsheviks built up such 
an army (and had finally built it up by October 1917) only in the 
course of the struggle and conflicts of the classes between April 

9*
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and October 1917, through the April demonstration, the June and 
July demonstrations, lhe elections to the district and city Dumas, 
the struggle against the Kornilov revolt, and the winning over 
of lhe Soviets. A political army is not like a military army. A mili
tary command begins a war with an army ready to hand, whereas 
the Party has to create its army in lhe course of the struggle it
self, in lhe course of class conflicts, as the masses themselves become 
convinced through their own experience of the correctness of the 
Party’s slogans and policy.

Of course, every such demonstration at the same time threw a 
certain amount of light on Lhe hidden interrelations of the forces 
involved, provided certain reconnaissance information, but this 
reconnaissance was not the motive for the demonstration, but its 
natural result.

In analyzing lhe events preceding the uprising in October and 
comparing them with the events that marked the period from 
April to July, Lenin says:

“The situation now is not at all what it was prior to April 20-21, 
June 9, July 3, for then there was spontaneous excitement which we, as a 
party, either failed to perceive (April 20) or tried to restrain and shape into 
a peaceful demonstration (June 9 and July 3). For at that time we were fully 
aware that the Soviets were not yet ours, that the peasants still trusted the 
Lieber-Dan-Chernov course and not the Bolshevik course (uprising), and 
that, consequently, we could not have the majority of the people behind us, 
and hence, an uprising was premature.” (See Vol. XXI, p. 345.)

It is plain that "reconnaissance” alone does not get one very 
far.

Obviously, it was not a question of “reconnaissance,” but of the 
following:

1) all through the period of preparation for October the Party 
invariably relied in its struggle upon the spontaneous upsurge 
of the mass revolutionary movement;

2) while relying on the spontaneous upsurge, it maintained its 
own undivided leadership of the movement;

3) this leadership of the movement helped it to form the mass 
political army for the October uprising;
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4) this policy was bound to result in the entire preparation 
for October proceeding under the leadership of one party, the 
Bolshevik Party;

5) this preparation for October, in its turn, brought it about 
that as a result of the October uprising power was concentrated in 
the hands of one party, the Bolshevik Party.

Thus, the undivided leadership of one party, the Communist 
Party, as the principal factor in the preparation for October— 
such is the characteristic feature of the October Revolution, such 
is the first specific feature of the tactics of the Bolsheviks in the 
period of preparation for October.

It scarcely needs proof that without this feature of Bolshevik 
tactics the victory of the dictatorship of the proletariat in the con
ditions of imperialism would have been impossible.

In this the October Revolution differs favourably from the 
revolution of 1871 in France, where the leadership was divided 
between two parties, neither of which could be called a Commu
nist party.

Second specific feature. The preparation for October thus pro
ceeded under the leadership of one party, the Bolshevik Party. But 
how did the Party carry out this leadership, along what line did 
the latter proceed? This leadership proceeded along the line 
of isolating the compromising parties, as the most dangerous 
groupings in the period of the outbreak of the revolution, the 
line of isolating the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks.

What is the fundamental strategic rule of Leninism?
It is the recognition of the following:
1) the compromising parties are the most dangerous social sup

port of the enemies of the revolution in the period of the approach
ing revolutionary outbreak;

2) it is impossible to overthrow the enemy (tsarism or the bour
geoisie) unless these parties are isolated;

3) the main weapons in the period of preparation for the revo
lution must therefore be directed towards isolating these parties, 
towards winning the broad wasSPS of working people away from 
them.
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In the period of the struggle against tsarism, in the period of 
preparation for the bourgeois-democratic revolution (1905-16), the 
most dangerous social support of tsarism was the liberal-monarch
ist party, the Cadet Party. Why? Because it was the compro
misingparty, the party of compromise between tsarism and the ma
jority of the people, i.e., the peasantry as a whole. Naturally, the 
Party at that time directed its main blows at the Cadets, for unless 
the Cadets were isolated there could be no hope of a rupture be
tween the peasantry and tsarism, and unless this rupture was en
sured there could be no hope of the victory of the revolution. Many 
people at that time did not understand this specific feature of 
Bolshevik strategy and accused the Bolsheviks of excessive “Ca- 
detophobia”; they asserted that with the Bolsheviks the struggle 
against the Cadets “overshadowed” the struggle against the prin
cipal enemy—tsarism. But these accusations, for which there 
was no justification, revealed an utter failure to understand the 
Bolshevik strategy, which called for the isolation of the com
promising party in order to facilitate, to hasten the victory over 
the principal enemy-

It scarcely needs proof that without this strategy the hegemony 
of the proletariat in the bourgeois-democratic revolution would 
have been impossible.

In the period of preparation for October the centre of gravity 
of the conflicting forces shifted to another plane. The tsar was gone. 
The Cadet Party had been transformed from a compromising force 
into a governing force, into the ruling force of imperialism. Now 
the fight was no longer between tsarism and the people, but be
tween the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. In this period the petty- 
bourgeois democratic parties, the parties of the Socialist-Revolu
tionaries and Mensheviks, were the most dangerous social support 
of imperialism. Why? Because these parties were then the com
promising parties, the parties of compromise between imperialism 
and the labouring masses. Naturally, the Bolsheviks at that time 
directed their main blows at these parties, for unless these parties 
were isolated there could be no hope of a rupture between the labour
ing masses and imperialism, and unless this rupture was ensured
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there could be no hope of the victory of the Soviet revolution. 
Many people at that time did not understand this specific feature 
of the Bolshevik tactics and accused the Bolsheviks of displaying 
“excessive hatred” towards the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Men
sheviks, and of “forgetting” the principal goal. But the entire 
period of preparation for October eloquently testifies to the fact that 
only by pursuing these tactics could the Bolsheviks ensure the 
victory of the October Revolution.

The characteristic feature of this period was the further revo
lutionization of the labouring masses of the peasantry, their dis
illusionment with the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, 
their defection from these parties, their turn towards rallying 
directly around the proletariat as the only consistently revolution
ary force, capable of leading the country to peace. The history of 
this period is the history of the struggle between the Socialist- 
Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, on the one hand, and the Bolshe
viks, on the other, for the labouring masses of the peasantry, for 
winning over these masses. The outcome of this struggle was decid
ed by the coalition period, the Kerensky period, the refusal of 
the Socialist-Revolutionaries and the Mensheviks to confiscate the 
landlords’ land, the fight of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and 
Mensheviks to continue the war, the June offensive at the front, 
the introduction of capital punishment for soldiers, the Korni
lov revolt. And they decided the issue of this struggle entirely in 
favour of the Bolshevik strategy; for had not the Socialist-Revo
lutionaries and Mensheviks been isolated it would have been im
possible to overthrow the government of the imperialists, and had 
this government not been overthrown it would have been impossi
ble to break away from the war. The policy of isolating the Social
ist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks proved to be the only cor
rect policy.

Thus, isolation of the Menshevik and Socialist-Revolutionary 
parties as the main line in directing the preparations for October 
such was the second specific feature of the tactics of the Bolshe
viks,
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It scarcely needs proof that without this feature of the tactics 
of the Bolsheviks, the alliance of the working class and the labour
ing masses of the peasantry would have been left hanging in the 
air.

It is characteristic that in his Lessons of October Trotsky says 
nothing, or next to nothing, about this specific feature of the Bol
shevik tactics.

Third specific feature. Thus, the Party, in directing 
the preparations for October, pursued the line of isolating the So
cialist-Revolutionary and Menshevik parties, of winning the broad 
masses of the workers and peasants away from them. But how, 
concretely, was this isolation effected by the Party—in what 
form, under what slogan? It was effected in the form of the revolu
tionary mass movement for the power of the Soviets, under the 
slogan “AH Power to the Soviets!”, by means of the struggle to 
convert the Soviets from organs for mobilizing the masses into 
organs of the uprising, into organs of power, into the apparatus of 
a new proletarian state power.

Why was it precisely the Soviets that the Bolsheviks seized 
upon as the principal organizational lever that could facilitate 
the task of isolating the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolution
aries, that was capable of advancing the cause of the proletar
ian revolution, and that was destined to lead the millions of 
labouring masses to the victory of the dictatorship of the pro
letariat?

What are the Soviets?

“The Soviets,” said Lenin as early as September 1917, “are a new state 
apparatus, which, in the first place, provides an armed force of workers and 
peasants', and this force is not divorced from the people, as was the old stand
ing army, but is most closely bound up with the people. From the military 
standpoint, this force is incomparably more powerful than previous forces; 
from the revolutionary standpoint, it cannot be replaced by anything else. 
Secondly, this apparatus provides a bond with the masses, with thé majority 
of the people, so intimate, so indissoluble, so readily controllable and renew
able, that there was nothing even remotely like it in the previous state 
apparatus. Thirdly, this apparatus, by virtue of the fact that its personnel 
js elected apd subject to recall at the wjll pf the people without any bureau
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cratic formalities, is far more democratic than any previous apparatus. Fourth
ly, it provides a close contact with the most diverse professions,-thus facil
itating the adoption of the most varied and most profound reforms without 
bureaucracy. Fifthly, it provides a form of organization of the vanguard, 
i.e., of the most politically conscious, most energetic and most progressive 
section of the oppressed classes, the workers and peasants, and thus consti
tutes an apparatus by means of which the vanguard of the oppressed classes 
can elevate, train, educate, and lead the entire vast mass of these classes,which 
has hitherto stood quite remote from political life, from history. Sixthly, 
it makes it possible to combine the advantages of parliamentarism with 
the advantages of immediate and direct democracy, i.e., to unite in the per
sons of the elected representatives of the people both legislative and execu
tive functions. Compared with bourgeois parliamentarism,this represents an 
advance in the development of democracy which is of world-wide historic 
significance....

“Had not the creative spirit of the revolutionary classes of the people 
given rise to the Soviets, the proletarian revolution in Russia would be a 
hopeless affair, for the proletariat undoubtedly could not retain power 
with the old state apparatus, and it is impossible to create anew apparatus 
immediately.” (See Vol. XXI, pp. 258-59.)

That is why the Bolsheviks seized upon the Soviets as the prin
cipal organizational link that could facilitate the task of organ
izing the October Revolution and the creation of a new, powerful 
apparatus of the proletarian state power.

From the point of view of its internal development, the slo
gan “All Power to the Soviets!” passed through two stages: the 
first (up to the July defeat of the Bolsheviks, during the period 
of dual power), and the second (after the defeat of the Kornilov 
revolt).

During the first stage this slogan meant breaking the bloc of 
the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries with the Cadets, 
the formation of a Soviet government consisting of Mensheviks 
and Socialist-Revolutionaries (for at that time the Soviets were 
Socialist-Revolutionary and Menshevik), the right of free agita
tion for the opposition (i.e., for the Bolsheviks), and the free 
struggle of parties within the Soviets, in the expectation that by 
means of such a struggle the Bolsheviks would succeed in captur
ing the Soviets and changing the composition of the Soviet gov
ernment in the course of a peaceful development of the révolu- 
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tion. This plan, of course, did not signify the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. But it undoubtedly facilitated the preparation of the 
conditions required for ensuring the dictatorship, for, by putting 
the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries in power and com
pelling them to carry out in practice their antirevolutionary plat
form, it hastened the exposure of the true nature of these parties, 
hastened their isolation, their divorce from the masses. The Ju
ly defeat of the Bolsheviks, however, interrupted this development, 
for it gave preponderance to the generals' and Cadets’ counter
revolution and threw the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Menshe
viks into the arms of that counterrevolution. This compelled the 
Party temporarily to withdraw the slogan “All Power to the So
viets!”, only to pul it forward again in the conditions of a fresh 
revolutionary upsurge.

The defeat of the Kornilov revolt ushered in the second stage. 
The slogan “All Power to the Soviets!” became again the immediate 
slogan. But now this slogan had a different meaning from that in 
the first stage. Its content had radically changed. Now this slogan 
meant a complete rupture with imperialism and the passing of 
power to the Bolsheviks, for the majority of the Soviets were al
ready Bolshevik. Now this slogan meant the revolution’s direct 
approach towards the dictatorship of the proletariat by means 
of an uprising. More than that, this slogan now meant the organ
ization of the dictatorship of the proletariat and giving it a 
state form.

The inestimable significance of the tactics of transforming the 
Soviets into organs of state power lay in the fact that they caused 
millions of working people to break away from imperialism, 
exposed the Menshevik and Socialist-Revolutionary parties as the 
tools of imperialism, and brought the masses by a direct route, as 
it were, to the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Thus, the policy of transforming the Soviets into organs of 
state power, as the most important condition for isolating the 
compromising parties and for the victory of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat—such is the third specific feature of the tactics of 
the Bolsheviks in the period of preparation for October,
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Fourth specific feature. The picture would not be complete if 
we did not deal with the question of how and why the Bolsheviks 
were able to transform their Party slogans into slogans for 
the vast masses, into slogans which pushed the revolution 
forward; how and why they succeeded in convincing not only 
the vanguard, and not only the majority of the working class, 
but also the majority of the people, of the correctness of their 
policy.

The point is that for the victory of the revolution, if it is real
ly à people’s revolution embracing the masses in their millions, 
correct Party slogans alone are not enough. For the victory of the 
revolution one more necessary condition is required, namely, 
that the masses themselves become convinced through their own 
experience of the correctness of these slogans. Only then do the 
slogans of the Party become the slogans of the masses themselves. 
Only then does the revolution really become a people’s revolu
tion. One of the specific features of the tactics of the Bolsheviks in 
the period of preparation for October was that they correctly deter
mined the paths and turns which would naturally lead the masses 
to the Party’s slogans—to the very threshold of the revolution, so 
to speak—thus helping them to feel, to test, to realize by their own 
experience the correctness of these slogans. In other words, one of 
the specific features of the tactics of the Bolsheviks is that they do 
not confuse leadership of the Party with leadership of the masses; 
that they clearly see the difference between the first sort of leader
ship and the second; that they, therefore, represent the science, 
not only of leadership of the Party, but of leadership of the vast 
masses of the working people.

A graphic example of the manifestation of this feature of Bol
shevik tactics was provided by the experience of convening and 
dispersing the Constituent Assembly;

It is well known that the Bolsheviks advanced the slogan of 
a Republic of Soviets as early as April 1917. It is well known that 
the Constituent Assembly was a bourgeois parliament, funda
mentally opposed to the principles of a Republic of Soviets. How 
could it happen that- the Bolsheviks, who ware advancing towards 



140 J. STALIN

a Republic of Soviets, at the same Lime demanded that the Pro
visional Government should immediately convene the Constituent 
Assembly? How could it happen that the Bolsheviks not only 
took part in the elections, but themselves convened the Constit
uent Assembly? How could it happen that a month before the 
uprising, in the transition from the old to the new, the Bolshe
viks considered a temporary combination of a Republic of Soviets 
with the Constituent Assembly possible?

This “happened” because:
1) the idea of a Constituent Assembly was one of the most 

popular ideas among the broad masses of the population;
2) the slogan of the immediate convocation of the Constituent 

Assembly helped to expose the counterrevolutionary nature of 
the Provisional Government;

3) in order to discredit the idea of a Constituent Assembly in 
the eyes of the masses, it was necessary to lead the masses to the 
walls of the Constituent Assembly with their demands for land, 
for peace, for the power of the Soviets, thus bringing them face 
to face with the actual, live Constituent Assembly;

4) only this could help the masses to become convinced 
through their own experience of the counterrevolutionary nature 
of the Constituent Assembly and of the necessity of dispers
ing it;

5) all this naturally presupposed the possibility of a tempora
ry combination of the Republic of Soviets with the Constituent 
Assembly, as one of the means for eliminating the Constituent 
Assembly ;

6) such a combination, if brought about ander the condition 
that all power was transferred to the Soviets, could only signify 
the subordination of the Constituent Assembly to the Soviets, its 
conversion into an appendage of the Soviets, its painless extinc
tion.

It scarcely needs proof that had the Bolsheviks not adopted 
such a policy the dispersion of the Constituent Assembly would 
not have taken place so smoothly, and the subsequent actions of 



OCTOBER REVOLUTION AND TACTICS OF RUSSIAN COMMUNISTS 141

the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks under the slogan 
“AH Power to the Constituent Assembly!” would not have failed 
so signally.

“We took part,” says Lenin, “in the elections to the Russian bourgeois 
parliament, the Constituent Assembly, in September-November 1917.Were 
our tactics correct or not?... Did not we, the Russian Bolsheviks, have more 
right in September-November 1917 than any Western Communists to consider 
that parliamentarism was politically obsolete in Russia? Of course we had, 
for the point is not whether bourgeois parliaments have existed for a long or 
a short time, but how far the broad masses of the working people are pre
pared (ideologically, politically and practically) to accept the Soviet system 
and to disperse the bourgeois-democratic parliament (or allow it to be dis
persed). That, owing to a number of special conditions, the working class of 
the towns and the soldiers and peasants of Russia were in September-Novem
ber 1917 exceptionally well prepared to accept the Soviet system and 
to disperse the most democratic of bourgeois parliaments, is an absolute
ly incontestable and fully established historical fact. Nevertheless, the 
Bolsheviks did not boycott the Constituent Assembly, but took part in the 
elections both before the proletariat conquered political power and after." 
(See Vol. XXV, pp. 201-02.)

Why then did they not boycott the Constituent Assembly? 
Because, says Lenin:

“participation in a bourgeois-democratic parliament even a few weeks 
before the victory of a Soviet Republic, and even after such a victory, not 
only does not harm the revolutionary proletariat, hut actually helps it to 
prove to the backward masses why such parliaments deserve to be dispersed; 
it helps their successful dispersal, and helps to make bourgeois parliamen
tarism ‘politically obsolete.’” (Ibid.)

It is characteristic that Trotsky does not understand this fea
ture of Bolshevik tactics and snorts at the “theory” of combining 
the Constituent Assembly with the Soviets, qualifying it as Hil- 
ferdingism.

He does not understand that to permit such a combination, 
accompanied by the slogan of an uprising and the probable victory 
of the Soviets, in connection with the convocation of the Constit
uent Assembly, was the only revolutionary tactics, which had 
nothing in common with the Hilferding tactics of converting the 
Soviets into an appendage of the Constituent Assembly; he does 
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not understand that the mistake committed by some comrades in 
this question gives him no grounds for disparaging the abso
lutely correct position taken by Lenin and the Party on the “com
bined type of state power” under certain conditions. (Gf. Vol. XXI, 
p. 338.)

He does not understand that if the Bolsheviks had not adopt
ed this special policy towards the Constituent Assembly they 
would not have succeeded in winning over to their side the 
vast masses of the people; and if they had not won over these 
masses they could not have transformed the October uprising 
into a profound people’s revolution.

It is interesting to note that Trotsky even snorts at the words 
“people,” “revolutionary democracy,” etc., occurring in arti
cles by Bolsheviks, and considers them improper for a Marxist 
to use.

Trotsky has evidently forgotten that even in September 1917, 
a month before the victory of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
Lenin, that unquestionable Marxist, wrote of “the necessity of 
the immediate transfer of the whole power to the revolutionary 
democracy headed by the revolutionary proletariat." (See Vol. XXI, 
p. 198.)

Trotsky has evidently forgotten that Lenin, that unquestion
able Marxist, quoting the well-known letter of iMarx to Kugelmann 
(April 1871) to the effect that the smashing of the bureaucratic- 
military state machine is the preliminary condition for every real 
people’s revolution on the continent, writes in black and white the 
following lines:

“particular attention should be paid to Marx’s extremely profound re
mark that the destruction of the bureaucratic-military state machine is ‘the 
preliminary condition for every real people's revolution.' This concept of 
a ‘people's’ revolution seems strange coming from Marx, and the Russian 
Plekbanovites and Mensheviks, those followers of Struve who wish to be 
regarded as Marxists, might possibly declare such an expression to be a ‘slip 
of the pen' on Marx's part. They have reduced Marxism to such a state of 
wretchedly liberal distortion that nothing exists for them beyond the anti
thesis between bourgeois revolution and proletarian revolution—and even 
this antithesis they interpret in an extremely lifeless way....
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“In Europe, in 1871, there was not a single country on the continent in 
which the proletariat constituted the majority of the people. A ‘people’s’ 
revolution, one that actually brought the majority into movement, could 
he such only if it embraced both the proletariat and the peasantry. These 
two classes then constituted the ‘people.’ These two classes are united by 
the fact that the ‘bureaucratic-military state machine’ oppresses, crushes, 
exploits them. To break up this machine, to smash it—this is truly in the 
interest of the ‘people,’ of the majority, of the workers and most of the peas
ants, this is ‘the preliminary condition’ for a free alliance between the poor 
peasants and the proletarians, whereas without such an alliance democracy 
is unstable and socialist transformation is impossible.” (See Vol. XXI, 
pp. 395-96.)

These words of Lenin’s should not be forgotten.
Thus, ability to convince the masses of the correctness of the 

Party slogans on the basis of their own experience, by bringing 
them to the revolutionary positions, as the most important condi
tion for the winning over of the millions of working people to the 
side of the Party—such is the fourth specific feature of the tactics 
of the Bolsheviks in the period of preparation for October.

I think that what I have said is quite sufficient to get a clear 
idea of the characteristic features of these tactics.

IV

THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION AS THE BEGINNING OF 
AND THE PRE-CONDITION FOR

THE WORLD REVOLUTION

There can be no doubt that the universal theory of a simultane
ous victory of the revolution in the principal countries of Europe, 
the theory that the victory of socialism in one country is impossi
ble, has proved to be an artificial and untenable theory. The sev
en years’ history of the proletarian revolution in Russia speaks 
not for but against this theory. This theory is unacceptable not 
only as a scheme of development of the world revolution, for it 
contradicts obvious facts. It is still less acceptable as a slogan, 
for it fetters, rather than releases, the initiative of individual 
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countries which, by reason of certain historical conditions, ob
tain the opportunity to break through the front of capital independ
ently; for it does not stimulate an active onslaught on capital in 
individual countries, but encourages passive waiting for the mo
ment of the “universal denouement”; for it cultivates among the 
proletarians of the different countries not the spirit of revolution
ary determination, but the mood of Hamlet-like doubt over the 
question as to “what if the others fail to back us up?” Lenin was ab
solutely right in saying that the victory of the proletariat in one 
country is the “typical case,” that “a simultaneous revolution in 
a number of countries” can only be a “rare exception.” (See Vol.
XXIII, p. 354.)

But, as is well known, Lenin’s theory of revolution is not lim
ited only to this side of the question. It is also the theory of the 
development of the world revolution.*  The victory of socialism in 
one country is not a self-sufficient task. The revolution which 
has been victorious in one country must regard itself not as a 
self-sufficient entity, but as an aid, as a means for hastening the 
victory of the proletariat in all countries. For the victory of the 
revolution in one country, in the present case Russia, is not only 
the product of the uneven development and progressive decay of 
imperialism; it is at the same time the beginning of and the pre
condition for the world revolution.

* See above The Foundations of Leninism.—J. St.

Undoubtedly, the paths of development of the world revolu
tion are not as plain as it may have seemed previously, before the 
victory of the revolution in one country, before the appearance of 
developed imperialism, which is “the eve of the socialist revolu
tion.” For a new factor has arisen—the law of the uneven develop
ment of the capitalist countries, which operates under the con
ditions of developed imperialism, and which implies the inevita
bility of armed collisions, the general weakening of the world 
front of capital, and the possibility of the victory of socialism in 
individual countries. For a new factor has arisen—the vast So-
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viet country, lying between the West and the East, between the 
centre of the financial exploitation of the world and the arena of 
colonial oppression, a country which by its very existence is revo
lutionizing the whole world.

All these are factors (not to mention other less important ones) 
which cannot be left out of account in studying the paths of de
velopment of the world revolution.

Formerly, it was commonly thought that the revolution 
would develop through the even “maturing” of the elements of 
socialism, primarily in the more developed, the “advanced,” coun
tries. Now this view must be considerably modified.

“The system of international relationships,” says Lenin,“has now taken 
a form in which one of the states of Europe, viz., Germany, has been enslaved 
by the victor countries. Furthermore, a number of stales, which are, more
over, the oldest states in the West, find themselves in a position, as the result 
of their victory, to utilize this victory to make a number of insignificant 
concessions to their oppressed classes—concessions which nevertheless 
retard the revolutionary movement in those countries and create some sem
blance of ‘social peace.’

"At the same time, precisely as a result of the last imperialist war, a 
number of countries—the East, India, China,, etc.—have been completely 
dislodged from their groove. Their development has definitely shifted to 
the general European capitalist lines. The general European ferment has 
begun to affect them, and it is now clear to the whole world that they have 
been drawn into a process of development that cannot but lead to a crisis in 
the whole of world capitalism.”

In view of this fact, and in connection with it, “the West-European capi
talist countries will consummate their development towards socialism ... 
not as we formerly expected. They are consummating it not by the even 
‘maturing’ of socialism in them, hut by the exploitation of some countries 
by others, by the exploitation of the first of the countries to be vanquished in 
the imperialist war combined with the exploitation of the whole of the East. 
On the other hand, precisely as a result of the first imperialist war, the East 
has definitely come into revolutionary movement, has been definitely drawn 
into the general maelstrom of the world revolutionary movement.” (See Vol. 
XXVII, pp. 415-16.)

If we add to this the fact that not only the defeated countries 
and colonies are being exploited by the victorious countries, but

10—592
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that some of the victorious countries are falling into the orbit of 
financial exploitation at the hands of the most powerful of the 
victorious countries, America and Britain; that the contradic
tions among all these countries are an extremely important factor 
in the disintegration of world imperialism; that, in addition to 
these contradictions, very profound contradictions exist and are 
developing within each of these countries; that all these contradic
tions are becoming more profound and more acute because of 
the existence, alongside these countries, of the great Republic 
of Soviets—if all this is taken into consideration, then the picture 
of the special character of the international situation will become 
more or less complete.

Most probably, the world revolution will develop by the break
ing away of a number of new countries from the system of the 
imperialist states as a result of revolution, while the proletarians 
of these countries will be supported by the proletariat of the impe
rialist states. We see that the first country to break away, the 
first victorious country, is already being supported by the workers 
and the labouring masses of other countries. Without this support 
it could not hold out. Undoubtedly, this support will increase and 
grow. But there can also be no doubt that the very development 
of the world revolution, the very process of the breaking away 
from imperialism of a number of new countries will be the more 
rapid and thorough, the more thoroughly socialism becomes con
solidated in the first victorious country, the faster this country is 
transformed into a base for the further unfolding of the world 
revolution, into a lever for the further disintegration of impe
rialism.

While it is true that the final victory of socialism in the first 
country to emancipate itself is impossible without the combined 
efforts of the proletarians of several countries, it is equally true 
that the unfolding of the world revolution will be the more rapid 
and thorough, the more effective the assistance rehdered by the 
first socialist country to the workers and labouring masses of all 
other countries.

In what should this assistance be expressed?
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It should be expressed, firstly, in the victorious country achiev
ing “the utmost possible in one country for the development, 
support and awakening of the revolution in all countries.” (See 
Lenin, Vol. XXIII, p. 385.)

It should be expressed, secondly, in that the “victorious pro
letariat” of one country, “having expropriated the capitalists 
and organized socialist production, would stand up... against the 
rest of the world, the capitalist world, attracting to its cause the 
oppressed.classes of other countries, raising revolts in those coun
tries against the capitalists, and in the event of necessity com
ing out even with armed force against the exploiting classes and 
their states.” (See Lenin, Vol. XVIII, pp. 232-33.)

The characteristic feature of the assistance given by the vic
torious country is not only that it hastens the victory of the pro
letarians of other countries, but also that, by facilitating this vic
tory, it ensures the final victory of socialism in the first victo
rious country.

Most probably, in the course of development of the world rev
olution, side by side with the centres of imperialism in individu
al capitalist countries and with the system of these countries 
throughout the world, centres of socialism will be created in in
dividual Soviet countries and a system of these centres throughout 
the world, and the struggle between these two systems will fill the 
history of the unfolding of the world revolution.

For, says Lenin, “the free union of nations in socialism is impossible 
without a more or less prolonged and stubborn struggle of the socialist repub
lics against the backward states.” (Ibid.)

The world significance of the October Revolution lies not only 
in the fact that it constitutes a great beginning made by one 
country in causing a breach in the system of imperialism and 
that it is the first centre of socialism in the ocean of imperialist 
countries, but also in that it constitutes the first stage of the 
world revolution and a mighty base for its further development.

Therefore, not only those are wrong who forget the internation
al character of the October Revolution and declare the victory 

10*
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of socialism in one country to be a purely national, and only a na
tional, phenomenon, but also those who, although they bear in 
mind the international character of the October Revolution, are 
inclined to regard this revolution as something passive, merely 
destined to accept help from without. Actually, not only does 
the October Revolution need support from the revolution in 
other countries, but the revolution in those countries needs the 
support of the October Revolution in order to accelerate and ad
vance the cause of overthrowing world imperialism.

December 17, 1924



CONCERNING QUESTIONS OF LENINISM

DEDICATED TO THE LENINGRAD 
ORGANIZATION OF THE C.P.S.U.(B.)

J. STALIN

I

THE DEFINITION OF LENINISM

The pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism contains a defini
tion of Leninism which seems to have received general recogni
tion. It runs as follows:

“Leninism is Marxism of the era of imperialism and the pro
letarian revolution. To be more exact, Leninism is the theory 
and tactics of the proletarian revolution in general, the theory 
and tactics of the dictatorship of the proletariat in particular.”

Is this definition correct?
I think it is correct. It is correct, firstly, because it correctly 

indicates the historical roots of Leninism, characterizing it as 
Marxism of the era of imperialism, as against certain critics of 
Lenin who wrongly think that Leninism originated after the impe
rialist war. It is correct, secondly, because it correctly notes the 
international character of Leninism, as against Social-Democracy, 
which considers that Leninism is applicable only to Russian nation
al conditions. It is correct, thirdly, because it correctly notes the 
organic connection between Leninism and the teachings of Marx, 
characterizing Leninism as Marxism of the era of imperialism, 
as against certain critics of Leninism who consider it not a further 
development of Marxism, but merely the restoration of Marxism 
and its application to Russian conditions.

All that, one would think, needs no special comment.
Nevertheless, it appears that there are people in our Party 

who consider it necessary to define Leninism somewhat differently. 
Zinoviev, for example, thinks that:
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“Leninism is Marxism of the era of imperialist wars and of Llie world 
revolution which began directly in a country where the peasantry predomi
nates."

What can be the meaning of the words underlined by Zinoviev? 
What does introducing the backwardness of Russia, its peasant 
character, into the definition of Leninism mean?

It means transforming Leninism from an international pro
letarian doctrine into a product of specifically Russian condi
tions.

It means playing into the hands of Bauer and Kautsky, who 
deny that Leninism is suitable for other countries, for countries 
in which capitalism is more developed.

It goes without saying that the peasant question is of very 
great importance for Russia, that our country is a peasant country. 
But what significance can this fact have in characterizing the 
foundations of Leninism? Was Leninism elaborated only on Rus
sian soil, for Russia alone, and not on the soil of imperialism, 
and for the imperialist countries generally? Do such works of 
Lenin as Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, The State 
and Revolution, The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade 
Kautsky, "Left-Wing" Communism, an Infantile Disorder, etc., 
apply only to Russia, and not to all imperialist countries in gener
al?, Is not Leninism the generalization of the experience of the 
revolutionary movement of all countries? Are not the fundamen
tals of the theory and tactics of Leninism suitable, are they not 
obligatory, for the proletarian parties of all countries? Was not 
Lenin right when he said that “Bolshevism can serve as a model 
of tactics for all"1 (See Vol. XXIII, p. 386.) Was not Lenin right 
when he spoke about the "international significance*  of Soviet 
power and of the fundamentals of Bolshevik theory and tactics”? 
(See Vol. XXV, pp. 171-72.) Are not, for example, the follow
ing words of Lenin correct?

"In Russia, the dictatorship o£ the proletariat must inevitably differ 
in certain specific features from that in the advanced countries, owing to 

• My italics.—J. St.
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the very great backwardness and petty-bourgeois character of our country. 
But the basic forces—and the basic forms of social economy—are the same 
in Russia as in any capitalist country, so that these specific features can re
late only to what is not most important."*  (See Vol. XXIV, p. 508.)

But if all that is true, does it not follow that Zinoviev’s defini
tion of Leninism cannot be regarded as correct?

How can this nationally restricted definition of Leninism be 
reconciled with internationalism?

II

THE MAIN THING IN LENINISM

In the pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism, it is stated:
“Some think that the fundamental thing in Leninism is the peasant 

question, that the point of departure of Leninism is the question of the peas
antry, of its role, its relative importance. This is absolutely wrong. The 
fundamental question of Leninism, its point of departure, is not the peasant 
question, but the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat, of the con
ditions under which it can be achieved, of the conditions under which it 
can be consolidated. The peasant question, as the question of the ally of 
the proletariat in its struggle for power, is a derivative question.”

Is this thesis correct?
I think it is correct. This thesis follows entirely from the def

inition of Leninism. Indeed, if Leninism is the theory and tactics 
of the proletarian revolution, and the basic content of the prole
tarian revolution is the dictatorship of the proletariat, then it 
is clear that the main thing in Leninism is the question of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, the elaboration of this question, 
the substantiation and concretization of this question.

Nevertheless, Zinoviev evidently does not agree with this 
thesis. In his article “In Memory of Lenin,” he says:

"As I have already said, the question of the role of the peasantry is the 
fundamental question*  of Bolshevism, of Leninist^,”

* My italics.—J. Sf.
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As you see, Zinoviev’s thesis follows entirely from his wrong 
definition of Leninism. Il is therefore as wrong as his definition 
of Leninism is wrong.

Is Lenin's thesis that the dictatorship of the proletariat is 
the “root content of the proletarian revolution” correct? (See Vol. 
XXIII, p. 337.) It is unquestionably correct. Is the thesis that 
Leninism is the theory and tactics of the proletarian revolution 
correct? 1 think it is correct. But what follows from this? From 
this it follows that the fundamental question of Leninism, its 
point of departure, its foundation, is the question of the dictator
ship of the proletariat.

Is it not true that the question of imperialism, the question 
of the spasmodic character of the development of imperialism, 
the question of the victory of socialism in one country, the ques
tion of the proletarian slate, the question of the Soviet form of 
this state, the question of the role of the Party in the system of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, the question of the paths of 
building socialism—that all these questions were elaborated 
precisely by Lenin? Is it not true that it is precisely these ques
tions that constitute the basis, the foundation of the idea of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat? Is it not true that without the 
elaboration of these fundamental questions, the elaboration of the 
peasant question from the standpoint of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat would be inconceivable?

It goes without saying that Lenin was an expert on the peas
ant question. It goes without saying that the peasant question 
as the question of the ally of the proletariat is of the greatest 
significance for the proletariat and forms a constituent part of 
the fundamental question of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
But is it not clear that if Leninism had not been faced with the 
fundamental question of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the 
derivative question of the ally of the proletariat, the question 
of the peasantry, would not have arisen either? Is it not clear that 
if Leninism had not been faced with the practical question of the 
conquest of power by the proletariat, the question of an alliance 
with the peasantry would not have arisen either?
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Lenin would not have been the great ideological leader of the 
proletariat that he unquestionably is—he w’ould have been a sim
ple “peasant philosopher,” as foreign literary philistines often de
pict him—had he elaborated the peasant question, not on the basis 
of the theory and tactics of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
but independently of this basis, apart from this basis.

One or the other:
Either the peasant question is the main thing in Leninism, 

and in that case Leninism is not suitable, not obligatory, for capi
talistically developed countries, for those which are not peasant 
countries.

Or the main thing in Leninism is the dictatorship of the pro
letariat, and in that case Leninism is the international doctrine 
of the proletarians of all lands, suitable and obligatory for all 
countries without exception, including the capitalistically devel
oped countries.

Here one must choose.

Ill

THE QUESTION 
OF «PERMANENT” REVOLUTION

In the pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism, the “theory of 
permanent revolution” is appraised as a “theory” which underesti
mates the role of the peasantry. There it is stated:

“Consequently, Lenin fought the adherents of ‘permanent’ revolution, 
not over the question of uninterruptedness, for Lenin himself maintained 
the point of view of uninterrupted revolution, but because they underesti
mated the role of the peasantry, which is an enormous reserve of the prole
tariat."

This characterization of the Russian “permanentists” was con
sidered as generally accepted until recently. Nevertheless, al
though in general correct, it cannot be regarded as exhaustive. 
The discussion of 1924, on the one hand, and a careful analysis 
of the works of Lenin, on the other hand, have shown that the 
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mistake of the Russian "permaneiitists” lay not only in their un
derestimation of the role of the peasantry, but also in their under
estimation of the strength of the proletariat and its capacity to 
lead the peasantry, in their disbelief in the idea of the hegemony 
of the proletariat.

That is why, in my pamphlet The October Revolution and the 
Tactics of the Russian Communists (December 1924), I broadened 
this characterization and replaced it by another, more complete 
one. Here is what is stated in that pamphlet:

“Hitherto only one aspect of the theory of ‘permanent revolution' has 
usually been noted—lack of faith in the revolutionary potentialities of the 
peasant movement. Now, in fairness, this must be supplemented by another 
aspect—lack of faith in the strength and capacity of the proletariat in 
Russia.”

This does not mean, of course, that Leninism has been or is 
opposed to the idea of permanent revolution, without quotation 
marks, which was proclaimed by Marx in the forties of the last 
century. On the contrary, Lenin was the only Marxist who correctly 
understood and developed the idea of permanent revolution. What 
distinguishes Lenin from the “permanentists” on this question is 
that the “permanentists” distorted Marx’s idea of permanent rev
olution and transformed it into lifeless, bookish wisdom, whereas 
Lenin took it in its pure form and made it one of the foundations 
of his own theory of revolution. It should be borne in mind that 
the idea of the growing over of the bourgeois-democratic'revolu
tion into the socialist revolution, propounded by Lenin as long 
ago as 1905, is one of the forms of the embodiment of Marx’s 
theory of permanent revolution. Here is what Lenin wrote about 
this as far back as 1905:

“From the democratic revolution we shall at once, and just to the extent 
of our strength, the strength of the class-conscious and organized proletariat, 
begin to pass to the socialist revolution. We stand for uninterrupted revo
lution*  We shall not stop halfway....

“Without succumbing to adventurism or going against our scientific 
conscience, without striving for cheap popularity, we can and do say only 

* My italics.—J. St.
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one thing: we shall put every effort into assisting the entire peasantry to 
carry out the democratic revolution in order thereby to make it easier for us, 
the party of the proletariat, to pass on, as quickly as possible, to the new 
and higher task—the socialist revolution.” (See Vol. VIII, pp. 186-87.)

And here is what Lenin wrote on this subject sixteen years 
later, after the conquest of power by the proletariat:

“The Kautskys, Hilferdings, Martovs, Chernovs, Hillquits, Longuets, 
MacDonalds, Turatis, and other heroes of ‘Two-and-a-Half’ Marxism 
were incapable of understanding the relation between the bourgeois- 
democratic and the proletarian-socialist revolutions. The first grows over 
into the second.*  The second, in passing, solves the questions of the 
first. The second consolidates the work of the first. Struggle, and struggle 
alone, decides how far the second succeeds in outgrowing the first.” (See 
Vol. XXVII, p. 26.)

I draw special attention to the first of the above quotations, 
taken from Lenin’s article entitled “The Attitude of Social-Democ
racy Towards the Peasant Movement,” published on September 1, 
1905. I emphasize this for the information of those who still 
continue to assert that Lenin arrived at the idea of the growing 
over of the bourgeois-democratic revolution into the socialist 
revolution, that is to say, the idea of permanent revolution, after 
the imperialist war. This quotation leaves no doubt that these 
people are profoundly mistaken.

IV

THE PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION
AND THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT

What are the characteristic features of the proletarian revo
lution as distinct from the bourgeois revolution?

The distinction between the proletarian revolution and the 
bourgeois revolution may be reduced to five main points.

1) The bourgeois revolution usually begins when there already 
exist more or less ready-made forms belonging to the capitalist

* My italics.—J. St.
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order, forms which have grown and matured within the womb 
of feudal society prior to the open revolution, whereas the prole
tarian revolution begins when ready-made forms belonging to 
the socialist order are either absent, or almost absent.

2) The main task of the bourgeois revolution consists in seizing 
power and making it conform to the already existing bourgeois 
economy, whereas the main task of the proletarian revolution 
consists, after seizing power, in building a new, socialist economy.

3) The bourgeois revolution is usually consummated with the 
seizure of power, whereas in the proletarian revolution the sei
zure of power is only the beginning, and power is used as a lever 
for transforming the old economy and organizing the new one.

4) The bourgeois revolution limits itself to replacing one group 
of exploiters in power by another group of exploiters, in view 
of which it need not smash the old state machine; whereas the 
proletarian revolution removes all exploiting groups from power 
and places in power the leader of all the toilers arid exploited, the 
class of proletarians, in view of which it cannot manage without 
smashing the old state machine and substituting a new one for it.

5) The bourgeois revolution cannot rally the millions of the 
toiling and exploited masses around the bourgeoisie for any length 
of time, for the very reason that they are toilers and exploited; 
whereas the proletarian revolution can and must link them, pre
cisely as toilers and exploited, in a durable alliance with the prole
tariat, if it wishes to carry out its main task of consolidating the 
power of the proletariat and building a new, socialist economy.

Here are some of Lenin’s main theses on this subject:

“One of the fundamental differences between bourgeois revolution and 
socialist revolution,” says Lenin, “is that for the bourgeois revolution, which 
arises out of feudalism, the new economic organizations are gradually created 
in the womb of the old order, gradually changing all the aspects of feudal 
society. Bourgeois revolution was confronted by only one task—to sweep 
away, to cast aside, to destroy all the fetters of the preceding society. By 
fulfilling this task every bourgeois revolution fulfils all that is required of 
it: it accelerates the growth of capitalism.

“The socialist revolution is in an altogether different position. The more 
backward the country which, owing to the zigzags of history, has proved to 
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be the one to start the socialist revolution, the more difficult it is for it to 
pass from the old capitalist relations to socialist relations. To the tasks of 
destruction are added new tasks of unprecedented difficulty—organiza
tional tasks.” (See Vol. XXII, p. 315.)

“Had not the popular creative spirit of the Russian revolution,” contin
ues Lenin, “which had gone through the great experience of the year 1905, 
given rise to the Soviets as early as February 1917, they could not under 
any circumstances have seized power in October, because success depended 
entirely upon the existence of ready-made organizational forms of a move
ment embracing millions. These ready-made forms were the Soviets, and 
that is why in the political sphere there awaited us those brilliant successes, 
the continuous triumphant march, that we experienced; for the new form of 
political power was ready to hand, and all we had to do was, by passing a 
few decrees, to transform the power of the Soviets from the embryonic state 
in which it existed in the first months of the revolution into a legally recog
nized form which has become established in the Russian state—i.e., into 
the Russian Soviet Republic.” (See Vol. XXII, p. 315.)

"But two problems of enormous difficulty still remained,” says Lenin, 
“the solution of which could not possibly be the triumphant march which 
our revolution experienced in the first months....” (Jbid.)

“Firstly, there were the problems of internal organization, which con
front every socialist revolution. The difference between socialist revolution 
and bourgeois revolution lies precisely in the fact that the latter finds 
ready-made forms of capitalist relationships, while Soviet power—pro
letarian power—does not inherit such ready-made relationships, if 
we leave out of account the most developed forms of capitalism, which, 
strictly speaking, extended to but a small top layer of industry and hardly 
touched agriculture. The organization of accounting, the control of large 
enterprises, the transformation of the whole of the state economic mechanism 
into a single huge machine, into an economic organism that works in 
such a way that hundreds of millions of people are guided by a single plan— 
such was the enormous organizational problem that rested on our shoulders. 
Under the present conditions of labour this problem could not possibly be 
solved by the ‘hurrah’ methods by which we were able to solve the problems 
of the Civil War.” (Ibid., p. 316.)

“The second enormous difficulty was the international question. The 
reason why we were able to cope so easily with Kerensky’s gangs, why we 
so easily established our power and without the slightest difficulty passed 
the decrees on the socialization of the land and on workers’ control, the reason 
why we achieved all this so easily was only that a fortunate combination of 
circumstances protected us for a short time from international imperialism. 
International imperialism, with the entire might of its capital, with its 
highly organized military technique, which is a real force, a real fortress 
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of international capital, could in no case, under no circumstances, live side 
by side with the Soviet Republic, both because of its objective position and 
because of the economic interests of the capitalist class which is embodied 
in it—it could not do so because of commercial connections, of internation
al financial relations. In this sphere a conflict is inevitable. Therein lies 
the greatest difficulty of the Russian revolution, its greatest historical prob
lem: the necessity of solving the international tasks, the necessity of calling 
forth an international revolution.” (See Vol. XXII, p. 317.)

Such is the intrinsic character and the basic meaning of the 
proletarian revolution.

Can such a radical transformation of the old bourgeois order 
be achieved without a violent revolution, without the dictator
ship of the proletariat?

Obviously not. To think that such a revolution can be carried 
out peacefully, within the framework of bourgeois democracy, 
which is adapted to the rule of the bourgeoisie, means that one 
has either gone out of one’s mind and lost normal human under
standing, or has grossly and openly repudiated the proletarian 
revolution.

This thesis must be emphasized all the mdre strongly and cat
egorically for the reason that we are dealing with the proletarian 
revolution which for the time being has triumphed only in one 
country, a country which is surrounded by hostile capitalist 
countries and the bourgeoisie of which cannot fail to receive the 
support of international capital.

That is why Lenin says that:
“The emancipation of the oppressed class is impossible not only without 

a. violent revolution, but also without the destruction of the 
apparatus of state power which was created by the ruling class.” (See Vol. 
XXI, p. 373.)

“First let the majority of the population, while private property still 
exists, i.e., while the rule and yoke of capital still exists, express themselves 
in favour of the party of the proletariat, and only then can and should the 
party take power—so say the petty-bourgeois democrats who call themselves 
'Socialists' but who are in reality the servitors of the bourgeoisie.” *(See  Vol. 
XXIV, p. 647.)

* My italics.—J. St.



CONCERNING QUESTIONS OF LENINISM 159

uWe say‘* Let the revolutionary proletariat first overthrow the bour
geoisie, break the yoke of capital, and smash the bourgeois state appara
tus, then the victorious proletariat will be able rapidly to gain the sympathy 
and support of the majority of the toiling nonproletarian masses by satis
fying tbeir needs at the expense of the exploiters.” (Ibid.)

“In order to win the majority of the population to its side,” Lenin says 
further, “the proletariat must, in the first place, overthrow the bourgeoisie 
and seize state power; secondly, it must introduce Soviet power and smash 
the old state apparatus to bits, whereby it immediately undermines the 
rule, prestige and influence of the bourgeoisie and petty-bourgeois compro
misers over the nonproletarian toiling masses. Thirdly, it must entirely 
destroy the influence of the bourgeoisie and petty-bourgeois compromisers 
over the majority of the nonproletarian toiling masses by satisfying their 
economic needs ira a revolutionary way at the expense of the ex
ploiters." (Ibid., p. 641.)

Such are the characteristic features of the proletarian revolu
tion.

What, in this connection, are the main features of the dicta
torship of the proletariat, once it is admitted that the dictatorship 
of the proletariat is lhe basic content of the proletarian revolution?

Here is lhe most general definition of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat given by Lenin:

“The dictatorship of the proletariat is not the end of the class struggle, 
hut its continuation in new forms. The dictatorship of the proletariat is 
the class struggle of the proletariat, which has won victory and has seized 
political power, against the bourgeoisie, which although vanquished has 
not been annihilated, has not disappeared, has not ceased its resistance, has 
increased its resistance.” (See Vol. XXIV, p. 311.)

Arguing against confusing the dictatorship of the proletariat 
with “popular” government, “elected by all,” with “nonclass” 
government, Lenin says:

“The class which took political power into its hands did so knowing 
that it took power alone*  That is a part of the concept dictatorship of the 
proletariat. This concept has meaning only when this one class knows that 
it alone is taking political power in its hands, and does not deceive itself 
or others with talk about ‘popular’government, ‘elected by all, sanctified 
by the whole people.’” (See Vol. XXVI, p. 286.)

* My italics.—J. St.
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This docs not mean, however, that the power of one class, 
the class of the proletarians, which does not and cannot share 
power with other classes, does not need aid from, and an alliance 
with, the labouring and exploited masses of other classes for the 
achievement of its aims. On the contrary. This power, the power 
of one class, can be firmly established and exercised to the full 
only by means of a special form of alliance between the class 
of proletarians and the labouring masses of the petty-bourgeois 
classes, primarily the labouring masses of the peasantry.

What is this special form of alliance? What does it consist 
in? Does not this alliance with the labouring masses of other, non
proletarian, classes wholly contradict the idea of the dictatorship 
of one class?

This special form of alliance consists in that the guiding force 
of this alliance is the proletariat. This special form of alliance 
consists in that the leader of the state, the leader in the system 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat is one party, the party of 
the proletariat, the party of the Communists, which does not and 
cannot share leadership with other parties.

As you see, the contradiction is only an apparent, a seeming 
one.

“The dictatorship of the proletariat," says Lenin, “is a special form of 
class alliance*  between the proletariat, the vanguard of the working people, 
and the numerous nonproletarian strata of working people (the petty bour
geoisie, the small proprietors, the peasantry, the intelligentsia, etc.), or 
the majority of these; it is an alliance against capital, an alliance aiming 
at the complete overthrow of capital, at the complete suppression of the 
resistance of the bourgeoisie and of any attempt on its part at restoration, an 
alliance aiming at the final establishment and consolidation of socialism. 
It is a special type of alliance, which is being built up in special circum
stances, namely, in the circumstances of fierce civil war; it is an alliance 
of the firm supporters of socialism with the latter’s wavering allies and some
times with ‘neutrals' (then instead of an agreement for struggle, the alliance 
becomes an agreement for neutrality), an alliance between classes which 
differ economically, politically, socially and ideologically."*  (See Vol. XXIV, 
p. 311.)

* My italics.—J St.



CONCERNING QUESTIONS OF LENINISM 161

In one of his instructional reports, Kamenev, disputing this 
conception of the dictatorship of the proletariat, states:

"The dictatorship is not*  an alliance of one class with another.”

I believe that Kamenev here has in view, primarily, a pas
sage in my pamphlet The October Revolution and the Tactics of 
the Russian Communists, where it is stated:

"The dictatorship of the proletariat is not simply a governmental top 
stratum ‘skilfully’ ‘selected’ by the careful hand of an ‘experienced strate
gist,'and ‘judiciously relying’ on the support of one section or another of 
the population. The dictatorship of the proletariat is the class alliance 
between the proletariat and the labouring masses of the peasantry for 
the purpose of overthrowing capital, for achieving the final victory of 
socialism, on the condition that the guiding force of this alliance is the 
proletariat.”

I wholly endorse this formulation of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, for I think that it fully and entirely coincides with 
Lenin’s formulation, just quoted.

I assert that Kamenev’s statement that “the dictatorship is 
not an alliance of one class with another,” in the categorical 
form in which it is made, has nothing in common with Lenin's 
theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

I assert that such statements can be made only by people who 
have failed to understand the meaning of the idea of the bond, 
the idea of the alliance of the proletariat and peasantry, the idea 
of the hegemony of the proletariat within this alliance.

Such statements can be made only by people who have failed 
to understand Lenin’s thesis:

“Only an agreement with the peasantry*  can save the socialist revolu
tion in Russia as long as tjje revolution in other countries bas not taken 
place.” (See Vol. XXVI, p. 238.)

Such statements can be made only by people who have failed 
to understand Lenin’s thesis:

“The supreme principle of the dictatorship*  is the maintenance of the

* My italics.—J. St.

11—592
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alliance of the proletariat and peasantry in order that the proletariat may 
retain its leading role and state power.” (/bid., p. 4G0.)

Pointing out one of the most important aims of the dictator
ship, the aim of suppressing the exploiters, Lenin says:

“The scientific concept of dictatorship means nothing more nor less 
than completely unrestricted power, absolutely unimpeded by laws or reg
ulations and resting directly on the use of force.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 441.) 

“Dictatorship means—note this once and for all, Messrs. Cadets— 
unrestricted power, based on force and not on law. In time of civil war 
any victorious power can be only a dictatorship.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 436.)

But of course, the dictatorship of the proletariat does not 
mean only the use of force, although there is no dictatorship 
without the use of force.

“Dictatorship,” says Lenin, “does not mean only the use of force, al
though it is impossible without the use of force; it also means the organiza
tion of labour on a higher level than the previous organization.” (See Vol. 
XXIV, p. 305.)

“The dictatorship of the proletariat... is not only the use of force against 
the exploiters, and not even mainly the use of force. The economic foundation 
of this revolutionary use of force, the guarantee of its effectiveness and success 
is the fact that the proletariat represents and creates a higher type of social 
organization of labour compared with capitalism. This is the essence. This 
is the source of the strength and the guarantee of the inevitable complete 
triumph of communism.” (See Vol. XXIV, pp. 335-36.)

“Its quintessence (i.e., of the dictatorship—J. St.) is the organization 
and discipline of the advanced detachment of the working people, of its 
vanguard, its sole leader, the proletariat, whose object is to build social
ism, to abolish the division of society into classes, to make all members of 
society working people, to remove the basis for any exploitation of man by 
man. This .object cannot be achieved at one stroke. It requires a fairly long 
period of transition from capitalism to socialism, because the reorganization 
of production is a difficult matter, because radical changes in all spheres of 
life need time, and because the enormous force of habit of petty-bourgeois 
and bourgeois conduct of economy can be overcome only by a long and stub
born struggle. That is why Marx spoke of an entire period of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, as the period of transition from capitalism to socialism.” 
(Ibid., p. 314.)

Such are the characteristic features of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat.
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Hence the three main aspects of the dictatorship of the pro
letariat.

1) The utilization of the rule of the proletariat for the suppres
sion of the exploiters, for the defence of the country, for the con
solidation of the ties with the proletarians of other lands, and 
for the development and victory of the revolution in all countries.

2) The utilization of the rule of the proletariat in order to de
tach the labouring and exploited masses once and for all from the 
bourgeoisie, to consolidate the alliance of the proletariat with 
these masses, to draw these masses into the work of socialist con
struction, and to ensure the state leadership of these masses by 
the proletariat.

3) The utilization of the rule of the proletariat for the organi
zation of socialism, for the abolition of classes, for the transition 
to a society without classes, to a socialist society.

The proletarian dictatorship is a combination of all these three 
aspects. No single one of these aspects can be advanced as the 
sole characteristic feature of the dictatorship of the proletariat; 
On the other hand, in the circumstances of capitalist encirclement, 
the absence of even one of these features is sufficient for the dic
tatorship of the proletariat to cease being a dictatorship. There--, 
fore, not one of these three aspects can be omitt ed without running 
the risk of distorting the concept of the dictatorship of the prole
tariat. Only all these three aspects taken together give us the 
complete and finished concept of the dictatorship of the proletariat»

The dictatorship of the proletariat has its-periods, its special 
forms, diverse methods of work’. During the period of civil war, it 
is the forcible aspect of the dictatorship that is most conspicuous, 
But it by no means follows from this that no constructive work 
is carried on during the period of civil war. Without constructive 
work it is impossible to wage civil war. During the period of 
socialist construction, on the other hand, it is the peaceful, organ-: 
izational and cultural work of the dictatorship, revolutionary' 
law, etc., that are most conspicuous. But, again, it by no means 
follows from this that the forcible aspect of the dictatorship has; 
ceased to exist or can cease to exist in the period of construction.’

II*
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The organs of suppression, the army and other organizations,- 
are as necessary now, at the time of construction, as they were 
during the period of civil war. Without these organs, constructive 
work by the dictatorship with any degree of security would be 
impossible. It should not be forgotten that for the time being 
the revolution has been victorious in only one country. It should 
not be forgotten that as long as capitalist encirclement exists 
the danger of intervention, with all the consequences resulting 
from this danger, will also exist.

V

THE PARTY AND THE WORKING CLASS 
IN THE SYSTEM OF THE DICTATORSHIP

OF THE PROLETARIAT

I have dealt above with the dictatorship of the proletariat 
from the point of view of its historical inevitability, from the 
point of view of its class content, from the point of view of its 
staite nature, and, finally, from the point of view of the destructive 
and creative tasks which it performs throughout the entire histori
cal period that is termed the period of transition from capitalism 
to socialism.

Now we must say something about the dictatorship of the 
proletariat from the point of view of its structure, from the point 
of view of its “mechanism,” from the point of view of the role and 
significance of the “transmission belts,” the “levers,” and the 
“directing force” which in their totality constitute “the system 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat” (Lenin), and with the help 
of which the daily work of the dictatorship of the proletariat is 
accomplished.

What are these “transmission belts” or "levers” in the system 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat? What is this “directing 
force”? Why are they needed?

The levers Or transmission belts are those very mass organi
zations of the proletariat without the aid of which the dictator
ship cannot be realized,
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The directing force is the advanced detachment of the prole
tariat, its vanguard, which is the main guiding force of the dicta
torship of the proletariat.

The proletariat needs these transmission belts, these levers, 
and this directing force, because without them, in its struggle for 
victory, it would be a weaponless army in face of organized 
and armed capital. The proletariat needs these organizations be
cause without them it would suffer inevitable defeat in its fight for 
the overthrow of the bourgeoisie, in its fight for the consolidation 
of its rule, in its fight for the building of socialism. The system
atic help of these organizations and the directing force of the van
guard are needed because in the absence of these conditions it 
is impossible for the dictatorship of the proletariat to be at 
all durable and firm.

What are these organizations?
Firstly, there are the workers’ trade unions, with their central 

and local ramifications in the shape of a whole series of organiza
tions concerned with production, culture, education, etc. These 
unite the workers of all trades. They are non-Party organiza
tions. The trade unions may be termed the all-embracing organi
zation of the working class, which is in power in our country. 
They are a school of communism. They promote the best people 
from their midst for the work of leadership in all branches of ad
ministration. They form the link between the advanced and the 
backward elements in the ranks of the working class. They connect 
the masses of the workers with the vanguard of the working 
class.

Secondly, there are the Soviets, with their numerous central 
and local ramifications in the shape of administrative, economic, 
military, cultural and other state organizations, plus the innumer
able mass associations of the working people which have sprung 
up of their own accord and which encompass these organizations 
and connect them with the population. The Soviets are a mass or
ganization of all the working people of town and country. They 
are a noh-Party organization. The Soviets are the direct expression 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat. It is through the Soviets 
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that all measures for strengthening the dictatorship and for build
ing socialism are carried out. It is through the Soviets that the 
state leadership of the peasantry by the proletariat is exercised. 
The Soviets connect the vast masses of the working people with 
the vanguard of the proletariat.

Thirdly, there are the cooperatives of all kinds, with all their 
ramifications. These are a mass organization of the working people, 
anon-Party organization, which unites the working people primari
ly as consumers, and also, in the course of time, as producers 
(agricultural cooperatives). The cooperatives acquire special sig
nificance after the consolidation of the dictatorship of the prole
tariat, during the period of extensive construction. They facilitate 
contact between the vanguard of the proletariat and the mass 
of the peasantry and make it possible to draw the latter into the 
channel of socialist construction.

Fourthly, there is the Youth League. This is a mass organiza
tion of young workers and peasants; it is a non-Party organization, 
but is linked with the Party. Its task is to help the Party to edu
cate the young generation in the spirit of socialism. It provides 
young reserves for all the other mass organizations of the prole
tariat in all branches of administration. The Youth League has 
acquired special significance since the consolidation of the dictator
ship of the proletariat, in the period of extensive cultural and edu
cational work carried on by the proletariat.

Lastly, there is the Party of the proletariat, its vanguard. 
Its strength lies in the fact that it draws into its ranks all the best 
elements of the proletariat from all the mass organizations of 
the latter. Its function is to comôine the work of all the mass or
ganizations of the proletariat without exception and to direct 
their activities towards a single goal, the goal of the emancipation 
of the proletariat. And it is absolutely necessary to combine and 
direct them towards a single goal, for otherwise unity in the strug
gle of the proletariat is impossible, for otherwise the guidance 
of the proletarian masses in their struggle for power, in their 
struggle for building socialism, is impossible. But only the van-, 
guard of the proletariat, its Party, is'capable of combining and 
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directing the work of the mass organizations of the proletariat. 
Only the party of the proletariat, only the Communist Party, 
is capable of fulfilling this role of main leader in the system of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Why?
“...because, in the first place, it is the rallying centre of the finest ele

ments in the working class, who have direct connections with the non
Party organizations of the proletariat and very frequently lead them; be
cause, secondly, the Party, as the rallying centre of the finest members of the 
working class, is the best school for training leaders of the working class, 
capable of directing every form of organization of their class; because, third; 
ly, the Party, as the best school for training leaders of the working class, is, 
by reason of its experience and prestige, the only organization capable of 
centralizing the leadership of the struggle of the proletariat, thus trans
forming each and every non-Party organization of the working class into 
an auxiliary body and transmission belt linking the Party with the class.” 
(See The Foundations of Leninism.)

The Party is the main guiding force in the systenj of the dicta
torship of the proletariat.

“The Party is the highest form of class organization of the 
proletariat.” [Lenin.)

To sum up; the. trade unions, as the mass organization of the 
proletariat, linking the Party with the class primarily in the 
sphere of production; the Soviets, as the mass organization of 
the working people, linking the Party with the latter primarily 
in the sphere of state administration; the cooperatives, as the mass 
organization mainly of the peasantry, linking the Party with 
the peasant masses primarily in the economic sphere, in the 
sphere of drawing the peasantry into the work of socialist construc
tion; the Youth League, as the mass organization of young workers 
and peasants, whose mission it is to help the vanguard of the 
proletariat in the socialist education of the new generation and 
in training young reserves; and, finally, the Party, as the main 
directing force in the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
whose mission it is to lead all these mass organizations—such, 
in general, is the picture of the “mechanism” of the dictatorship, 
the picture of “the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
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Without the Party as the main guiding force, it is impossible 
for the dictatorship of the proletariat to be at all durable and firm.

Thus, in the words of Lenin, “taken as a whole, we have a 
formally non-Communist, flexible and relatively wide, and very 
powerful proletarian apparatus, by means of which the Party is 
closely linked with the class and with the masses, and by means 
of which, under the leadership of the Party, the dictatorship of 
the class is exercised.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 192.)

Of course, this must not be understood in the sense that the 
Party can or should take the place of the trade unions, the Soviets, 
and the other mass organizations. The Party exercises the dicta
torship of the proletariat. However, it exercises it not directly, 
but with the help of the trade unions, and through the Soviets 
and their ramifications. Without these “transmission belts,” it 
would be impossible for the dictatorship to be at all firm.

“It is impossible to exercise the dictatorship,” says Lenin, “without 
having a number of ‘transmission belts’ from the vanguard to the mass of 
the advanced class, and from the latter to the mass of the working people." 
(See Vol. XXVI, p. 65.)

“The Party, so to speak, draws into its ranks the vanguard of the prole
tariat, and this vanguard exercises the dictatorship of the proletariat. With
out a foundation like the trade unions the dictatorship cannot be exercised, 
state functions cannot be fulfilled. And these functions have to be exercised 
through * a number of special institutions also of a new type, namely, 
through*  the Soviet apparatus.” (See Vol. XXVI, p. 64.)

The highest expression of the leading role of the Party, here, 
in the Soviet Union, in the land of the dictatorship of the prole
tariat, for example, is the fact that not a single important polit- 

' ical or organizational question is decided by our Soviet and other 
mass organizations without guiding directives from the Party. 
In this sense it could be said that the dictatorship of the proletar
iat is, in essence, the “dictatorship” of its vanguard, the “dicta
torship” of its Party, as the main guiding force of the proletariat- 
Here is what Lenin said on this subject at the Second Congress 
of the Comintern:

* My italics.—J. St.
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“Tanner says that he stands for the dictatorship of the proletariat, but 
the dictatorship of the proletariat is not conceived quite in the same way 
as we conceive it. He says that by the dictatorship of the proletariat we mean, 
in essence,*  the dictatorship of its organized and class-conscious minority.

“And, as a matter of fact, in the era of capitalism, when the masses of 
the workers are continuously subjected to exploitation and cannot develop 
their human potentialities, the most characteristic feature of working
class political parties is that they can embrace only a minority of their class. 
A political party can comprise only a minority of the class, in the same way 
as the really class-conscious workers in every capitalist society constitute 
only a minority of all the workers. That is why we must admit that only 
this class-conscious minority can guide the broad masses of the workers 
and lead them. And if Comrade Tanner says that he is opposed to parties, 
but at the same time is in favour of the minority consisting of the best or
ganized and most revolutionary workers showing the way to the whole of 
the proletariat, then I say that there is really no difference between us.” 
(See Vol. XXV, p. 347.)

But this, however, must not be understood in the sense that 
a sign of equality can be put between the dictatorship of the 
proletariat and the leading role of the Party (the “dictatorship” 
of the Party) that the former can be identified with the latter, 
that the latter can be substituted for the former. Sorin, for 
example, says that '‘the dictatorship of the proletariat is the 
dictatorship of our Party." This thesis, as you see, identifies 
the “dictatorship of the Party” with the dictatorship of the prole
tariat. Gan we regard this identification as correct and yet remain 
on the ground of Leninism? No, we cannot. And for the following 
reasons:

Firstly. In the passage from his speech at the Second Congress 
of the Comintern quoted above, Lenin does not by any means 
identify the leading role of the Party with the dictatorship of 
the proletariat- He merely says that “only this class-conscious 
minority (i.e., the Party—J. St.)c&a guide the broad masses of the 
workers and lead them,” that it is precisely in this sense that “by 
the dictatorship of the proletariat we mean, in essence*  the dicta
torship of its organized and class-consciôus minority.”

* My italics.—J. St.
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To say “in essence” does not mean “wholly.” We often say 
that the national question is, in essence, a peasant question. 
And this is quite true. But this does not mean that the nation
al question is covered by the peasant question, that the peasant 
question is equal in scope to the national question, that the peas
ant question and the national question are identical. There is 
no need to prove that the national question is wider and richer 
in its scope than the peasant question. The same must be said by 
analogy as regards the leading role of the Party and the dictator
ship of the proletariat. Although the Party carries out the dicta
torship of the proletariat, and in this sense the dictatorship of 
the proletariat is, in essence, the "dictatorship” of its party, this 
does not mean that the “dictatorship of the Party” (its leading 
role) is identical with the dictatorship of the proletariat, that 
the former is equal in scope to the latter. There is no need to 
prove that the dictatorship of the proletariat is wider and richer 
in its scope than the leading role of the Party. The Party carries 
out the dictatorship of the proletariat, but it carries out the dic
tatorship of the proletariat, and not any other kind of dictator
ship. Whoever identifies the leading role of the Party with the 
dictatorship of the proletariat substitutes “dictatorship” of the 
Party for the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Secondly. Not a single important decision is arrived at by the 
mass organizations of the proletariat without guiding directives 
from the Party. That is perfectly true. But does that mean that 
the dictatorship of the proletariat consists entirely of the guiding 
directives given by the Party? Does that mean that, in view of 
this, the guiding directives of the Party can be identified with the 
dictatorship of the proletariat? Of course not. The dictatorship 
of the proletariat consists of the guiding directives of the Party 
plus the carrying out of these directives by the mass organizations 
of the proletariat, plus their fulfilment by the population. Here, 
as you see, we have to deal with a whole series of transitions and 
intermediary steps which are by no means unimportant elements 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Hence, between the guiding 
directives of the Party and their fulfilment lie the will and actions 
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of those who are led, the will and actions of the class, its willing
ness (or unwillingness) to support such directives, its ability (or 
inability) to carry out these directives, its ability (or inability) 
to car^y them out in strict accordance with the demands of the 
situation. It scarcely needs proof that the Party, having taken 
the leadership into its hands, cannot but reckon with the will, the 
condition, the level of political consciousness of those who are led, 
cannot leave out of account the will, the condition, and level of 
political consciousness of its class. Therefore, whoever identifies 
the leading role of the Party with the dictatorship of the proletariat 
substitutes the directives given by the Party for the will and 
actions of the class.

Thirdly. “The dictatorship of the proletariat,” says Lenin, 
“is the class struggle of the proletariat, which has won victory 
and has seized political power.” (See Vol. XXIV, p. 311.) 
How can this class struggle find expression? It may find expres
sion in a series of armed actions by the proletariat against the 
sorties of the overthrown bourgeoisie, or against the intervention 
of the foreign bourgeoisie. It may find expression in civil war, 
if the power of the proletariat has not yet been consolidated. 
It may find expression, after power has already been consolidated, 
in the extensive organizational and constructive work of the prole
tariat, with the enlistment of the broad masses in this work. In all 
these cases, the acting force is the proletariat as a class. It has 
never happened that the Party, the Party alone, has undertaken 
all these actions with only its own forces, without the support 
of the class. Usually it only directs these actions, and it can direct 
them only to the extent that it has the support of the class. For 
the Party cannot cover, cannot replace the class. For, despite 
all its important leading role, the Party still remains a part of 
the class. Therefore, whoever identifies the leading role of the 
Party with the dictatorship of the proletariat substitutes the 
Party for the class.

Fourthly. The Party exercises the dictatorship of the prole
tariat. “The Party is the direct governing vanguard of the prole
tariat; it is the leader.” (Lenin.) In this sense the Party takes
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power, the Party governs the country. But this must not be under
stood in the sense that the Party exercises the dictatorship of the 
proletariat separately from the state power, without the state 
power; that the Party governs the country separately from the 
Soviets, not through the Soviets. This does not mean that the 
Party can be identified with the Soviets, with the state power. 
The Party is the core of this power, but it is not and cannot be 
identified with the state power.

“As the ruling Party,” says Lenin, “we could not but merge 
the Soviet ‘top leadership’ with the Party ‘topleadership’—in our 
country they are merged and will remain so.” (See Vol. XXVI, 
p. 208.) This is quite true. But by this Lenin by no means wants 
to imply that our Soviet institutions as a whole, for instance our 
army, our transport, our economic institutions, etc., are Party 
institutions, that the Party can replace the Soviets and their 
ramifications, that the Party can be identified with the state 
power. Lenin repeatedly said that “the system of Soviets is the 
dictatorship of the proletariat,” and that “the Soviet power is 
the dictatorship of the proletariat” (see Vol. XXIV, pp. 15, 14); 
but he never said that the Party is the state power, that the Soviets 
and the Party are one and the same thing. The Party, with a mem
bership of several hundred thousand, guides the Soviets and their 
central and local ramifications, which embrace tens of millions 
of people, both Party and non-Party, but it cannot and should 
not supplant them. That is why Lenin says that “the dictatorship 
is exercised by the proletariat organized in the Soviets, the pro
letariat led by the Communist Party of Bolsheviks”; that “all 
the work of the Party is carried on through*  the Soviets^ which 
embrace the labouring masses irrespective of occupation” (see 
Vol. XXV, pp. 192, 193); and that the dictatorship “has to be 
exercised through*  the Soviet apparatus.” (See Vol. XXVI, 
p. 64.) Therefore, whoever identifies the leading role of thé Party 
with the dictatorship of the proletariat substitutes the Party 
for the Soviets, i.e., for the state power.

My italics.—J. St.
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Fifthly. The concept of dictatorship of the proletariat is a 
state concept. The dictatorship of the proletariat necessarily in
cludes the concept of force. There is no dictatorship without the 
use of force, if dictatorship is to be understood in the strict sense 
of the word. Lenin defines the dictatorship of the proletariat as 
“power based directly on the use of force.” (See Vol. XIX, p. 315.) 
Hence, to talk about dictatorship of the Party in relation to the pro
letarian class, and to identify it with the dictatorship of the pro
letariat, is tantamount to saying that in relation to its class the 
Party must be not only a guide, not only a leader and teacher, but 
also a sort of dictator employing force against it, which, of course, 
is quite incorrect. Therefore, whoever identifies “dictatorship of 
the Party” with the dictatorship of the proletariat tqcitly pro
ceeds from the assumption that the prestige of the Party can be 
built up on force employed against the working class, which is 
absurd and quite incompatible with Leninism. The prestige .of 
the Party is sustained by the confidence of the working class. And 
the confidence of the working class is gained not by force—force 
only kills it—but by the Party’s correct theory, by the Party’s 
correct policy, by the Party’s devotion to the working class, by its 
connection with the masses of the working class, by its readiness 
and ability to convince the masses of the correctness of its slogans.

What, then, follows from all this?
From this it follows that:
1) Lenin uses the word dictatorship of the Party not in the 

strict sense of the word (“power based on the use of force”), but 
in the figurative sense, in the sense of its undivided leadership,

2) Whoever, identifies the leadership of the Party with the 
dictatorship of the proletariat distorts Lenin, wrongly attributing 
to the Party the function of employing force against the working 
class as a whole.

3) Whoever attributes to the Party the function, which it 
does not possess, of employing force against the working class 
as a whole, violates the elementary requirements of correct mutual 
relations between the vanguard and the class, between the Party 
and the proletariat.
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Thus, we have come right up to the question of the mutua] 
relations between the Party and the class, between Party and 
non-Party members of the working class.

Lenin defines these mutual relations as “mutual confidence*  
between the vanguard of the working class and the mass of 
the workers.” (See Vol. XXVI, p. 235.)

What does this mean?
It means, firstly, that the Party must closely heed the voice 

of the masses; that it must pay careful attention to the revolu
tionary instinct of the masses; that it must study the practice of 
the struggle of the masses and on this basis test the correctness 
of its own policy; that, consequently, it must not only teach the 
masses, but also learn from them.

It means, secondly, that the Party must day by day win the 
confidence of the proletarian masses; that it must by its policy 
and work secure the support of the masses; that it must not com
mand but primarily convince the masses, helping them to real
ize through their own experience the correctness of the policy 
of the Party; that, consequently, it must be the guide, the leader 
and teacher of its class.

To violate these conditions means to upset the correct mutual 
relations between the vanguard and the class, to undermine 
“mutual confidence,” to shatter both class and Party discipline.

“Certainly,” says Lenin, “almost everyone now realizes that the Bolshe
viks could' not have maintained themselves in power for two-and-a- 
half months, let alone two-and-a-half years, without the strictest, truly 
iron discipline in our Party, and without the fullest and unreserved support of 
the latter by the Whole mass of the working class,*  that is, by all its thinking, 
honest, self-sacrificing and influential elements, capable of leading or of 
carrying with them the backward'strata.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 173.)

“The dictatorship of the proletariat,” says Lenin further, “is a stubborn 
struggle—bloody and bloodless, violent and peaceful, military and eco
nomic, educational and administrative—against the forces and traditions 
of the old society. The'force of habit of million's and tens of millions is a 
most terrible force. Without an iron party tempered in the struggle, without 

My italics.—J St.
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a party enjoying the conjidence oj all that is honest in the given, class,*  without 
a party capable of watching and influencing the mood of the masses, it is 
impossible to conduct such a struggle successfully.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 190.)

But how does the Party acquire this confidence and support 
of the class? How is the iron discipline necessary for the dictator
ship of the proletariat built up within the working class; on what 
soil does it grow up?

Here is what Lenin says on this subject:

“How is the discipline of the revolutionary party of the proletariat 
maintained? How is it tested? How is it reinforced? Firstly, by the class 
consciousness of the proletarian vanguard and by its devotion to the revolu
tion, by its stamina, self-sacrifice and heroism. Secondly, by its ability 
to link itself with, to keep in close touch with, and to a certain extent, 
if you like, to merge with the broadest masses of the working peo
ple* —primarily with the proletarian, but also with the nonproletarian, 
labouring masses. Thirdly, by the correctness of the political leadership 
exercised by this vanguard, by the correctness of its political strategy and 
tactics, provided that the broadest masses have been convinced through their 
own experience of this correctness. Without these conditions, discipliné in a 
revolutionary party that is really capable of being the party of the advanced 
class, whose mission it is to overthrow the bourgeoisie and transform the 
whole of society, cannot be achieved. Without these conditions, attempts 
to establish discipline inevitably become a cipher, an empty phrase, mere 
affectation. On the other hand, these conditions cannot arise all at once. 
They are created only by prolonged effort and hard-won experience. Their 
creation is facilitated only by correct revolutionary theory, which, in its 
turn, is not a dogma, but assumes final shape only in close connection with 
the practical activity of a truly mass and truly revolutionary movement.” 
(See Vol. XXV, p. 174.)

And further:

“Victory over capitalism requires the correct correlation between the 
leading, Communist, Party, the revolutionary class—the proletariat— 
and the masses, i.e., the working people and exploited as a whole. Only the 
Communist Party, if it is really the vanguard of the revolutionary class, if 
it contains all the best representatives of that class, if it consists of fully 
class-conscious and devoted Communists who have been educated and. 

* My italics.—J. St.
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steeled by the experience of stubborn revolutionary struggle, if this Party 
has succeeded in linking itself inseparably with the whole life of its class 
and, through it, with the whole mass of exploited, and if it has succeeded 
in inspiring the complete confidence of this class and this mass* —only such 
a party is capable of leading the proletariat in the most ruthless, resolute and 
final struggle against all the forces of capitalism. On the other hand, only 
under the leadership of such a party can the proletariat develop the full 
might of its revolutionary onslaught and nullify the inevitable apathy and, 
partly, resistance of the small minority of the labour aristocracy corrupted 
by capitalism, and of the old trade-union and cooperative leaders, etc.— 
only then will it be able to display its full strength, which, owing to the very 
economic structure of capitalist society, is immeasurably greater than the 
proportion of the population it constitutes.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 315.)

From these quotations it follows that:
1) The prestige of the Party and the iron discipline within 

the working class that are necessary for the dictatorship of the 
proletariat are built up not on fear or on “unrestricted” rights 
of the Party, but on the confidence of the working class in the 
Party, on the support which the Party receives from the working 
class.

2) The confidence of the working class in the Party is not 
acquired at one stroke, and not by means of force against the work
ing class, but by the Party’s prolonged work among the masses, 
by the correct policy of the Party, by the ability of the Party to 
convince the masses through their own experience of the correct
ness of its policy, by the ability of the Party to secure the sup
port of the working class and to take the lead of the masses of the 
working class.

3) Without a correct Party policy, reinforced by the experience 
of the struggle of the masses, and without the confidence of the 
working class, there is not and cannot be real leadership by the 
Party.

4) The Party and its leadership, if the Party enjoys the confi
dence of the class, and if this leadership is real leadership, cannot 
be counterposed to the dictatorship of the proletariat, because 
without the leadership of the Party (the “dictatorship” of the 

* My italics.—J. St.
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Party), enjoying the confidence of the working class, it is impos
sible for the dictatorship of the proletariat to be at all firm.

Without these conditions, the prestige of the Party and iron 
discipline within the working class are either empty phrases 
or boastfulness and adventurism.

It is impossible to counterpose the dictatorship of the pro
letariat to the leadership (the “dictatorship”) of the Party. It is 
impossible because the leadership of the Party is the principal 
thing in the dictatorship of the proletariat, if we have in mind 
a dictatorship that is at all firm and complete, and not one like 
the Paris Commune, for instance, which was neither a complete 
nor a firm dictatorship. It is impossible because the dictatorship 
of the proletariat and the leadership of the Party lie, as it were, 
on the same line of activity, operate in the same direction.

“The mere presentation of the question,” says Lenin, ‘“dictatorship of 
the Party or dictatorship of the class? dictatorship (Party) of the leaders or 
dictatorship (Party) of the masses?’ testifies to the most incredible and hope
less confusion of thought.... Everyone knows that the masses are divided 
into classes...; that usually, and in the majority of cases, at least in modern 
civilized countries, classes are led by political parties; that political parties, 
as a general rule, are directed by more or less stable groups composed of the 
most authoritative, influential and experienced members, who are elected 
to the most responsible positions and are called leaders.... To go so far ... as 
to counterpose, in general, dictatorship of the masses to dictatorship of the 
leaders is ridiculously absurd and stupid.” (See Vol. XXV, pp. 187, 188.)

That is absolutely correct. But that correct statement proceeds 
from the premise that correct mutual relations exist between 
the vanguard and the masses of the workers, between the Party 
and the class. It proceeds from the assumption that the mutual 
relations between the vanguard and the class remain, so to say, 
normal, remain within the bounds of “mutual confidence.”

But what if the correct mutual relations between the van
guard and the class, the relations of “mutual confidence” between 
the Party and the class are upset?

What if the Party itself begins, in some way or other, to coun
terpose itself to the class, thus upsetting the foundations of its 

12—592
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correct mutual relations with the class, thus upsetting the foun
dations of “mutual confidence”?

Are such cases at all possible?
Yes, they are.
They are possible:
1) if the Party begins to build its prestige among the masses, 

not on its work and on the confidence of the masses, but on its 
“unrestricted” rights;

2) if the Party’s policy is obviously wrong and the Party is 
unwilling to reconsider and rectify its mistake;

3) if the Party’s policy is correct on the whole but the masses 
are not yet ready to make it their own, and the Party is either 
unwilling or unable to bide its time so as to give the masses an 
opportunity to become convinced through their own experience 
that the Party’s policy is correct, and seeks to impose it on the 
masses.

The history of our Party provides a number of such cases, 
Various groups and factions in our Party have come to grief and 
disappeared because they violated one of these three conditions, 
and sometimes all these conditions taken together.

But it follows from this that counterposing the dictatorship 
of the proletariat to the “dictatorship” (leadership) of the Party 
can be regarded as incorrect only:

1) if by dictatorship of the Party in relation to the working 
class we mean not a dictatorship in the proper sense of the word 
("power based on the use of force”), but the leadership of the Party, 
which precludes the use of force against the working class as a 
whole, against its majority, precisely as Lenin meant it;

2) if the Party has the qualifications to be the real leader of 
the class, i.e., if the Party’s policy is correct, if this policy accords 
with the interests of the class;

3) if the class, if the majority of the class, accepts that policy, 
makes that policy its own, becomes convinced, as a result of 
the work of the Party, that that policy is correct, has confidence 
in the Party and supports it.
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The violation of these conditions inevitably gives rise to a 
conflict between the Party and the class, to a split between them, 
to their being counterposed to each other.

Can the Party’s leadership be imposed on the class by force? 
No, it cannot. At all events, such a leadership cannot be at all 
durable. If the Party wants to remain the Party of the prole
tariat it must know that it is, primarily and principally, the 
guide, the leader, the teacher of the working class. We must not 
forget what Lenin said on this subject in his pamphlet The State 
and Revolution1.

“By educating the workers’ party, Marxism educates the vanguard of 
the proletariat, which is capable of taking power and of leading the whole 
people to socialism, of directing and organizing the new order, of being the 
teacher, the guide, the leader*  of all the toilers and exploited in building up 
their social life without the bourgeoisie and against the bourgeoisie.” (See 
Vol. XXI, p. 386.)

Can one consider the Party as the real leader of the class if 
its policy is wrong, if its policy comes into collision with the in
terests of the class? Of course not. In such cases the Party, if it 
wants to remain the leader, must reconsider its policy, must cor
rect its policy, must acknowledge its mistake and correct it. In 
confirmation of this thesis one could cite, for example, such a fact 
from the history of our Party as the period of the abolition of the 
surplus-appropriation system, when the masses of workers and 
peasants were obviously discontented with our policy and when 
the Party openly and honestly decided to reconsider this policy. 
Here is what Lenin said at. the time, at the Tenth Party Congress, 
on the question of abolishing the surplus-appropriation system 
and introducing the New Economic Policy:

“We must not try to conceal anything, but must say straightforwardly 
that the peasantry is not satisfied with the form of relations that has been 
established with it, that it does not want this form of relations and 
will not go on living in this way. That is indisputable. It has definitely 
expressed this will. This is the will of the vast mass of the labouring popula
tion. We must reckon with this; and we are sufficiently sober politicians to 

* My italics.—J. St.
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say straightforwardly: Let us reconsider our policy towards the peasantry.” 
(See Vol. XXVI, p. 238.)

Can one consider that the Party should take the initiative 
and leadership in organizing decisive actions by the masses merely 
on the ground that its policy is correct on the whole, if that 
policy does not yet meet the confidence and support of the class 
because, say, of the latter’s political backwardness; if the Party 
has not yet succeeded in convincing the class of the correctness of 
its policy because, say, events have not yet matured? No, one 
cannot. In such cases the Party, if it wants to be a real leader, 
must know how to bide its time, must convince the masses that 
its policy is correct, must help the masses to become convinced 
through their own experience that this policy is correct.

“If the revolutionary party,’’says Lenin, "has not a majority in the ad
vanced detachments of the revolutionary classes and in the country, an up
rising is out of the question.” (See Vol. XXI, p. 282.)

“Revolution is impossible without a change in the views of the majority 
of the working class, and this-change is brought about by the political expe
rience of the masses.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 221.)

“Thé proletarian vanguard has been won over ideologically. That is 
the main thing. Without this not even the first step towards victory can be 
made. But it is still a fairly long way from victory. Victory cannot be won 
with the vanguard alone. To throw the vanguard aloiie into the decisive 
battle, before the whole class, before the broad masses have taken up a posi
tion either of direct support of the vanguard, or at least of benevolent neu
trality towards it, and one in which they cannot possibly support the enemy, 
•would be not merely folly but a crime. And in order that actually the whole 
class, that actually the broad masses of the working people and those op
pressed by capital may take up such a position, propaganda and agitation 
alone are notenough. For this the masses must have their own political 
experience.” {Ibid., p. 228.)

We know that this is precisely how our Party acted during 
the period from Lenin’s April Theses to the October uprising 
of .1917. And it was precisely because it acted according to these 
directives of Lenin’s that it was successful in the uprising.

Such, basically, are the conditions for correct mutual rela
tions between the vanguard and the class.

* My italics.—J. St.
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What does leadership mean when the policy of the Party is 
correct and the correct relations between the vanguard and the 
class are not upset?

Leadership under these circumstances means the ability to 
convince the masses of the correctness of the Party’s policy; the 
ability to put forward and to carry out such slogans as bring the 
masses to the Party’s positions and help them to realize through 
their own experience the correctness of the Party’s policy; the 
ability to raise the masses to the Party's level of political con
sciousness, and thus secure the support of the masses and their 
readiness for the decisive struggle.

Therefore, the method of persuasion is the principal method 
of the Party’s leadership of the working class.

“If we, in Russia today," says Lenin, “after two-and-a-half years 
of unprecedented victories over the bourgeoisie of Russia and the Entente, 
were to make ‘recognition of the dictatorship’ a condition of trade-union 
membership, we should be committing a folly, we should be damaging our 
influence over the masses, we should be helping the Mensheviks. For the 
whole task of the Communists is lo be able to convince the backward elements, 
to be able to work among them, and not to fence themselves off from them by 
artificial and childishly ‘Left’ slogans.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 197.)

This, of course, must not be understood in'the sense that the 
Party must convince all the workers, down to thé last man, and 
that only after this is it possible to proceed to action, that 
only after this is it possible to start operations. Not at all! 
It only means that before entering upon decisive political 
actions the Party must, by means of prolonged revolution
ary work, secure for itself the support of the majority of the 
masses of the workers, or at least the benevolent neutrality of 
the majority of the class. Otherwise Lenin’s thesis, that a ne
cessary condition for victorious revolution is that the Pàrty 
should win over the majority of the working class, would' be 
devoid of all meaning.

Well, and what is to be done with the minority, if it does not 
wish, if it does not agree voluntarily to submit to the will of the 
majority? Gan the Party, must th© Party, enjoying the confidence 
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of the majority, compel the minority to submit to the will of 
the majority? Yes, it can and it must. Leadership is ensured by the 
method of persuading the masses, as the principal method by 
which the Party influences the masses. This, however, does not 
preclude, but presupposes, the use of coercion, if such coercion 
is based on confidence in the Party and support for it on the part 
of the majority of the working class, if it is applied to the minority 
after the Party has convinced the majority.

It would be well to recall the controversies around this sub
ject that took place in our Party during the discussion on the. 
trade union question. What was the mistake of the Opposition, 
the mistake of the Tsektran, at that time? Was it that the Oppo
sition then considered it possible to resort to coercion? No! It 
was not that. The mistake of the Opposition at that time was 
that, being unable to convince the majority of the correctness 
of its position, having lost the confidence of the majority, it 
nevertheless began to apply coercion, began to insist on “shaking 
up” those who enjoyed the confidence of the majority.

Here is what Lenin said at that time, at the Tenth Congress 
of the Party, in his speech on the trade unions:

“In order to establish mutual relations and mutual confidence between 
the vanguard of the working class and the masses of the workers, it was nec
essary, if the Tsektran had made a mistake to correct this mistake. But 
when people begin to defend this mistake, it becomes a source of political 
danger. Had not the utmost possible been done in the way of democracy in 
heeding the moods expressed here by Kutuzov, we would have met with 
political bankruptcy. First we must convince, and then coerce. We must at 
all costs first convince, and then coerce.*  We were not able to convince the 
broad masses, and we upset the correct relations between the vanguard 
and the masses.” (See Vol. XXVI, p. 235.)

Lenin says the same thing in his pamphlet On the Trade U ri
ions’.

“'tie applied coercion correctly and successfully only when we were able 
to create beforehand a basis of conviction for it.” (Jbid., p. 74.)

* My italics.—J.
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And that is quite true, for without those conditions no leader
ship is possible. For only in that way can we ensure unity of ac
tion in the Party, if we are speaking of the Party, or unity of ac
tion of the class, if we are speaking of the class as a whole. With
out this there is splitting, confusion and demoralization in the 
ranks of the working class.

Such in general are the fundamentals of correct leadership of 
the working class by the Party.

Any other conception of leadership is syndicalism, anarchism, 
bureaucracy—anything you please, but not Bolshevism, not 
Leninism.

The dictatorship of the proletariat cannot be counterposed 
to the leadership (“dictatorship”) of the Party if correct mutual 
relations exist between the Party and the working class, between 
the vanguard and the masses of the workers. But from this it 
follows that it is all the more impermissible to identify the Party 
with the working class, the leadership (“dictatorship”) of the 
Party with the dictatorship of the working class. On the ground 
that the “dictatorship” of the Party cannot be counterposed to 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, Sorin arrived at the wrong 
conclusion that "the dictatorship of the proletariat is the dicta
torship of our Party.”

But Lenin not only speaks of the impermissibility of such 
counterposition, he also speaks of the impermissibility of coun
terposing “the dictatorship of the masses to the dictatorship of 
the leaders.” Would you, on this ground, have us identify the dic
tatorship of leaders with the dictatorship of the proletariat? 
If we took that line, we would have to say that "the dictatorship 
of the proletariat is the dictatorship of our leadersBut it is pre
cisely to this absurdity that we are led, properly speaking, by the 
policy of identifying the “dictatorship” of the Party with the dic
tatorship of the proletariat....

Where does Zinoviev stand on this subject?
In essence, Zinoviev shares Sorin’s point of view of identifying 

the “dictatorship" of the Party with the dictatorship of the pro
letariat—with the difference, however, that Sorin expresses
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himself more openly and clearly, whereas Zinoviev “wriggles.” 
One need only take, for instance, the following passage in Zino
viev’s book Leninism to be convinced of this:

“What,” says Zinoviev, “is the system existing in the U.S.S.R, from 
the standpoint of its class content? It is the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
What is the direct mainspring of power in the U.S.S.R.? Who exercises the 
power of the working class? The Communist Party! In this sense, we have*  
the dictatorship of the Party. What is the juridical form of power in the 
U.S.S.R.? What is the new type of state system that was created by the 
October Revolution? The Soviet system. The one does not in the least con
tradict the other.”

That the one does not contradict the other is, of course, cor
rect if by the dictatorship of the Party in relation to the working 
class as a whole we mean the leadership of the Party. But how is 
it possible, on this ground, to place a sign of equality between 
the dictatorship of the proletariat and the “dictatorship” of the 
Party, between the Soviet system and the “dictatorship” of the 
Party? Lenin identified the system of Soviets with the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, and he was right, for the Soviets, our Soviets, 
are organizations which rally the labouring masses around the 
proletariat under the leadership of the Party. But when, where, 
and in which of his writings did Lenin place a sign of equality 
between the “dictatorship” of the Party and the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, between the “dictatorship” of the Party and the 
system of Soviets, as Zinoviev does now? Neither the leadership 
(“dictatorship”) of the Party nor the leadership (“dictatorship”) 
of the leaders contradicts the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
Would you, on this ground, have us proclaim that our country is 
the country of the dictatorship of the proletariat, that is to say, 
the country of the dictatorship of the Party, that is to say, the 
country of the dictatorship of the leaders ? And yet the “principle” 
of identifying the “dictatorship” of the Party with the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, which Zinoviev enunciates surreptitiously and 
uncourageously, leads precisely tQ this absurdity,

* My italics.—J. St,
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In Lenin’s numerous works I have been able to note only five 
cases in which he touches, in passing, on the question of the dic
tatorship of the Party.

The first case is in his controversy with the Socialist-Revo
lutionaries and the Mensheviks, where he says:

“When we are reproached with the dictatorship of one party, and when, 
as you have heard, a proposal is made to establish a united socialist front, 
we reply: ‘Yes, the dictatorship of one party! We stand by it, and cannot 
depart from it, for it is that Party which, in the course of decades, has won 
the position of vanguard of the whole factory and industrial proletariat.'” 
(See Vol. XXIV, p. 423.)

The second case is in his “Letter to the Workers and Peasants 
in Connection with the Victory over Kolchak,” in which he says:

“Some people (especially the Mensheviks and the Socialist-Revolu
tionaries—all of them, even the ‘Lefts’ among them) are trying to scare 
the peasants with the bogey of the ‘dictatorship of one party,’ the party of 
Bolsheviks, Communists.

“The peasants have learned from the instance of Kolchak not to be afraid 
of this bogey.

“Either the dictatorship (i.e., iron rule) of the landlords and capital
ists, or the dictatorship of the working class.” (See Vol. XXIV, p. 436.)

The third case is Lenin’s speech at the Second Congress of 
the Comintern in his controversy with Tanner. I have quoted it 
above.

The fourth case is a few lines in the pamphlet “Left-Wing” 
Communism, an Infantile Disorder. The passages in question have 
already been quoted above.

And the fifth case is in his draft outline of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, published in the Lenin Miscellany, Volume III, 
where there is a sub-heading “Dictatorship of One Party.” (See 
Lenin Miscellany, Vol. Ill, p. 497.)

It should be noted that in two out of the five cases, the last 
and the second, Lenin puts the words “dictatorship of one party” 
in quotation marks, thus clearly emphasising inexact, figur
ative sense of thia formula.
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It should also be noted that in every one of these cases, by 
the “dictatorship of the Party” Lenin meant dictatorship (“iron 
rule”) over the “landlords and capitalists,” and not over the 
working class, contrary to the slanderous fabrications of Kautsky 
and Co.

It is characteristic that in none of his works, major or second
ary, in which Lenin discusses or merely alludes to the dictator
ship of the proletariat and the role of the Party in the system of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, is there any hint whatever 
that “the dictatorship of the proletariat is the dictatorship of our 
Party.” On the contrary, every page, every line of these works 
cries out against such a formula. (See The State and Revolution, 
The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky, "Left- 
Wing" Communism, an Infantile Disorder, etc.)

Even more characteristic is the fact that in the theses of the 
Second Congress of the Comintern on the role of a political party, 
which were drawn up under the direct guidance of Lenin, and to 
which Lenin repeatedly referred in his speeches as a model of 
the correct formulation of the role and tasks of the Party, we 
find not one word, literally not one word, about dictatorship of 
the Party.

What does all this indicate?
It indicates that:
a) Lenin did not regard the formula “dictatorship of the Par

ty” as irreproachable and exact, for which reason it is very rarely 
used in Lenin’s works, and is sometimes put in quotation marks;

b) on the few occasions that Lenin was obliged, in controversy 
with opponents, to speak of the dictatorship of the Party, he usu
ally referred to the “dictatorship of one party,” i.e., to the fact 
that our Party holds power alone, that it does not share power with 
other parties. Moreover, he always made it clear that the dicta
torship of the Party in relation to the working class meant the 
leadership of the Party, its leading role;

e) in all those cases in which Lenin thought it necessary to 
give a scientific definition of the role of the Party in the system 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat, he spoke exclusively of the 
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leading role of the Party in relation to the working class (and there 
are thousands of such cases);

d) that is why it never “occurred” to Lenin to include the for
mula “dictatorship of the Party” in the fundamental resolution 
on the role of the Party—I have in mind the resolution adopted 
at the Second Congress of the Comintern;

e) the comrades who identify, or try to identify, the “dicta
torship” of the Party and, therefore, the “dictatorship of the lead
ers” with the dictatorship of the proletariat are wrong from the 
point of view of Leninism, and are politically shortsighted, for 
they thereby violate the conditions for correct mutual relations 
between the vanguard and the class.

This is apart from the fact that the formula “dictatorship of 
the Party,” when taken without the above-mentioned reserva
tions, can give rise to quite a number of dangers and political set
backs in our practical work. This formula, taken without reser
vations, says, as it were:

a) to the non-Party masses: don’t dare to contradict, don’t 
dare to argue, for the Party can do everything, for we have the 
dictatorship of the Party;

b) to the Party cadres: act more boldly, tighten the screw, there 
is no need to heed what the non-Party masses say, we have the 
dictatorship of the Party;

e) to the top leadership of the Party: you may indulge in 
the luxury of a certain amount of complacency, you may even 
become conceited, for we have the dictatorship of the Party, 
and, “consequently,” the dictatorship of the leaders.

It is opportune to call attention to these dangers precisely 
at the present moment, in a period when the political activity of the 
masses is rising, when the readiness of the Party to heed the 
voice of the masses is of particular value to us, when attention 
to the requirements of the masses is a fundamental precept of our 
Party, when it is incumbent upon the Party to display particular 
caution and particular flexibility in its policy, when the danger 
of becoming conceited is one of the most serious dangers con
fronting the Party jp its tagk of correctly leading the masses.
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One cannot but recall Lenin’s golden words at the Eleventh 
Congress of our Party:

“Among the mass of the people we (the Communists—J. St.) are after 
all but a drop in the ocean, and we can administer only when we properly 
express what the people are conscious of. Unless we do this the Communist 
Party will not lead the proletariat, the proletariat will not lead the 
masses, and the whole machine will collapse.” (See Vol. XXVII, p. 256.)

“Properly express what the people are conscious of ”—this is 
precisely the necessary condition that ensures for the Party the 
honourable role of the principal guiding force in the system of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat.

VI

THE QUESTION OF THE VICTORY 
OF SOCIALISM IN ONE COUNTRY

The pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism (May 1924, first 
edition) contains two formulations on the question of the victory 
of socialism in one country. The first of these says:

“Formerly, the victory of the revolution in one country was considered 
impossible, on the assumption that it would require the combined action 
of the proletarians of all or at least of a majority of the advanced countries 
to achieve victory over the bourgeoisie. Now this point of view no longer 
fits in with the facts. Now we must proceed from the possibility of such a 
victory, for the uneven and spasmodic character of the development of the 
various capitalist countries under the conditions of imperialism, the develop
ment within imperialism of catastrophic contradictions leading to inevitable 
wars,the growth of the revolutionary movement in all countries of the world— 
all this leads, not only to the possibility, but also to the necessity of the 
victory of the proletariat in individual countries.” (See The Foundations of 
Leninism.)

This thesis is quite correct and needs no comment. It is di
rected against the theory of the Social-Democrats, who regard 
the seizure of power by the proletariat in one country, without 
the simultaneous victory of the revolution in other countries, as 
Utopian.
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But the pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism contains a 
second formulation, which says:

“But the overthrow of the power of the bourgeoisie and establishment 
of the power of the proletariat in one country does not yet mean that the 
complete victory of socialism has been ensured. The principal task of social
ism—the organization of socialist production—has still to be fulfilled. Can 
this task be fulfilled, can the final victory of socialism be achieved in one 
country, without the joint efforts of the proletarians in several advanced 
countries? No, it cannot. To overthrow the bourgeoisie the efforts of one 
country are sufficient; this is proved by the history of our revolution. For 
the final victory of socialism, for the organization of socialist production, 
the efforts of one country, particularly of a peasant country like Russia, 
are insufficient; for that, the efforts of the proletarians of several advanced 
countries are required.” (See The Foundations of Leninism, first edition.)

This second formulation was directed against the assertions 
of the critics of Leninism, against the Trotskyists, who declared 
that the dictatorship of the proletariat in one country, in the ab
sence of victory in other countries, could not “holdout in the face 
of a conservative Europe.”

To that extent—but only to that extent—this formulation 
was then (May 1924) adequate, and undoubtedly it was of some 
service.

Subsequently, however, when the criticism of Leninism in 
this sphere had already been overcome in the Party, when a new 
question had come to the fore—the question of the possibility of 
building a complete socialist society by the efforts of our country, 
without help from abroad—the second formulation became ob
viously inadequate, and therefore incorrect.

What is the defect in this formulation?
Its defect is that it joins two different questions into one: 

it joins the question of the possibility of building socialism by the 
efforts of one country—which must be answered in the affirmative— 
with the question whether a country in which the dic
tatorship of the proletariat exists can consider itself fully guar
anteed against intervention, and consequently against the re
storation of the old order, without a victorious revolution in a 
number of other countries—which must be answered in the 
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negative. This is apart from the fact that this formulation may 
give, occasion for thinking that the organization of a socialist 
society by the efforts of one country is impossible—which, of 
course, is incorrect.

On this ground I modified and corrected this formulation in 
my pamphlet The October Revolution and the Tactics of the Rus
sian Communists (December 1924); I divided the question into 
two—into the question of a full guarantee against the restoration 
of the bourgeois order, and the question of the possibility of build
ing a complete socialist society in one country. This was effected, 
in the first place, by treating the “complete victory of socialism” 
as a “full guarantee against the restoration of the old order,” which 
is possible only through “the joint efforts of the proletarians of 
several countries”; and, secondly, by proclaiming, on the basis 
of Lenin’s pamphlet On Cooperation, the indisputable truth 
that we have all that is necessary for building a complete social
ist society. (See The October Revolution and the Tactics of the 
Russian Communists. ) *

* This new formulation of the question was substituted for the old one 
in subsequent editions of the pamphlet Th'e Foundations of Leninism.

It was this new formulation of the question that formed the 
basis for the well-known resolution of the Fourteenth Party Con
ference “The Tasks of the Comintern and the R.C.P.(B.),” which 
examines the question of the victory of socialism in one country 
in connection with the stabilization of capitalism (April 1925), 
and considers that the building of socialism by the efforts of our 
country is possible and necessary.

This new formulation also served as the basis for my pamphlet 
The Results of the Work of the Fourteenth Conference of the 
R.C.P.(B.) published in May 1925, immediately after the Four
teenth Party Conference.

With regard to.the presentation of the question of the victory 
of socialism in one country, this pamphlet states:

“Our country exhibits two groups of contradictions. One group consists 
of the internal contradictions that exist between the proletariat and the 
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peasantry (this refers to the building of socialism in one country—J. St.). 
The other group consists of the external contradictions that exist between 
our country, as the land of socialism, and all the other countries, as lands 
of capitalism (this refers to the final victory of socialism—J. St.)."... “Anyone 
who confuses the first group of contradictions, which can be overcome entire
ly hy the efforts of one country, with the second group of contradictions, 
the solution of which requires the efforts of the proletarians of several coun
tries, commits a gross error against Leninism. He is either a muddlehead 
or an incorrigible opportunist.” (See The Results of the Work of the Fourteenth 
Conference of the R.C.P.[B.].)

On the question of the victory of socialism in our country, the 
pamphlet states:

“We can build socialism, and we will build it together with the peasant
ry under the leadership of the working class” for “under the dictatorship 
of the proletariat we possess all that is needed to build a complete social
ist society, overcoming all internal difficulties, for we can and must over
come them hy our own efforts.” (Ibid.)

On the question of the final victory of socialism, it states:

“The final victory of socialism is the full guarantee against attempts 
at intervention, and hence against restoration, for any serious attempt at 
restoration can take place only with serious support from outside, only with 
the support of international capital. Therefore, the support of our revolution 
by the workers of all countries, and still more the victory of the workers in 
at least several countries, is a necessary condition for fully guaranteeing the 
first victorious country against attempts at intervention and restoration, a 
necessary condition for the final victory of socialism.” (Ibid.)

Clear, one would think.
It is well known that this question was treated in the same 

spirit in my pamphlet Questions and Answers (June 1925) and in 
the political report of the Central Committee to the Fourteenth 
Congress of the C. P. S. U. (B.) (December 1925).

Such are the facts.
These facts, I think, are known to all the comrades, includ

ing Zinoviev.
If now, nearly two years after the ideological struggle in the 

Party and after the resolution that was adopted at the Fourteenth
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Party Conference (April 1925), Zinoviev finds it possible in his 
reply to the discussion at the Fourteenth Party Congress (Decem
ber 1925) to dig up the old and quite inadequate formula contained 
in Stalin’s pamphlet written in April 1924, and to make it the 
basis for deciding the already decided question of the victory of 
socialism in one country—then this peculiar trick of his only 
goes to show that he has got completely muddled on this question. 
To drag the Party back after it has moved forward, to evade the 
resolution of the Fourteenth Party Conference after it has been 
confirmed by a Plenum of the Central Committee, means to become 
hopelessly entangled in contradictions, to have no faith in the 
cause of building socialism, to abandon the path of Lenin, and 
to acknowledge one’s own defeat.

What is meant by the possibility of the victory of socialism in 
one country?

It means the possibility of solving the contradictions between 
the proletariat and the peasantry by means of the internal forces 
of our country, the possibility of the proletariat seizing power 
and using that power to build a complete socialist society in our 
country, with the sympathy and the support of the proletarians 
of other countries, but without the preliminary victory of tbe pro
letarian revolution in other countries.

Without such a possibility, building socialism is building with
out prospects, building without being sure that socialism will 
be completely built. It is no use engaging in building socialism 
without being sure that we can build it completely, without being 
sure that the technical backwardness of our country is not an 
insuperable obstacle to the building of a complete socialist society. 
To deny such a possibility means disbelief in the cause of building 
socialism, departure from Leninism.

What is meant by the impossibility of the complete, final vic
tory of socialism in one country without the victory of the revo
lution in other countries?

It means the impossibility of having a full guarantee against 
intervention, and consequently against the restoration of the 
bourgeois order, without the victory of the revolution in at least 
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a number of countries. To deny this indisputable thesis means 
departure from internationalism, departure from Leninism.

“We are living,” says Lenin, "not merely in a state, but in a system of 
states, and the existence of the Soviet Republic side by side with imperial
ist states for a long time is unthinkable. One or the other must triumph in 
the end. And before that end comes, a series of frightful collisions between 
the Soviet Republic and the bourgeois states will be inevitable. That means 
that if the ruling class, the proletariat, wants to, and will hold sway, it 
must prove this by its military organization also. ” (See Vol. XXIV, p. 122.)

“We have before us,” says Lenin in another passage, “a certain equilib
rium, which is in the highest degree unstable', but an unquestionable, an 
indisputable equilibrium nevertheless. Will it last long? I do not know and, 
I think, it is impossible to know. And therefore we must exercise very 
great caution. And the first precept of our policy, the first lesson to be 
learned from our governmental activities during the past year, the lesson 
which all the workers and peasants must learn, is that we must be on the 
alert, we must remember that we are surrounded by people, classes and 
governments who openly express their intense hatred for us. We must 
remember that we are at all times hut a hair’s breadth from every manner of 
invasion.” (See Vol. XXVII, p. 117.)

Clear, one would think.
Where does Zinoviev stand as regards the question of the vic

tory of socialism in one country?
Listen:

“By the final victory of socialism is meant, at least:.1) the abolition of 
classes, and therefore 2) the abolition of the dictatorship of one class, in this 
case the dictatorship of the proletariat.” “In order to get a clearer idea of 
how the question stands here, in the U.S.S.R., in the year 1925,” says Zi
noviev further, “we must distinguish between two things: 1) the assured 
possibility of engaging in building socialism—such a possibility, it stands 
to reason, is quite conceivable within the limits of one country; and 2) the 
final construction and consolidation of socialism, i.e., the achievement of 
a socialist system, of a socialist society.”

What can all this signify?
It signifies that by the final victory of socialism in one country 

Zinoviev understands, not a guarantee against intervention and 
restoration, but the possibility of completely building socialist 
society. And by the victory of socialism in one country Zinoviev
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understands the kind of building socialism which cannot and should 
not lead to completely building socialism. Building at haphazard, 
without prospects, building socialism although completely building 
a socialist society is impossible—such is Zinoviev’s position.

To engage in building socialism without the possibility of com
pletely building it, knowing that it cannot be completely built— 
such are the absurdities in which Zinoviev has involved himself.

But this is a mockery of the question, not a solution of it!
Here is another extract from Zinoviev’s reply to the discus

sion at the Fourteenth Party Congress:
“Take a look, for instance, at what Comrade Yakovlev went so far as 

to say at the last Kursk Gubernia Party Conference. He asks: ‘Is it possible 
for us, surrounded as we are on all sides by capitalist enemies, to completely 
build socialism in one country under such conditions?’ And he answers: ‘On 
the basis of all that has been said we have the right to say not only that we 
are building socialism, but that in spite of the fact that for the time being 
we are alone, that for the time being we are the only Soviet country, the 
only Soviet state in the world, we shall completely build socialism.’ {Kur
skaya Pravda, No. 279, December 8, 1925.) Is this the Leninist method of 
presenting the question," Zinoviev asks, “does not this smack of national 
na rrow-m i ndedness?” *

Thus, according to Zinoviev, to recognize the possibility of 
completely building socialism in one country means adopting 
the point of view of national narrow-mindedness, while to deny 
such a possibility means adopting the point of view of interna
tionalism.

But if that is true, is it at all worth while fighting for victory 
over the capitalist elements in our economy? Does it not follow 
from this that such a victory is impossible?

Capitulation to the capitalist elements in our economy—that 
is what the inherent logic of Zinoviev’s line of argument leads 
us to.

And this absurdity, which has nothing in common with 
Leninism, is presented to us by Zinoviev as “internationalism,” 
as “100 per cent Leninism”!

* My italics.—J. St.
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I assert that on this most important question of building so
cialism Zinoviev is deserting Leninism and slipping to the stand
point of the Menshevik Sukhanov.

Let us turn Lo Lenin. Here is what he said about the victory 
of socialism in one country even before the October Revolution, 
in August 1915:

“Uneven economic and political development is an absolute law of cap
italism. Hence, the victory of socialism is possible first in several or even 
in one capitalist country taken separately. The victorious proletariat of that 
country, having expropriated the capitalists and organized socialist produc
tion*  would stand up against the rest of the world, the capitalist world, 
attracting to its cause the oppressed classes of other countries, raising revolts 
in those countries against the capitalists, and in the event of necessity 
coming out even with armed force against the exploiting classes and their 
states.” (See Vol. XVIII, pp. 232-33.)

What is meant by Lenin’s phrase “having organized social
ist production” which I have stressed? It means that the prole
tariat of the victorious country, having seized power, can and must 
organize socialist production. And what does to “organize social
ist production” mean? It means completely building a socialist 
society. It scarcely needs proof that this clear and definite state
ment of Lenin’s requires no further comment. Otherwise Lenin’s 
call for the seizure of power by the proletariat in October 1917 
would be incomprehensible.

You see that this clear thesis of Lenin’s, in comparison with 
Zinoviev’s muddled and anti-Leninist “thesis” that we can engage 
in building socialism “within the limits of one country,” although 
it is impossible to build it completely, is as different from the 
latter as the heavens from the earth.

The statement quoted above was made by Lenin in 1915, 
before the proletariat had taken power. But perhaps he mod
ified his views after the experience of taking power, after 1917? 
Let us turn to Lenin’s pamphlet On Cooperation, written 
in 1923.

* My italics.—J. St.

13»



j s t A L 1 N19ft

“As a matter of fact," says Lenin, “state power over all large-scale 
means of production, state power in the hands of the proletariat, the alliance 
of this proletariat with the many millions of small and very small peasants, 
the assured leadership of the peasantry by the proletariat, etc.—is not 
this all that is necessary for building a complete socialist society from 
the cooperatives, from the cooperatives alone, which we formerly looked, 
down upon as huckstering and which from a certain aspect we have the 
right to look down upon as such now, under NEP? Is this not all that is 
necessary for building a complete socialist society?*  This is not yet the build
ing of socialist society, but it is all that is necessary and sufficient for this 
building."*  (See Vol. XXVII, p. 392.)

In other words, we can and must build a complete socialist 
society, 1'or we have at our disposal all that is necessary and suf
ficient for this building.

1 think it would be difficult to express oneself more clearly.
Compare this classical thesis of Lenin's with the anti-Leninist 

rebuke Zinoviev administered to Yakovlev, and you will realize 
that Yakovlev was only repeating Lenin’s words about the pos
sibility of completely building socialism in one country, whereas 
Zinoviev, by attacking this thesis and castigating Yakovlev, de
serted Lenin and adopted the point of view of the Menshevik Su
khanov, the point of view that it is impossible to build socialism 
completely in our country owing to its technical backwardness.

One can only wonder why we took power in October 1917 if 
we did not count on completely building socialism.

We should not have taken power in October 1917—this is the 
conclusion to which the inherent logic of Zinoviev’s line of ar
gument leads us.

1 assert further that in the highly important question of the 
victory of socialism Zinoviev has gone counter to the definite 
decisions of our Party, as registered in the well-known resolution 
of the Fourteenth Party Conference “The Tasks of the Comintern 
and the R.C.P.(B.) in Connection with the Enlarged Plenum of the 
E.C.C.l.”

Let us turn to this resolution. Here is what it says about the 
victory of socialism in one country:

* My italics.—J. St.
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“The existence of two directly opposite social systems gives rise to the 
constant menace of capitalist blockade, of other forms of economic pressure, 
of armed intervention, of restoration. Consequently, the only guarantee of the 
final victory of socialism, i.e., the guarantee against restoration,*  is a 
victorious socialist revolution in a number of countries....” “Leninism teaches 
that the final victory of socialism, in the sense of a full guarantee against 
the restoration*  of bourgeois relationships, is possible only on an internation
al scale....” “But it does not follow*  from this that it is impossible to build 
a complete socialist society*  in a backward country like Russia, without 
the ‘state aid' (Trotsky) of countries more developed technically and eco
nomically.” (See the resolution.)

As you see, the resolution interprets the final victory of socialism 
as a guarantee against intervention and restoration, in complete 
contrast to Zinoviev’s interpretation in his book Leninism.

As you see, the resolution recognizes the possibility of building 
a complete socialist society in a backward country like Russia 
without the “state aid” of countries more developed technically and 
economically, in complete contrast to what Zinoviev said when he 
rebuked Yakovlev in his reply to the discussion at the Fourteenth 
Party Congress.

How else can this be described if not as a struggle on Zinoviev’s 
part against the resolution of the Fourteenth Party Conference?

Of course, Party resolutions are sometimes not free from error. 
Sometimes they contain mistakes. Speaking generally, one may 
assume that the resolution of the Fourteenth • Party Conference 
also contains certain errors. Perhaps Zinoviev thinks that this 
resolution is erroneous. But then he should say so clearly and 
openly, as befits a Bolshevik. For some reason or other, however, 
Zinoviev does not do so. He preferred to choose another path, 
that of attacking the resolution of the Fourteenth Party Confer
ence from the rear, while keeping silent about this resolution 
and refraining from any open criticism of the resolution. Zinoviev 
evidently thinks that this will be the best way of achieving his 
purpose. And he has but one purpose, namely—to “improve” 
the resolution, and to amend Lenin “just a little bit. It scarcely 
needs proof that Zinoviev has made a mistake in his calculations.

* My italics.—J. St,
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What is Zinoviev's mistake due to? What is the root of this 
mistake?

The root of this mistake, in my opinion, lies in Zinoviev's 
conviction that the technical backwardness of our country is an 
insuperable obstacle to the building of a complete socialist socie
ty; that the proletariat cannot completely build socialism owing 
to the technical backwardness of our country. Zinoviev and Kame
nev once tried to raise this argument at a meeting of the Central 
Committee of the Party prior to the April Party Conference. But 
they received a rebuff and were compelled to retreat, and formally 
they submitted to the opposite point of view, the point of view 
of the majority of the Central Committee. But although he for
mally submitted to it, Zinoviev has continued to wage a struggle 
against it all the time. Here is what the Moscow Committee of 
our Party says about this “incident” in the Central Committee of 
the R.C.P.(B.) in its “Reply” to the Letter of the Leningrad 
Gubernia Party Conference:

“Recently, in the Political Bureau, Kamenev and Zinoviev advocated 
the point of view that we cannot cope with the internal difficulties due to 
our technical and economic backwardness unless an international revolution 
comes to our rescue. We, however, with the majority of the members of the 
Central Committee, think that we can build socialism, are building it, and 
will completely build it, notwithstanding our technical backwardness and 
in spite of it.We think that the work of building will proceed far more slowly, 
of course, than in the conditions of a world victory; nevertheless, we are 
making progress and will continue to do so. We also believe that the view 
held by Kamenev and Zinoviev expresses disbelief in the internal forces 
of our working class and of the peasant masses who follow its lead. We be
lieve that it is a departure from the Leninist position.” (See “Reply.”)

This document appeared in the press during the first sittings of 
the Fourteenth Party Congress. Zinoviev, of course, had the oppor
tunity of attacking this document at the congress. It is character
istic that Zinoviev and Kamenev found no arguments against this 
grave accusation directed against them by the Moscow Committee 
of our Party. Was this accidental? I think not. The accusation, 
apparently, hit the mark. Zinoviev and Kamenev “replied” to 
this accusation by silence, because they had po “card to beat it-”
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The “New Opposition” is offended because Zinoviev is accused 
of disbelief in the victory of socialist construction in our country. 
But if after a whole year of discussion on the question of the victo
ry of socialism in one country; after Zinoviev’s viewpoint has been 
rejected by the Political Bureau of the Central Committee (April 
1925); after the Party has arrived at a definite opinion on this 
question, recorded in the well-known resolution of the Fourteenth 
Party Conference (April 1925)—if, after all this, Zinoviev ven
tures to oppose the point of view of the Party in his book 
Leninism (September 1925), if he then repeats this opposition at 
the Fourteenth Party Congress—how can all this, this stubborn
ness, this persistence in his error, be explained if not by the fact 
that Zinoviev is infected, hopelessly infected, with disbelief in 
the victory of socialist construction in our country?

It pleases Zinoviev to regard this disbelief of his as internation
alism. But since when have we come to regard departure from 
Leninism on a cardinal question of Leninism as internationalism?

Will it not be more correct to say that it is not the Party but 
Zinoviev who is sinning against internationalism and the inter
national revolution? For what is our country, the country “that is 
building socialism,” if not the base of the world revolution? But 
can it be a real base of the world revolution if it is incapable of 
completely building a socialist society? Can it remain the mighty 
centre of attraction for the workers of all countries that it 
undoubtedly is now, if it is incapable of achieving victory at home 
over the capitalist elements in our economy, the victory of social
ist construction? I think not. But does it not follow from this 
that disbelief in the victory of socialist construction, the dissem
ination of such ‘disbelief, will lead to our country being discredit
ed as the base of the world revolution? And if our country is dis
credited the world revolutionary movement will be weakened. 
How did Messrs, the Social-Democrats try to scare the workers 
away from us? By preaching that “the Russians will not get any
where.” What are we beating the Social-Democrats with now, when 
we are attracting a whole series of workers’ delegations to our coun
try and thereby strengthening the position of communism ail over 
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the world? By our successes in building socialism. Is it not ob
vious, then, that whoever disseminates disbelief in our successes 
in building socialism thereby indirectly helps the Social-Demo
crats, reduces the sweep of the international revolutionary move
ment, and inevitably departs from internationalism?...

You see that Zinoviev is in no better position in regard to his 
“internationalism” than in regard to his “100 per cent Leninism” 
on the question of building socialism in one country.

That is why the Fourteenth Party Congress rightly defined the 
views of the “New Opposition” as “disbelief in the cause of social
ist construction,” as “a distortion of Leninism.”

VII

THE FIGHT FOR THE VICTORY 
OF SOCIALIST CONSTRUCTION

I think that disbelief in the victory of socialist construction 
is the principal error of the “New Opposition.” In my opinion, it 
is the principal error because from it spring all the other errors 
of the “New Opposition.” The errors of the “New Opposition” on 
the questions of NEP, state capitalism, the nature of our social
ist industry, the role of the cooperatives under the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, the methods of fighting the kulaks, the role and 
importance of the middle peasantry—all these errors are to be 
traced to the principal error of the opposition, to disbelief in the 
possibility of completely building a socialist society by the 
efforts of our country.

What is disbelief in thé victory of socialist construction in 
our country?

It is, first of all, lack of confidence that, owing to certain 
conditions of development in our country, the main mass of the 
peasantry can be drawn into the work of socialist construction.

It is, secondly, lack of confidence that the proletariat of 
our country, which holds the key positions in our national econo
my, is capable of drawing the main mass of the peasantry into the 
work of socialist construction.
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It is from these theses that the opposition tacitly proceeds in 
its arguments about the paths of our development—no matter 
whether it does so consciously or unconsciously.

Can the main mass of the Soviet peasantry be drawn into the 
work of socialist construction?

In the pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism there are two 
main theses on this subject:

1. “The peasantry in the Soviet Union must not be confused with the 
peasantry in the West. A peasantry that has been schooled in three revolu
tions, that fought against the tsar and the power of the bourgeoisie side by 
side with the proletariat and under the leadership of the proletariat, a peas
antry that has received land and peace at the hands of the proletarian revo
lution and by reason of this has become the reserve of the proletariat—such a 
peasantry cannot but be different from a peasantry which during the bourgeois 
revolution fought under the leadership of the liberal bourgeoisie, which 
received land at the hands of that bourgeoisie, and in view of this became the 
reserve of the bourgeoisie. It scarcely needs proof that the Soviet peasantry, 
which has learnt to appreciate its political friendship and political collabo
ration with the proletariat and which owes its freedom to this.friendship 
and collaboration, cannot but. represent exceptionally favourable material 
for economic collaboration with the proletariat.”

2. “Agriculture in Russia must not be confused with agriculture in the 
West. There, agriculture is developing along the ordinary lines of capitalism, 
under conditions of profound differentiation among the peasantry, with large 
landed estates and private capitalist latifundia atone extreme and pauperism, 
destitution and wage slavery at the other. Owing to this, disintegration and 
decay are quite natural there. Not so in Russia.Here agriculture cannot devel
op along such a path, if for no other reason than that the existence of 
Soviet power and the nationalization of the principal instruments and means 
of production preclude such a development. In Russia the development of 
agriculture must proceed along a different path, along the path of organizing 
millions of small and middle peasants in cooperatives, along the path of 
developing in the countryside a mass cooperative movement supported by 
the state by means of preferential credits. Lenin rightly pointed out in his 
articles on cooperation that the development of agriculture in our country 
must proceed along a new path, along the path of drawing the majority of 
the peasants into socialist construction through the cooperatives, along the 
path of gradually introducing into agriculture the principles of collectivism, 
first in the sphere of marketing and later in the sphere of production of agri. 
Cultural product?...,
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“It scarcely needs proof Lbal the vast majority of the peasantry will 
eagerly lake this new path of development, rejecting the path of private 
capitalist latifundia and wage slavery, the path of destitution and ruin,”

Are these theses correct?
I think that both theses are correct and incontrovertible for 

the whole of our construction period under the conditions of NEP.
They are merely the expression of Lenin’s well-known theses 

on the bond between the proletariat and the peasantry, on the 
inclusion of the peasant farms in the system of socialist develop
ment of our.country; of his theses that the proletariat must march to
wards socialism together with the main mass of the peasantry, that 
the organization of the vast masses of the peasantry in coopera
tives is the high road of socialist construction in the countryside, 
that with the growth of our socialist industry, “for us, the mere 
growth of cooperation is identical... with the growth of socialism.” 
(See Vol. XXVII, p. 396.)

Indeed, along what path can and must the development of 
peasant economy in our country proceed?

Peasant economy is not capitalist economy. Peasant economy, 
if you take the overwhelming majority of the peasant farms, is 
small commodity economy. And what is peasant small commodity 
economy? It is economy standing at the crossroads between capi
talism and socialism. It may develop in the direction of capital
ism, as it is now doing in capitalist countries, or in the direction' 
of socialism, as it must do here, in our country, under the dicta
torship of the proletariat.

Whence this instability, this lack of independence of peasant 
economy? How is it to be explained?

It is to be explained by the scattered character of the peasant 
farms, their lack of organization, their dependence on the towns, 
on industry, on the credit system, on the character of the state 
power in the country, and, lastly, by the well-known fact that 
the countryside follows, and necessarily must follow, the town 
both in material and in cultural matters.

The capitalist path of development of peasant economy means 
development through profound differentiation among the peasant
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ry, with large latifundia at one extreme and mass impoverishment 
at the other. Such a path of development is inevitable in capi
talist countries, because the countryside, peasant economy, is 
dependent on the towns, on industry, on credit concentrated in 
the towns, on the character of the state power—and in the towns 
it is the bourgeoisie, capitalist industry, the capitalist credit 
system and the capitalist state power that hold sway.

Is this path of development of peasant farms obligatory for 
our country, where the towns have quite a different aspect, where 
industry is in the hands of the proletariat, where transport, the 
credit system, the state power, etc., are concentrated in the hands 
of the proletariat, where the nationalization of the land is a univer
sal law of the country? Of course not. On the contrary. Precisely 
because the towns do lead the countryside, while we have in the 
towns the rule of the proletariat, which holds all the key positions 
of national economy—precisely for this reason the peasant 
farms in their development must proceed along a different path, 
the path of socialist construction.

What is this path?
It is the path of the mass organization of millions of peasant 

farms into cooperatives in all spheres of cooperation, the path 
of uniting the scattered peasant farms around socialist industry, 
the path of implanting the elements of collectivism among the 
peasantry at first in the sphere of marketing agricultural 
produce and supplying the peasant farms with the products of 
urban industry and later in the sphere of agricultural production.

And the further we advance the more this path becomes in
evitable under the conditions of the dictatorship of the prole
tariat, because cooperative marketing, cooperative supplying, 
and, finally, cooperative credit and production (agricultural 
cooperatives) are the only way to promote the welfare of the 
countryside, the only way to save the broad masses of the 
peasantry from poverty and ruin.

It is said that our peasantry, by its position, is not socialist, 
and, therefore, incapable of socialist development. It is true, of 
courge, that the peasantry, by its position, is not socialist.-But 
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this is no argument against the development of the peasant farms 
along the path of socialism, once it has been proved that the coun
tryside follows the Lown, and in the Lowns it is socialist industry 
that holds sway. The peasantry, by its position, was not socialist 
at the time of the October Revolution either, and it did not by any 
means want to establish socialism in our country. At that Lime 
it strove mainly for the abolition of the power of the landlords 
and for the ending of the war, for the establishment of peace. 
Nevertheless, it followed the lead of the socialist proletariat. 
Why? Because the overthrow of the bourgeoisie and the seizure 
of power by the socialist proletariat was at that time the only way 
of getting out of the imperialist war, the only way of establishing 
peace. Because there was no other way at that time, nor could 
there be any. Because our Party was able to hit upon that 
degree of the combination of the specific interests of the 
peasantry (the overthrow of the landlords, peace) with, and their 
subordination to, the general interests of the country (the dicta
torship of the proletariat) which proved acceptable and advanta
geous to the peasantry. And so the peasantry, in spite of its non
socialist character, at that time followed the lead of the socialist 
proletariat.

The same must be said about socialist construction in our 
country, about drawing the peasantry into the channel of this 
construction. The peasantry is nonsocialist by its position. 
But it must, and certainly will, take the path of socialist develop
ment, for there is not, and cannot be, any other way of saving 
the peasantry from poverty and ruin except the bond with the 
proletariat, except the bond with socialist industry, except the 
inclusion of peasant economy in the common channel of socialist 
development by the mass organization of the peasantry in co
operatives.

But why precisely by the mass organization of the peasantry 
in cooperatives?

Because in the mass organization in cooperatives “we have 
found that degree of the combination of private interest, private 
trading interest, with state supervision and control of this inter- 
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est, that degree of its subordination to the general interests” 
(Lenin) which is acceptable and advantageous to the peasantry 
and which ensures the proletariat the possibility of drawing the 
main mass of the peasantry into the work of socialist construction. 
It is precisely because it is advantageous to the peasantry to organ
ize the sale of its products and the purchase of machines for its 
farms through cooperatives, it is precisely for that reason that it 
should and will proceed along the path of mass organization in 
cooperatives.

What does the mass organization of peasant farms in coopera
tives mean when we have the supremacy of socialist industry?

It means that peasant small commodity economy abandons 
the old capitalist path, which is fraught with mass ruin for the 
peasantry, and goes over to the new path of development, the 
path of socialist construction.

This is why the fight for the new path of development of peas
ant economy, the fight to draw the main mass of the peasantry 
into the work of socialist construction, is the immediate task 
facing our Party.

The Fourteenth Congress of the C.P.S.U.(B.), therefore, was 
right in declaring:

“The main path of building socialism in the countryside consists in 
using the growing economic leadership of socialist state industry, of the 
state credit institutions, and of the other key positions in the hands of the pro
letariat to draw the main mass of the peasantry into cooperative organization 
and to ensure for this organization a socialist development, while utilizing, 
overcoming and ousting its capitalist elements.” (See Resolution of the 
Congress on the Report of the Central Committee.)

The profound mistake of the “New Opposition” lies in the fact 
that it does not believe in this new path of development of the peas
antry, that it does not see, or does not understand, the absolute 
inevitability of this path under the conditions of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat. And it does not understand this because it 
does not believe in the victory of socialist construction in our 
country, it does not believe in the capacity of our proletariat to 
lead the peasantry along the path to socialism.
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Hence the failure lo understand the dual character of 
NEP, the exaggeration of the negative aspects of NEP and the 
treatment of NEP as being mainly a retreat.

Hence the exaggeration of the role of the capitalist elements 
in our economy, and the belittling of the role of the levers of our 
socialist development (socialist industry, the credit system, the 
cooperatives, the rule of the proletariat, etc.).

Hence the failure to understand the socialist nature of our 
state industry, and the doubts concerning the correctness of 
Lenin’s cooperative plan.

Hence the inflated accounts of differentiation in the country
side, the panic in face of the kulak, the belittling of the role 
of the middle peasant, the attempts to thwart the Party’s policy 
of securing a firm alliance with the middle peasant, and, in 
general, the wobbling from one side to another.on the question of 
the Party’s policy in the countryside.

Hence the failure to understand the tremendous work of the 
Party in drawing the vast masses of the workers and peasants 
into building up industry and agriculture, revitalizing the co
operatives and the Soviets, administering the country, combating 
bureaucracy, improving and remodelling our state apparatus — 
work which marks a new stage of development and without which 
no socialist construction is conceivable.

Hence the hopelessness and consternation in face of the 
difficulties of our work of construction, the doubts about the pos
sibility of industrializing our country, the pessimistic chatter 
about degeneration of the Party, etc.

Over there, among the bourgeoisie, all is going on fairly well, 
but here, among the proletarians, things are fairly bad; unless 
the revolution in the West takes place pretty soon, our cause is 
lost—such is the general tone of the “New Opposition” which, 
in my opinion, is a liquidationist tone, but which, for some rea
son or other (probably in jest), the opposition tries to pass off as 
“internationalism.”

NEP is capitalism, says the opposition. NEP is mainly a re
treat, says Zinoviev. All this, of course, is untrue. In actual fact, 
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NEP is the Party’s policy, permitting a struggle between the so
cialist and the capitalist elements and aimed at Lhe victory of the 
socialist elements over Lhe capitalist elements. In actual fact, 
NEP only began as a retreat, but it aimed at regrouping our 
forces during the retreat and launching an offensive. In actual 
fact, we have been on the offensive for several years now, and are 
attacking successfully, developing our industry, developing 
Soviet trade, and ousting private capital.

But what is the meaning of the thesis that NEP is capital
ism, that NEP is mainly a retreat? What does this thesis 
proceed from?

It proceeds from the wrong assumption that what, is now taking 
place in our country is simply the restoration of capitalism, simply 
a “return” to capitalism. This assumption alone can explain 
the doubts of the opposition regarding the socialist nature of 
our industry. This assumption alone can explain the panic 
of the opposition in face of the kulak. This assumption alone 
can explain lhe hasle with which the opposition seized upon 
the inaccurate statistics on differentiation in the peasantry. 
This assumption alone can explain the opposition’s special 
forgetfulness of the fact that the middle peasant is the 
central figure in our agriculture. This assumption alone can 
explain the underestimation of the importance of the middle 
peasant and Lhe doubts concerning Lenin’s cooperative plan. 
This assumption alone can serve to “substantiate” the “New 
Opposition’s” disbelief in the new path of development of the 
countryside, the path of drawing it into the work of socialist 
construction.

As a matter of fact, what is taking place in our country now is 
not a one-sided process of restoration of capitalism, but a double 
process of development of capitalism and development of social
ism—a contradictory process of struggle between the socialist 
and the capitalist elements, a process in which the socialist elements 
are overcoming the capitalist elements. This is equally incon
testable as regards thé towns, where state industry is the basis of 
socialism, and as regards the countryside, where the main 
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foothold for socialist development is mass cooperation linked up 
with socialist industry.

The simple restoration of capitalism is impossible, if only for 
the reason that the proletariat is in power, that large-scale indus
try is in the hands of the proletariat, and that transport and 
credit are in the possession of the proletarian state.

Differentiation in the countryside cannot assume its former 
dimensions, the middle peasants still constitute the main mass of 
the peasantry, and the kulak cannot regain his former strength, 
if only for the reason that the land has been nationalized, that it 
has been withdrawn from circulation, while our trade, credit, tax 
and cooperative policy is directed towards restricting the kulaks’ 
exploiting proclivities, towards promoting the welfare of the 
broad mass of the peasantry and levelling out the extremes 
in the countryside. That is quite apart from the fact that the fight 
against the kulaks is now proceeding not only along the old line 
of organizing the poor peasants against the kulaks, but also along 
the new line of strengthening the alliance of the proletariat and 
the poor peasants with the mass of the middle peasants against 
the kulaks. The fact that the opposition does not understand the 
meaning and significance of the fight against the kulaks along 
this second line once more confirms that the opposition is stray
ing towards the old path of development in the countryside — 
the path of capitalist development, when the kulaks and the poor 
peasants constituted the main forces in the countryside, while 
the middle peasants wore “melting away.”

Cooperation is a variety of state capitalism, says the opposi
tion, citing in this connection Lenin's pamphlet The Tax in Kind', 
and, consequently, it does not believe it possible to utilize the 
cooperatives as the main foothold for socialist development. Here, 
too, the opposition commits a gross error. Such an interpretation 
of cooperation was adequate and satisfactory in 1921, when The 
Tax in Kind was written, when we had no developed socialist 
industry, when Lenin conceived of state capitalism as the possible 
basic form of conducting our economy, and when he considered 
cooperation in conjunction with state capitalism. But this inter
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pretation has now become inadequate and has been rendered obso
lete by history, for times have changed since then: our socialist 
industry has developed, stale capitalism never took hold Lo the 
degree expected, whereas the cooperatives, which now have over 
ten million members, have begun to link up with socialist industry.

How else are we to explain the fact that already in 1923, two 
years after The Tax in Kind was written, Lenin began to regard 
cooperation in a different light, and considered that “cooperation, 
under our conditions, very often entirely coincides with socialism.” 
(See Vol. XXVII, p. 396.)

How else can this be explained except by the fact that during 
those two years socialist industry had grown, whereas state capi
talism had failed to take hold to the required extent, in view of 
which Lenin began to consider cooperation, not in conjunction 
with state capitalism, but in conjunction with socialist industry?

The conditions of development of cooperation had changed. 
And so the approach to the question of cooperation had to be 
changed also.

Here, for instance, is a remarkable passage from Lenin’s pam
phlet On Cooperation (1923), which throws light on this matter:

“Under state capitalism,*  cooperative enterprises differ from state cap
italist enterprises, firstly, in that they are private enterprises and, secondly, 
in that they are collective enterprises. Under our present system * coopera
tive enterprises differ from private capitalist enterprises because they are 
collective enterprises, but they do not differ*  from socialist enterprises if 
the land on which they are situated and the means of production belong to 
the state, i.e., the working class.” (See Vol. XXVII, p. 396.)

* My italics.—J. St.

In this short passage two big questions are solved. Firstly, 
that “our present system” is not state capitalism. Secondly, that 
cooperative enterprises taken in conjunction with “our system” 
“do not differ” from socialist enterprises.

I think it would be difficult to express oneself more clearly.
Here is another passage from the same pamphlet of Lenin's:

14—592
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"...for us, the mere growth of cooperation (with the 'slight’ exception 
mentioned above) is identical with the growth of socialism, and at the same 
time we must admit that a radical change has taken place in our whole out
look on socialism.” (Ibid.)

Obviously, the pamphlet On Cooperation gives a new appraisal 
of the cooperatives, a thing which the “New Opposition” does not 
want to admit, and which it is carefully hushing up, in defiance 
of the facts, in defiance of the obvious truth, in defiance of Leninism.

Cooperation taken in conjunction with state capitalism is 
one thing, and cooperation taken in conjunction with socialist 
industry is another.

From this, however, it must not be concluded that a gulf lies 
between The Tax in Kind and On Cooperation. That would, of 
course, be wrong. It is sufficient, for instance, to refer to the fol
lowing passage in The Tax in Kind to discern immediately the 
inseparable connection between The Tax in Kind and the pamphlet 
On Cooperation as regards appraisal of the cooperatives. Here 
it is:

“The transition from concessions to socialism is a transition from one 
form of large-scale production to another form of large-scale produc
tion. The transition from small-proprietor cooperatives to socialism is a 
transition from small production to large-scale production, i.e., it is a 
more complicated transition, but, if successful, is capable of embracing wider 
masses of the population, is capable of pulling up the deeper and more tena
cious roots of the old, presocialist*  and even precapitalist relations, which 
most stubbornly resist all ‘innovations.’” (See Vol. XXVI, p. 337.)

From this quotation it is evident that even during the time of 
The Tax in Kind, when we had as yet no developed socialist in
dustry, Lenin was of the opinion that, if successful, cooperation 
could be transformed into a powerful weapon in the struggle against 
“presocialist,” and, hence, against capitalist relations. I think 
it was precisely this idea that subsequently served as the point of 
departure for his pamphlet On Cooperation.

But what follows from all this?

My italics.—J. St.
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From all this it follows that the “New Opposition” approaches 
the question of cooperation, not in a Marxist way, but metaphys
ically. It regards cooperation not as a historical phenomenon 
taken in conjunction with other phenomena, in conjunction, 
say, with state capitalism (in 1921) or with socialist industry 
(in 1923), but as something constant and immutable, as a “thing 
in itself.”

Hence the mistakes of the opposition on the question of coop
eration, hence its disbelief in the development of the countryside 
towards socialism through cooperation, hence its turning 
back to the old path, the path of capitalist development in the 
countryside.

Such, in general, is the position of the “New Opposition” on 
the practical questions of socialist construction.

There is only one conclusion: the line of the Opposition, so 
far as it has a line, its wavering and vacillation, its disbelief 
in our cause and its consternation in face of difficulties, lead to 
capitulation to the capitalist elements of our economy.

For, if NEP is mainly a retreat, if the socialist nature of state 
industry is doubted, if the kulak is almost omnipotent, if little 
hope can be placed in the cooperatives, if the role of the middle 
peasant is progressively declining, if the new path of development 
in the countryside is open to doubt, if the Party is almost degen
erating, while the revolution in the West is not very near—then 
what is there left in the arsenal of the opposition, what can it 
count on in the struggle against the capitalist elements in our 
economy? You cannot go into battle armed only with “The Phi
losophy of the Epoch.”

It is clear that the arsenal of the “New Opposition,” if it can 
be termed an arsenal at all, is an unenviable one. It is not an ar
senal for battle. Still less is it one for victory.

It is clear that the Party would be doomed “in no time” if it 
entered the fight equipped with such an arsenal; it would simply 
have to capitulate to the capitalist elements in our economy.

That is why the Fourteenth Congress of the Party was abso
lutely right in deciding that “the fight for the victory of socialist 

14*
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construction in the U.S.S.R, is the main task of our’ Party”; 
that one of the necessary conditions for the fulfilment of this task 
is “to combat disbelief in the cause of building socialism in our 
country and the attempts to represent our enterprises, which are 
of a ‘consistently socialist type’ (Lenin), as state capitalist en
terprises”; that “such ideological trends, which prevent the masses 
from adopting a conscious attitude towards the building of 
socialism in general and of a socialist industry in particular, can 
only serve to hinder the growth of the socialist elements in our 
economy and to facilitate the struggle of private capital against 
them”; that “the congress therefore considers that widespread 
educational work must be carried on for the purpose of overcoming 
these distortions of Leninism.” (See Resolution on the Report of 
the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.[B.J.)

The historical significance of the Fourteenth Congress of the 
C.P.S.U.(B.) lies in the fact that it was able radically to expose 
the mistakes of the “New Opposition,” that it rejected their dis
belief and whining, that it clearly and precisely indicated the 
path of the further struggle for socialism, opened before the Party 
the prospect of victory, and thus armed the proletariat with an 
invincible faith in the victory of socialist construction.

January 25, 1926



THE PARTY’S
THREE FUNDAMENTAL SLOGANS 

ON THE PEASANT PROBLEM

Reply to Yan— sky

T duly received your letter, of course. I am replying after some 
delay, for which please forgive me.

1. Lenin says that "the main question of every revolution is 
the question of slate power." (See Vol. XXI, p. 142.) In the hands of 
which class, or which classes, is power concentrated; which class, 
or which classes, must be overthrown; which class, or which 
classes, must take power—such is “the main question of every 
revolution.”

The Party’s fundamental strategic slogans, which retain their 
validity during the whole period of any particular stage of the 
revolution, cannot be called fundamental slogans if they are not 
wholly and entirely based on this cardinal thesis of Lenin’s.

Fundamental slogans are correct slogans only if they are based 
on a Marxian analysis of class forces, if they indicate the correct 
plan of disposition of the revolutionary forces on the front of the 
class struggle, if they help to bring the masses up to the front of 
the struggle for the victory of the revolution, to the front of the 
struggle for the seizure of power by the new class, if they help 
the Party to form a large and powerful political army from among 
the broad masses of the people, which is essential for the fulfilment 
of this task.

During any particular stage of the revolution there may bé 
defeats and retreats, failures and tactical errors, but that does 
not mean that the fundamental strategical slogan is wrong. Thus, 
for instance, the fundamental slogan during the first stage, of 
our revolution—“together with the whole of the peasantry, against 
the tsar and the landlords, with the bourgeoisie neutralized, for 
the victory of the bourgeois-democratic revolution’—was; an
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absolutely correct slogan, in spite of the fact that the Revolu
tion of 1905 suffered defeat.

Consequently, the question of the fundamental slogan of the 
Party must not be confused with the question of the gains or 
setbacks of the revolution at any particular stage of its develop
ment.

It may happen that in the course of the revolution the fun
damental slogan of the Party has already led to the overthrow of the 
power of the old classes, or of the old class, while a number of vital 
demands of the revolution, arising out of that slogan, have not 
been achieved, or their achievement has been delayed for a long 
period of time, or a new revolution may be required for their 
achievements; but this does not mean that the fundamental slogan 
was wrong. Thus, for instance, the February Revolution of 1917 
overthrew tsardom and the landlords, but did not lead to the 
confiscation of the estates of the landlords, etc.; but this does not 
mean that our fundamental slogan during the first stage of the 
revolution was wrong.

Or another example: the 'October Revolution overthrew the 
bourgeoisie and transferred the power to the proletariat, but did 
not immediately lead to a) the consummation of the bourgeois 
revolution in general and b) the isolation of the kulaks in the rural 
districts in particular—these were delayed for a certain period of 
time; but this does not mean that our fundamental slogan during 
the second stage of the revolution—“together with the poor peas
antry, against capitalism in town and country, with the middle 
peasantry neutralized, for the power of the proletariat”—was 
wrong.

Consequently, the question of the fundamental slogan of the 
Party must not be confused with the question of the time and forms 
of achieving any particular demand arising out of that slogan.

That is why the strategic slogans of our Party cannot be ap
praised from the point of view of episodical successes or defeats of 
the revolutionary movement in any particular period; still less 
can they be appraised from the point of view of the time or forms 
of achieving any particular demands that arise out of those slo
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gans. The strategic slogans of the Party can be appraised only from 
the point of view of a Marxian analysis of the class forcesand of 
the correct disposition of the revolutionary forces on the front of 
the struggle for the victory of the revolution, for the concentration 
of power in the hands of the new class.

Your error consists in overlooking this extremely important 
methodological question, or not understanding it.

2. You write in your letter:
“Is it correct to assert that we were in alliance with the whole of the 

peasantry only up to October? No, it is not. The slogan‘alliance with the 
whole of the peasantry’ was valid before October, during October and in 
the first period after October, inasmuch as the whole of the peasantry was 
interested in completing the bourgeois revolution.”

From this quotation it follows that the strategic slogan of the 
Party during the first stage of the revolution (1905 to February 
1917), when the task was to overthrow the power of the tsar and 
the landlords and to establish the dictatorship of the proletariat 
and the peasantry, did not differ from the strategic slogan during 
the second stage of the revolution (February 1917 to October 1917), 
when the task was to overthrow the power of the bourgeoisie and 
to establish the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Consequently, you deny the fundamental difference between 
the bourgeois-democratic revolution and the proletarian-socialist 
revolution. You commit this error because, evidently, you refuse 
to understand so simple a matter as that the fundamental theme 
of a strategic slogan is the question of power during the particular 
stage of the revolution, the question as to which class is being 
overthrown and into the hands of which class power is being 
transferred. It need hardly be proved that on this point you 
are basically wrong.

You say that during October and in the first period after 
October we applied the slogan, “alliance with the whole of the 
peasantry,” inasmuch as the whole peasantry was interested in 
completing the bourgeois revolution. But who told you that the 
October insurrection and the October Revolution were confined 
to, or that their main task was the completion of the bourgeois 
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revolution? Where did you get that from? Do you think that the 
overthrow of the power of the bourgeoisie and the establishment 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat can be effected within the 
framework of the bourgeois revolution? Does not the achievement 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat mean going beyond the 
framework of the bourgeois revolution?

How can you assert that the kulaks (who, of course, are also 
peasants) could support the overthrow of the bourgeoisie and the 
transfer of power to the proletariat?

How can you deny that the decree on the nationalization of 
the land, the abolition of private ownership of land, the prohibi
tion of the purchase and sale of land, etc., in spite of the fact that 
it cannot be regarded as a socialist decree, was put into effect by 
us in the midst of a struggle against the kulaks, and not in alli
ance with them?

How can you assert that the kulaks (who are also peasants) 
could support the decrees of the Soviet government on the expro
priation of mills, factories, railways, banks, etc., or the slogan of 
the proletariat on transforming the imperialist war into a civil war?

How can you assert that the fundamental thing in October was 
not these and similar acts, not the overthrow of the bourgeoisie 
and the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat, but 
the completion of the bourgeois revolution?

No one denies that one of the main tasks of the October Revo
lution was to complete the bourgeois revolution, that without the 
October Revolution it could not have been completed, just as the 
October Revolution itself could not have been consolidated unless 
the bourgeois revolution was completed; and inasmuch as the 
October Revolution did complete the bourgeois revolution it was 
bound to meet with the sympathy of all the peasants. All that is 
undeniable. But can it be asserted on these grounds that comple
tion of the bourgeois revolution was not a derivative phenomenon 
in the course of the October Revolution but its essence, its princi
pal aim? What then! Recording to you, has become of the principal 
aim of the October Revolution, namely, the overthrow of the 
power of the bourgeoisie, the establishment of the dictatorship 
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of the proletariat, the transformation of the imperialist war into 
civil war, the expropriation of the capitalists, etc.?

And if the main theme of a strategic slogan is the fundamental 
question of every revolution, i.e., the question of the transfer of 
power from one class to another class, does it not clearly follow 
from this that the question of the completion of the bourgeois 
revolution by the proletarian power must not be confused with 
the question of overthrowing the bourgeoisie and achieving 
this proletarian power, i.e., with the question that is the main 
thème of the strategic slogan during the second stage of the revo
lution?

One of the greatest achievements of the dictatorship of the pro
letariat is that it completed the bourgeois revolution and swept 
away all the filth of medievalism. For the rural districts this was 
of supreme and indeed decisive importance. Failing this the com
bination of peasant wars with the proletarian revolution, of which 
Marx spoke in the second half of the past century, could not have 
been brought about. Failing this the proletarian revolution itself 
could not have been consolidated.

Moreover, the following important circumstance must be borne 
in mind. The completion of the bourgeois revolution could not be 
accomplished at one stroke. Actually, it was spread over a whole 
period embracing not only a part of 1918, as you assert in your 
letter, but also a part of 1919 (the Volga provinces and the Urals) 
and of 1919-20 (the Ukraine). I am referring to the advance of 
Kolchak and Denikin, when the peasantry as a whole was faced 
with the danger of the restoration of the power of the landlords 
and when the peasantry, precisely as a whole, was compelled to 
rally around the Soviet power in order to ensure the completion 
of the bourgeois revolution and to retain the fruits of that revo
lution. This complexity and variety of the processes of living 
reality, this “odd” interweaving of the direct socialist tasks of the 
proletarian dictatorship with the task of completing the bourgeois 
revolution, must always be kept in mind if we are correctly to 
understand the passages you cite from the works of Lenin and the 
mechanics of translating the Party’s slogans into action.
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Gan it be said that this interweaving proves that the Party’s 
slogan during the second stage of the revolution was wrong, and 
that this slogan did not differ from the slogan during the first 
stage of the revolution? No, it cannot. On the contrary, this in
terweaving merely confirms the correctness of the Party's slogan 
in the second stage of the revolution: together with the poor 
peasantry, against the capitalist bourgeoisie in town and country, 
for the power of the proletariat, etc. Why? Because in order to 
complete the bourgeois revolution it was necessary in October 
first to overthrow the power of the bourgeoisie and to set up the 
power of the proletariat, for only such a power is capable of com
pleting the bourgeois revolution; and in order to set up the power of 
the proletariat in October it was essential to prepare and organize 
for October an adequate political army, an army capable of over
throwing the bourgeoisie and of setting up the power of the prole
tariat; and there is no need to prove that such a political army 
could be prepared and organized only under the slogan: Alliance 
of the proletariat with the poor peasantry against the bourgeoisie, 
for the dictatorship of the proletariat.

It is clear that without such a strategic slogan, which we car
ried through from April 1917 until October 1917, we could not 
have had such a political army, and that, therefore, we would not 
have triumphed in October, we would not have overthrown the 
power of the bourgeoisie and, consequently, we would not have 
been able to complete the bourgeois revolution.

That is why the completion of the bourgeois revolution must 
not be contrasted to the strategic slogan of the second stage of the 
revolution, the purpose of which was to secure the seizure of power 
by the proletariat.

There is only one way to avoid all these “contradictions,” 
namely, to recognize that there is a fundamental difference between 
the strategic slogan of the first stage of the revolution (the bour
geois-democratic revolution) and the strategic slogan of the second 
stage of the revolution (the proletarian revolution), to recognize 
that during the first stage of the revolution we marched together 
with the whole of the peasantry for the bourgeois-democratic 
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revolution and that during the second stage of the revolution we 
marched together with the poor peasantry against the power of 
capital and for the proletarian revolution.

And this must be recognized because an analysis of the class 
forces in the first and second stages of the revolution obliges us 
to do so. Otherwise it would be impossible to explain the fact that 
until February 1917 we carried on our work under the slogan of a 
revolutionary-cfemocrafic dictatorship of the proletariat and the 
peasantry, while after February 1917 this slogan was superseded 
by the slogan of the socialist dictatorship of the proletariat and 
the poor peasantry.

You will agree that the substitution of one slogan for another 
in March and April 1917 could not be explained if your scheme 
were to be accepted.

This fundamental difference between the two strategic slogans 
of the Party was pointed out by Lenin as far back as In his pam
phlet Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic Revolu
tion. He formulated the Party’s slogan during the period of prep
aration for the bourgeois-democratic revolution as follows:

“The proletariat must carry to completion the democratic revolution, 
by allying to itself the mass of the peasantry in order to crush by force the 
resistance of the autocracy and to paralyze the instability of the bourgeoi
sie.” (See Vol. VIII, p. 96.)

In other words: together with the whole of the peasantry against 
the autocracy—while the bourgeoisie is being neutralized—for 
a democratic revolution.

As to the Party’s slogan in the period of preparation for the so
cialist revolution, he formulated it as follows:

“The proletariat must accomplish the socialist revolution, by allying to 
itself the mass of the semiproletarian elements of the population in order to 
crush by force the resistance of the bourgeoisie and to paralyze the insta
bility of the peasantry and the petty bourgeoisie.” (Ibid.)

In other words: together with the poor peasantry and the semi- 
proletarian sections of the population in general, against the bour
geoisie—while the petty bourgeoisie in town and country is being 
neutralized—for the socialist revolution.
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That was in 1905.
In April 1917, Lenin, describing the political situation at that 

time as the interweaving of the revolutionary-democratic dicta
torship of the proletariat and the peasantry with the actual power 
of the bourgeoisie, said:

“The specific feature of the present situation in Russia is that it repre
sents a transition from the first*  stage of the revolution—which, owing to 
the insufficient class consciousness and organization of the proletariat, 
placed the power in the hands of the bourgeoisie—to the second stage, which 
must place the power in the hands of the proletariat and the poorest strata*  
of the peasantry.” (See.Lenin's April Theses—Vol. XX, p. 88.)

At the end of August 1917, when the preparations for the Octo
ber Revolution were in full swing, Lenin, in a special article en
titled Peasants and Workers, wrote as follows:

“Only the proletariat and the peasantry*  can overthrow the monarchy— 
that, in those days (i.e., 1905—J. St.), was the fundamental definition of 
our class policy. And that definition was a correct one. February and March 
1917 have corroborated it once again. Only the proletariat, leading the 
poor peasantry*  (the semiproletarians, as our program calls them), can end 
the war by a democratic peace, heal the wounds it has caused, and begin to 
take steps towards socialism, which have become absolutely essential and 
urgent—such is the definition of our class policy now.” (See Vol. XXI, p. 111.)

That must not be understood to mean that we now have a dic
tatorship of the proletariat and the poor peasantry. That, of course, 
is not so. We marched towards October under the slogan of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat and the poor peasantry, and in Octo
ber we put it into effect formally inasmuch as we had a bloc with 
the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries and shared the leadership with 
them, although actually the dictatorship of the proletariat already 
existed, since we Bolsheviks constituted the majority. The dic
tatorship of the proletariat and the poor peasantry ceased to ex
ist formally, however, after the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries’ 
“putsch” after the rupture of the bloc with the Left Socialist- 
Revolutionaries, when the leadership passed wholly and entirely

* My italics.—J. St,
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into the hands of one party, into the hands of our Party, which 
does not share and cannot share the management of the state with 
any other party. This is what we call the dictatorship of the pro
letariat.

Finally, in November 1918, Lenin, casting a retrospective 
glance at the path the revolution had traversed, wrote:

“Yes, our revolution is a bourgeois revolution so long as we march 
with the peasantry as a whole. This has been as clear as clear can be to us; 
we have said it hundreds and thousands of times since 1905, and we have 
never attempted to skip this necessary stage of the historical process or 
abolish it by decrees.,.. But beginning with April 1917, long before the Octo
ber Revolution, that is, long before we assumed*  power we publicly declared 
and explained to the people: the revolution cannot now stop at this stage, 
for the country has marched forward, capitalism has advanced, ruin has 
reached unprecedented dimensions, which (whether one likes it or not) will 
demand steps forward, to socialism', for there is no other way of advancing, of 
saving the country, which is exhausted by war, and of alleviating the suf
ferings of the toilers and exploited. Things have turned out just as we said 
they would. The course taken by the revolution has confirmed the correct
ness of our reasoning. First, with the ’whole’ of the peasantry against the 
monarchy, against the landlords, against the medieval regime (and to that 
extent, the revolution remains bourgeois, bourgeois-democratic). Then, 
with the poor peasants, with the semiproletarians, with all the exploited, 
against capitalism, including the rural rich, the kulaks, the profiteers,*  
and to that extent the revolution becomes a socialist one.” (See Vol. XXIII, 
pp. 390-91.)

As you see, Lenin repeatedly emphasized the profound difference 
between the first strategic slogan, that of the period of preparation 
for the bourgeois-democratic revolution, and the second strategic 
slogan, that of the period of preparation for the October Revolu
tion. The first slogan was: together with the whole of the peasantry 
against the autocracy; the second: together with the poor peas
ants against the bourgeoisie.

The fact that the completion of the bourgeois revolution 
dragged on for quite a period of time after October and that in
asmuch as we were carrying the bourgeois revolution to comple
tion, the "whole” of the peasantry could not but sympathize 

• My italics.— J.St.
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with us—this fact, as I said above, does not in the least shake 
the fundamental thesis that we marched towards October and 
achieved victory in October together with the poor peasantry, 
that we overthrew the power of the bourgeoisie and set up the dic
tatorship of the proletariat (one of the tasks of which was to 
carry the bourgeois revolution to completion) together with the 
poor peasantry, against the resistance of the kulaks (also peas
ants) and with the middle peasantry vacillating.

That is clear, I think.
3. You write further in your letter:
“Is the assertion true that ‘we arrived at October under the slogan of 

alliance with the rural poor and the neutralization of the middle peasant’! No, 
it is not true. For the reasons mentioned above, and from the quotations 
from Lenin, it will be seen that this slogan could arise only when ‘the class 
division among the peasantry had matured’ (Lenin), i.e., ‘in the summer and 
autumn of 1918.”’

From this excerpt it follows that the Party adopted the policy 
of neutralizing the middle peasant, not in the period of prepara
tion for October and during October, but after October, and par
ticularly after 1918, when the Committees of Poor Peasants were 
abolished. That is entirely wrong.

On the contrary, the policy of neutralizing the middle peasant 
did not begin, but ended when the Committees of Poor Peasants 
were abolished, after 1918. The policy of neutralizing the middle 
peasant was abandoned (and not introduced) after 1918. It was 
after 1918, in March 1919, that Lenin, opening the Eighth Con
gress of our Party, stated:

“the best representatives of socialism of the old days—when they still 
believed in revolution and served it theoretically and ideologically—spoke 
of neutralizing the peasantry, i.e., of turning the middle peasantry into a 
social stratum, which, if it did not actively aid the revolution of the pro
letariat, at least would not hinder it, would remain neutral and would not 
take the side of our enemies. This abstract, theoretical presentation of the 
problem is perfectly clear to us. But it is not enough * We have entered a 
phase of socialist construction * in which we must draw up concrete and de

* My italics.— J. St,
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tailed basic rules and instructions which have been tested by the experi
ence of our work in the rural districts, by which we must be guided in 
order to achieve a stable alliance with the middle peasantry.” (See Vol. 
XXIV, p. 114.)

As you see, this amounts to the very opposite of what you say 
in your letter; you turn our actual Party practice upside down 
by confusing the beginning of neutralization with its end.

The middle peasant snivelled and vacillated between revolu
tion and counterrevolution as long as the bourgeoisie was being 
overthrown and as long as the Soviet power was not consolidated; 
therefore it was necessary to neutralize him. The middle peasant 
began to turn towards us when he began to realize that the bour
geoisie had been overthrown “for good,” that the Soviet power was 
being consolidated, that the kulak was being overcome and that 
the Red Army was beginning to achieve victory on the fronts of 
the civil war. And it was precisely after this turn of the tide that 
the third strategic slogan of the Party, announced by Lenin at 
the Eighth Party Congress, became possible, namely: While 
relying on the poor peasants and establishing a durable alliance 
with the middle peasants, march forward towards socialist con
struction!

How could you have forgotten this well-known fact?
From your letter it also follows that the policy of neutralizing 

the middle peasant during the transition to the proletarian revo
lution and in the first days after the victory of that revolution is 
wrong, unsuitable and therefore inacceptable. That is entirely 
wrong. The very opposite is the case. It is precisely while the power 
of the bourgeoisie is being overthrown and before the power of 
the proletariat has been consolidated that the middle peasant 
vacillates and resists most of all. It is precisely in this period 
that alliance with thepoor peasant and neutralization of the middle 
peasant are necessary.

Persisting in your error, you assert that the question of the 
peasantry is very important, not only for our country, but also 
for other countries “which more or less resemble the economic 

* My italics.— J. St.
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system of pre-October Russia.” The latter statement is, of course, 
true. But here is what Lenin said in his theses on the agrarian 
question at the Second Congress of the Comintern regarding the 
policy of proletarian parties towards the middle peasant in the 
period when the proletariat is taking power. After defining the poor 
peasantry, or more precisely, “the toiling and exploited masses 
in the rural districts,” as a separate group consisting of agricultur
al labourers, semiproletarians, or allotment holders and small 
peasants, and then proceeding with the question of the middle 
peasantry as a separate group in the rural districts, Lenin says:

“By ‘middle peasants’ in the economic sense, are meant small tillers who 
also hold, either as owners or tenants, small plots of land, but such, firstly, 
as, under capitalism, provide them as a general rule, not only with a mea
gre upkeepi ng for their families and households, but also with the possibil
ity of securing a certain surplus, which, at least in good years, may be 
converted into capital; and, secondly, fairly frequently (for example, one 
farm out of two or three) resort to the hire of outside labour.... The revo
lutionary proletariat cannot set itself the task—at least not in the immedi
ate juture and in the initial period of the dictatorship of the proletariat—of 
winning over this stratum, but must confine itself to the task of neutralizing 
it, i.e., making it neutral in the struggle between the proletariat and the 
bourgeoisie.”* (See Vol. XXV, pp. 271-72.)

How, after this, can it be asserted that the policy of neutraliz
ing the middle peasant “arose” in our country “only” “in the sum
mer and autumn of 1918,” i.e., after the decisive successes 
achieved in consolidating the power of the Soviets, the power of 
the proletariat?

As you see, the question of the strategic slogan of proletarian 
parties at the moment of transition to the socialist revolution and 
the consolidation of the power of the proletariat, as well as the 
question of the neutralization of the middle peasant, is not as 
simple as you imagine.

4. From all that has been said above, it is evident that the pas
sages from the works of Lenin you quote can in no way be contrast
ed to the fundamental slogan of our Party in the second stage of 

My italics.—J. St.
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the revolution, since these quotations a) deal, not with the funda
mental slogan of the Party before. October, but with the comple
tion of the bourgeois revolution after October and b) do not re
fute, but confirm the correctness of that slogan.

I have already said above, and I must repeat, thatthestra- 
tegic slogan of the Party during the second stage of the revolution, 
in the period before the seizure of power by the proletariat, the 
main theme of which is the question of power, cannot be contrasted 
to the task of carrying the bourgeois revolution to completion, 
which is effected in the period after the proletariat has taken 
power.

5. You speak of Comrade Molotov’s well-known article in 
Pravda entitled “The Bourgeois Revolution in Our Country” 
(March 12, 1927), which, it appears, “induced” you to apply to 
me for an explanation. I do not know how you read articles. I, 
too, have read Comrade Molotov’s article and I do not think 
that it in any way contradicts what I said in my report at the Four
teenth Congress of our Party on our Party’s slogans regarding 
the peasantry.

In his article, Comrade Molotov does not deal with the Party’s 
fundamental slogan in the period of October, hut with the fact 
that, inasmuch as after October the Party carried the bourgeois 
revolution to completion, it enjoyed the sympathy of all the peas
ants. But I have already said above that the statement of this 
fact does not refute, but, on the contrary, confirms the correctness 
of the fundamental thesis that we overthrew the power of the 
bourgeoisie and established the dictatorship of the proletariat in 
conjunction with the poor peasantry—the middle peasantry being 
neutralized—against the bourgeoisie of town and country; that 
Without this we would not have been able to carry the bourgeois 
revolution to completion.

The Bolshevik, No. 7-8,
April 15, 1927
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THE SLOGAN OF THE DICTATORSHIP 
OF THE PROLETARIAT

AND THE POOR PEASANTRY
IN THE PERIOD OF PREPARATION 

FOR OCTOBER

Reply to S. Pokrovsky

I think that your letter of May 2 provides neither occasion nor 
grounds for a reply in detail, point by point, so to speak.

It really offers nothing particularly new as compared with 
Yan—sky’s letter.

I am replying to your letter only because it contains certain 
elements which savour of an open revival of Kamenev’s ideas of 
the period of April and May 1917. It is only in order to expose 
these elements of a revival of Kamenev’s ideas that I consider it 
necessary to reply briefly to your letter.

1. You say in your letter that “in fact, during the period from 
February to October we used the slogan of alliance with the whole 
of the peasantry,” that “during the period from February to Octo
ber the Party upheld and defended its old slogan in relation to 
the peasantry: alliance with the whole of the peasantry.”

Thus, it appears, firstly, that during the period of preparation 
for October (April to October 1917) the Bolsheviks did not set 
themselves the task of drawing a demarcation line between the 
poor peasants and the well-to-do peasants, but treated the peas
antry as an integral unit.

It appears, secondly, that during the period of preparation for 
October the Bolsheviks did not substitute for the old slogan of 
“dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry” a new slogan, 
namely, “dictatorship of the proletariat and the poor peasantry,” 
but maintained the old position laid down in Lenin’s pamphlet 
Two Tactics in 1905.

It appears, thirdly, that the Bolshevik policy of combating the 
vacillations and compromising tactics of the Soviets during the
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period of preparation for October (March to October 1917), the 
vacillations of the middle peasants in the Soviets and at the front, 
the vacillations between revolution and counterrevolution, the 
vacillations and compromising tactics which assumed a particu
larly acute character in the July days, when the Soviets, headed 
by the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Menshevik compromisers, 
joined hands with the counterrevolutionary generals in the attempt 
to isolate the Bolsheviks—it appears that the Bolshevik fight 
against these vacillations and compromising tactics of certain 
strata of the peasantry was pointless and absolutely unnecessary.

And finally, it appears that Kamenev was right when, in April 
and May 1917, he defended the old slogan of dictatorship of the 
proletariat and the peasantry, while Lenin, who regarded this 
slogan as already out of date and who proclaimed the new slogan 
of dictatorship of the: proletariat and the poor peasantry, was 
wrong.

One need only formulate these questions to realize the utter 
absurdity of your whole letter.

But since you are very fond of isolated quotations from Lenin’s 
works, let us turn to quotations..

It does not require much effort to prove that what Lenin re
garded as new in the agrarian relations in Russia after the Feb
ruary Revolution, from the point of view of the further develop
ment of the revolution, was not the community of interests of the 
proletariat and the peasantry as a whole, but the cleavage between 
the poor peasants and the well-to-do peasants, of whom the former, 
i.e., the poor peasants, gravitated toward the proletariat, whereas 
the latter, i.e., the well-to-do peasants, followed the Provisional 
Government.

Here is what Lenin said on this subject in April 1917, in his 
polemic against. Kamenev and his conceptions:

“It would be impermissible for the proletarian party now*  to place 
hopes in a community of interests with the peasantry.” (See Lenin’s speech 
at the April Conference, 1917, Vol. XX, p. 245.)

* My italics. — J. St.
15*
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Further:
“Already, we can discern in the decisions of a number of peasant con

gresses the idea of postponing the solution of the agrarian question until the 
convocation of the Constituent Assembly; this represents a victory for the 
well-to-do peasantry,*  which inclines towards the Cadets.” (See Lenin’s 
speech at the Petrograd City Party Conference, April 1917, Vol. XX, p. 176.)

Further:

“It is possible that the peasantry may seize all the land and the entire 
power. Far from forgetting this possibility, far from confining myself to the 
present moment only, I definitely and clearly formulate the agrarian pro
gram, taking into account the new phenomenon, i.e., the deeper cleavage*  
between the agricultural labourers and poor peasants on the one hand, and 
the well-to-do peasants, on the other.” (See Lenin’s article written in April, 
“Letters About Tactics,” Vol. XX, p. 103.)

This is what Lenin regarded as new and important in the new 
situation in the rural districts after the February Revolution.

This was Lenin’s starting point in shaping the Party’s policy 
after February 1917.

This was Lenin’s starting point when, at the Petrograd City 
Party Conference in April 1917, he said:

“It was only here, on the spot( that we learned that the Soviet of Work
ers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies had surrendered its power to the Provisional 
Government. The Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies represents the 
realization of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the soldiers; among the 
latter, the majority are peasants. This is the dictatorship of the proletariat 
and the peasantry. But this ‘dictatorship’ has entered into an agreement with 
the bourgeoisie. And it is here that the ‘old’ Bolshevism is in need oj revi
sion"*  (See Vol. XX, p. 176.)

This also was the position Lenin started from when, in April 
1917, he wrote:

“Whoever speaks now of a ‘revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the 
proletariat and the peasantry’ only is behind the times, has consequently 
in effect gone over to the side of the petty bourgeoisie and is against the 
proletarian class struggle. He deserves to be consigned to the archive of 

* My italics.— J. St.
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‘Bolshevik’ prerevolutionary antiques (which might be called the archive of 
“Old Bolsheviks”).” (See Vol. XX, p. 101.)

It was on this ground that the slogan of dictatorship of the pro
letariat and the poor peasantry was born to replace the old slogan 
of dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry.

You might say, as you do in your letter, that this is the Trotsky 
way of skipping the uncompleted peasant revolution; but that 
would be just as convincing as a similar argument which Kamenev 
levelled against Lenin in April 1917.

Lenin took this argument fully into account when he said:
“Trotskyism—‘No tsar, but a workers' government.’ This is false. 

There is a petty bourgeoisie, and it cannot be ignored. But it is made 
up of two sections. The poor*  section is with the working class.” (See Vol. 
XX, p. 182.)

Kamenev’s error, and now yours, consists in the inability to 
discern and emphasize the difference between two sections of the 
petty bourgeoisie, in this case the peasantry; in the inability to 
single out the poor section of the peasantry from the mass of the 
peasantry as a whole, and on that basis to shape the Party’s 
policy in the conditions of the transition from the first stage of 
the revolution in 1917 to the second stage; in the inability to 
deduce from this the new slogan, the Party’s second strategic slo
gan, concerning the dictatorship of the proletariat and the poor 
peasantry.

Let us trace in consecutive order the practical history of the 
slogan “dictatorship of the proletariat and the poor peasantry” 
from April to October 1917, as reflected in the works of Lenin.

April 1917:
“The specific feature of the present situation in Russia is that it repre

sents a transition from the first*  stage of the revolution—which, owing 
to the insufficient class consciousness and organization of the proletariat, 
placed the power in the hands of the bourgeoisie—to the second stage, which 
must place the power in the hands of the proletariat and the poorest strata 
of the peasantry."*  (See Lenin, “April Theses,” Vol. XX, p. 88.)

* My italics.— J. St,
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July 1917:
“Only the revolutionary workers, if they are supported by the poor 

peasants*  are capable of smashing the resistance of the capitalists and lead
ing the people to win the land without compensation, to complete freedom, 
to salvation from famine and from the war, and to a just and lasting peace.” 
(See Vol. XXI, p. 77.)

August 1917:

“Only the proletariat, leading the poor peasantry * (the semiproletar
ians, as our program calls them)/ can end the war by a democratic peace, 
heal the wounds it has caused, and begin to take steps towards socialism, 
which have become absolutely essential and urgent—such is the definition 
of our class policy now.” (See Vol. XXI, p. 111.)

September 1917:
"Only a dictatorship of the proletarians and the poor peasants*  would 

be capable of breaking the resistance of the capitalists, of displaying really 
supreme courage and determination in the exercise of power, and of securing 
the enthusiastic, total and truly heroic support of the masses in the army and 
among the peasantry.” (See Vol. XXI, p. 147.)

September-October 1917, the pamphlet Can the Bolsheviks 
Retain State Power?, in which Lenin, in controversy with Novaya 
'Lhizn, says:

“Either all power to the bourgeoisie—which you have long ceased to 
advocate, arid’which the bourgeoisie itself dare not even hint at, for it knows 
that already on April 20-21 the people overthrew such a power with one • 
hitch of the shoulder, and would overthrow it'now with thrice that deter
mination and ruthlessness; or*  power to the petty bourgeoisie, i.e., a co
alition (alliance, agreement) between it and the bourgeoisie, for the petty 
bourgeoisie does not wish to and cannot take power alone and independently, 
as has been proved by the experience of all revolutions, and as is proved 
by economic science, which explains that in a capitalist country it is possi
ble to stand-for capital and it is possible to stand for labour, but it is impos
sible to stand in between. In Russia this coalition has for six months tried 
scores of ways but failed. Or, * finally, all power to the proletarians and the 
poor peasants * against the bourgeoisie in order to break its resistance. This 
has not yet been tried, and you, gentlemen of Novaya Zhizn, are dissuading

• My italics,— f, St,
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the people from this, you are trying to frighten them with your own fear of 
the bourgeoisie. No fourth way can be invented.” (See Vol. XXI, p. 275.)

Such are the facts.
You, however, “contrive” to evade all these facts and events 

in the history of the preparation for the October Revolution; you 
“contrive” to strike off from the history of Bolshevism the struggle 
the Bolsheviks waged during the period of preparation for October 
against the vacillations and the compromising tactics of the “peas
ant proprietors” who were in the Soviets at that time; you “con
trive” to bury Lenin’s slogan of dictatorship of the proletariat and 
the poor peasantry, and at the same time imagine that this is not 
a profanation of history and Leninism.

From these passages, which could be multiplied, you must 
see that the Bolsheviks took as their starting point after February 
1917 not the peasantry as a whole, but the poor section of the 
peasantry; that they marched towards October not under the old 
slogan of dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry, but 
under the new slogan of dictatorship of the proletariat and the poor 
peasantry.

From this it is evident that the Bolsheviks carried out this 
slogan in a fight against the vacillations and compromising 
tactics of thb Soviets, against the vacillations and compromising 
tactics of a certain section of the peasantry represented in the 
Soviets, against the vacillations and compromising tactics of 
certain parties representing petty-bourgeois democracy and known 
as Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks.

From this it is evident that without the new slogan of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat and the poor peasantry we would 
have been unable to assemble a sufficiently powerful political 
army, one capable of overcoming the compromising tactics of 
the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, of neutralizing 
the vacillations of a certain section of the peasantry, of overthrow
ing the power of the bourgeoisie, and of thus making it possible 
to carry the bourgeois revolution to completion.

From this it is evident that “we marched towards.October and 
achieved victory in October together 'With the poor peasantry.. • 
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against the resistance of the kulaks (also peasants) and with the 
middle peasantry vacillating.” (See my reply to Yan—sky.)

Thus, it follows that in April 1917, as well as during the whole 
period of preparation for October, it was Lenin who was right, 
and not Kamenev; and you, now reviving Kamenev’s conceptions, 
seem to be getting into not very good company.

2. As against all that has been said above you quote Lenin 
to the effect that in October 1917 we took power with the support 
of the peasantry as a whole. That we took power with a certain 
amount of support from the peasantry as a whole is quite true. 
But you forgot to add a “detail,” namely, that the peasantry as a 
whole supported us in October, and after October, only in so far as 
we carried the bourgeois revolution to completion. That is a very 
important “detail,” which in the present instance settles the issue. 
It does not befit a Bolshevik to “forget” so important a “detail” 
and thus confuse so important an issue.

From your letter it is evident that you contrast what Lenin 
said about the support of the peasantry as a whole with the Party’s 
slogan of “dictatorship of the proletariat and the poor peasantry,” 
which was also advanced by Lenin. But in order to contrast what 
Lenin said on this subject with the passages we have quoted from 
the works of Lenin, in order to have grounds for refuting the pas
sages from Lenin on the slogan of dictatorship of the proletariat 
and the poor peasantry by the passages you quote from Lenin 
about the peasantry as a whole, two things, at least, must be 
proved.

First-. It must be proved that the completion of the bour
geois revolution was the main thing in the October Revolution. 
Lenin considers that the completion of the bourgeois revolution 
was a “by-product? of the October Revolution, which fulfilled 
this task *in  passing." Y ou must first refute this thesis of Lenin’s 
and prove that the main thing in the October Revolution was 
not the overthrow of the power of the bourgeoisie and the 
transfer of power to the proletariat, but the completion of 
the bourgeois revolution. Try to prove that, and if you do I 
shall be ready to admit that from April to October 1917 the 
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Party’s slogan was not dictatorship of the proletariat and the 
poor peasantry, but dictatorship of the proletariat and the 
peasantry.

From your letter it is evident that you do not think it possible 
to assume this more than risky task; you try, however, to prove 
“in passing” that on one of the most important questions of the 
October Revolution, the question of peace, we were supported 
by the peasantry as a whole. That, of course, is untrue. It is quite 
untrue. On the question of peace you have strayed to the view
point of the philistine. As a matter of fact the question of peace 
was for us at that time a question of power, for only with the 
transfer of power to the proletariat could we count on extricat
ing ourselves from the imperialist war.

You must have forgotten what Lenin said about this—namely, 
that “the only way to stop the war is to transfer power to another 
class,” and that “‘Down With the War' does not mean flinging 
away your bayonets. It means the transfer of power to another 
class.” (See Lenin’s speech at the Petrograd City Party Conference, 
April 1917, Vol. XX, pp. 181, 178.)

Thus, it is either the one or the other: either you must prove 
that the main thing in the October Revolution was the comple
tion of the bourgeois revolution, or you cannot prove it; in the 
latter case the obvious conclusion is that the peasantry as a whole 
could support us in the October Revolution only in so far as we 
carried the bourgeois revolution to completion, doing away with 
the monarchy, and with the property and regime of the big 
landlords.

Second'. You must prove that the Bolsheviks could have se
cured the support of the peasantry as a whole both during Octo
ber and after October, in so far as they carried the bourgeois revo
lution to completion, without systematically using the slogan of 
dictatorship of the proletariat and the poor peasantry during the 
whole period of preparation for October; without a systematic 
struggle, as it follows from this slogan, against the compromising 
tactics of the petty-bourgeois parties; without systematically ex
posing the vacillations of certain sections of the peasantry and of 
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their representatives in the Soviets, as it also follows from this 
same slogan.

Try to prove that. Indeed, why did we succeed in securing the 
support of the peasantry as a whole in October and after October? 
Because we were in a position to carry the bourgeois revolution to 
completion.

Why were we able to do this? Because we succeeded in over
throwing the power of the bourgeoisie and replacing it by the 
power of the proletariat, which alone is able to carry the bour
geois revolution to completion.

Why did we succeed in overthrowing the power of the bour
geoisie and establishing the power of the proletariat? Because we 
prepared for October under the slogan of dictatorship of the 
proletariat and the poor peasantry; because, proceeding from this 
slogan, we waged a systematic struggle against the compromising 
tactics of the petty-bourgeois parties; because, proceeding from 
this slogan, we waged a systematic struggle against the vacilla
tions of the middle peasants in the Soviets; because only with 
such a slogan could we overcome the vacillations of the middle 
peasant, defeat the compromising tactics of the petty-bourgeois 
parties, and rally a political army capable of waging the struggle 
to transfer power to the proletariat.

It need hardly be proved that without these preliminary con
ditions, which determined the fate of the October Revolution, we 
would not have won the support of the peasantry as a whole for 
the task of completing the bourgeois revolution, either during or 
after October.

This is how the combination of peasant wars with the proletar
ian revolution is to be understood.

This is why to contrast the support of the peasantry as a whole 
for the task of completing the bourgeois revolution during Octo
ber and after October with the preparations made for the Octo
ber Revolution under the slogan of the dictatorship of the proleta- 
riatand the poor peasantry means tounderstand nothing of Leninism.

Your principal error is that you failed to understand either 
the interweaving during the October Revolution of socialist tasks
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with the task of carrying the bourgeois revolution to completion, 
or the mechanics of fulfilling the various demands of the October 
Revolution that followed from the Party’s second strategic slogan, 
the slogan of dictatorship of the proletariat and the poor peas
antry.

Reading your letter one might think that it was not we who used 
the peasantry in the service of the proletarian revolution, but, 
on the contrary, that it was “the peasantry as a whole,” including 
the kulaks, who used the Bolsheviks in their service. The Bol
sheviks’ affairs would be in a bad way if they so easily “entered” 
the service of nonproletarian classes.

Kamenev’s conceptions of April 1917—that is what is dragging 
at your feet.

3. Y ou assert that Stalin does not see the difference between the 
situation in 1905 and the situation in February 1917. That, of 
course, is not to be taken seriously. I never said that, and could 
not have said it. All I said in my letter was that the Party’s 
slogan on the dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry, 
issued in 1905, was corroborated in the February Revolution of 
1917. That, of course, is true. That is exactly how Lenin described 
the situation in his article “Peasants and Workers’’ in August 
1917:

“Only the proletariat and the peasantry can overthrow the monarchy— 
that, in those days (i.e., 1905—J. St.), was the fundamental definition of 
our class policy. And that definition was a correct one. February and March 
1917 have corroborated it once again." * (See Vol. XXI, p. 111.)

• My Italics.— J. St.

You are simply trying to find fault.
4. You try, furthermore, to show that Stalin contradicts 

himself; and you do this by contrasting his thesis on the compro
mising tactics of the middle peasants before October with a quota
tion from his pamphlet Problems of Leninism, which speaks of 
the possibility of building socialism jointly with the middle 
peasantry after the dictatorship of the proletariat has been consol
idated.
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It does not require much effort to prove that it is utterly unsci
entific to identify in this way two different phenomena. The mid
dle peasant before October, when the bourgeoisie was in power, 
and the middle peasant after the dictatorship of the proletariat has 
been consolidated, when the bourgeoisie has already been over
thrown and expropriated, when the cooperative movement has 
developed and the principal means of production are in the hands 
of the proletariat, are two different things. To identify these tw7o 
kinds of middle peasants and to put them on an equal footing 
means to examine phenomena divorced from their historical set
ting and to lose all sense of perspective. It is something like 
the Zinoviev manner of mixing up dates and periods when 
quoting.

If this is what is called “revolutionary dialectics,” it must be 
admitted that Pokrovsky has broken all records for “dialectical” 
pettifoggery.

5. I shall not deal with the remaining questions, for I think 
they have been exhaustively dealt with in the correspondence 
with Y an—sky.

May 20, 1927



THE INTERNATIONAL CHARACTER 
OF THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION

On the Occasion of the Tenth Anniversary 
of the October Revolution

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

Revolutions in the past usually ended with one group of exploi
ters replacing another group of exploiters at the helm of govern
ment. The exploiters changed, exploitation remained. Such was 
the case during the liberation movements of the slaves. Such 
was the case during the period of the uprisings of the serfs. Such 
was the case during the period of the well-known “great” revolu
tions in England, France and Germany. I am not speaking of the 
Paris Commune, which was the first glorious, heroic, yet unsuc
cessful attempt on the part of the proletariat to turn history 
against capitalism.

The October Revolution differs from these revolutions in 
principle. Its àim is not to substitute one form of exploitation for 
another form of exploitation, one group of exploiters for another 
group of exploiters, but to abolish all exploitation of man by man, 
to abolish all exploiter groups, to establish the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, to establish the power of the most revolutionary 
class of all the oppressed classes that have ever existed, to organize 
a new, classless, socialist society.

It is precisely for this reason that the victory of the October 
Revolution signifies a radical change in the history of mankind, 
a radical change in the historical destiny of world capitalism, a 
radical change in the liberation movement of the world proletar- 
iat, a radical change in the methods of struggle and the forms of
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organization, in the way of life and traditions, in the culture and 
ideology of the exploited masses throughout the world.

This is the basic reason why the October Revolution is a revo
lution of an international, world order.

This also is the source of the profound sympathy manifested 
by the oppressed classes of all countries for the October Revolu
tion, which they regard as a token of their own emancipation.

A number of fundamental issues could be noted on which the 
October Revolution influences tbe development of the revolution
ary movement throughout the world.

1. The October Revolution is remarkable primarily for hav
ing caused a breach in the front of world imperialism, for hav
ing overthrown the imperialist bourgeoisie in one of the biggest 
capitalist countries and put the socialist proletariat in power.

The class of wage workers, the class of the persecuted, the class 
of the oppressed and exploited has for the first time in the history 
of mankind risen to the position of the ruling class, setting a con
tagious example to the proletarians of all countries.

This means that the October Revolution has ushered in a new 
era, the era of proletarian revolutions in the countries of impe
rialism.

It took the instruments and means of production from the 
landlords and capitalists and converted them into public property, 
Ihus opposing socialist property to bourgeois property. It thereby 
exposed the lie of the capitalists that bourgeois property is 
inviolable, sacred, eternal.

It wrested po-wer from the bourgeoisie, deprived the bourgeoisie 
of political rights, destroyed the bourgeois state apparatus and 
transferred power to the Soviets, thus opposing the socialist rule 
of the Soviets, as proletarian democracy, to bourgeois parlia
mentarism, as capitalist democracy. Lafargue was right when he 
said, as far back as 1887, that on the morrow of the revolution “all 
former capitalists will be disfranchised.”

The October Revolution thereby exposed the lie of the Social- 
Democrats that it is possible at present to effect a peaceful tran
sition to socialism through bourgeois parliamentarism.
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But the October Revolution did not, and could not, stop 
there. Having destroyed the old, the bourgeois order, it began to 
build the new, the socialist order. The ten years of the October 
Revolution have been ten years of the building up of the Party, 
the trade unions, the Soviets, the cooperative societies, cultural 
organizations, transport, industry, the Red Army. The indis
putable successes of socialism in the U.S.S.R, on the construction 
front have demonstrated that the proletariat can successfully 
govern the country without the bourgeoisie and against the bour
geoisie, that it can successfully build industry without the bour
geoisie and against the bourgeoisie, that it can successfully di
rect the whole of the national economy without the bourgeoisie 
and against the bourgeoisie, that it can successfully build social
ism in spite of the capitalist encirclement.

Menenius Agrippa, the famous Roman senator of ancient 
times, is not the only one who can lay claim to the old “theory” 
that the exploited cannot do without the exploiters any more than 
the head and other parts of the body can do without a stomach. 
This “theory” is now the cornerstone of the political “philosophy” 
of Social-Democracy in general, and of the Social-Democratic 
policy of coalition with the imperialist bourgeoisie, in particular. 
This “theory,” which has acquired the character of a prejudice, is 
now one of the most serious obstacles in the path of the revolu
tionization of the proletariat in the capitalist countries. One of 
the most important results of the October Revolution is that it 
dealt this false “theory” a mortal blow.

Is there still any need to prove that such and similar results 
of the October Revolution could not and cannot but have their 
serious effect on the revolutionary movement of the working class 
in capitalist countries?

Such generally known facts as the progressive growth of 
communism in the capitalist countries, the growing sympathy 
of the proletarians of all countries for the working class of the 
U.S.S.R, and, finally, the many workers’ delegations that come to 
the Land of the Soviets, prove beyond a doubt that the seeds sown 
by the October Revolution are already beginning to bear fruit.
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2. The October Revolution has shaken imperialism not only 
in the centres of its domination, not only in the “mother coun
tries.” It has also struck at the rear of imperialism, its periphery, 
having undermined the rule of imperialism in the colonial and 
dependent countries.

Having overthrown the landlords and the capitalists, the 
October Revolution has broken the chains of national and colo
nial oppression and freed from it, without exception, all the op
pressed nations of a vast state. The proletariat cannot emancipate 
itself without emancipating the oppressed nations. It is a char
acteristic feature of the October Revolution that it accomplished 
these national-colonial revolutions in the U.S.S.R, not under the 
flag of national enmity and conflicts among nations, but under 
the flag of mutual confidence and fraternal rapprochement of 
the workers and peasants of the various nationalities in the 
U.S.S.R.; not in the name of nationalism, but in the name of 
interna tionalism.

It is precisely because the national-colonial revolutions took 
place in our country under the leadership of the proletariat and 
under the banner of internationalism that pariah nations, slave 
nations, have for the first time in the history of mankind risen 
to the position of nations which are really free and really equal, 
thereby setting a contagious example for the oppressed nations 
of the whole world.

This means that the October Revolution has ushered in a new 
era, the era of colonial revolutions which are being conducted 
in the oppressed countries of the world in alliance with the prole
tariat and under the leadership of the proletariat.

It was formerly the “accepted” idea that the world has been 
divided from time immemorial into inferior and superior races, 
into blacks and whites, of whom the former are unfit for civiliza
tion and are doomed to be objects of exploitation, while the latter 
are the only vehicles of civilization, whose mission it is to exploit 
the former.

This legend must now be regarded as shattered and discarded. 
One of the most important results of the October Revolution is 
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that it dealt this legend a mortal blow, having demonstrated in 
practice that liberated non-European nations, drawn into the 
channel of Soviet development, are not a bit less capable of pro
moting a really progressive culture and a really progressive civi
lization than are the European nations.

It was formerly the “accepted” idea that the only method 
of liberating the oppressed nations is the method of bourgeois 
nationalism, the method of nations drawing apart from one 
another, the method of disuniting nations, the method of intensi
fying national enmity among the labouring masses of the various 
nations.

This legend must now be regarded as disproved. One of the 
most important results of the October Revolution is that it dealt 
this legend a mortal blow, by demonstrating in practice the pos
sibility and expediency of the proletarian, internationalist meth
od of liberating the oppressed nations as being the only correct 
method; having demonstrated in practice the possibility and expe
diency of a fraternal union of the workers and peasants of the most 
diverse nations based on principles of voluntariness and interna
tionalism. The existence of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, which is the prototype of the future integration of the work
ing people of all countries into a single world economic system, 
cannot but serve as direct proof of this.

It need hardly be said that these and similar results of the Oc
tober Revolution could not and cannot but have their serious 
effect on the revolutionary movement in the colonial and depend
ent countries. Such facts as the growth of the revolutionary 
movement of the oppressed nations in China, Indonesia, India,etc.t 
and the growing sympathy of these nations for the U.S.S.R., 
unquestionably bear this out.

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

The era of revolutions for emancipation in the colonies and 
dependent countries, the era of the awakening of the proletariat 
in these countries, the era of its hegemony in the revolution, has 
begun.

16—592
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3. Having sown the seeds of revolution both in the centres of 
imperialism as well as in its rear, having weakened the might of 
imperialism in the “mother countries” and having shaken its 
domination in the colonies, the October Revolution has 
thereby jeopardized the very existence of world capitalism as 
a whole.

While the spontaneous development of capitalism in the con
ditions of imperialism has degenerated—owing to its unevenness, 
owing to the inevitability of conflicts and armed clashes, owing, 
finally, to the unprecedented imperialist slaughter—into the proc
ess of the decay and the dying of capitalism, the October Revo
lution and the resultant secession of a vast country from the 
world system of capitalism could not but accelerate this process, 
washing away, bit by bit, the very foundations of world impe
rialism.

More than that. While shaking imperialism, the October 
Revplution has at the same time created—in the first proletar
ian dictatorship—a powerful and open base for the world rev
olutionary movement, a base such as the world revolutionary 
movement never possessed before and on which it now can rely 
for support. It has created a powerful and open centre of the world 
revolutionary movement, such as the world revolutionary move
ment never possessed before and around which it now can rally 
and organize a united revolutionary front of the proletarians 
and of the oppressed peoples of all countries against impe
rialism.

This means, firstly, that the October Revolution inflicted a 
mortal wound on world capitalism from which the latter will 
never recover. It is precisely for this reason that capitalism will 
never recover the “equilibrium” and “stability” that, it possessed 
before October.

Capitalism may become partly stabilized, it may rationalize 
production, turn over the administration of the.country to fas
cism, temporarily hold down the working class; but it will never 
recover the “tranquility,” the “assurance,” the “equilibrium” and 
the “stability” that it flaunted before; for the crisis of world capi-
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talism has reached the stage of development where the flames 
of revolution must inevitably break out, now in the centres of 
imperialism, now in the periphery, reducing to naught the capi
talist patchwork and daily bringing nearer the fall of capitalism. 
Exactly as in the popular story “When it pulled its tail out of 
the mud, its beak got stuck; when it pulled its beak out, its 
tail got stuck.”

This means, secondly, that the October Revolution has so 
much raised the strength, the relative weight, the courage and 
the fighting preparedness of the oppressed classes of the whole 
world as to compel the ruling classes to reckon with them as a 
netv, important factor. Now the labouring masses of the world 
can no longer be regarded as a “blind mob,” groping, without 
prospects, in the dark; for the October Revolution has created 
a beacon which illumines their path and opens up perspectives 
for them. Whereas formerly there was no world-wide open forum 
from which the aspirations and strivings of the oppressed classes 
could be expounded and formulated, now such a forum exists 
in the first proletarian dictatorship.

There is hardly room for doubt that the destruction of this 
forum would for a long time cast over the social and political 
life of the “advanced, countries” the gloom of unbridled, black 
reaction. It cannot be denied that the very èxistence of a “Bolshe
vik state” puts a curb upon the dark forces of reaction, thus 
helping the oppressed classes in their struggle for liberation. 
This really explains the savage hatred which the exploiters of 
all countries entertain for the Bolsheviks.

History repeats itself, though on a new basis. Just as former
ly, during the period of the downfall of feudalism, the word 
“Jacobin” evoked dread and abhorrence among the aristo
crats of all countries, so now, in the period of the decline of 
capitalism, the word “Bolshevik” evokes dread and abhorrence 
among the bourgeois in all countries. And conversely, just as 
formerly Paris was the refuge and school for the revolutionary 
representatives of the rising bourgeoisie, so now Moscow is 
the refuge and school for the revolutionary representatives of 
16*
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the rising proletariat. Haired for the Jacobins did not save 
feudalism from collapse. Can there he any doubt that hatred 
for the Bolsheviks will not save capitalism from its inevitable 
downfall ?

The era of the “stability” of capitalism has passed away, car
rying away with it the legend of the indestructibility of the bour
geois order.

The era of the collapse of capitalism has begun.
4. The October Revolution should not be regarded merely as 

a revolution in the domain of economic and social-political rela
tions. It is at the same time a revolution in the minds, a revolu
tion in the ideology, of the working class. The October Revolu
tion was born and gained strength under the banner of Marxism, 
under the banner of the idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
under the banner of Leninism, which is Marxism of the era of 
imperialism and of proletarian revolutions. Hence it marks the 
victory of Marxism over reformism, the victory of Leninism over 
Social-Democratism, the victory of the Third International 
over the Second International.

The October Revolution has cut an impassable furrow between 
Marxism and Social-Democratism, between the policy of Lenin
ism and the policy of Social-Democratism.

Formerly, before the victory of the dictatorship of the pro
letariat, Social-Democracy, while refraining from openly repu
diating the idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat, but doing 
nothing, absolutely nothing, that would contribute to the reali
zation of this idea, could flaunt the banner of Marxism, and it 
is perfectly obvious that this behaviour of Social-Democracy 
created no danger whatever for capitalism. Then, in that period, 
Social-Democracy was formally identified, or almost completely 
identified, with Marxism.

Now, after the victory of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
when it became patent to all whither Marxism leads and what 
its victory may signify, Social-Democracy is no longer able to 
flaunt the banner of Marxism, can no longer flirt with the idea 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat without creating a certain 
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amount of danger for capitalism. Having long ago broken with 
the spirit of Marxism, it has found itself compelled to discard 
also the banner of Marxism; it has openly and unambiguously 
taken a stand against the offspring of Marxism, against the October 
Revolution, against the first dictatorship of the proletariat in 
the world.

Now it must dissociate itself, and actually has dissociated 
itself, from Marxism; for under present conditions one cannot 
call oneself a Marxist unless one openly and devotedly supports 
the first proletarian dictatorship in the world, unless one wages 
a revolutionary struggle against one’s own bourgeoisie, unless 
one creates the conditions for the victory of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat in one’s own country.

A chasm has opened between Social-Democracy and Marxism. 
Henceforth, the only vehicle and bulwark of Marxism is Lenin
ism, communism.

But matters did not end there. The October Revolution went 
further than drawing a demarcation line between Social-Democracy 
and Marxism; it cast Social-Democracy into the camp of the 
downright defenders of capitalism against the first proletarian 
dictatorship in the world. When Messrs. Adler and Bauer, Weis 
and Levy, Longuet and Blum abuse the “Soviet regime” and extol 
parliamentary “democracy,” these gentlemen mean that they 
are fighting and will continue to fight for the restoration of the 
capitalist order in the U.S.S.R., for the preservation of capitalist 
slavery in the “civilized” states.

Present-day Social-Democratism is an ideological prop of 
capitalism. Lenin was a thousand times right when he said that 
the present-day Social-Democratic politicians are “real agents 
of the bourgeoisie in the working-class movement, the labour lieu
tenants of the capitalist class,” that in the “civil war between the 
proletariat and the bourgeoisie” they would inevitably range 
themselves “on the side of the ‘Versaillesë’ against the ‘Com
munards.’”

It is impossible to put an end to capitalism without putting 
an end to Social-Democratism in the labour movement. That is 
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why the era of dying capitalism is also the era of dying Social- 
Democratism in the labour movement.

The great significance of the October Revolution lies also in 
the fact that it marks the inevitable victory of Leninism over 
Social-Democratism in the world labour movement.

The era of the domination of the Second International and of 
Social-Democratism in the labour movement has come to an end.

The era of the domination of Leninism and of the Third In
ternational has begun.

Pravda, No. 255,
November 6-7, 1927



ON THE GRAIN FRONT

Excerpt From a Talk to Students 
of the Institute of Red Professors, 

the Communist Academy 
and the Sverdlov University, 

on May 28, 1928

Question: What is to be considered as the underlying cause 
of our difficulties in the matter of the grain supply ? What is the 
way out of these difficulties? What, in connection with these 
difficulties, are the conclusions to be drawn as regards the rate 
of development of our industry, particularly from the point of 
view of the ratio between the light and heavy industries?

Answer: At first sight it might appear that our grain difficul
ties are of a fortuitous nature, the result merely of faulty plan
ning, the result merely of a number of mistakes committed in 
the sphere of economic coordination.

But that might appear so only at first sight. Actually the 
causes of the difficulties lie much deeper. That faulty planning 
and mistakes in economic coordination have played a consider
able part—of that there cannot be the slightest doubt. But to 
attribute everything to faulty planning and chance mistakes 
would be a gross error. It would be an error to belittle the role 
and importance of planning. But it would be a still greater error 
to exaggerate the part played by the planning principle, in the 
belief that we have already reached a stage of development when 
it is possible to plan and regulate everything.

It must not be forgotten that in addition to elements which 
lend themselves to planning there are elements in our national 
economy which do not as yet lend themselves to planning; and 
that, moreover, there are hostile classes which cannot be overcome 
simply by the planning -of the State Planning Commission.

That is why I think that we must not reduce everything to 
mere chance, to mistakes in planning, etc.
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Well, then, what is the underlying cause of our difficulties 
on the grain front?

The underlying cause of our grain difficulties is that the in
crease in the production of grain for the market is not keeping pace 
with the increase in the demand for grain.

Industry is growing. The number of workers is growing. Towns 
are growing. And, lastly, the regions producing industrial crops 
(cotton, flax, sugar beet, etc.) are growing, creating a demand for 
grain. All this leads to a rapid increase in our requirements as 
regards grain—grain available for the market. But the production 
of grain, for the market is increasing at a disastrously slow rate.

It cannot be said that we have had a smaller amount of grain 
stocks at the disposal of the state this year than last year, or the 
year before. On the contrary, we have had far more grain in the 
hands of the state this year than in previous years. Nevertheless, 
we are faced with difficulties as regards the grain supply.

Here are a few figures. In 1925-26 we managed to purchase 
434,000,000 poods of grain by April 1. Of this amount 123,000,000 
poods were exported. Thus, there remained in the country 
311,000,000 poods of grain. In 1926-27 we purchased 596,000,000 
poods of grain by April 1. Of this amount 153,000,000 poods were 
exported. There remained in the country 443,000,000 poods. 
In 1927-28 we purchased 576,000,000 poods of grain by April 1. 
Of this amount 27,000,000 poods were exported. There remained 
in the country 549,000,000 poods.

In other words, this year, by April 1, the grain supplies 
available to meet the requirements of the country amounted 
to 100,000,000 poods more than last year, and 230,000,000 poods 
more than the year before. Nevertheless, we are experiencing 
difficulties on the grain front this year.

I have already said in one of my reports that the capitalist 
elements in the rural districts, and primarily the kulaks, had 
taken advantage of these difficulties, in order to disrupt the 
Soviet economic policy. You know that the Soviet Government 
adopted a number of measures with the object of putting a stop 
to the anti-Soviet action of the kulaks. I will not therefore dwell 
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on Chis matter here. In the present case it is another question 
that interests me. I have in mind the reasons for the slow increase 
in the production of grain available for the market; the question 
as to why the increase in the production of grain for the market 
in our country is slower than the increase in the demand, in spite 
of the fact that our crop area and the gross production of grain 
have already reached the prewar level.

Indeed, is it not a fact that the grain crop area has already 
reached the prewar mark? Yes, it is a fact. Is it not a fact that 
already last year the gross production of grain was equal to the 
prewar output, i.e., 5,000,000,000 poods? Yes, it is a fact. How, 
then, is it to be explained that, in spite of these facts, the amount 
of grain we are producing for the market is only one half, and the 
amount we are exporting is only about one-twentieth of what it 
was in prewar times?

The reason is primarily and chiefly the change in the struc
ture of our agriculture brought about by the October Revolution, 
the change from large-scale landlord and large-scale kulak farm
ing, which provided the largest proportion of marketed grain, 
to small- and middle-peasant farming, which provides the small
est proportion of marketed grain. The mere fact that before the 
war there were fifteen to sixteen million individual peasant 
farms, whereas, at present there are 24,000,000 to 25,000,000 
peasant farms, shows that now the basis of our agriculture is 
essentially small-peasant farming, which provides a minimum 
amount of grain for the market.

The strength of large-scale farming, irrespective of whether 
it is landlord, kulak or collective farming, lies in the fact that 
large farms are able to employ machinery, scientific methods, 
fertilizers; to increase the productivity of labour; and thereby 
produce a maximum quantity of grain for the market. On the other 
hand, the weakness of small-peasant farming’lies in the fact that 
it lacks, or almost lacks, these opportunities, and as a result it 
is semiconsuming farming, yielding little grain for the market.

Take, for instance, the collective farms and the state farms. 
They market 47-2 per cent of their gross output of grain. In 
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other words, they supply for the market a larger proportion of 
their output than did landlord farming in prewar days. But 
what about the small- and middle-peasant farms? They market 
only 11.2 per cent of their total output of grain. The difference, 
as you see, is quite striking.

Here are a few figures illustrating the structure of grain pro
duction in the past, in the prewar period, and at present, in the 
post-October period. These figures were supplied by Comrade 
Nemchinov, a member of the Collegium of the Central Statisti
cal Board. These figures may not be absolutely accurate, as 
Comrade Nemchinov explains in bis memorandum; they permit 
of only approximate calculations. But they are quite adequate 
to enable us to understand the difference between the prewar 
period and the post-October period in regard to the structure 
of grain production in general, and of the production of market 
grain in particular.

Gross Grain 
Production

Market Grain 
(i.e., not con
sumed in the 

rural districts) Percentage 
of market

Millions 
of poods

Per 
cent

Millions 
of poods

Per 
cent

grain

Prewar
1. Landlords 600 12.0 281,6 21,6 47.0
2. Kulaks 1,900 38.0 650.0 50.0 34.0
3. Middle and poor peas-

ants 2,500 50.0 369.0 28.4 14.7

Toi al 5,000 100.0 1,300.6 100.0 26.0
Postwar (1926-27) 

1. State farms ands col-
lective farms 80.0 1.7 37.8 6.0 47.2

2. Kulaks 617.0 13.0 126.0 20.0 20.0
3. Middle and poor peas-

ants ■4,052.0 | 85.3 466.2 74.0 11.2

Total . , 4,749.0 100.0 630.0 100.0 13.3
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What doos this table show?
It shows, firstly, that the production of the overwhelming 

proportion of grain products has passed from the hands of land
lords and kulaks into the hands of small and middle peasants. 
This means that the small and middle peasants, having completely 
emancipated themselves from the yoke of the landlords, and 
having, in the main, broken the strength of the kulaks, have 
thereby obtained the opportunity of considerably improving 
their material conditions. This is the result of the October Revo
lution. Here we see the effect, primarily, of the decisive gain 
which accrued to the great bulk of the peasantry as a result of 
the October Revolution.

It shows, secondly, that in our country the principal holders 
of grain available for the market are the small and, primarily, 
the middle peasants. This means that not only in respect to gross 
output of grain, but also in respect to the production of grain 
for the market, the U.S.S.R, has become, as a result of the October 
Revolution, a land of small-peasant farming, and the middle 
peasant has become the “central figure” in agriculture.

It shows, thirdly, that the abolition of landlord (large-scale) 
farming, the reduction of kulak (large-scale) farming to less than 
one-third, and the change to small-peasant farming with only 
11 per cent of its output available for the market, in the absence, 
in the sphere of grain growing, of any more or less developed 
large-scale socialized farming (collective farms and state farms), 
was bound to lead, and in fact has led, to a sharp reduction in 
the output of grain for the market aS compared with prewar 
times. It is a fact that the amount of marketed grain in our coun
try is now half of what it was before the war, although the gross 
output of grain has reached the prewar level.

That is the underlying cause of our difficulties on the grain 
front.

That is why our difficulties in the sphere of grain purchases 
must not be regarded as merely fortuitous.

No doubt the situation has been aggravated, to some extent 
by the fact that our trading organizations took upon themselves 
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the unnecessary task of supplying grain to a number of small and 
middle-sized towns, and this was bound to reduce to a certain 
extent the state’s grain reserves. But there are no grounds what
ever to doubt that the underlying cause of our difficulties on the 
grain front is not this particular circumstance, but the slow de
velopment of the output of our agriculture for the market, accom
panied by a rapid increase in the demand for marketable grain.

What is the way out of this situation?
Some people see the way out of this situation in a return to 

kulak farming, in the development and extension of kulak farm
ing. These people dare not advocate a return to landlord farm
ing, for they realize, evidently, that such talk is dangerous 
in our times. All the more eagerly, therefore, do they urge the 
necessity of the utmost development of kulak farming in the 
interest of the Soviet power. These people think that the So
viet power can simultaneously rely on two opposite classes — 
the class of the kulaks, whose economic principle is the exploi
tation of the working class, and the class of the workers, whose 
economic principle is the abolition of all exploitation. A trick 
worthy of reactionaries.

There is no need to prove that these reactionary “plans” have 
nothing in common with the interests of the working class, with 
the principles of Marxism, with the tasks of Leninism. All talk 
to the effect that the kulak is “no worse” than the urban capital
ist, that the kulak is no more dangerous than the urban Nepman, 
and that, therefore, there is no reason to “fear” the kulaks now— 
all such talk is sheer liberal chatter which lulls the vigilance of 
the working class and of the great bulk of the peasantry. It must 
not be forgotten that in industry we can oppose to the small ur
ban capitalist our large-scale socialist industry, which produces 
nine-tenths of the total output of manufactured goods, while 
in the sphere of agriculture we can oppose to large-scale kulak 
farming only the still weak collective farms and state farms, 
which produce but one-eighth the amount of grain produced by 
the kulak farms. To fail to understand the significance of large- 
scale kulak farming in the rural districts, to fail to understand 
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that the relative weight of the kulaks in the rural districts is a 
hundredfold greater than that of the small capitalists in urban 
industry, is to lose one’s senses, to break with Leninism, to desert 
to the side of the enemies of the working class.

What, then, is the way out of the situation?
1. The way out lies, firstly, in the transition from the small, 

backward and scattered peasant farms to amalgamated, large- 
scale socialized farms, equipped with machinery, armed with 
scientific knowledge and capable of producing a maximum of 
grain for the market. The solution lies in the transition from in
dividual peasant farming to collective, socialized farming.

Lenin called on the Party to organize collective farms from 
the very first days of the October Revolution. From that time 
onward the propaganda of the idea of collective farming has 
not ceased in our Party. However, it is only recently that the 
call for collective farms has met with mass response. This is 
to be explained primarily by the fact that the widespread 
development of cooperative organizations in the rural districts 
paved the way for a radical change in the attitude of the 
peasants in favour of the collective farms, and the existence of 
a number of collective farms already yielding from 15Ô to 200 
poods per dessiatin, of which from 30 to 40 per cent represents a 
marketable surplus, is strongly attracting the poor peasantsand 
the lower strata of the middle peasants toward the collective farms.

Of no little importance in this connection is also the fact that 
only recently has it become possible for the state to lend substan
tial financial assistance to the collective-farm movement. We 
know that this year the state has granted twice the amount of 
money it did last year in aid of the collective farms (more than 
60,000,000 rubles). The Fifteenth Party Congress was absolutely 
right in stating that the conditions have already ripened for a 
mass collective-farm movement and that the stimulation of the 
collective-farm movement is one of the most important means 
of increasing the output of grain for the market in the country.

According to the figures of the Central Statistical Board, the 
gross production of grain by the collective farms in 1927 amounted- 



254 J. STALIN

to no less than 55,000,000 poods, with an average marketable 
surplus of 30 per cent. The widespread movement for the creation 
of new collective farms and for the expansion of the old collective 
farms that started at the beginning of this year should consid
erably increase the grain output of the collective farms by the 
end of the year. Our task is to maintain the present rate of develop
ment of the collective-farm movement, to combine the collective 
farms into larger units, to get rid of sham collective farms, re
placing them by genuine ones, and to establish a system whereby 
the collective farms will deliver to the state and cooperative 
organizations the whole of their marketable grain under penalty 
of being deprived of state subsidies and credits. I think that if 
these conditions are adhered to within’ three or four years we 
shall be able to obtain from the collective farms about 100,000,000 
poods of grain for the market.

The collective-farm movement is sometimes contrasted to 
the cooperative movement, apparently on the assumption that 
collective farms are one thing, and cooperative societies another. 
That,, of course, is wrong. Some even go so far as to contrast col
lective farms to Lenin’s cooperative plan. Needless to say, such 
contrasting has nothing in common with the truth. In actual fact, 
the collective farms are a form of cooperatives, the most striking 
form of producers’ cooperatives. There are marketing coopera
tives, there are supply cooperatives, and there'are also produc
ers’ cooperatives. The collective farms are an inseparable and 
integral part of the cooperative movement in general, and of 
Lenin’s cooperative plan in particular. To carry out Lenin’s 
cooperative plan means to raise the peasantry from the level 
of marketing and supply cooperatives to the level of producers’ 
cooperatives, of collective-farm cooperatives, so to speak. This, 
by the way, explains why our collective farms began to arise 
and develop only as a result of the development and consolidation 
of the marketing and supply cooperatives.

2. The way out lies, secondly, in expanding and strengthening 
the old state farms, and in organizing and developing new, large 
state farms. According to the figures of the Central Statistical 
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Board, the gross outpul of grain in the existing state farms amount
ed in 1927 to no less than 45,000,000 poods with a marketable 
surplus of 65 per cent. There is no doubt that, given a certain 
amount of state support, the state farms could considerably in
crease the production of grain.

But our task does not end there. There is a decision of the 
Soviet Government, on the strength of which new large state 
farms (from 10,000 to 30,000 dessiatins each) are being organized 
in districts where there are no peasant holdings; and in five or 
six years these state farms should yield about 100,000,000 poods 
of grain for the market. The organization of these state farms 
has already begun. The task is to put this decision of the Soviet 
Government into effect at all costs. I think that, provided these 
tasks are fulfilled, within three or four years we shall be able to 
obtain from the old and new state farms 80,000,000 to 100,000,000 
poods of grain for the market.

3. Finally, the way out lies in systematically increasing the 
yield of the small and middle individual peasant farms. We 
cannot and should not lend any support to the individual large 
kulak farms. But we can and should assist the individual small- 
and middle-peasant farms, helping them to increase their crop 
yields and drawing them into the channel of cooperative organi
zation. This is an old task; it was proclaimed with particular 
emphasis as early as 1921 when the tax in kind was substituted 
for the surplus-appropriation system. This task was reaffirmed 
by our Party at its Fourteenth and Fifteenth congresses. The 
importance of the task is now emphasized by the difficulties on 
the grain front. That is why this task  fulfilled with the 
same persistence as the first two tasks, the task with regard to 
collective farms and the task with regard, to state farms.

musL.be

All the available data indicate that the yield of peasant farms 
can be increased 15 to 20 per cent in the course of a few years. 
At present no less than 5,000,000 wooden ploughs are, in use in 
our country. The substitution of modern ploughs for these would 
alone lead to a very considerable increase in the grain output of 
the country. This is apart from supplying the peasant farms’with 

musL.be
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a certain minimum of fertilizers, selected seed, small machines, 
etc. The contract system, the system of signing contracts with 
whole villages for supplying them with seed, etc., on the condi
tion that in return they unfailingly deliver a certain quantity of 
grain products—this system is the best method of raising the 
yield of peasant farms and of drawing the peasants into the coop
erative organizations. I think that if we work persistently in this 
direction we can, within three or four years, obtain additionally 
from the small and middle individual peasant farms not less 
than 100,000,000 poods of grain for the market.

Thus, if all these tasks are fulfilled, the state can in three or 
four years’ time have at its disposal 250,000,000 to 300,000,000 
additional poods of marketable grain—a supply more or less 
sufficient to enable us to manoeuvre within the country as well 
as abroad.

Such, in the main, are the measures which must be taken in 
order to solve the difficulties on the grain front.

Our task at present is to combine these basic measures with 
current measures to improve planning in the sphere of supplying 
the rural districts with goods, relieving our trading organizations 
of the duty of supplying grain to a number of small and middle
sized towns.

Should not, in addition to these measures, a number of other 
measures be adopted—measures, say, to reduce the rate of devel
opment of our industry, the growth of which is causing a consid
erable increase in the demand for grain which at present is out
stripping the increase in thé production of grain for the market? 
No, not under any circumstances! To reduce the rate of develop
ment of industry would mean to weaken the working class; for 
every step forward in the development of industry, every new 
factory, every new works, is, as Lenin expressed it, “a new strong
hold” of the working class, which strengthens its position in the 
fight against the petty-bourgeois element, in the fight against the 
capitalist elements in our economy. On the contrary, we must 
maintain the present rate of development of industry; we must 
at thé first opportunity speed it up in order to pour goods into 
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the rural districts and obtain from them more grain, in order to 
supply agriculture, primarily the collective farms and state farms, 
with machines, in order to industrialize agriculture and to in
crease the proportion of its output for the market.

Should we, perhaps, for the sake of greater “caution,” retard 
the development of heavy industry and make light industry, which 
produces chiefly for the peasant market, the basis of our industry 
as a whole? Not under any circumstances! That would be suicidal; 
it would undermine our whole industry, including light industry. 
It would mean abandoning the slogan of industrializing our 
country, it would transform our country into an appendage of 
the world capitalist system of economy.

In this respect we proceed from the well-known guiding prin
ciples which Lenin set forth at the Fourth Congress of the Comin
tern, and which are absolutely binding for the whole of our Party. 
Here is what Lenin said on this subject at the Fourth Congress 
of the Comintern:

"The salvation of Russia lies not only in a good harvest on the peasant 
faims—that is not enough; and not only in the good condition of light 
industry, which provides the peasantry with consumer goods—this, too, 
is not enough; we also need heavy industry.”

Or again:
“We are exercising economy in all things, even in schools. This must be 

so, because w’e know that unless we save heavy industry, unless we restore 
it, we shall not be able to build up any industry; and without that we shall 
be doomed as an independent country.” (Vol. XXVII, p. 349.)

These directives given by Lenin must never be forgotten.
How will the measures proposed affect the alliance between 

the workers and the peasants? I think that these measures can. 
only help to strengthen the alliance between the workers and 
the peasants.

Indeed, if the collective farms and the state farms develop 
at increased speed; if, as a result of direct assistance given to the 
small and middle peasants, the yield of their farms increases 
and the cooperative societies embrace wider and wider masses of 
the peasantry; if the state obtains the hundreds of millions of

17—592
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poods of additional marketable grain required for the purposes 
of manoeuvring: if, as a result of these and similar measures, 
(he kulaks are curbed and gradually overcome—is it not clear 
that the contradictions between the working class and (he peas
antry within the alliance of workers and peasants will thereby 
be smoothed out more and more; that the need for emergency 
measures in the purchase of grain will disappear; that the large 
masses of peasantry will turn more and more to collective forms 
of farming and that the fight (o overcome the capitalist elements 
in the rural districts will assume an increasingly mass and or
ganized character?

Is it not clear that the cause of the alliance between the work
ers and the peasants can only benefit by these measures?

It must only be borne in mind that the alliance of workers 
and peasants under the dictatorship of the proletariat should not 
be viewed as an ordinary alliance. It is a special form of class 
alliance between the working class and the labouring masses of 
the peasantry, which sets itself the object: (a) of strengthening 
the position of the working class; yi) of ensuring the leading 
role of the working class within this alliance; (e) of abolishing 
classes and class society. Any other conception of the alliance of 
workers and peasants is opportunism, menshevism, S.-R.-ism — 
anything you like, but not Marxism, not Leninism.

How can the idea of the alliance of the workers and the peas
ants be reconciled with Lenin’s well-known thesis that the peas
antry is “the last capitalist class”? Is there not a contradiction 
here? The contradiction is only an apparent, a seeming one. 
Actually there is no contradiction here at all. In the same speech 
at the Third Congress of the Comintern in which Lenin charac
terized the peasantry as “the last capitalist class,” in that same 
speech Lenin reiterates his arguments for the need of an alliance 
between the workers and the peasants, declaring that “the su
preme principle of the dictatorship is the maintenance of the al
liance between the proletariat and the peasantry in order that 
the proletariat may retain its leading role and the state power.” 
It is clear that Lenin, at any rate, saw no contradiction in this-
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How are we to understand Lenin’s thesis that the peasantry 
is “the last capitalist class”? Does it mean that the peasantry 
consists of capitalists? No, it does not.

It means, firstly, that the individual peasantry is a special 
class, which bases its economy on the private ownership of the 
implements and means of production and which, for that reason, 
differs from the class of proletarians, who base economic life on the 
collective ownership of the implements and means of production.

It means, secondly, that the individual peasantry is a class 
which supplies from its midst, engenders and nourishes, capital
ists, kulaks and all kinds of exploiters in general.

Is not this circumstance an insuperable obstacle to the organ
ization of an alliance of the workers and the peasants? No, it 
is not. The alliance of the proletariat with the peasantry under 
the conditions of the dictatorship of the proletariat should not 
be regarded as an alliance with the whole of the peasantry. The 
alliance of the proletariat with the peasantry is an alliance of 
the working class with the labouring masses of the peasantry. 
Such an alliance cannot be effected without a struggle against 
the capitalist elements of the peasantry, against the kulaks. 
Such an alliance cannot be a durable one unless the poor peasants 
are organized as the bulwark of the working class in the rural 
districts. That is why the alliance between the workers and the 
peasants under the present conditions of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat can be effected only in accordance with Lenin’s well- 
known slogan: Rely on the poor peasant, establish a firm alliance 
with the middle peasant, do not for a moment relax the fight 
against the kulak. For only by applying this slogan can the bulk 
of the peasantry be drawn into the channel of socialist construction.

You see, therefore, that the contradiction between Lenin’s 
two formulas is only an imaginary, a seeming contradiction. 
Actually, there is no contradiction between them at all.

17*



LENIN AND THE QUESTION OF ALLIANCE 
WITH THE MIDDLE PEASANT*

• Slightly abridged.— J. St.

Reply to Comrade S.

Comrade S.,
It is not true that Lenin’s slogan: “To come to an agreement 

with the middle peasant, while not for a moment renouncing the 
struggle against the kulak and at the same time firmly relying 
solely on the poor peasant,” which he advanced in his well-known 
article on Pitirim Sorokin, is, as is alleged, a slogan of the “pe
riod of the Committees of Poor Peasants,” a slogan of “the end of 
the period of the so-called neutralization of the middle peasant
ry.” This is absolutely untrue.

The Committees of Poor Peasants were formed in June 1918. 
By the end of October 1918, our forces had already gained the 
upper hand over the kulaks in the rural districts, and the middle 
peasants had turned to the side of the Soviet power. It was on 
the basis of this turn that t.he decision of the Central Committee 
was taken to abolish the dual power of the Soviets and the Com
mittees of Poor Peasants, to hold new elections for the volost and 
■village Soviets, to merge the Committees of Poor Peasants with 
the newly-elected Soviets and, consequently, to dissolve the Com
mittees of Poor Peasants. This decision was formally approved, 
as is well known, on November 9, 1918, by the Sixth Congress 
of Soviets. 1 have in mind the decision of the Sixth Congress of 
Soviets of November 9, 1918, on the village and volost Soviet 
elections and the dissolution of the Committees of Poor Peasants 
in the Soviets.

But when did Lenin's article, “Valuable Admissions by Pi
tirim Sorokin,” appear, tbe article in which he substituted the
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slogan of agreement with the middle peasant for the slogan of 
neutralizing the middle peasant? It appeared on November 21, 
1918, i.e., nearly two weeks after the decision of the Sixth Con
gress of Soviets had been adopted. In this article Lenin plainly 
says that the policy of agreement with the middle peasant is 
dictated by the turn in our direction on the part of the middle 
peasant.

Here is what Lenin says:
“Our task in the rural districts is to destroy the landlord and smash the 

resistance of the exploiter and the kulak profiteer. For this purpose wc can rely 
firmly only on the semiproletarians, the 'poor peasants.’ But the middle peas
ant is not our enemy. He vacillated, is vacillating and will continue to 
vacill ate. The task of influencing the vacillators is not identical with the task 
of overthrowing the exploiter and defeating the active enemy. The task at the 
present moment is to learn to come to an agreement with the middle peas
ant, while not for a moment renouncing the struggle against the kulak and 
at the same time firmly relying solely on the poor peasant, for it is precise
ly now that a turn in our direction on the part of the middle peasantry is 
inevitable,*  owing to the causes above enumerated.” (Vol. XXIII, p. 294.)

* My italics.— J. St.

What follows from this?
It follows from this that Lenin’s slogan refers, not to the old 

period, not to the period of the Committees of Poor Peasants 
and the neutralization of the middle peasant, but to the new 
period, the period of agreement with the middle peasant' Thus, 
it reflects, not the end of the old period, but the beginning of a 
new period.

But your assertion regarding Lenin’s slogan is not only wrong 
from the formal point of view, not merely, so to speak, chronolog
ically; it is wrong in substance.

It is known that Lenin’s slogan regarding agreement with 
the middle peasant was proclaimed as a new slogan by the whole 
Party at the Eighth Party Congress (March 1919). It is known 
that the Eighth Party Congress was the congress which laid the 
foundation of our policy of a durable alliance with the middle 
peasant. It is known that our program, the program of the
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C.P.S.U.(B.), was adopted also at the Eighth Congress of the 
Parly. It is known that that program contains special points 
dealing with the Party’s altitude towards the various groups 
in the rural districts: the poor peasants, the middle peasants, 
and the kulaks. What do these points in the program of the 
C.P.S.U.(B.) say regarding the social groups in the rural dis
tricts and regarding our Party’s altitude towards them? Listen:

“In all its work in the rural districts the R.C.P. continues, as hitherto, 
to rely on the proletarian and semiproletarian strata of the rural population', 
it organizes primarily these strata into an independent force by establishing 
Party nuclei in the villages, forming organizations of poor peasants, special 
types of trade unions of rural proletarians and semiproletarians, etc., bring
ing them closer to the urban proletariat and wresting them from the influence 
of the rural bourgeoisie and the small-proprietor interests.

“With respect to the kulaks, to the village bourgeoisie, the policy of the 
R.C.P. is resolutely to combat their exploiting proclivities, to suppress their 
resistance to the Soviet policy.

“With respect to the middle peasants, the policy of the R.C.P. is to draw 
them gradually and systematically, into the work of socialist construction. 
The Party sets itself the task of separating them from the kulaks, of winning 
them to the side of the working class by carefully attending to their needs, of 
combating their backwardness by measures of ideological influence—not by 
any measures of repression—and of striving in all cases where their 
vital interests are involved to reach practical agreements with them, making 
concessions to them in determining the methods of carrying out socialist 
reforms.”* (Eighth Congress of the R .C. P. (B.), stenographic record, p. 351.)

Try to find the slightest, even verbal, difference between these 
points of the program and Lenin’s slogan! You will not find any 
difference, for there is none. More than that. There cannot be the 
slightest doubt that Lenin’s slogan not only does not contradict 
the decisions of the Eighth Congress on the middle peasant, but, 
on the contrary, it is a most apt and exact formulation of these 
decisions. And it is a fact that the program of the C.P.S.U. (B.) 
was adopted in March 1919, at the Eighth Congress of the 
Party, which specially discussed the question of the middle peas
ant, while Lenin’s article against Pitirim Sorokin, which pro-

* All italics mine.— J.St.
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claimed the slogan of agreement with the middle peasant, ap
peared in the press in November 1918, four months before the 
Eighth Congress of the Party.

Is it not dear that the Eighth Congress of the Party fatly 
and entirely confirmed the slogan which Lenin proclaimed in his 
article against Pitiriin Sorokin as a slogan by which the Party 
must be guided in its work in the rural districts during the whole 
of the present period of socialist construction!

What is the salt of Lenin’s slogan?
The salt of Lenin’s slogan is the fact that here Lenin grasps 

with remarkable precision the triune task of Party work in the 
rural districts and expresses it in a single condensed formula: 
(a) rely on the poor peasant; (b) come to agreement with the middle 
peasant, and (e) do not for â moment relax the fight against the 
kulak. Try to take from this formula 'any one of its parts as a 
basis for work in the rural districts at the present time and for
get about the other parts, and you will inevitably find yourself 
in a blind alley.

Is it possible in the present phase of socialist construction to 
reach area] and durable agreement with the middle peasant with
out relying on the poor peasant and without fighting the kulak?

It is impossible.
Is it possible, under the present conditions of development, 

to carry on a successful fight against the kulak without relying 
on the poor peasant and without reaching agreement with the 
middle peasant?

It is impossible.
How can this triune task of Party work in the rural districts 

be most aptly expressed in one all-embracing slogan? I think 
that Lenin's slogan is the most apt expression of this task. It must 
be admitted that you cannot express it more aptly than Lenin....

Why is it necessary to emphasize the expediency of Lenin's 
slogan particularly at the present time, particularly under the 
present conditions of work in the rural districts?

Because, particularly at the present time we see a tendency 
on the part of certain comrades to break up this triune task of
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Party work in the rural districts into parts and to sever these 
parts from one another. This is fully borne out by the experience 
of our grain-purchasing campaign in January and February this 
year.

Every Bolshevik knows that agreement must be reached 
with the middle peasant. But not everybody understands how 
this agreement is to be reached. Some think that agreement with 
the middle peasant can be brought about by abandoning the fight 
against the kulak, or by slackening this fight; because, they say, 
the fight against the kulak may frighten away a section of the 
middle peasantry, its well-to-do section.

Others think that agreement with the middle peasant can be 
brought about by abandoning the work of organizing the poor 
peasants, or by slackening this work; because, they say, the or
ganization of the poor peasants means singling out the poor peas
ants, and this may frighten the middle peasants away from us.

The result of these deviations from the correct line is that 
such people forget the Marxian thesis that the middle peasantry 
is a vacillating class, that agreement with the middle peasantry 
can be durable only if a determined fight is carried on against the 
kulaks and if the work among the poor peasants is intensified; 
that unless these conditions are adhered to, the middle peasantry 
may swing to the side of the kulaks, whom it may regard as a force.

Remember what Lenin said at the Eighth Party Congress:
“We must define our attitude to a class which has no definite and stable 

position*  The proletariat, in its mass, is for socialism; the bourgeoisie, in 
its mass, is opposed to socialism; to define the relation between these two 
classes is easy. But when we pass to a stratum like the middle peasantry, we 
find that it is a class that vacillates. The middle peasant is partly a property 
owner, partly a toiler. He does not exploit other representatives of the toil
ers. For decades he had to defend his position under the greatest difficulties; 
he suffered the exploitation of the landlords and the capitalists; he has borne 
everything; yet at the same time he is a property owner. For that reason our 
attitude toward this vacillating class presents enormous difficulties.” (Eighth 
Congress of the R.C.P. (B.), stenographic record, p. 300.)

* My italics.— J. St.
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But there are other deviations from the correct line, no less 
dangerous than those already mentioned. In some cases the fight 
against the kulak is indeed carried on, but it is carried on in such 
a clumsy and senseless manner that the blows fall on the middle 
and poor peasants. As a result, the kulak escapes unscathed, a 
rift is made in the alliance with the middle peasant, and a- sec
tion of the poor peasants temporarily falls into the clutches of 
the kulak who is fighting to undermine Soviet policy.

In other cases attempts are made to transform the fight against 
the kulaks into expropriation of the kulaks, and grain purchasing 
into appropriation of surpluses, forgetting that under present 
conditions expropriation of the kulaks is folly and the surplus
appropriation system means, not an alliance with, but a fight 
against, the middle peasant.

What is the reason for such deviations from the Party line?
The reason is: failure to understand that the triple task of 

Party work in the rural districts is a single and indivisible task; 
failure to understand that the task of fighting the kulak cannot 
be separated from the task of reaching agreement with the middle 
peasant, and that these two tasks cannot be separated from the 
task of converting the poor peasant into a bulwark of the Party 
in the rural districts.*

* From this it follows that deviations from the correct line create a 
twofold danger to the alliance of the workers and peasants: a danger from 
the side of those who want, for instance, to transform the temporary emer
gency measures in connection with the grain-purchasing campaign into a 
permanent or long-term policy of the Party; and the danger from the side of 
those who want to take advantage of the discontinuance of emergency meas
ures in order to give the kulak a free hand, to proclaim complete freedom 
of trade, trade not regulated by the state. Hence, in order to ensure that the 
correct line is pursued the fight must be waged on two fronts.

I want to take this opportunity to observe that our press does not al
ways follow this rule and sometimes betrays a certain one-sidedness. In some 
cases, for instance, the press exposes those who want to transform the tempo
rary emergency measures in connection with the grain-purchasing campaign 
into a permanent line of our policy and thus endanger the bond with the 
peasants. That is very good. But it is bad and wrong if at the same time our
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What must be done to make sure that those tasks are not 
separated from one another in the course of our current work 
in the rural districts?

We must., at least, issue a guiding slogan that will combine 
all these tasks in one genera] formula and, consequently, prevent 
these tasks from being separated from each other.

Is there such a formula, such a slogan in our Party arsenal?
Yes, there is. That formula is Lenin’s slogan: “To come to 

an agreement with the middle peasant, while not for a moment 
renouncing the struggle against the kulak and at the same time 
firmly relying solely on the poor peasant.”

That is why I think that this slogan is the most expedient and 
all-embracing slogan, that it must be brought to the forefront 
precisely at the present time, precisely under the present condi
tions of our work in the rural districts.

You regard Lenin’s slogan as an “Opposition” si ogam and in 
your letter you ask: “How is that this Opposition slogan was 
printed in '•Pravda' for May I, 1928. ... How can the fact be ex
plained that this slogan appeared on the pages of 'Pravda,' the 
organ of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.— is this merely

press fails to pay sufficient attention to and properly expose those who 
endanger the bond from the other side, who succumb to the petty-bour
geois element, demand a slackening of the fight against the capitalist elements 
in the rural districts and the establishment of complete freedom of trade, 
trade not regulated by the state, and thus undermine the bond with the 
peasants from the other end. That is bad. That is one-sidedness.

It also happens that the press exposes those who, for instance, deny the 
possibility and expediency of improving individual small- and middle
peasant farms which at the present stage are the basis of agriculture. That 
is very good. But if is bad and wrong if at the same time the press does not 
expose those who belittle the importance of the collective farms and the 
state farms and who fail to see that the task of improving individual small- 
and middle-peasant farms must be supplemented by the practical task 
of expanding the construction of collective and state farms. That is one
sidedness.

In order to ensure that the correct line is pursued the fight must be 
waged on two fronts, and all one-sidedness must be abandoned. 
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a technical misprint, or is it a compromise with the Opposition 
on the question of the middle peasant?"

This certainly sounds very formidable. But be careful “at the 
turns,” Comrade S.; otherwise you may, in your zeal, arrive at 
the conclusion that we must prohibit the printing of our program, 
which fully confirms Lenin’s slogan (this is a fact!), and which 
in the main was drawn up by Lenin (who was certainly not in 
the opposition!), and which was adopted by the Eighth Congress 
of the Party (also not in the opposition!). More respect for the 
well-known points in our program on the social groups in the 
rural districts. More respect for the decisions of the Eighth Party 
Congress on the middle peasantry!

As for your phrase “a compromise with the Opposition on the 
question of the middle peasant,” I do not think it is worth the trou
ble to refute it; no doubt you wrote it in the heat of the moment.

You seem to be disturbed by the fact that both Lenin’s slogan 
and the Program of the C.P.S.U.(B.) adopted by the Eighth 
Congress of the Party speak of agreement with the middle peasant, 
whereas in his speech in opening the Eighth Congress Lenin spoke 
of a durable alliance with the middle peasant. Evidently, you 
think there is something in the nature of a contradiction in this. 
Perhaps you are even inclined to believe that the policy of 
agreement with the middle peasant is something in the nature of 
a departure from the policy of alliance with the middle peasant. 
That is wrong, Comrade S. That is a serious error on your part. 
Only those who are able to read the letter of a slogan, but are 
unable to grasp its meaning, can think like that. Only those who 
are ignorant of the history of the siogan of alliance, of agreement 
with the middle peasant, can think 1 ike that. Only those can think 
like that who are capable of believing that Lenin, who, in his 
opening speech at the Eighth Congress, spoke about the policy 
of a “durable alliance” with the middle peasant, departed from 
his own position by saying in another speech at the same congress,, 
and in the Parly program which was adopted by the Eighth Con
gress, that we now need a policy of “agreement” with the middle 
peasant,
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What is the point then? The point is that both Lenin and the 
Party, represented by the Eighth Congress, make no distinc
tion whatever between the concept “agreement” and the concept 
“alliance.” The point is that everywhere, in all his speeches at 
the Eighth Congress, Lenin places the sign of equality between 
the concept “alliance” and the concept “agreement.” The same 
must be said about the resolution of the Eighth Congress, “The 
Attitude to the Middle Peasantry,” in which the sign of equality 
is placed between the concept “agreement” and the concept “al
liance.” And since Lenin and the Party regard the policy of 
agreement with the middle peasant, not as a casual and transient 
one, but as a long-term policy, they had, and have, every reason 
to call the policy of agreement with the middle peasant a policy 
of durable alliance with him and, conversely, to call the policy 
of durable alliance with the middle peasant a policy of agreement 
with him. One has only to read the stenographic record of the 
Eighth Congress of the Party and the resolution of that Congress 
on the middle peasant to be convinced of this.

Here is a passage from Lenin’s speech at the Eighth Con
gress:

“Owing to the inexperience of Soviet workers and to the difficulties of the 
problem, the blows which were intended for the kulaks very frequently fell 
on the middle peasantry. Here we have sinned exceedingly. The experience 
we have gained in this respect will enable us to do everything to avoid 
this in the future. That is the task now facing us, not theoretically, but 
practically. You all knowwell that the problem is a difficult one. We have no 
material values to offer themiddle peasant; and he is a materialist, apractical 
man who demands definite, material values, which we are not now in a position 
to offer and with which the country will have to dispense, perhaps, for several 
months of severe struggle—the struggle which is now promising to end in 
complete victory. But there is a great deal we can do in our administra
tive work: we can improve our administrative machinery and correct a host 
of abuses. The line of our Party, which has not done enough towards arriv
ing at a bloc, an alliance, an agreement*  with themiddle peasantry can and 
must be straightened out and corrected.” (Eighth Congress of the R.C.P. (B.), 
stenographic record, p. 20.)

My Italics.— J.St.
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As you see, Lenin makes no distinction between “agreement” 
and “alliance.”

And here are excerpts from the resolution of the Eighth Con
gress, “The Attitude to the Middle Peasantry.”

“To confuse the middle peasants with the kulaks, to extend to them, to 
any degree, the measures that are directed against the kulaks, means to 
grossly violate, not only all the decrees of the Soviet Government and its 
whole policy, but also all the fundamental principles of communism, which 
point to an agreement between the proletariat and the middle peasantry dur
ing the period of the resolute struggle of the proletariat for the overthrow 
of the bourgeoisie, as one of the conditions for the painless transition to the 
abolition of all forms of exploitation.

“The middle peasantry, which possesses comparatively strong economic 
roots, owing to the backwardness of agricultural technique compared with 
industry even in the most advanced capitalist countries, let alone Russia, 
will continue to exist for a fairly long time after the beginning of the prole
tarian revolution. That is why the tactics of the Soviet workers in the rural 
districts, as well as of the active Party workers, must be based on the assump
tion that the period of collaboration with the middle peasantry will be a 
long one.

“...An absolutely correct policy pursued by the Soviet Government in 
the rural districts thus ensures an alliance and agreement between the victo
rious proletariat and the middle peasantry....

“...The policy of Lhe workers’ and peasants’ government and of the Com
munist Party must continue to be conducted in this spirit of agreement be
tween the proletariat, together with the poor peasantry, and the middle 
peasantry.” * (Eighth Congress of the R. C. P. (B.), stenographic record, 
pp. 370-72.)

* All italics mine.— J. St.

As you see, the resolution also makes no distinction between 
“agreement” and “alliance.”

It will not be superfluous to observe that no mention is made 
in the resolution of the Eighth Congress of “a durable alliance” 
with the middle peasant. Does that mean, however, that the res
olution thereby departs from the policy of “durable alliance” 
with the middle peasant? No, it does not. It only means that 
the resolution places the sign of equality between the concept 
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“agreement,” “collaboraiion” and the concept “durable alliance.” 
For it is obvious: there can be no “alliance” with the middle 
peasant without an “agreement” with him; and the alliance with 
lhe middle peasant cannot be “durable” unless there is a “long
term” agreement and collaborai ion with him.

Such are the facts.
Either one thing or another: either Lenin and the Eighth 

Congress of the Party departed from Lenin’s statement about 
a “durable alliance” with the middle peasant, or this frivolous 
assumption must be abandoned and it must be admitted that 
Lenin and the Eighth Congress of the Party made no distinction 
whatever between the concept “agreement” and the concept “.dur
able alliance.”

Thus, he who does not want to be a victim of sheer pedantry, 
he who wants to grasp the true meaning of Lenin’s slogan, which 
speaks of relying on the poor peasantry, of reaching agreement 
with the middle peasantry and of fighting the kulaks, cannot 
fail to understand that the policy of agreement with Lhe middle 
peasant is a policy of durable alliance with him.

The mistake you made is that you failed to understand the 
fraudulent trick of the Opposition and fell a prey to their provo
cation; you walked into the trap the enemy set for you. The 
Opposition frauds noisily assure us that they are in favour of 
Lenin’s slogan of agreement with the middle peasant; but at the 
same time they drop the provocatory hint that “agreement” 
with the middle peasant is one thing, and a “durable alliance” 
with him is something different. In this way they want to kill 
two birds with one stone: firstly, to conceal their real attitude to 
the middle peasant, which is not one of agreement with the middle 
peasant, but of “disagreement with the middle peasant” (see 
the well-known speech of the Oppositionist Smirnov, which I 
quoted at the Sixteenth Moscow Gubernia Party Conference); 
and, secondly, to catch the simpletons among the Bolsheviks 
with the alleged difference between “agreement” and “alliance,” 
to muddle them up completely and to push them away from 
Lenin.
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And how do certain of our comrades react to this? Instead of 
tearing the mask from the Opposition frauds, instead of expos
ing them as deceiving the Party about their true position, they 
swallow the bait, walk into the trap, and allow themselves to 
be pushed away from Lenin. The Opposition is making a lot of 
noise about Lenin's slogan; the members of the Opposition pre
tend to be adherents of Lenin’s slogan; therefore, I must dis
sociate myself from this slogan, otherwise I may be confused 
with the Opposition, otherwise I may be accused of “compro
mising with the Opposition”—such is the logic of these 
comrades!

And this is not the only instance of the fraudulent tricks played 
by the Opposition. Take, for instance, the slogan of self-criticism. 
Bolsheviks cannot but know that the slogan of self-criticism is 
one of the foundations of our Party activities: it is a means of 
strengthening the proletarian dictatorship, the soul of the Bol
shevik method of training cadres. The Opposition makes a lot 
of noise protesting that they, the Opposition, invented the slo
gan of self-criticism, that the Party stole this slogan from them, 
and thereby capitulated to the Opposition. By acting in this 
way the Opposition is trying to gain at least two ends:

firstly, to conceal from the working class and to deceive it 
about the fact that an abyss divides the “self-criticism” of the 
Opposition, whose purpose is to destroy the Party spirit, from 
Bolshevik self-criticism, whose purpose is to strengthen the 
Party spirit;

secondly, to catch certain simpletons and to induce them 
to dissociate themselves from the Party slogan of self-criticism.

And how do some of our comrades react to this? Instead of 
tearing the mask from the Opposition frauds and upholding the 
slogan of Bolshevik self-criticism, they walk into the trap, dis
sociate themselves from the slogan of self-criticism, dance to 
the tune of the Opposition and capitulate to it, mistakenly 
believing that they are dissociating themselves from the Op
position.

A host of such instances might be cited.
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But in our work we cannot dance to anybody’s tune. Si ill 
less can we allow ourselves to be guided in our work by what the 
members of the Opposition say about us. We must pursue our 
own path, brushing aside both the fraudulent attempts of the 
Opposition and the errors of certain of our Bolsheviks who have 
fallen victims to the provocation of the Opposition. Remember 
the words quoted by Marx: “Follow your own path, and let people 
say what they likel” '

Written: June 12, 1928
Pravda., No. 152,
July 3, 1928



THE RIGHT DANGER IN THE O.P.S.U.(B.)

Speech Delivered at the Plenum, 
of the Moscou) Committee and the Moscow 
Control Com,mission of the C.P,S.U.(B.)

October 19, 1928

I think, comrades, that we must first rid our minds of 
trivialities, of personal matters, and the like, in order to solve 
the problem of the Right deviation which interests us today.

Is there a Right opportunist danger in our Party? Are there 
any objective factors favourable to the development of such a 
danger? How should this danger be fought? These are the ques
tions that now confront us.

But we shall never solve the problem of the Right deviation 
unless we purge this problem of all the trivialities and irrele
vant elements which encumber it and which prevent us from 
understanding its essence.

Zapolsky is wrong in thinking that the question of the Right 
deviation is a fortuitous one. He contends that this is not a mat
ter of a Right deviation, but of petty squabbles, personal in
trigue, etc. Let us assume for a moment that petty squabbles and 
personal intrigue do play some part in this, as they do in all 
struggles. But to explain everything by petty squabbles and to 
fail to see the essence of the problem because of. them, is to de
part from the correct, Marxian path.

A large, solid organization of long standing, such as the 
Moscow organization undoubtedly is, could not be agitated from 
top to bottom and excited by the efforts of a few squabblers or in
triguers. No, comrades, such miracles do hot happen. Nor do I 
need to dwell on the fact that the strength and power of the 
Moscow organization cannot be evaluated so lightly. Obviously, 
more profound causes have been at work here, causes which have 
nothing to do with petty squabbles and intrigue.
18—592
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Fruntov is also wrong, for although he admits the existence 
of a Right danger, he does not think it worth while for serious, 
busy people to concern themselves with it seriously. In his opin
ion, the question of the Right deviation is a subject for noise-
makers iioL for serious people. I quite understand Fruntov:
he is so absorbed in the day-to-day practical work that he has
no time to think about the perspectives of our development.
But that does not mean that we must convert the narrow, purely 
business approach of certain of our Party workers into a dogma 
of our work of construction. A healthy business approach is a 
good thing; but if it loses perspective in the work and fails to 
subordinate the work to the basic line of the Party, it becomes 
a drawback. And yet it should not be difficult to understand that 
the question of the Right deviation is a question of the basic 
line of our Party; it is the question as to whether the perspectives 
of development outlined by our Party at the Fifteenth Congress 
are right or wrong.

The comrades who in discussing the problem of the Right 
deviation concentrate on the question of the individuals repre
senting the Right deviation are also wrong. Show us who are 
the Rights and the conciliators, they say, name them, so that 
we can deal with them accordingly. That is not the proper 
way of presenting the question. Individuals, of course, are of 
some importance. Nevertheless, the question is not one of 
individuals, but of the conditions, of the situation that give rise 
to the Right danger in the Party. Individuals can be removed, 
but it does not mean that we have thereby cut the roots of the 
Right danger in our Party. Therefore, the question of individ
uals does not solve the problem, although it is undoubtedly 
of interest.

In this connection I cannot help recalling an incident which 
occurred in Odessa at the end of 1919 and the beginning of 1920, 
when our forces, having driven Denikin out of the Ukraine, were 
crushing the last remnants of his armies in the district of Odessa. 
A number of Red Army men searched high and low for the “En
tente” in Odessa, convinced that if they could only capture it— 
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the “Entente”—the war would be over. {Loud laughter.) It is 
conceivable that our Red Army men might have captured some 
representatives of the Entente in Odessa, but that, of course, 
would not have settled the question of the Entente, for the roots 
of the Entente did not lie in Odessa, although Odessa at that 
time was Denikin’s last terrain, but in world capitalism.

The same can be said of certain of our comrades who in the 
question of the Right deviation concentrate on the individuals 
representing that deviation, forgetting about the conditions 
that give rise to it.

That is why we must first of all be clear about the conditions 
that give rise to the Right, and also to the “Left” (Trotskyite), 
deviation from the Leninist line.

Under capitalist conditions the Right deviation in communism 
is a tendency, an inclination, not yet formulated, it is true, and 
perhaps not yet consciously realized, but nevertheless a tendency 
on the part of a section of the Communists to depart from the 
revolutionary line of Marxism in the direction of Social-Democ
racy. When certain groups of Communists deny the expediency of 
the slogan “class against class” in election campaigns (France), 
or are opposed to the Communist Party nominating its own 
candidates (Great Britain), or are disinclined to make a sharp 
issue of the fight against “Left” Social-Democracy (Germany), 
etc., etc., it shows that there are individuals in the Communist 
parties who are striving to adapt communism to Social-Democ
ratism.

A victory of the Right deviation in the Communist parties 
in capitalist countries would mean the ideological defeat of the 
Communist parties and an enormous accession of strength to 
Social-Democratism. And what does an enormous accession of 
strength to Social-Democratism mean? It means the strength
ening and consolidation of capitalism, for Social-Democracy is 
the main prop of capitalism in the working class.

Hence, a victory of the Right deviation in the Communist 
parties in capitalist countries would add to the conditions neces
sary for the preservation of capitalism.
18*
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Under the conditions of Soviet development, when capitalism 
has already been overthrown, but its roots had not yet been torn 
up, the Right deviation in communism signifies a tendency, 
an inclination, not yet formulated, it is true, and perhaps not 
yet consciously realized, but nevertheless a tendency on the 
part of a section of Communists to depart from the general line 
of our Party towards bourgeois ideology. When certain groups 
of our Communists strive to drag the Party back from the deci
sions of the Fifteenth Congress and deny the need for an offen
sive against the capitalist elements in the rural districts; or 
demand a contraction of our industry in the belief that the pres
ent rate of development is fatal for the country; or deny the 
expediency of subsidies to the collective farms and state farms 
in the belief that such subsidies are money thrown to the winds; 
or deny the expediency of fighting against bureaucracy by meth
ods of self-criticism in the belief that self-criticism undermines 
our apparatus; or demand that the monopoly of foreign trade be 
relaxed, etc., it means that there are people in the ranks of our 
Party who are striving, perhaps without themselves realizing it, 
to adapt our socialist construction to the tastes and needs of the 
“Soviet” bourgeoisie.

A victory of the Right deviation in our Party would mean an 
enormous accession of strength to the capitalist elements in our 
country. And what does an accession of strength to the capital
ist elements in our country mean? It means weakening the pro
letarian dictatorship and multiplying the chances of the res
toration of capitalism.

Hence, a victory of the Right deviation in our Party would 
add to the conditions necessary for the restoration of capitalism 
in our country.

Do we have in our Soviet country any of the conditions that 
would make the restoration of capitalism possible! Yes, we have. 
That, comrades, may appear strange, but it is a fact. We have 
overthrown capitalism, we have established the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, we are developing our socialist industry at 
a rapid pace and are linking the peasant economy with it. But 
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we have not yet torn up the roots of capitalism. Where are these 
roots imbedded? They are imbedded in the system of commodity 
production, in small production in the towns, and particularly 
in the rural districts.

As Lenin said, the strength of capitalism lies “in the strength 
of small production. For, unfortunately, small production is 
still very, very widespread in the world, and small production 
engenders capitalism and the bourgeoisie continuously, daily, 
hourly,spontaneously,and on a mass scale.’’(See Vol. XXV,p. 173.)

It is clear that, since small production bears a mass, and even 
a predominant character in our country, and since it engenders 
capitalism and the bourgeoisie continuously and on a mass scale, 
particularly under the conditions of NEP, we therefore have 
in our country some of the conditions which make the restoration 
of capitalism possible.

Have we the necessary means and forces in our Soviet country 
to abolish, to eliminate the possibility of restoring capitalism? 
Yes, we have. And it is this fact that proves the correctness of 
Lenin’s thesis on the possibility of building a complete socialist 
society in the U.S.S.R. For this purpose it is necessary to consol
idate the dictatorship of the proletariat, to strengthen the al
liance between the working class and the peasantry, to strengthen 
our key positions for the purpose of industrializing the country, 
to develop industry at a rapid rate, to electrify the country, to 
place the whole of our national economy on a new technical basis, 
to organize the masses of the peasantry into cooperative societies 
and to increase the yield of their farms, gradually to amalgamate 
the individual peasant farms into collective farms, to develop 
state farms, to restrict and overcome the capitalist elements in 
town and country, etc., etc.

Here is what Lenin says on this subject:

“As long as we live in a small-peasant country, there is a surer economic 
basis for capitalism in Russia than for communism. This must be borne in 
mind. Anyone who has carefully observed life in the countryside, as compared 
with life in the towns, knows that we have not tom up the roots of capitalism 
and have not undermined the foundation, the basjs of the internal enemy,
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The latter depends on small-scale production, and there is only one way of 
undermining it, namely, to place the economy of the country, including 
agriculture, on a new technical basis, the technical basis of modern large- 
scale production. And it is only in electricity that we have such a basis. 
Communism is the Soviet power plus the electrification of the whole coun
try, Otherwise the country will remain a small-peasant country, and that 
we must clearly realize. We are weaker than capitalism, not only on the 
world scale but also within the country. Everybody knows that. We have 
realized it, and we shall see to it that the economic basis is transformed from 
a small-peasant basis into a large-scale industrial basis. Only when the coun
try has been electrified, when industry, agriculture and transport have been 
placed on the technical basis of modern large-scale industry, only then shall 
we be fully victorious,” (Vol. XXVI, pp. 46-47.)

It follows, firstly, that as long as we live in a small-peasant 
country, as long as we have not torn up the roots of capitalism, 
there is a surer economic basis for capitalism than for communism. 
It may happen that you cut down a tree but fail to tear up the 
roots; your strength does not suffice for this. Hence the possi
bility of the restoration of capitalism in our country.

Secondly, it follows that beside the possibility of the resto
ration of capitalism there is also the possibility 0/ the victory 
of socialism in our country, because we can eliminate the pos
sibility of the restoration of capitalism, we can tear up the roots 
of capitalism and secure the final victory over capitalism in our 
country, if we intensify the work of electrifying the country, 
if we place our industry, agriculture and transport on the techni
cal basis of modern, large-scale industry. Hence the possibility 
of the victory of socialism in our country.

And finally, it follows that we cannot build socialism in in
dustry alone and leave agriculture to the mercy of spontaneous 
development on the grounds that the countryside will “automati
cally follow” the lead of the towns. The existence of socialist 
industry in the towns is the principal factor in the socialist trans
formation of the countryside. But this does not mean that that 
factor is quite sufficient. If the socialist towns are to take the 
peasant countryside in tow and lead it all the way, it is essential, 
U? LCSW gays, “to place the economy of the country, including 
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agriculture,*  on a new technical basis, the technical basis of 
modern large-scale production.”

* My italics,—/, $t,

Does this quotation from Lenin contradict another of his 
statements, to the effect that “NEP fully guarantees the possi
bility*  of building the foundations of socialist economy”? No, 
it does not. On the contrary, the two statements fully coincide. 
Lenin does not say that NEP gives us socialism ready made. 
Lenin merely says that NEP guarantees the possibility of build
ing the foundations of socialist economy. There is a great dif
ference between the possibility of building socialism and the 
actual building of socialism. Possibility and actuality must not 
be confused. It is precisely for the purpose of transforming pos
sibility into actuality that Lenin proposes that the country be 
electrified and industry, agriculture and transport placed on the 
technical basis of modern large-scale production, as a condition 
for the final victory of socialism in our country.

But this condition for the building of socialism cannot he 
fulfilled in one or two years. It is impossible in one or two years 
to industrialize the country, build up a powerful industry, organ
isé the millions of peasants into cooperative societies, place 
agriculture on a new technical basis, amalgamate the individual 
peasant farms into big collective farms, develop state farms, and 
restrict and overcome the capitalist elements in town and country. 
Years and years of intense work of construction on the part of 
the proletarian dictatorship will be needed for this. And until 
that is accomplished—and it cannot be accomplished all at 
once—we shall remain a small-peasant country, where small 
production engenders capitalism and the bourgeoisie continuously 
and on a mass scale, and where the danger of the restoration of 
capitalism remains.

And since our proletariat does not live in a vacuum, but in 
the midst of real life with all its variety of forms, the bourgeois 
elements which arise on the basis of small production “encircle 
the proletariat on every side with a petty-bourgeois atmosphere, 
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which permeates and corrupts the proletariat and causes constant 
relapses among the proletariat into petty-bourgeois spinelessness, 
disunity, individualism, and alternate moods of exaltation and 
dejection” (Lenin, Vol. XXV, p. 189), thereby causing in the 
ranks of the proletariat and of its Party a certain amount of 
vacillation, a certain amount of wavering.

That is the root and the basis of all sorts of vacillations and 
deviations from the Leninist line in the ranks of the Party.

That is why the Right and “Left” deviations in our Party 
cannot be regarded as a trifling matter.

Where does the danger of the Right, frankly opportunist, de
viation in our Party lie? In the fact that it underestimates the 
strength of our enemies, the strength of capitalism; it does not 
see the danger of the restoration of capitalism; it does not under
stand the mechanism of the class struggle under the dictatorship 
of the proletariat and therefore so readily agrees to make con
cessions to capitalism, demanding a slowing down in the develop
ment of our industry, demanding concessions for the capitalist 
elements in town and country, demanding that the question of 
collective farms and state farms be kept in the background, de
manding that the monopoly of foreign trade be relaxed, etc., 
etc.

There is no doubt that the triumph of the Right deviation in 
our Party would unleash the forces of capitalism, undermine the 
revolutionary positions of the proletariat and increase the chances 
of restoring capitalism in our country.

Where does the danger of the "Left" (Trotskyite) deviation in 
our Party lie? In the fact that it overestimates the strength of our 
enemies, the strength of capitalism; it sees only the possibility 
of restoring capitalism, but cannot see the possibility of building 
socialism by the efforts of our country; it gives way to despair 
and is obliged to console itself with chatter about the Thermi
dor ianism of our Party.

From the words of Lenin that “as long as we live in a small
peasant country, there is a surer economic basis for capitalism 
in Russia than for cQipjnupjsm,” the “Left” deviation draws the 
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false conclusion that it is impossible to build socialism in the 
U.S.S.R, at all; that nothing can be done with the peasantry; 
that the idea of an alliance between the working class and the 
peasantry is antiquated; that unless a victorious revolution in 
the West comes to our aid the dictatorship of the proletariat in 
(he U.S.S.R, must fall or degenerate; that unless we adopt the 
fantastic plan of superindustrialization, even at the cost of a 
rupture with the peasantry, the cause of socialism in the U.S.S.R, 
must be regarded as doomed.

Hence the adventurism in the policy of the “Left” deviation. 
Hence, its “superhuman” leaps in the sphere of policy.

There is no doubt that the triumph of the “Left” deviation in 
our Party would lead to the working class being separated from 
its peasant base, to the vanguard of the working class being 
separated from the rest of the working-class masses, and, conse
quently, to the defeat of the proletariat and to conditions facili
tating the restoration of capitalism.

You see, therefore, that both dangers, the “Left” and the 
Right, both these deviations from the Leninist line, the Right 
and the “Left,” lead to the same result, although from different 
directions.

Which of these dangers is worse? In my opinion one is as bad 
as the other.

The difference between these deviations from the point of 
view of successfully combating them consists in the fact that 
the danger of the “Left” deviation is at the present moment more 
obvious to the Party than the danger of the Right deviation. 
The intense struggle that has been waged against the “Left” de
viation for several years has, of course, not been wasted on the 
Party. It stands to reason that the Party has learned a great 
deal in the years of the fight against the “Left,” Trotskyite devia
tion and cannot now be easily deceived by “Left” phrases.

As for the danger of the Right deviation, which existed before, 
but which now stands out more distinctly because of the growth 
of the petty-bourgeois element resulting from last year’s grain
purchasing crisis, I think it is pot quite so obvious to certain
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sections of the Party. That is why our task must be—while 
not relenting in the fight against the “Left,” Trotskyite danger 
one iota—to lay the emphasis on the fight against the Right 
deviation and to take all measures to make the danger of this 
deviation as obvious to the Party as the Trotskyite danger.

The question of the Right deviation might not have been as 
acute as it is now were it not for the fact that it is associated 
with the difficulties accompanying our development. But the 
whole point is that the existence of the Right deviation compli
cates the difficulties accompanying our development and hinders 
our efforts to overcome these difficulties. And for the very reason 
that the Right danger hinders the efforts to overcome the diffi
culties, the question of overcoming the Right danger has assumed 
particularly great importance for us.

A few words about the nature of our difficulties. It should 
be borne in mind that our difficulties should by no means be 
regarded as difficulties of stagnation or decline. There are diffi
culties that arise at a time of economic decline, or stagnation, 
and in such cases efforts are made to render the stagnation less 
painful, or the decline less profound. Our difficulties have nothing 
in common with difficulties of that kind. The characteristic 
feature of our difficulties is that they are difficulties of expan
sion, difficulties of growth. When we speak about difficulties we 
usually mean, by what per cent must industry be expanded, 
by what per cent must the crop area be enlarged, by how many 
poods must the crop yield be increased, etc., etc. And because our 
difficulties are those of expansion, and not of decline or stagna
tion, they should constitute nothing particularly dangerous 
to the Party.

But difficulties are difficulties, nevertheless. And since in 
order to overcome difficulties it is necessary to exert all efforts, 
it is necessary to display firmness and endurance, and since not 
everybody can display sufficient firmness and endurance— 
perhaps as a result of fatigue and jaded nerves, or because of a 
preference for a quiet life, free from struggle and agitation—we 
get these vacillations and wavering, a tendency to adopt the 
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line of least resistance, talk about slowing down the rate of indus
trial development, about making concessions to the capitalist 
elements, about rejecting collective farms and state farms and, 
in general, everything that goes beyond the calm and familiar 
conditions of the daily routine.

But unless we overcome the difficulties in our path we shall 
make no progress. And in order to overcome the difficulties we 
must first defeat the Right danger, we must first overcome the 
Right deviation, which is hindering the fight against the difficul
ties and is trying to shake the Party’s will to fight against the 
difficulties.

I am speaking, of course, of a real fight against the Right de
viation, not a verbal, or a paper fight. There are people in our 
Party who to soothe their conscience are quite willing to cry: 
Fight the Right danger! in the same way as priests cry, “Halle
lujah! Hallelujah!” But they will not do a thing, not a single prac
tical thing, to organize the fight against the Right deviation as 
it should be organized, and to really overcome this deviation. We 
call this tendency a conciliationist tendency towards the Right, 
frankly opportunist, deviation. It is not difficult to understand 
that the fight against this conciliationist tendency is an integral 
part of the general fight against the Right deviation, against the 
Right danger. For it is impossible to overcome the Right oppor
tunist deviation without conducting a systematic fight against 
the conciliationist tendency which takes the opportunists under 
its wing.

The question as to who are the representatives of the Right 
deviation is undoubtedly of interest, although it is not of decisive 
importance. We came across representatives of the Right danger 
in our lower Party organizations during the grain-purchasing 
crisis last year, when a number of Communists in the volosts and 
villages opposed the Party’s policy and pursued a policy of form
ing a bond with kulak elements. As you know, such people 
were excluded from the Party last spring, which matter was spe
cially referred to in a well-known document of the Central Commit
tee of our Party in February this year.
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But it would be wrong to say that there are no such people 
left in the Party. If we go higher up, to the uyezd and gubernia 
Party organizations, or if we dig deeper into our Soviet and cooper
ative organizations, we shall without difficulty find representa
tives of the Right danger and the conciliationist tendency. We 
know of “letters,” and “declarations,” and other documents writ
ten by a number of functionaries in the Party and Soviet appara
tus, in which the drift towards the Right deviation is distinctly 
expressed. You know that these letters and documents were re
ferred to in the stenographic record of the July Plenum of the 
Central Committee.

If we go higher still, and ask about the members of the Cen
tral Committee, we shall have to admit that there are certain, 
very insignificant, it is true, elements of a conciliatory attitude 
towards the Right danger even there. The stenographic record 
of the July Plenum of the Central Committee gives direct proof 
of this.

Well, and what about the Political Bureau? Are there any 
deviations in the Political Bureau? In the Political Bureau there 
are neither Right nor “Left” deviations nor advocates of a concil
iatory attitude towards those deviations. This must be said 
quite categorically. It is time to put a stop to the malicious 
gossip spread by enemies of the Party and by the oppositionists 
of all kinds to the effect that there is a Right deviation, or a con
ciliatory attitude towards the Right deviation, in the Political 
Bureau of our Central Committee.

Were there vacillations and wavering in the Moscow organiza
tion, or in its leading body, the Moscow Committee? Yes, there 
Were. It would be absurd to assert now that there was no wav
ering and no vacillations there. The frank speech Penkov made 
is direct proof of this. Penkov is by no means the least important 
man in the Moscow organization and in the Moscow Committee. 
You heard him openly and straightforwardly confess that he had 
been wrong on a number of important questions of our Party 
policy. This does not mean, of course, that the Moscow Cominit- 
tee as a whole was infected with the spirit of vacillation. No} 
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it does not mean that. A document like the appeal of Lhe Moscow 
Committee to the members of the Moscow organization in October 
this year proves beyond any doubt that the Moscow Committee 
has succeeded in overcoming the vacillations of certain of its 
members. I have no doubt that the leadership of the Moscow 
Committee will be able completely to straighten out the situation.

Certain comrades are dissatisfied with the fact that the district 
organizations interfered in this matter and demanded that an 
end be put to the mistakes and vacillations of certain leaders 
of the Moscow organization. 1 do not think that this dissatisfac
tion is in any way justified. What is there wrong about district 
actives of the Moscow organization demanding that an end be 
put to mistakes and vacillations? Is not our work governed by 
the slogan—self-criticism from below? Is it not a fact that self- 
criticism increases the activity of the Party rank and file and of 
the proletarian rank and file in general? What is there wrong, 
or dangerous, in the fact that the district actives proved equal to 
the situation?

Did the Central Committee act rightly in interfering in this 
matter? I think it did. Berzin thinks that the Central Commit
tee acted too rigorously in demanding the removal of one of the 
district leaders to whom the district organization was opposed. 
That is absolutely wrong. Let me remind Berzin of certain inci
dents in 1919 or 1920, when several members of the Central 
Committee who were guilty of certain, in my opinion, not very 
serious errors in respect of the Party line, were, on Lenin’s sug
gestion, subjected to exemplary punishment, one of them being 
sent to Turkestan, and the other almost paying the penalty of 
expulsion from the Central Committee.

Was Lenin right in acting the way he did? I think he was 
absolutely right. The situation in the Central Committee then 
was not what it is now. Half the members of the Centra] Commit
tee followed Trotsky, and there was instability in the Central 
Committee. The Central Committee today is acting much more 
mildly. Why? Is it because we want to be more gentle than Lenin? 
No, that is not the point. The point is that the position of the 
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Central Committee is more stable now than it was then, and the 
Central Committee can afford to act more mildly.

Nor is Sakharov right in asserting that the intervention of 
the Central Committee was belated. Sakharov is wrong because 
he evidently does not know that, properly speaking, the Central 
Committee began to intervene in February of this year. Sakharov 
can convince himself of this if he desires. It is true that the in
tervention of tbe Central Committee did not immediately secure 
the required results. But it would be strange to blame the Central 
Committee for that.

Conclusions:
1) the Right danger is a serious danger in our Party, for it 

is rooted in the social and economic conditions of our country;
2) the danger of the Right deviation is aggravated by the ex

istence of difficulties which cannot be overcome unless the Right 
deviation and the conciliatory attitude towards the Right devia
tion are overcome;

3) in the Moscow organization there have been vacillations 
and wavering, there have been elements of instability;

4) the leadership of the Moscow Committee, with the help of 
the Central Committee and the district actives, took all measures 
to put an end to these vacillations;

5) there can be no doubt that the Moscow Committee will 
succeed in overcoming the mistakes observable in the past;

6) our task is to put a stop to the internal struggle, to strength
en the unity of the Moscow organization, and carry through 
the nuclei elections successfully on the basis of unrestricted self- 
criticism. (Applause.)
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* The present text of this speech contains over 30 pages which had not 
been published heretofore.—Ed.

Speech Delivered at the Plenum 
of the Central Committee and the Central 

Control Commission of the C.P.S.U^B.)
April 1929

(Stenographic Record)

Comrades, I shall not comment on the matter of personal 
feelings, although personal feelings played a rather conspicuous 
part in the speeches of some of the comrades from Bukharin’s 
group. I shall make no comment on this subject because personal 
feelings are a trivial matter, and it is not worth while speaking 
of trivial matters. Bukharin spoke of letters he had written to 
me. He read some of these letters and from their content one 
could gather that although we were still friends some time ago, 
now we differ politically. The same mood could be detected in 
the speeches of Uglanov and Tomsky: What is happening, they 
seemed to suggest, how is it that we, old Bolsheviks, should sud
denly be at odds and have no respect for each other.

I think that these moans and lamentations are not worth a 
brass farthing. Our organization is not a family group nor is it an 
association based on personal friendship; it is the political party 
of the working class. We cannot tolerate that interests of personal 
friendship should be placed higher than the interests of our cause.

Things have come to a sad pass, comrades, if the only reason 
why we are called old Bolsheviks is that we are just old. Old 
Bolsheviks are respected not because they are old, but because 
they are eternally young, never-aging revolutionaries. If an old 
Bolshevik has swerved from the path of the revolution, or degen
erated and failed politically, then, be he even one hundred years 
old, he has no right to call himself an old Bolshevik; he has no 
right to demand that the Party should respect him.
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Moreover, questions of personal friendship should not be 
placed on one level with political questions, for, as the saying 
goes—friendship is all very well, but duty comes first. We are 
all of us the servants of the working class, and if the interests 
of personal friendship clash with the interests of the revolu
tion, then personal friendship must come second. For Bolshe
viks this is the only possible altitude.

I shall not comment either on the subject of insinuations and 
veiled accusations of a personal nature that were contained in 
the speeches of the comrades from Bukharin’s opposition. Evi
dently these comrades are attempting to conceal the underlying 
political reason for our differences behind a cloak of insinuations 
and ambiguities. They are seeking to substitute petty political 
scheming for politics. Tomsky’s speech is indeed typical in this 
respect. His was the speech of a typical trade union politician 
attempting to substitute petty political scheming for politics. 
However, this subterfuge will get them nowhere.

Let us now turn to our business.

I
ONE OB TWO LINES?

Do we have one common, general line or do we have two 
lines? This, comrades, is the basic question.

When he spoke here Rykov said that we have one general 
line and that if we do have some “insignificant” divergencies, it 
is merely due to the existence of “slight differences” in the inter
pretation of the general line.

Is this correct? Unfortunately it is not. And it is not merely 
incorrect, but it is absolutely contrary to the truth. If we really 
have only one line, and are separated only by slight differences, 
then why did Bukharin so eagerly canvass the former Trotskyites 
who are led by Kamenev, in an effort to set up with them a fac
tional bloc directed against the Central Committee and its Po
litical Bureau? Is it not true that Bukharin spoke there of a 
“fatal” line of the Central Committee, of Bukharin’s, Tomsky’s 
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and Rykov’s fundamental disagreement with the Central Commit
tee of the Party, of the need to make a drastic change in the com
position of the Political Bureau of the Central Committee?

If there is only one line, why is it that Bukharin conspired 
with former Trotskyites against the Central Committee, and why 
is it that Rykov and Tomsky aided him in this undertaking?

If there is only one general line, is it admissible that one 
section of the Political Bureau, which is supporting one, common, 
general line, should seek to undermine the other section which 
is supporting the selfsame general line?

Is such a fluctuating policy admissible if we have one, common, 
general line?

If there is only one line, then how are we to account for Bu
kharin's statement of January 30, which was plainly and overtly 
aimed against the Central Committee and its general line?

If there is only one line, then how are we to account for the 
statement of the group of three (Bukharin, Rykov, Tomsky) of 
February 9 where, in a cynical and grossly slanderous manner, 
they accuse the Party of carrying out a policy—(a)-of military- 
feudal exploitation of the peasantry, (h) of promoting bureauc
racy, (e) of bringing about the disintegration of the Comintern?

Perhaps these declarations are just ancient history? Perhaps 
it is conceded now that these declarations were due to a mistake? 
Perhaps Rykov, Bukharin and Tomsky are prepared to take 
back these declarations which are unquestionably groundless 
and hostile to the Party? If this is the case, let them say so frank
ly and honestly. Then everyone will understand that we have 
only one line and are separated only by slight differences. But, 
as the speeches of Rykov, Bukharin and Tomsky indicate, they 
would not do that, and they not only would not do it now, but 
moreover have no intention of repudiating these declarations 
in the future, and they state that their point of view as set forth 
in the declarations remains unchanged.

Then where, pray, is one, common, general line?
If there is only one line, and, in the opinion of the Bukharin 

group, the Party line consists in the furthering of a policy of 
19—592
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feudal-military exploitation of the peasantry, then is it at all 
conceivable that Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky really wish lo 
join us in the furthering of this fatal policy, instead of com
bating it? This is absurd, indeed.

If there is only one line, and, in the opinion of the Bukharin 
opposition, the Party line consists in the fostering of bureaucracy, 
then is it at all conceivable that Rykov, Bukharin and Tomsky 
really wish to join us in the fostering of bureaucracy within the 
Party, instead of combating it? This is nonsense, indeed.

If there is only one line, and, in the opinion of the Bukharin 
opposition, the Party line consists in furthering the disintegra
tion of the Comintern, then is it at all conceivable that Rykov, 
Bukharin and Tomsky really wish to join us in the prosecution 
of this policy instead of combating it? How are we to believe such 
nonsense?

No, comrades, there must be something wrong with Rykov’s 
assertion that we have one, common line. Whichever way you 
look at it, if we bear in mind the facts I have just set forth re
garding the declarations and conduct of the Bukharin group, there 
is something amiss with the business of one, common line.

If there is only one line, then how are we to explain the policy 
of resigning adopted by Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky? Is it 
at all conceivable that there being a common general line, one 
section of the Political Bureau should systematically refuse to 
implement the repeated decisions of the Central Committee of the 
•Party and continue to sabotage party work for six whole months? 
If we really have only one, common, general line then what is 
the meaning of this disruptive policy of resigning that is being 
methodically carried on by one section of the Political Bureau?

From the history of our Party we know of cases when a policy 
of resigning was being practised. It will be recalled, for instance, 
that.on the day after the October Revolution some comrades led 
by Kamenev and Zinoviev refused the posts to which they had 
been assigned, and .demanded a change in the policy of the Party. 
It will be recalled that these comrades sought to justify their 
ppsition by proclaiming the necessity of forming a coalition 
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government which would include Mensheviks and Socialist-Revo
lutionaries, and this in opposition to the Central Committee of our 
Party which sought to form a purely Bolshevik government. But 
at that time the policy of resigning had some justification, because 
it was based on the existence of two different lines, one of 
which was in favour of forming a purely Bolshevik government, 
and the other, in favour of a coalition government jointly with 
Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries. That was perfectly 
comprehensible. But we see no logic, no logic whatsoever, when 
the Bukharin opposition on the one hand proclaims the unity 
of the general line, and on the other carries on a policy of 
resigning, as Zinoviev and Kamenev did during the October 
Revolution.

Either one thing or the other—either there is one line only, 
and in that case the policy of resigning of Bukharin and his friends 
is incomprehensible and inexplicable, or we have two lines, and 
in that case the policy of resigning is perfectly comprehensible 
and explicable.

If there is only one line, how are we to explain the fact that 
three members of the Political Bureau—Rykov, Bukharin and 
Tomsky—deemed it possible, when voting at a meeting of the 
Political Bureau, to abstain when the main theses on the 
five-year plan and the peasant question were being adopted? Is 
it at all imaginable that when there is but one general line, 
some of the comrades should refrain from voting on essential 
questions of our economic policy? No, comrades, such miracles 
must be ruled out.

Finally, if there is only one line, and we are separated only by 
slight differences, why did the comrades from the Bukharin op
position, Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky, reject the compromise 
proposed by a commission of the Political Bureau on February 7 
of this yèar ? Is it not a fact that this compromise gave the Bu
kharin group a perfectly acceptable way out of the blind alley 
into which it had walked of its own accord?

Here is the text of the compromise proposed by the majority 
of the Central Committee on February 7 of this year:

19*
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"After an exchange of views in the Commission it was ascertained that:
"1) Bukharin admits that his negotiations with Kamenev were a political 

error;
“2) Bukharin admits that the assertions contained in his ‘declaration’ of 

January 30,1929, alleging that the Central Committee is carrying out a pol
icy of ‘military-feudal exploitation of the peasantry,’that the Central Com
mittee is bringing about the disintegration of the Comintern and is promot
ing bureaucracy within the Party—that these assertions were made on the 
spur of the moment, during heated polemics, that he is not maintaining these 
assertions any longer, and considers that he does not differ with the Central 
Committee on these questions;

“3) Bukharin recognizes, therefore, that close cooperation in the wrnrk 
of the Political Bureau is possible and necessary;

“4) Bukharin drops his resignation from Pravda as well as from the 
Comintern;

“5) Consequently, Bukharin withdraws his declaration of January 30.
“On the basis of the aforementioned, the Commission decided that it would 

not submit its draft resolution containing a political appraisal of Bukharin's 
errors to the joint meeting of the Political Bureau and the Presidium of the 
Central Control Commission, and requested the joint meeting of the Political 
Bureau and the Presidium of the Central Control Commission to withdraw from 
circulation pertinent documents (stenographic records of speeches, etc.).

“The Commission requests the Political Bureau and the Presidium of the 
C.C.C.to take steps for creating proper conditions for Bukharin’s normal 
work as editor-in-chief of Pravda and secretary of the Executive Com
mittee of the Comintern.”

Why did Bukharin and his friends reject this compromise if 
it is true that we have only one line, and if we are divided by 
only slight differences? Is it not perfectly obvious that Bukharin 
and his friends should have been extremely eager to accept the 
compromise proposed by the Political Bureau, and thus put an end 
to the tension existing within the Party and create an atmosphere 
conducive to unity and cooperation in the Political Bureau?

They speak of the unity of the Party, of the collective system 
of work of the Political Bureau. But is it not obvious that persons 
who support genuine unity and value the collective system in 
work should have accepted the compromise? Why, then, have 
Bukharin and his friends rejected this compromise?

Is .it not obvious that if we had only one line, then the decla
ration of the group of three of February 9 could not have materi
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alized, nor would we have had Bukharin’s and his friends’refusal 
to accept the compromise proposed by the Political Bureau of 
the Central Committee?

No, comrades, if we bear in mind the facts that have just 
been set forth, then there must indeed be something amiss with 
the business of your one, common line.

It turns out that in reality we have not one line, but two lines, 
one of them being the line of the Centra) Committee and the other, 
the line of Bukharin’s group.

In his speech Rykov made an untrue statement when he de
clared that we have only one general line. He sought thereby to 
disguise his own line, which differs from the Party line, for the 
purpose of secretly undermining the Party line. The policy of op
portunism consists precisely in attempting to keep differences in 
the background, to gloss over the actual situation within the Party, 
to disguise one’s own position and to prevent the Party from ob
taining a clear picture of the situation.

Why does opportunism pursue such a policy? Because it enables 
opportunists to carry out in effect their own line, which differs 
from the Party line, behind a smokescreen of idle talk about Party 
unity. In hisspeech at the present Plenum of the Central Committee 
and the Central Control Commission Rykov adopted this oppor
tunist position.

Would you care to hear Lenin’s definition of the opportunist 
in general, as given in one of his articles? This definition is im
portant for us not only because of its general significance, but 
also because it fits Rykov perfectly.

This is what Lenin says about the peculiar features of opportu
nism and of opportunists:

“When we speak of fighting opportunism, we must never forget a feature 
that is characteristic of present-day opportunism in every sphere, namely, 
its vagueness, diffuseness, elusiveness. An opportunist, by his very nature, 
will always evade formulating an issue clearly and decisively, he will always 
seek a middle course, he will always wriggle like a snake between two mutual
ly exclusive points of view and try to ‘agree’ with both and to reduce his 
differences of opinion to petty amendments, doubts, good and pious sug
gestions, and so on and so forth.” (Vol. VI, p. 320.)
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•There you have a true portrait of the opportunist who dreads 
everything that is clear and unambiguous and who strives to 
gloss over the actual state of affairs, to keep in the background the 
actual differences in the Party.

Yes, comrades, one must be able to face the facts no matter 
how unpleasant they may be. God forbid that we should become 
contaminated with the fear of the truth. Bolsheviks, incidentally, 
are different from all other political parties because they do not 
fear the truth and are not afraid of facing the truth no matter how 
bitter it may be. And in this particular instance, the truth, is 
that in effect we have not got one, common line. There is one line, 
the Party line, the revolutionary, Leninist line. But in addition 
there is another line, the line of Bukharin’s group, which is com
bating the Party line by means of anti-Party declarations, by 
means of resignations, slander and stealthy undermining activities 
against the Party, by means of negotiations carried on behind the 
scenes with former Trotskyites for the purpose of setting up an 
anti-Party bloc. This second line is the opportunist line.

This is a fact that no amount of diplomatic verbiage or artful 
statements about the existence of a single line, etc., etc., can help 
to disguise.

II

CLASS CHANGES AND OUR DIFFERENCES

What are our differences? What are they connected with?
They are connected, first of all,(with the class changes that have 

been taking place recently in our country and in capitalist coun
tries. Some comrades think that the differences in our Party are of 
a fortuitous nature.That is wrong, comrades. That is absolutely 
wrong. The differences in our Party have their roots in the class 
changes, in the intensification of the class struggle which has been 
taking place lately and which marks a turning point in develop
ment.

The principal mistake Bukharin’s group makes is that it fails 
to see these changes and this turning point; it does not see them 
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and does not want to see them. That, in fact, explains the failure 
to understand the new tasks of the Party and of the Comintern 
which is the characteristic feature of the Bukharin opposition.

Have you noticed, comrades, that the leaders of the Bukharin 
opposition, in their speeches at the Plenum of the Central Commit
tee and the Central Control Commission, completely evaded the 
question of the class changes in our country, that they did not say 
a single word about the intensification of the class struggle and 
did not even remotely hint at the fact that our differences are con
nected with this very intensification of the class struggle? They 
talked about everything, about philosophy and about theory, but 
not a word did they say about the class changes which determine 
the orientation and the practical activity of our Party at the 
present moment.

How is this strange fact to be explained? Is it forgetfulness, 
perhaps? Of course not. Political leaders cannot forget essentials. 
The explanation is that they neither see nor understand the now 
revolutionary processes now going on both here, in our country, 
and in capitalist countries. The explanation is that they have 
overlooked the essentials, they have overlooked the class changes, 
which a political leader has no right to overlook. This is the real 
explanation for the confusion and unpreparedness displayed by 
the Bukharin opposition in face of the new tasks of our Party.

Recall the recent events in our Party. Recall the slogans our 
Party has issued lately in connection with the new class changes 
in our country. I refer to such slogans as the slogan of self-critic
ism-, the slogan of intensifying the fight against bureaucracy and 
of purging the Soviet apparatus', the slogan of training new cadres 
and Red experts for our economy, the slogan of strengthening the 
collective-farm and state-farm movement', the slogan of an offen
sive against the kulaks', the slogan of reducing costs of production 
and radically improving the methods of trade union work-, the 
slogan of purging the Party, etc. To some comrades these slogans 
seemed overwhelming and dizzying. Yet it is obvious that these 
slogans are the most necessary and urgent slogans of the Party at 
the present moment.
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The whole thing began when, in connection with the Shakhty 
trial, we raised in a new way the question of new cadres for our 
economy, of training Red experts from the ranks of the working 
class to take the place of the old experts.

What did the Shakhty trial reveal? It revealed that the bour
geoisie was still far from being crushed; that it was organizing 
and would continue to organize wrecking activities to hamper 
our economic development; that our economic, trade union and, 
to a certain extent, our Party organizations had failed to notice 
the undermining operations of our class enemies, and that it was 
therefore necessary to exert all our efforts and resources to reinforce 
and improve our organizations, to develop and heighten their 
class vigilance.

In this connection the slogan of self-criticism acquired greater 
urgency. Why? Because we cannot improve our economic, trade 
union and Party organizations, we cannot advance the cause of 
building socialism and curb the wrecking activities of the bour
geoisie,uni esswe develop criticism and self-criticism to the utmost, 
unless we place the work of our organizations under the control of 
the masses. It is a fact that wrecking has been and is going on not 
only in the coal fields, but also in the metallurgical industries, 
in the war industries, in the People’s Commissariat of Transport, 
in the gold and platinum industries, etc., etc. Hence the slogan 
of self-criticism.

Further, in connection with the grain-purchasing difficulties, in 
connection with the active opposition of the kulaks to the Soviet 
price policy, we have stressed the question of developing collec
tive farms and state farms to the utmost, of launching an offensive 
against the kulaks, of organizing the grain-purchasing campaign 
by bringing pressure to bear on the kulak and well-to-do elements.

What did the grain-purchasing difficulties reveal? They re
vealed that the kulak,was not asleep, that the kulak was growing, 
that he was busy undermining the policy of the Soviet Govern
ment, while our Party, Soviet and cooperative organizations—at 
all events, some of them—either failed to see the enemy, or 
adapted themselves to him instead of fighting him.
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Hence the new emphasis placed on the slogan of self-criticism, 
on the slogan of verifying and improving our Party organizations 
and the cooperative and purchasing organizations generally.

Further, in connection with the new tasks of reconstructing 
industry and agriculture on the basis of socialism, there arose the 
slogan of systematically reducing costs of production, of Lightening 
labour discipline, of developing socialist emulation, etc. These 
tasks called for a thorough revision of the methods of the trade 
unions and the Soviet apparatus, for radical measures to put new 
life into these organizations and for purging them of bureaucratic 
el ements.

Hence the emphasis placed on the slogan of fighting bureauc
racy in the trade unions and in the Soviet apparatus.

Finally, the si ogan of purging the Party. It won! d be ridiculous 
to think that it is possible to strengthen our Soviet, economic, 
trade union and cooperative organizations, that it is possibleto 
purge them of the foulness of bureaucracy, without sharpening up 
the Party itself. There can be no doubt that bureaucratic ele
ments exist not only in the economic, cooperative, trade union and 
Soviet organizations, but in the organizations of the Party itself. 
Since the Party is the guiding force of all these organizations, it is 
obvious that purging the Party is an essential condition for real
ly putting new life into and improving all the other organiza
tions of the working class. Hence the slogan of purging the Party.

Are these slogans of a casual nature? No, they are not. You 
see yourselves that they are not casual. They are necessary links 
in the single, continuous chain which is called the offensive of 
socialism against the elements of capitalism.

They are connected, primarily, with the period of the recon
struction of our industry and agriculture on the basis of socialism. 
What is the reconstruction of national economy on the basis of 
socialism? It is the offensive of socialism against the capitalist 
elements of the national economy along the whole front. It is a 
most important advance of the working class of our country toward 
the building of socialism. But in order to carry out this recon
struction we must first of all improve and strengthen the cadres 
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of socialist construction—the economic and Soviet cadres as well 
as trade union cadres, Party cadres as well as cooperative ca
dres; we must set all our organizations in order, purge them of foul
ness; we must stimulate the activity of the vast masses of the 
working class and the peasantry.

Further, these slogans are connected with the resistance of 
the capitalist elements of our national economy to the socialist 
offensive. The so-called Shakhty trial cannot be regarded as a 
fortuitous incident. “Shakhtists’’ are at present entrenched in 
every branch of our industry. Many of them have been caught, 
but by no means all of them. Wrecking activities of the bourgeois 
intellectuals are one of the most dangerous forms of resistance to 
developing socialism. Wrecking activities are all the more dan
gerous because they are connected with international capital. 
Bourgeois wrecking is undoubtedly an indication of the fact that 
the capitalist elements have by no means laid down their arms, 
that they are gathering strength for fresh attacks on the Soviet 
regime.

As for the capitalist elements in the rural districts, there is 
still less reason to regard the attacks of the kulaks on the Soviet 
price policy, which have been proceeding for over a year, as being 
of a fortuitous nature. Many people are still unable to understand 
why it is that until 1927 the kulak gave his grain of his own ac
cord, whereas since 1927 he no longer gives his grain of his own 
accord. But there is nothing surprising in that. Formerly the kulak 
was still relatively feeble; he was unable to organize his farming 
properly, he lacked capital to improve his farm and so he was 
obliged to bring all, or nearly all his surplus grain to the market. 
But now, after a number of good harvests, since he has been able 
to build up his farm, since he has succeeded in accumulating the 
necessary capital, he is in a position to manoeuvre on the market, 
he is able to set aside wheat and rye, the currency of currencies, 
as a reserve for himself, and prefers to bring to the mhrket meat, 
oats, barley and other secondary products. It would be ridiculous 
now to hope that the kulak can be made to part with his wheat 
and rye voluntarily.
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It is this that lies at the root of the resistance which the kulak 
is offering to the policy of the Soviet regime.

And what does the resistance offered by the capitalist elements 
of town and country to the socialist offensive represent? It repre
sents a regrouping of the forces of the class enemies of the 
proletariat for the purpose of defending the old against the 
new. It is not difficult to understand that these circumstances 
must necessarily lead to an intensification of the class strug
gle. But if we are to break the resistance of the class enemies 
and clear the road for thé advance of socialism, we must, be
sides everything else, set all our organizations in order, purge 
them of bureaucracy, impove their cadres and mobilize the 
vast masses of the working class and the labouring strata of the 
rural population against the capitalist elements of town and 
country.

It was on the basis of these class changes that our Party’s 
present slogans arose.

The same must be said about the class changes in capitalist 
countries. It would be ridiculous to think that the stabilization of 
capitalism has remained unchanged. Still more ridiculous would 
it be to assert that the stabilization is gaining in strength, that 
it is becoming secure. As a matter of fact capitalist stabilization is 
being undermined and shaken -month after month and day after 
day. The intensification of the struggle for foreign markets and 
raw materials, the increase of armaments, the growing antagonism 
between America and Great Britain, the growth of socialism in 
the U.S.S.R., the swing to the left of the working class in the capi
talist countries, the wave of strikes and class conflicts in the Euro
pean countries, the growing revolutionary movement in the colo
nies, including India, the growth of communism in all countries 
of the world—all these are facts which indicate beyond a doubt 
that the elements of a new revolutionary upsurge are accumulat
ing in the capitalist countries..

Hence the task of intensifying the fight against Social-Democ
racy, and primarily against its “Left” wing, which is the social 
buttress of capitalism.
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Hence the task of intensifying the fight in the Communist 
parties against the Right elements who are the agents of Social- 
Democratic influence.

Hence the task of intensifying the fight against conciliation 
with the Right deviation, which is the refuge of opportunism in 
the Communist parties.

Hence the slogan of purging the Communist parties of Social- 
Democratic traditions.

Hence the so-called new tactics of communism in the trade 
unions.

Some comrades do not understand the meaning and significance 
of these slogans. But a Marxist will always understand that, unless 
these slogans are put into effect, the preparation of the proletar
ian masses for new class battles is out of the question, victory 
over Social-Democracy is out of the question, and the selection of 
real leaders of the communist movement, capable of leading the 
working class into the fight against capitalism, is impossible.

Such, comrades, are the class changes in our country and in 
the capitalist countries, from which arose the present slogans of 
our Party in its internal policy as well as in Comintern policy.

Our Party sees these class changes. It understands the signif
icance of the new tasks and it mobilizes forces for their fulfilment. 
That is why it is facing events fully armed. That is why it does 
not fear the difficulties confronting it, for it is prepared to over
come them.

The misfortune of Bukharin’s group is that it does not see these 
class changes and fails to understand the new tasks of the Party. 
And it is because it does not understand them that it is in a state 
of utter confusion, is ready to flee from difficulties, to retreat in the 
face of the difficulties, to surrender the positions.

Have you ever seen fishermen when a storm is brewing on a 
great river—say the Yenisei? I have seen them many a time. In 
the face of a storm one group of fishermen will muster all their 
forces, encourage their fellows and boldly head the boat to meet the 
storm: “Cheer up, lads, hold tight to the tiller, cut the waves, 
we'll pull her through I”
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But there is another type of fishermen—those who, on sensing 
a storm, lose heart, begin to snivel and demoralize their own ranks: 
“Oh dear, a storm is brewing: lie down, lads, in the bottom of the 
boat, shut your eyes, let's hope she’ll make the shore somehow.” 
{General laughter.)

Is any proof needed that the line and conduct of Bukharin’s 
group is as like the line and conduct of the second group of fisher
men, who retreat in panic in the face of difficulties as are two peas 
in a pod?

We say that in Europe conditions are maturing for a new revo
lutionary upsurge, that this circumstance dictates to us the new 
tasks of intensifying the fight against the Right deviation in the 
Communist parties and of driving the Right deviationists out of 
the Party; of intensifying the fight against conciliationism which 
screens the Right deviation; of intensifying the fight against 
Social-Democratic traditions in the Communist parties, etc., etc. 
But Bukharin answers that all this is nonsense, that no such new 
tasks confront us, that the whole fact of the matter is that the 
majority of the Central Committee want to “pick” him (i.e., 
Bukharin) “to pieces.”

We say that the class changes in our country dictate to us 
new tasks which call for a systematic reduction of costs of pro
duction and improvement of labour discipline in industry; that 
these tasks cannot be carried out without a radical change in the 
methods of work of the trade unions. But Tomsky answers that all 
this is nonsense, that no such new tasks confront us, that the whole 
fact of the matter is that the majority of the Central Committee 
want to “pick” him (i.e., Tomsky) “to pieces.”

We say that the reconstruction of the national economy dic
tates to us the new tasks of intensifying the fight against bureauc
racy in the Soviet and economic apparatus, of purging this ap
paratus of rotten and alien elements, of wreckers, etc., etc. But 
Rykov answers that all this is nonsense, that no such new tasks 
confront us, that the whole fact of the matter is that the majority 
in the Central Committee want to “pick” him (i.e., Rykov) “to 
pieces.”
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Is this not ridiculous, comrades? Is it not obvious that Bukha
rin, Rykov and Tomsky cannot see anything but their own navels?

The misfortune of Bukharin’s group is that it does not see the 
new class changes and fails to understand the new tasks of the 
Party. And, indeed, it is because it fails to understand them that 
it is compelled to limp along in the tail of events and to retreat 
in the face of difficulties.

Therein lies the root of our differences.

Ill

DIFFERENCES ON COMINTERN QUESTIONS

I have already said that Bukharin does not see and does not 
understand the new tasks of the Comintern, the tasks of driving 
the Rights out of the Communist parties, of curbing the concilia- 
tioriist tendency and of purging the Communist parties of Social- 
Democratic traditions—tasks which are dictated by the maturing 
conditions for a' new revolutionary upsurge. This thesis is fully 
corroborated by our differences on Comintern questions.

How did our differences in this sphere begin?
They began with Bukharin's theses at the Sixth Congress on 

the international situation. As a rule, theses are first examined by 
the delegation of theC.P.S.U.(B.). In this case, however, that con
dition was not observed. The theses, signed by Bukharin, were 
sent to the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) at the same time as 
they were distributed to the foreign delegations at the Sixth Con
gress. But the theses proved to be unsatisfactory on a number of 
points. The delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) was obliged to intro
duce about twenty amendments to the theses.

This created a rather awkward situation for Bukharin. But 
who was to blame for that? Why was it necessary for Bukharin to 
distribute the theses to the foreign delegations before they had been 
examined by the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.)? Could the dele
gation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) refrain from introducing amendments 
when the theses proved to be unsatisfactory? And so it came about 
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that from the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) there issued what 
were practically new theses on the international situation, which 
the foreign delegations began to oppose to the old theses signed 
by Bukharin. Obviously, this awkward situation would not have 
arisen had not Bukharin been in a hurry to distribute his theses to 
the foreign delegations.

I would like to draw attention to the four principal amend
ments which the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) introduced to 
Bukharin’s theses. I would like to draw attention to these princi
pal amendments in order to illustrate more clearly the character 
of the differences on Comintern questions.

The first question is the question of the nature of the stabili
zation of capitalism. According to Bukharin’s theses it appeared 
that nothing new was taking place at the moment to shake capital
ist stabilization, but that, on the contrary, capitalism was 
reconstructing itself and that, on the whole, it was maintaining 
itself more or less securely. Obviously, the delegation of the 
C.P.S.U.(B.) could not agree with such a characterization of 
what is called the Third Period, i.e., the period we are now 
passing through. The delegation could not agree with it because 
such a characterization of the Third Period might give our 
critics ground for saying that we have adopted the point of view 
of so-called capitalist “recovery,” i.e., the point of view of Hil- 
ferding, a point of view which we Communists cannot adopt. 
Owing to this, the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) introduced 
an amendment which pointed out that capitalist stabilization 
was not secure and could not be secure, that it was being shak
en and would continue to be shaken by the march of events, 
owing to the aggravation of the crisis of world capitalism.

This question, comrades, is of decisive importance for the 
Sections of the Comintern. Is capitalist stabilization being shaken 
or is it becoming more secure? It is on this that the whole line of 
the Communist parties in their day-to-day political work depends. 
Are we in a period of decline of the revolutionary movement, a 
period merely of gathering forces, or are we in a period when 
the conditions are maturing for a new revolutionary upsurge, a 
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period of preparation of the working class for impending class 
battles? It is on this that the tactical line of the Communist 
parties depends. The amendment of the delegation of the 
C.P.S.U.(B.), which was subsequently adopted by the Congress, 
was a good one for the very reason that it clearly indicated the 
line based on the latter prospect, the prospect of maturing condi
tions for a new revolutionary upsurge.

The second question is the question of the fight against Social- 
Democracy. In Bukharin’s theses it was stated that the fight 
against Social-Democracy is one of the fundamental tasks of the 
Sections of the Comintern. That, of course, is true. But it is not 
enough. In order that the fight against Social-Democracy may 
be carried on successfully, a special stress must be placed on fight
ing the so-called “Left” wing of Social-Democracy, that “Left” 
wing which, by playing with “Left” phrases and thus adroitly de
ceiving the workers, is retarding their mass defection from Social- 
Democracy. It is obvious that unless the “Left” Social-Democrats 
are smashed it will be impossible to overcome Social-Democracy 
as a whole. Yet in Bukharin's theses the question of “Left” So
cial-Democracy was entirely ignored. That, of course, was a great 
defect. The delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) was therefore obliged 
to introduce to Bukharin’s theses an amendment xto this effect, 
and this amendment was subsequently adopted by the Congress.

The third question is the question of the conciliationist ten
dency in the Sections of the Comintern. Bukharin’s theses spoke 
of the necessity of fighting the Right deviation, but not a word 
was said about fighting the tendency of conciliation with the 
Right deviation. That, of course, was a great defect. The point 
is that when war is declared on the Right deviation, the Right 
deviationists usually disguise themselves as conciliators and 
place the Party in an awkward position. In order to forestall 
this manoeuvre of the Right deviationists we must insist on a de
termined fight against the conciliationist tendency. That is 
why the delegation of the C.P.S.U,(B.) considered it necessary to 
introduce to Bukharin's theses an amendment to this effect, 
and this amendment was subsequently adopted by the Congress.
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The fourth question is the question of Party discipline. In 
Bukharin’s theses no mention was made of the necessity of main
taining iron discipline in the Communist parties. That also was 
a defect of no little importance. Why? Because in a period when the 
fight against the Right deviation is being intensified, in a period 
when the slogan of purging the Communist parties of opportunist 
elements is being carried into effect, the Right deviationists 
usually organize themselves into a faction, set up their own fac
tional discipline and disrupt and destroy the discipline of the 
Party. In order to protect the Party from the factional sorties 
of the Right deviationists we must insist on iron discipline in the 
Party and on the unconditional subordination of Party members 
to this discipline. Without that there can be no question of waging 
a serious fight against the Right deviation. That is why the dele
gation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) introduced to Bukharin’s theses an 
amendment to this effect, and this amendment was subsequently 
adopted by the Sixth Congress.

Could we refrain from introducing these amendments to Bu
kharin’s theses? Of course not. In olden times it was said with 
reference to the philosopher Plato: We love Plato, but we love 
truth more. The same might be said of Bukharin: We love Bukha
rin, but we love truth, the Party and the Comintern more. That 
is why the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) found itself obliged to 
introduce these amendments to Bukharin's theses.

That, so to speak, was the first stage of our differences on 
Comintern questions.

The second stage of our differences is connected with what is 
known as the Wittorf and Thaelmann case. Wittorf was formerly 
the secretary of the Hamburg organization, and was accused of 
embezzling Party funds. For this he was expelled from the Party. 
The conciliators in the Central Committee of the German Com
munist Party, taking advantage of the fact that Wittorf had been 
close to Comrade Thaelmann, although Comrade Thaelmann was 
in no way implicated in Wittorf’s crime, converted the Wittorf 
case into a Thaelmann case, and set out to overthrow the leader
ship of the German Communist Party. No doubt you know from 

20—592
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the press that the conciliators Ewert and Gerhardt succeeded for 
a Lime in winning over a majority of the Central Committee of 
the German Communist Party against Comrade Thaelmann. And 
what followed? They removed Thaelmann from the leadership, 
began to accuse him of corruption and published a “corresponding” 
resolution without the knowledge and sanction of the Executive 
Committee of the Comintern.

Thus, instead of carrying out, the directions of the Sixth Con
gress of the Comintern to fight the conciliationist tendency, in
stead of fighting the Right deviation and the conciliationist ten
dency, they, in fact, grossly violated these directions; they fought 
the revolutionary leadership of the German Communist Par-- 
ty, fought Comrade Thaelmann, with the object of screening 
the Right deviation and of consolidating the conciliationist 
tendency in the ranks of the German Communists.

Y et instead of swinging the tiller over and correcting the course, 
instead of upholding the validity of the violated directions of the 
Sixth Congress and calling the conciliators to order, Bukharin 
proposes in his well-known letter to sanction the conciliators’ 
coup, to surrender the German Communist Party to the concili
ators, and to revile Comrade Thaelmann in the press again by is
suing another statement declaring him to be guilty. And this is 
supposed to be a “leader” of the Cominternl Who ever heard of 
“leaders” like that?

The Central Committee discussed Bukharin’s proposal and re
jected it. Bukharin, of course, did not like this. But who is to blame? 
The decisions of the Sixth Congress were adopted not to be 
violated but to be carried out. If the Sixth Congress decided 
to declare war on the Right deviation and the conciliationist 
tendency and to keep the leadership in the hands of the main 
core of the German Communist Party, headed by Comrade Thael
mann, and if it occurred to the conciliators Ewert and Gerhardt 
to upset that decision, it was Bukharin’s duty to call the con
ciliators to order and not to allow them to retain the leadership 
in the German Communist Party. It is Bukharin, who “forgot” 
the decisions of the Sixth Congress, who is to blame.
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The third stage of our differences is connected with the question 
of the fight against the Rights in the German Communist Party, 
with the question of smashing the Brandler and Thalheimer 
faction, and of the expulsion of the leaders of that faction from the 
German Communist Party. The “position” taken up by Bukharin 
and his friends on that cardinal question was that they persistently 
avoided taking part in settling it. As a matter of fact, it was the 
fate of the German Communist Party that was being decided. Yet 
Bukharin and his friends, knowing this, nevertheless persistently 
hindered matters by systematically keeping away from the meet
ings of the bodies which had the question under consideration. For 
the sake of what? Presumably, for the sake of remaining “clean” 
in the eyes of the Comintern as well as in the eyes of the Rights in 
the German Communist Party. For the sake of being able subse
quently to say: “Not we, the Bukharinites, secured the expulsion 
of Brandler and Thalheimer from the Communist Party, but they, 
the majority of the Central Committee.” And this is what is 
called fighting the Right danger!

Finally, the fourth stage of our differences. This stage is con
nected with Bukharin’s demand before the November Plenum 
of the Central Committee that Neumann be recalled from Germany 
and that Comrade Thaelmann, who, it was alleged, had criticized 
in one of his speeches Bukharin’s report at the Sixth Congress, 
be called to order. We, of course, could not agree with Bukharin, 
since there was not a single document in our possession supporting 
his demand. Bukharin promised to submit documents against 
Neumann and Thaelmann but never submitted a single one. In
stead of presenting documents he distributed to the members of 
the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) copies of the speech delivered 
by Humbert-Droz at the Political Secretariat of the Executive 
Committee of the Comintern, the very speech which was subse
quently qualified by the Presidium of the Executive Committee 
of the Comintern as an opportunist speech. By distributing 
Humbert-Droz’s speech to the members of the delegation of the 
G.P.S.U.(B.), and by recommending it as material against Thael
mann, Bukharin wanted to prove the justice of his demand for

20*
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the recall of Neumann and for calling Comrade Thaelmann to 
order. As a matter of fact, he thereby showed that he identified 
himself with the position taken up by Humbert-Droz, a posi
tion which the E.C.C.I. regards as opportunist.

These, comrades, are the main points of our differences on 
Comintern questions.

Bukharin believes that by conducting a struggle against the 
Right deviation and the tendency of conciliation with the Right 
deviation in the Sections of the Comintern, by purging the Ger
man and Czechoslovakian Communist parties of Social-Demo
cratic elements and traditions, and by expelling the Brandlers 
and the Thalheimers from the Communist parties, we are “dis
integrating” the Comintern, “ruining” the Comintern. Wê, on the 
contrary, think that by carrying out such a policy and by placing 
a special stress on the fight against the Right deviation and 
the tendency of conciliation with it, we are strengthening the 
Comintern, purging it of opportunists, bolshevizing its Sections 
and helping the Communist parties to prepare the working 
class for the impending revolutionary battles, for the Party is 
strengthened by purging itself of foulness.

You see that these are not merely slight differences in the ranks 
of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.(B.), but rather serious 
divergencies on fundamental questions of Comintern policy.

IV
DIFFERENCES ON INTERNAL POLICY

I have already spoken of the class changes and the class strug
gle in our country. I have said that Bukharin’s group is afflicted 
with blindness and fails to see these changes, fails to understand the 
new tasks of the Party. I have said that this has caused confusion 
among the Bukharin opposition, has made them fearful of diffi
culties and ready to yield to them.

It cannot be said that the mistakes of the Bukharin group are 
purely accidental. On the contrary, they are connected with the 
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stage of development we have already passed through and which 
is known as the period of restoration of the national economy, 
during which construction proceeded peacefully, automatically, 
so to speak; during which the class changes now taking place did 
not exist; during which the intensification of the class struggle 
which we now observe was not yet in evidence.

But we are now at a new stage of development, distinct from 
the old period, from the period of restoration. We are now in a 
new period of construction, the period of the reconstruction of 
the whole national economy on the basis of socialism. This new 
period gives rise to new class changes, to an intensification of the 
class struggle. It demands new methods of struggle, the regrouping 
of our forces, the improvement and strengthening of all our or
ganizations.

The misfortune of Bukharin’s group is that it is living in the 
past, that it fails to see the specific features of this new period 
and does not understand that new methods of struggle are need
ed. Hence its blindness, its bewilderment, its panic in the face 
of difficulties.

«1) THE CLASS STRUGGLE

What is the theoretical basis for the blindness and bewilder
ment of Bukharin’s group?

I think that the theoretical basis for this blindness and be
wilderment is Bukharin’s incorrect, non-Marxian approach to 
the question of the class struggle in our country. I have in mind 
Bukharin’s non-Marxian theory that the kulaks will grow into 
socialism, his failure to understand the mechanism of the class 
struggle under the dictatorship of the proletariat.

The well-known passage from Bukharin’s book, The Path to 
Socialism, on the kulak growing into socialism has been quoted 
several times here. But it has been quoted here with a number of 
omissions. Permit me to quote it in full. This is necessary, com
rades, in order to demonstrate how far Bukharin has departed 
from the Marxian theory of the class struggle.
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Listen:
“The main network of our cooperative peasant organizations will con

sist of cooperative nuclei, not of a kulak, but of a ‘toiler’ type, nuclei which 
will grow into the system of our general state organs and thus become links 
in the single chain oj socialist economy. On the other hand, the kulak coop
erative nests will, similarly, through the banks, etc., grow into the same sys
tem; but they will be to a certain extent alien bodies, similar, for instance, to 
the concessionaire enterprises.

In quoting this passage from Bukharin’s pamphlet, some com
rades, for some reason or other, omitted the last phrase about the 
concessionaires. Rosit, apparently desiring to help Bukharin, took 
advantage of this and shouted from his seat that Bukharin was 
being misquoted. And yet, the salt of this whole passage lies pre
cisely in the last phrase about the concessionaires. For if conces
sionaires are placed on a par with the kulaks, and the kulaks 
are growing into socialism—what follows? The only thing that 
follows is that the concessionaires are also growing into social
ism; that not only the kulaks, but the concessionaires too are 
growing into socialism. (General laughter.)

That is what follows.
Resit; Bukharin says, “alien bodies.”
Stalin; Bukharin says not “alien bodies,” but “to a certain 

extent alien bodies.” Consequently, the kulaks and concession
aires are “to a certain extent” alien bodies in the system of so
cialism. But the very point of the mistake Bukharin makes is 
that he says that kulaks and concessionaires, being “to a certain 
extent” alien bodies, nevertheless grow into socialism.

This is the nonsense to which Bukharin’s theory leads.
Capitalists in town and country, kulaks and concessionaires who 

grow into socialism—such is the absurdity Bukharin has got into.
No, comrades, this is not the kind of “socialism” we want. Let 

Bukharin have it.
Hitherto, we Marxist-Leninists thought that between the cap

italists of town and country, on the ope hand, and the working

♦ My italics.— J-. St,
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class, on the other, there is an irreconcilable antagonism of interest. 
This is exactly what the Marxian theory of the class struggle rests 
on. But now, according to Bukharin's theory that the capitalists 
will peacefully grow into socialism, all this is turned topsy-turvy; 
the irreconcilable antagonism of class interests between the exploi
ters and the exploited disappears, the exploiters grow into so
cial ism.

Rosit; That is not true, the dictatorship of the proletariat is 
presumed.

Stalin; But the dictatorship of the proletariat is the sharpest 
form of the class struggle.

Rosit; Yes, that is the whole point.
Stalin; But according to Bukharin the capitalists grow into 

this very dictatorship of the proletariat. How is it that ÿou can
not understand this, Rosit? Against whom must we fight, against 
whom must we wage the sharpest form of class struggle if the capi
talists of town and country grow into the system of the dictator
ship of the proletariat?

The dictatorship of the proletariat is needed for the purpose 
of waging a relentless struggle against the capitalist elements, for 
the purpose of suppressing the bourgeoisie and of uprooting 
capitalism. But if the capitalists of town and country, if the kulak 
and the concessionaire are growing into socialism, is the dicta
torship of the proletariat needed at all? If it is, for the suppres
sion of which class is it needed?

Rosit : The whole point is that, according to Bukharin, the 
growing into presumes the class struggle.

Stalin; I see that Rosit has sworn to do Bukharin a good turn. 
But his service is really like that of the bear in the fable; for in 
his eagerness to save Bukharin he is hugging him to death. It is. 
not without reason that the proverb says, “An obliging bear is 
more dangerous than an enemy.” (Loud laughter.)

Either one thing or the other: either there is an irreconcilable 
antagonism of interests between the capitalist class and the class, 
of the workers who have assumed power and have organized their 
dictatorship! or ifoçrç is pp such antagonism gf interests, in which 
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case only one thing remains: to proclaim the harmony of class 
interests.

Either one thing or the other:
Either Marx’s theory of the class struggle, or the theory of the 

capitalists growing into socialism;
Either an irreconcilable antagonism of class interests, or 

the theory of harmony of class interests.
We can understand “Socialists” of the type of Brentano or 

Sydney Webb preaching about socialism growing into capitalism 
and capitalism into socialism, for these “Socialists” are really 
anti-Socialists, bourgeois liberals. But we cannot understand a 
man who wishes to be a Marxist, and yet preaches the theory that 
the capitalist class will grow into socialism.

In his speech Bukharin tried to reinforce the theory of the ku
laks growing into socialism by referring to a well-known passage 
from Lenin. He asserted that Lenin says the same thing as Bukharin.

This is not true, comrades. It is a gross and unpardonable 
slander against Lenin.

Here is the text of this passage from Lenin:
“of course, in our Soviet Republic, the social order is based on the collab

oration of two classes: the workers and peasants, in which the ‘Nepmen,’ 
i.e., the bourgeoisie, are now permitted to participate on certain terms.” 
(Vol. XXVII, p. 405.)

You see that there is not a word here about the capitalist class 
growing into socialism. All that is said is that we have “permit
ted” the Nepmen, i.e., the bourgeoisie, “on certain terms” to 
participate in the collaboration between the workers and the 
peasants.

What does that mean? Does it mean that we have thereby 
admitted the possibility of the Nepmen growing into socialism? 
Of course not. Only people who have lost all sense of shame can 
interpret this passage from Lenin in that way. All that it means 
is that at present we do not destroy the bourgeoisie, that at 
present we do not confiscate their property, but permit them 
to exist on certain terms, i.e., provided they unconditionally 
gubipit tQ the laws of the çUçtatWfaif 9Î the proletariat, which 
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have the object of increasingly restricting the capitalists and of 
gradually squeezing them out of national economic life.

Gan the capitalists be squeezed out and the roots of capitalism 
destroyed without a fierce class struggle? No, they cannot.

Gan classes be abolished if the theory and practice of capitalists 
growing into socialism prevails? No, they cannot. Such theory 
and practice can only cultivate and perpetuate classes, for this 
theory contradicts the Marxian theory of the class struggle.

But the passage from Lenin is wholly and entirely based on 
the Marxian theory of the class struggle under the dictatorship 
of the proletariat.

What can there be in common between Bukharin’s theory that 
the kulaks will grow into socialism and Lenin’s theory of the dic
tatorship as a fierce class struggle? Obviously, there is not, nor 
can there be, anything in common between them.

Bukharin thinks that under the dictatorship of the proletariat 
the class struggle must subside and pass away so that the abolition 
of classes may be brought about. Lenin, on the contrary, teaches 
us that classes can be abolished only by means of a stubborn class 
struggle, which under the dictatorship of the proletariat becomes 
ever fiercer than it was before the dictatorship of the proletariat.

“The abolition of classes,” says Lenin, “requires a long, difficult and 
stubborn class struggle, which, after the overthrow of the power of capital, 
after the destruction of the bourgeois state, after the establishment of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, does not disappear (as the vulgar 
representatives of the old socialism and the old Social-Democracy imag
ine), but merely changes its forms and in many respects becomes more 
fierce.” (Vol. XXIV, p. 315.)

That is what Lenin says about the abolition of classes.
The abolition of classes by means of the fierce class struggle 

of the proletariat—such is Lenin’s formula.
The abolition of classes by means of the subsidence of the class 

struggle and the capitalists growing into socialism—such is Bu
kharin’s formula.

Wfiaf cap fherp bp ip common between thesg twq formulas?
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Bukharin’s theory that the kulaks will grow into socialism is 
therefore a departure from the Marxist-Leninist theory of the 
class struggle. It comes close to the theory propounded by Ka- 
theder Socialism.

That is the basis of all the errors committed by Bukharin and 
his friends.

It might be said that it is not worth while dwelling too much 
on Bukharin’s theory that the kulaks will grow into social ism, since 
it itself speaks, and not only speaks, but cries out against Bu
kharin. That is wrong, comrades! As long as that theory was kept 
out of view it was not worth while paying attention to it—there are 
all kinds of stupid things in what some comrades write. Such has 
been our attitude until quite lately. But recently the situation 
has changed. The petty-bourgeois wave, which has been running 
high in recent years, has begun to inspire this anti-Marxist theory 
and brought it into actuality. Now it cannot be said that it is 
being kept out of view. Now, Bukharin’s queer theory is aspiring 
to become the banner of the Right deviation in our Party, the 
banner of opportunism. That is why we cannot now ignore this 
theory. That is why we must demolish it as a wrong and harmful 
theory, so as to help our Party comrades to fight the Right 
deviation.

b) THE INTENSIFICATION OF THE CLASS STRUGGLE

Bukharin’s second mistake, which flows from his first mistake, 
consists in his wrong, non-Marxian approach, to the question of 
the intensification of the class struggle, of the increasing resist
ance of the capitalist elements to the socialist policy of the Soviet 
Government.

What is the point we are discussing? Is it that the capitalist 
elements are growing faster than the'socialist sector of our econ
omy, and that, because of this, they are increasing their resist
ance, undermining socialist construction? No, that is not the 
point. Moreover, it is not true that the capitalist elements are 
growing faster than the socialist sector. If that were true, social
ist construction would already be on the verge of collapse.
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The point is that socialism is conducting a successful offen
sive against the capitalist elements. Socialism is growing faster 
than the capital Lt elements, and, as a result, the relative impor
tance of the capitalist elements is declining', and for the very rea
son that the relative importance of the capitalist elements is 
declining, the capitalist elements realize that they are in mortal 
danger and are increasing their resistance.

And they are still able to increase their resistance not only be
cause world capitalism is supporting them, but also because, in 
spite of the decline in their relative importance, in spite of the 
decline in their relative growth as compared with the growth 
of socialism, there is still an absolute growth of the capitalist 
elements, and this, to a certain extent, enables them to accumu
late forces to resist the growth of socialism.

It is on this basis that, at the present stage of development 
and with the present relation of forces, the intensification of the 
class struggle and the increase in the resistance of the capitalist 
elements of town and country is taking place.

The mistake Bukharin and his friends make is that they fail 
to understand this simple and obvious truth. The mistake they 
make is that they approach the matter not in a Marxian, but in 
a philistine way, and try to explain the intensification of the class 
struggle by all kinds of fortuitous causes: the “incompetence” of 
the Soviet apparatus, the “imprudent” policy of local comrades, 
the “absence” of flexibility, “excesses,” etc., etc.

Hère, for instance, is a passage from Bukharin’s pamphlet, 
The Path to Socialism, which demonstrates an absolutely non
Marxian approach to the question of the intensification of the class 
struggle:

“Here and there the class struggle in the rural districts breaks out in its 
former manifestations, and, as a rule, the outbreaks are provoked by the 
kulak elements. When, for instance, kulaks, or people who are growing rich 
at the expense of others and have crept into the organs of the Soviet govern
ment, begin to shoot village correspondents, it is a manifestation of the class 
struggle in its most acute form. (This is not true, for the most acute form of 
the struggle is rebellion.—J. Stalin.) However, such incidents, as a rule, occur 
jn those places where the local Soviet apparatus is week. As this apparatus



318 J. STALIN

improves, as all the lower units of the Soviet government become stronger, as 
the local, village Party and Young Communist League organizations improve 
and become stronger, such phenomena, it is perfectly obvious, will become more 
and more rare and will finally disappear leaving no trace.” *

* My italics.—J. St,

Thus it follows that the. intensification of the class struggle is 
to be explained by causes relating to the state of the Soviet appa
ratus, the competence or incompetence, the strength or weakness 
of our local organizations.

It follows, for instance, that the wrecking activities of the 
bourgeois intellectuals in Shakhty, which are a form of resist
ance of the bourgeois elements to the Soviet government and a 
form of intensification of the class struggle, are to be explained, 
not by the relation of class forces, not by the growth of socialism, 
but by the incompetence of our apparatus.

It follows that before the wholesale wrecking occurred in the 
Shakhty district, our apparatus had been a good one, but that 
later, the moment wholesale wrecking occurred, the apparatus, 
for some unspecified reason, suddenly became utterly incompetent.

It follows that until last year, when grain purchases proceeded 
spontaneously and the class struggle had not assumed particularly 
acute forms, our local organizations were good, even ideal; but 
that since last year, when the resistance of the kulaks assumed ex
ceptionally acute forms, our organizations suddenly became bad 
and utterly incompetent.

This is not an explanation, but a mockery of an explanation. 
This is not science, but sorcery.

What is the actual reason for the intensification of the class 
struggle?

There are two reasons.
First, our advance, our offensive, the growth of the socialist 

forms of economy in industry and in agriculture, a growth which 
is accompanied by a corresponding squeezing out of certain sec
tions of capitalists in town and country. The fact is that we are 
living according to Lenin’s fç-rjnula; “^Vho will win?” Shall wq 
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floor them, the capitalists—engage them, as Lenin put it, in Lhe 
last and decisive fight—or will they floor us?

Second, the fact that the capitalist elements do not want to 
depart from the scene voluntarily; they are resisting, and will 
continue to resist socialism, for they realize that their last days 
are approaching. And they are still able to resist because, in spite 
of the decline of their relative importance, they are still growing 
in absolute number; the petty bourgeoisie in town and country, 
as Lenin said, daily and hourly throw up from their ranks capi
talists and little Capitalists, and these capitalist elements go to 
all lengths to preserve their existence.

There have been no cases in history where dying classes have 
voluntarily departed from the scene. There have been no cases 
in history where the dying bourgeoisie has not exerted all its 
remaining strength to preserve its existence. Whether our lower 
Soviet apparatus is good or bad, our advance, our offensive will 
reduce the capitalist elements and squeeze them out, and they, 
the dying classes, will still carry on their resistance.

This is the basis for the intensification of the class struggle in 
our country.

The mistake Bukharin and his friends make is that they iden
tify the growing resistance of the capitalists with the growth of 
their relative importance. But there are absolutely no grounds for 
such an identification. There are no such grounds because the fact 
that the capitalists are resisting by no means implies that they 
have become stronger than we are. The very opposite is the case. 
The dying classes are resisting, not because they have become 
stronger than we, but because socialism is growing.faster than they, 
and they are becoming weaker than we are. And precisely because 
they are becoming weaker, they feel that their last days are ap
proaching and are compelled to resist with all the forces and all 
the means in their power.

Such is the mechanics of the intensification of the class struggle 
and the resistance of the capitalists at the present historical 
moment.

What should be the policy of the Party in view of this situation?
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The policy should be to arouse the working class and the ex
ploited masses of the rural districts, to increase their fighting 
capacity and develop their preparedness to mobilize for the 
fight against the capitalist elements in town and country, for the 
fight against the resisting class enemies.

The Marxist-Leninist theory of the class struggle is valuable, 
among other reasons, for the very fact that it facilitates the mo
bilization of the working class against the enemies of the dicta
torship of the proletariat.

What is the harm in the Bukharin theory that the capitalists 
will grow into socialism and in the Bukharin conception of the 
question of the intensification of the class struggle?

It is that it lulls the working class to sleep, undermines the 
mobilization preparedness of the revolutionary forces of out coun
try, demobilizes the working class and facilitates the attack of 
the capitalist elements against the Soviet power.

e) THE PEASANTRY

The third mistake Bukharin makes is on the question of the 
peasantry. As you know, the peasant question is one of the most 
important questions of our policy. In the conditions prevailing 
in our country, the peasantry consists of various social groups, 
namely, the poor peasants, the middle peasants and the kulaks. 
It is obvious that our attitude to these various groups cannot be 
the same. The poor peasant is the support of the working class, the 
middle peasant is the ally, the kulak is the class enemy—such is 
our attitude to these respective social groups. All this is obvious 
and generally understood.

Bukharin, however, regards the matter somewhat differently. 
In his definition of the peasantry this differentiation is omitted, 
the existence of social groups disappears, and there remains but 
a single drab patch which is defined as the countryside. According 
to him the kulak is not a kulak, nor is the middle peasant a mid
dle peasant, and the countryside presents a uniform picture of 
destitution. That is exactly what he said in his speech here: Can 
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our kulak really be called a kulak? he said. Why, he is a pauper! 
And our middle peasant, is he really like a middle peasant? 
Why, he is a pauper, leading a half-starved existence. Obviously, 
such a conception of the peasantry is radically wrong and incom
patible with Leninism.

Lenin said that the individual peasantry is the last capitalist 
class. Is that, thesis correct? Yes, it is absolutely correct. Why 
is the individual peasantry defined as the last capitalist class? 
Because, of the two main classes of which our society is composed, 
the peasantry is a class whose economy is based on private property 
and small commodity production. Because the peasantry, aS long 
as it remains an individual peasantry carrying on small commodity 
production, will breed capitalists in its ranks, and cannot help 
breeding them, constantly and continuously.

This is of decisive importance in the question of our Marxian 
attitude to the problem of the alliance between the working class 
and the peasantry. This means that we need, not any kindoi al
liance with the peasantry, but only such an alliance as is based on 
the struggle against the capitalist elements of the peasantry.

Thus you see that Lenin’s thesis that the peasantry is the last 
capitalist class, not only does not contradict the idea of an alliance 
between the working class and the peasantry, but, on the contrary, 
supplies the basis for this alliance as an alliance between the 
working class and the bulk of the peasantry directed against capi
talist elements in general and against the capitalist elements in 
the rural districts in particular.

Lenin advanced this thesis in order to show that the alliance 
between the working class and the peasantry can be durable only 
if it is based on the struggle against these very capitalist elements 
which the peasantry breeds in its midst.

The mistake Bukharin makes is that he does not understand 
and does not accept this simple thing, he forgets the social groups 
in the rural districts, he loses sight of the kulaks and the poor 
peasants, and all he sees is one uniform mass of middle peasants.

This is undoubtedly a deviation to the Right on the part of 
Bukharin, in contradistinction to the “Left,” Trotskyite, deviation, 
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which sees no other social groups in thé rural districts except the 
poor peasants and the kulaks, and which loses sight of the middle 
peasants.

What is the difference between Trotskyism and Bukharin’s 
group on the question of the alliance with the peasantry? The 
fact that Trotskyism is opposed to the policy of durable alliance 
with the mass of the middle peasantry, while the Bukharin group 
is in favour of any kind of alliance with the peasantry. There is 
no need to prove that both these positions are wrong and that they 
are worthy of each other.

Leninism unquestionably stands for a durable alliance with 
the great bulk of the peasantry, for an alliance with the middle 
peasants; not any kind of alliance, however, but such an alliance 
with the middle peasants as will guarantee the leading role of 
the working class, as will.consolidate the dictatorship of the pro
letariat and facilitate the abolition of classes.

“Agreement between the working class and the peasantry,” says Lenin, 
“may be taken to mean anything. If we do not bear in mind that, from the 
point of view of the working class, an agreement can be permissible, correct 
and possible in principle only if it supports the dictatorship of the working 
class and is one of the measures intended for the purpose of abolishing classes, 
then agreement between the working class and the peasantry is of course a 
formula to which all the enemies of the Soviet government, all the enemies of 
the dictatorship subscribe.” (Vol. XXVI, p. 387.)

And further:
“At present,” says Lenin, “the proletariat holds power and guides the 

state. It guides the peasantry. What does guiding the peasantry mean? It 
means, first, pursuing a course towards the abolition of classes, and not 
towards the small producer. If we wandered away from this radical and main 
course we should cease to be Socialists and should find ourselves in the camp 
of the petty bourgeoisie, in the camp of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and 
Mensheviks, who are now the most bitter enemies of the proletariat.” (Ibid., 
pp. 399-400.)

This, then, is Lenin’s point of view on the question of the alli
ance with the great bulk of the peasantry, of the alliance with 
the middle peasants.

The mistake Bukharin’s group commits on the question of the 
middle peasant is that it fails to perceive the dual nature, the dual' 
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position of the middle peasant between the working class and the 
capitalists. “The middle peasant is a vacillating class,” said Lenin. 
Why? Because, on the one hand, the middle peasant is a toil
er, which brings him close to the working class; but on the other 
hand he is a property owner, which brings him close to the kulak. 
Hence the vacillations of the middle peasant. And this is true not 
only theoretically. These vacillations manifest themselves in 
practice, daily and hourly.

"As a toiler,” says Lenin, “the peasant gravitates towards socialism, and 
prefers the dictatorship of the workers to the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. 
As a seller of grain, the peasant gravitates towards the bourgeoisie, towards 
freedom of trade, i. e., back to the ‘habitual,’ old, ‘time-hollowed’ capital
ism.” (Vol. XXIV, p. 314.)

That is why the alliance with the middle peasant can be du
rable only if it is directed against the capitalist elements, against 
capitalism in general, if it guarantees the leading role of the work
ing class in that alliance, if it facilitates the abolition of classes.

Bukharin’s group forgets these plain and intelligible things.

d) NEP AND MARKET RELATIONS

The fourth mistake Bukharin makes is on the question of 
NEP (the New Economic Policy). Bukharin’s mistake is that he 
fails to see the dual nature of NEP, he sees only one side of NEP. 
When we introduced NEP in 1921, we directed its spearhead 
against War Communism, against the regime and system which 
precluded any and every form of freedom for private trade. We 
considered, and still consider, that NEP implies a certain meas
ure of free private trade. Bukharin remembers this aspect of the 
matter. That is very good.

But Bukharin is mistaken when he thinks that this is the only 
aspect of NEP. Bukharin forgets that NEP has another aspect. The 
point is that NEP by no means implies complete freedom for pri-. 
vate trade, the free play of prices in the market. NEP is freedom 
for private trade within certain limits, within certain boundaries, 
with the proviso that the role of the state as the regulator of 
the market is guaranteed. That, precisely, is the second aspect

21—592
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of NEP. And this aspect of NEP is more important for us than 
the first. There is no free play of prices in the market in our 
country as is usually the case in capitalist countries. We, in the 
main, determine the price of grain. We determine the price of 
manufactured goods. We strive to carry out a policy of reducing 
costs of production and reducing prices of manufactured goods, 
while striving to stabilize the price of agricultural products. Is it 
not obvious that such special and specific market conditions do 
not exist in capitalist countries?

From this it follows that as long as NEP exists, both its aspects 
must be retained: the first, which is directed against the regime of 
War Communism, and the object of which is to guarantee a cer
tain degree of freedom for private trade; and the second, which 
is directed against complete freedom for private trade, and the ob
ject of which is to guarantee the role of the state as the regulator 
of the market. Destroy one of these aspects, and the New Economic 
Policy disappears.

Bukharin thinks that danger can threaten NEP only from the 
“Left,” from people who want to abolish all freedom of trade. This 
is not true. This is a gross error. Moreover, such a danger is the 
least real at the present moment, since there is nobody, or hardly 
anybody, in our local and central organizations now who does not 
understand the necessity and expediency of preserving a certain 
degree of freedom of trade.

The danger from the Right, from those who want to abolish 
the role of the state as regulator of the market, who want to “eman
cipate” the market and thereby open up an era of complete freedom 
for private trade, is much more real. There cannot be the slightest 
doubt that the danger of disrupting NEP from the Right is much 
more real at the present time.

It should not be forgotten that the petty-bourgeois element is 
working precisely in this direction, in the direction of disrupting 
NEP from the Right. It should also be borne in mind that the out
cries of the kulaks and the well-to-do elements, the outcries of the 
profiteers and merchants, which many of our comrades often yield 
to, bombard NEP from precisely this quarter. The fact that Bukh
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arin does not see this second, and very real, menace to NEP un
doubtedly shows that he has yielded to the pressure of the petty- 
bourgeois element.

Bukharin proposes to “normalize” the market and to “manip
ulate” grain-purchasing prices according to districts, i.e., to 
raise the price of grain, What does this mean? Il means that he is 
not satisfied with Soviet market conditions, he wants to put a 
brake on the role of the state as the regulator of the market and 
proposes that concessions be made to the petty-bourgeois element, 
which is disrupting NEP from the Right.

Let us for a moment assume that we followed Bukharin's 
advice. What would be the result? We raise the price of grain, let 
us say, in the autumn, at the beginning of the grain-purchasing 
period. But since there are always people on the market, all 
sorts of profiteers and grain merchants, who can pay three times 
as much for grain, and since we cannot keep up with the profiteers, 
for they buy just a mere ten million of poods while we have to 
buy hundreds of millions of poods, those who hold grain will 
continue to hold it in expectation of a further rise in price. Con
sequently,' towards the spring, when the state’s real need for 
grain mainly begins, we would again have to raise the price of 
grain. But what would raising the price of grain in the spring 
mean? It would mean ruining the poor and weaker strata of the 
rural population who are themselves obliged to buy grain in the 
spring, partly for seed and partly for food—the very grain which 
they sold in the autumn at a lower price. Can we by such opera
tions obtain any really useful results in the way of securing a 
sufficient quantity of grain? Most probably not, for there will 
always be profiteers and grain merchants able to pay twice and 
three times as much for the same grain. Consequently, we would 
have to be prepared to raise the price of grain once again in a 
vain effort to catch up with the profiteers and grain merchants.

But from this it follows that having started on the path of rais
ing grain prices we should have to continue further and further 
without any guarantee of securing a sufficient quantity of grain.

But the matter does not end there.
21*



324 J. STALIN

Firstly, having raised purchasing prices of grain we would 
next have to raise the price of agricultural raw materials as well, 
in order to maintain a certain proportion in the price of agricul
tural products.

Secondly, after raising the grain-purchasing prices we would 
not be able to maintain low retail prices of bread in the towns, 
and, consequently, we would have to raise the selling price 
of bread. And since we cannot and must not injure the workers, 
we should rapidly have to increase wages. But this is bound to 
lead to a rise in the price of manufactured goods, for, otherwise, 
there would be a drainage of resources from the towns into the 
countryside to the detriment of industrialization.

In the end we should have to adjust the prices of manufactured 
goods and of agricultural products, not on the basis of falling, or 
at any rate, stabilized prices, but on the basis of rising prices, 
both of grain and of manufactured goods.

In other w'ords, we should have to pursue a policy of raising 
the prices of manufactured goods and agricultural products.

It is not difficult to understand that such “manipulation”of 
prices can only lead to the complete nullification of the Soviet 
price policy, to the nullification of the regulating role of the state 
in the market, and to the complete release of petty-bourgeois 
anarchy.

Who would profit by this?
Only the well-to-do strata of the urban and rural population, 

for expensive manufactured goods and agricultural products would 
be necessarily beyond the reach of the working class and the poor 
and weaker strata of the rural population. It would profit the ku
laks and the well-to-do, the Nepmen and the other wealthy classes.

This, too, would be a bond, but a peculiar bond, a bond with 
the wealthy strata of the rural and urban population. The workers 
and the poor strata of the rural population would have every right 
to ask us: Whose government are you: a workers’ and peasants’ 
government or a kulak and Nepmen’s government?

A rupture with the working class and the poor strata of the 
rural population and a bond with the wealthy strata of the urban 
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and rural population—that is what Bukharin’s “normalization" of 
the market and “manipulation” of grain prices according to dis
tricts must lead to.

Obviously, the Party cannot take this fatal path.
How far Bukharin has muddled all conceptions of NEP and 

how firmly he has become a captive of the petty-bourgeois element 
is shown, among other things, by the more than negative attitude 
he displays to the question of the new forms of trade turnover be
tween town and country, between the state and the peasantry. He is 
indignant and cries out against the fact that the state has become 
the purveyor of goods for the peasantry and that the peasantry is 
becoming the purveyor of grain for the state. He regards this as a 
violation of all the rules of NEP, almost the disruption of NEP. 
Why? On what grounds?

What can there be objectionable in the fact that the state, state 
industry, is the purveyor of goods, without middlemen, for the 
peasantry, and that the peasantry is the purveyor of grain for the 
industry, for the state also without middlemen?

What can there be objectionable, from the point of view of 
Marxism and a Marxian policy, in the fact that the peasantry 
has already become the purveyor of cotton, beets and flax for the 
needs of state industry, and that slate industry has become the 
purveyor of manufactured goods, seed and implements of pro^ 
duction for these branches of agriculture?

The contract system is here the principal method of.estab
lishing these new forms of trade turnover between town and 
country. But is the contract system contrary to the principles of 
NEP?

What can there be objectionable in the fact that, thanks to 
this contract system, the peasantry is becoming the state’s pur? 
yeyor not only of cotton, beets and flax, but also of grain?.

If trade in small consignments, petty trade, can be teriped 
trade turnover, why cannot trade in large consignments, conducted 
by means of preliminarily concluded agreements as to price and 
quality of goods (the contract system) bq regarded as trade turn? 
over?
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Is it so difficult to understand that these new, mass forms of 
trade turnover between town and country based on the contract 
system have indeed sprung up from the NEP, that, they mark 
a big step forward on the part of our organizations as regards the 
strengthening of the planned, socialist management of our national 
economy ?

Bukharin has lost the capacity to understand these plain and 
intelligible things.

e) THE SO-CALLED “TRIBUTE”

The fifth mistake Bukharin makes (I am speaking of his prin
cipal mistakes) is his opportunist distortion of the Party line on 
the question of “the scissors” between town and countryside, on 
the question of the so-called “tribute.”

What is the position set forth in the well-known resolution of 
thé joint meeting of the Political Bureau and the Presidium of 
the Central Control Commission (February 1929) on the question 
of “the scissors”? The resolution points out that in addition to the 
ordinary taxes, direct ahd indirect, which the peasantry is paying 
to the state, it also pays a certain supertax in the form of an over
charge on consumer goods, and in the form of low prices received 
for agricultural produce.

Is it true that the supertax paid by the peasantry actually 
exists? Yes, it is. What other designation do we have for this su
pertax? We also call it “the scissors,” “drainage” of resources from 
agriculture into industry for the purpose of speeding up industrial 
development.

Is this “drainage” really necessary? Everybody agrees that it 
is, as a temporary measure, if we really wish to maintain à speedy 
rate of industrial development. Indeed, we must at all cost 
maintain a rapid growth of our industry, for this growth is 
necessary not solely for oùr industrial production, but primarily 
for our agriculture, for our peasantry, which at the present 
time needs most of all tractors, agricultural machinery and 
fertilizers,
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Can we abolish this supertax at the present time? Unfor
tunately, we cannot. We must abolish it at the first opportune 
moment, in the coming years. But we cannot abolish it right now.

Now', as you see, this supertax obtained by means of “the scis
sors” is in fact “something like a tribute.” Not a tribute, but 
“something like a tribute.” It- is “something like a tribute” which 
we are paying for our backwardness. We need this supertax to 
stimulate the development of our industry and to do away with 
our backwardness.-

But does this mean that the levying of this additional tax is 
tantamount to exploiting the peasantry? No, it does not. The 
very nature of the Soviet power precludes any form of exploita
tion of the peasantry by the state. It has been plainly stated in the 
speeches of our comrades at the July Plenum that under the Soviet 
regime, the exploitation of the peasantry by the socialist state 
is ruled out because the constant rise in the welfare of the working 
peasantry is one of the laws upon which the development of the 
Soviet society is predicated, and this rules out all possibilities 
of exploiting the peasantry.

Is this additional tax bearable for the peasantry? Yes, it 
is. Why?

Firstly, because the levying of this additional tax is effected 
under conditions of a constant improvement of the material 
condition of the peasantry.

Secondly, because the peasants have their own private husr 
bandry, the income whereof enables them to meet the additional 
tax, and in this they differ from the industrial workers who have 
no private husbandry, but who nonetheless devote all their ener
gies to the cause of industrialization.

Thirdly, because this additional tax is being reduced each 
year.

Are we right in calling this additional tax “something like 
a tribute”? Yes, unquestionably we are. By our choice of words we 
are pointing out to our comrades that this additional tax is 
detestable and unwelcome, and that its subsistence for any con
siderable length of time should not be tolerated, This defiffitiOD 
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of the additional tax on the peasantry amounts to a plain state
ment of the fact that we are levying it not because we want to, 
but because we are forced to, and that we, Bolsheviks, must take 
all necessary measures in order to abolish this additional tax at 
the first opportune moment, as soon as possible.

Such is the essence of the question of “the scissors,” “the 
drainage,” “the supertax,” of the thing that the above-mentioned 
documents designate as “something like a tribute.”

At first, Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky tried to wrangle over 
the word “tribute,” and accused the Party of implementing a pol
icy of military-feudal exploitation of the peasantry. But now 
even the blind can see that this was just an unscrupulous attempt 
at gross slander against our Party. They are now themselves 
forced into tacit recognition of the fact that their chatter about 
military-feudal exploitation was a miserable failure.

Either one thing, or the other:
Either the Bukharinites recognize the inevitability, at the pres

ent time, of “the scissors” and “the drainage” of resources from 
agriculture into industry, and by the same token they are forced 
to admit that their accusations are of a slanderous nature, and 
that the Party is entirely right;

Or they deny the inevitability, at the present time, of “the 
scissors” and “the drainage,” but in that case let them say it frank
ly, so that the Party may classify them as adversaries of the in- 
dustrialization of our country.

I could, incidentally, quote some passages from a number of 
Bukharin’s, Rykov’s and Tomsky’s speeches, in which they rec
ognize without any reservations the inevitability, at the present 
time, of “the scissors” and “the drainage” of resources from agri
culture into industry. And this, indeed, is equivalent to an ac
ceptance of the formula “something like a tribute.”

Well then, has their point of view with regard to “the drainage,” 
and the subsistance of “the scissors” at the present time, remained 
unchanged? Let them say it frankly.

Bukharin'. The drainage is necessary, but “tribute” is not a 
fitting word. {General lan^hur,-)
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Stalin'. Consequently, we do not differ on the essence of the 
question', consequently, “the drainage” of resources from agricul
ture into industry, the so-called “scissors,” the additional tax, 
“something like a tribute”—are all necessary though temporary 
means for industrializing our country at the present time.

Very well. Then what is the point at issue? Why all the tu
mult? They do not like the word “tribute” nor the words “some
thing like a tribute,” because they believe that this expression 
is not commonly used in Marxian literature?

Well then, let us discuss the word “tribute.”
I assert, comrades, that this word has for a long time been in 

use in our Marxian literature, in Comrade Lenin’s writings, for 
example. This may surprise some people who do not read Lenin’s 
works, but it is nonetheless a fact, comrades. Bukharin made 
frantic attempts to prove that “tribute” is an unfitting word to use 
in Marxian literature. He was indignant and surprised at the 
fact that the Central Committee of the Party, and Marxists in 
general, take the liberty of using the word “tribute.” But can there 
be anything surprising in this, if we have ample evidence that 
this word has for a long time been in use in his writings by 
no less a Marxist than Comrade Lenin himself. Or perhaps, from 
Bukharin’s viewpoint, Lenin did not qualify as a Marxist? 
Well, you should be straightforward about it, dear comrades.

Take for example the article “‘Left-Wing’ Childishness and 
Petty-Bourgeois Mentality” (May, 1918), which was written by no 
less a Marxist than Lenin himself, and read the following passage:

“The petty bourgeois who hoards his “thousands” is an enemy of state 
capitalism; he wants to employ his thousands just for himself alone, against 
the poor classes, in utter disregard of any kind of state control; yet the sum 
total of these thousands amounts to many billions that supply a base for 
profiteering, and which undermine our socialist construction. Let us assume 
that a certain number of workers produce in a few days values equal to 1,000. 
Let us then assume that out of this total, a sum amounting to 200 vanishes 
owing to petty profiteering, all kinds of pilfering and tricks practised by small 
property owners in their efforts to "evade” Soviet decrees and regulations. 
Every conscious worker would say: If, for the sake of achieving better order 
Bhd-organization;;-l had to give up.300 out of 1,000,1 would willingly-give 
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up 300 instead of 200, because to reduce this “tribute" later on, to, say, 100 
or 50, will be an easy matter under the Soviet regime, once we have achieved 
organization and order and once we have completely overcome the efforts of 
small property owners to undermine our state monopoly. (Vol. XXII, p. 515.)

This is perfectly clear, I believe. Should we, therefore, qualify 
Lenin as an advocate of military-feudal exploitation of the work
ing class? You may try, dear comrades.

A voice in the audience'. Nevertheless the term “tribute” has 
never been used when it concerns the middle peasant.

Stalin'. Do you believe by any chance that the middle peas
ant is closer to the Party than the working class? You are some 
Marxist. {General laughter.) If we, the Party of the working class, 
can speak of “tribute” when it concerns the working class, why 
can we not say it when it concerns the middle peasantry, which, 
after all, is merely an ally?

Some pedantic minds might suspect that the word “tribute” 
in Lenin's article “‘Left-Wing’ Childishness” is just a slip of the 
tongue. A check-up on this point will, however, show that the 
suspicions of those pedantic minds are entirely groundless. Take 
another article, or rather a pamphlet, written by Lenin: "The 
Tax in Kind" (April 1921) and read page 324 (Vol. XXVI, p. 324). 
You will see that the passage regarding “the tribute” quoted above 
is repeated by Lenin word for word. Or take Lenin’s article “The 
Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Government” (Vol. XXII, p. 448, 
March-April 1918), and you will see that in it too, Lenin speaks 
of the “tribute (but now without quotation marks) which we are 
paying for our backwardness in the matter of organizing accounting 
and control from below on a nation-wide scale.”

As you see, the word “tribute” is very far from being a fortui
tous element in Lenin’s writings. Comrade Lenin uses this word 
to stress the temporary nature of “the tribute,” to stimulate the 
energy of the Bolsheviks, and to set it going in a direction that 
will permit, at the first opportune moment, the abolition of this 
“tribute,” the price the working class has to pay for our back
wardness and our “muddling.”

As you see, when I use the expression “something like a trib’ 
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ute” I find myself in rather good Marxist company, in the com
pany of Comrade Lenin.

Bukharin said here that Marxists should not tolerate the 
use of the word “tribute” in their writings. What kind of Marxists 
was he speaking about? If Bukharin had in mind such pseudo 
Marxists as Slepkov, Maretsky, Petrovsky, Rosit, etc., who have 
much more in common with liberals than with Marxists, then his 
indignation is perfectly justified. If, on the other hand, he has 
in mind true Marxists, Comrade Lenin, for example, then, actu
ally, as far as they are concerned the word “tribute” has been in 
usage for a long time, while Bukharin, who is not familiar with 
Lenin’s writings, is wide of the mark.

But this does not fully dispose of the question of the “tribute.” 
The point is that it was no accident that Bukharin and his friends 
took exception to the word “tribute” and began to speak of mili
tary-feudal exploitation of the peasants. Their outcry about mil
itary-feudal exploitation was undoubtedly an expression of their 
extreme discontent with the Party policy toward the kulaks, which 
is being applied by our organizations. Discontent with the Lenin
ist policy of the Party in its leadership of the peasantry, discon
tent with our grain-purchasing policy, with our policy of devel
oping collective and state farms to the utmost, and lastly, the de
sire to “unfetter” the market and to establish complete freedom 
of private trade, —there you have the underlying reason for Bukhar
in’s screams about military-feudal exploitation of the peasantry.

In the whole history of our Party I cannot recall another sin
gle instance of the Party being accused of carrying on a policy 
of military-feudal exploitation. This anti-Party weapon was not 
borrowed from a Marxian arsenal. From where, then, was it bor
rowed? From the arsenal of Milyukov, the leader of the Consti
tutional-Democrats. When the Cadets wish to provoke a clash 
between the peasantry and the working class, they say as a rule: 
You, Messrs, the Bolsheviks, are building socialism on thé 
corpses of the peasants. When Bukharin raises an outcry about 
the “tribute,” he is just singing to the tune of Messrs. Milyukovs, 
and is- following in the footsteps of the enemies of the people.
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f) THE RATE OF DEVELOPMENT OF INDUSTRY 
AND THE NEW FORMS OF THE BOND

Finally, as to the question of the rate of development of in
dustry and of the new forms of the bond between town and coun
try. This is one of our most important points of difference. The 
importance of this question is that it is the converging point of 
all the threads of our practical differences on the economic policy 
of the Party.

What are the new forms of the bond, what do they signify 
from the point of view of our economic policy?

They signify, firstly, that besides the old forms of the bond 
between town and country, whereby industry chiefly satisfied the 
personal requirements of the peasantry (cotton textile, footwear, 
and manufactured goods in general)', we now need new forms of 
the bond, whereby industry will satisfy the productive require
ments of peasant farming (agricultural machinery, tractors, im
proved seed, fertilizers, etc.).

Whereas formerly we satisfied mainly the personal require
ments of the peasants, hardly touching the productive require
ments of their farms, now, while continuing to satisfy the person- 
.al requirements of the peasants, we must exert all our efforts 
to supply agricultural machinery, tractors, fertilizers, etc., which 
have a direct bearing on the reconstruction of agriculture on a 
new technical basis.

As long as it was a question of restoring agriculture and of the 
peasants assimilating the landlords’ and kulaks’ land, we could 
be content with the old forms of the bond. But now, when it is a 
.question of reconstructing agriculture, this is not enough. Now we 
must go further and help the peasantry to reorganize agricultural 
production on the basis of a new technique and collective labour.

Secondly, they signify that simultaneously with the re-equip
ment of our industry, we must seriously begin to re-equip agri
culture too. We are re-equipping, and have already partly re
equipped our industry, placing it on a new technical basis, sup
plying it with new and improved machinery and new jW" 
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proved cadres. We are building new factories and plants and are 
reconstrurting and extending the old ones; we are developing the 
iron and steel industry, the chemical industry and the machine- 
building industry. On this basis new towns are springing up, new 
industrial centres are multiplying and the old ones are expanding. 
On this basis the demand for food products and for raw materials 
for industry is growing. But agriculture continues to employ the 
old equipment, the old methods of tillage practised by our fore
fathers, the old, primitive, now useless, or nearly useless technique, 
the old small-peasant, individual forms of farming and labour.

Take the mere fact that before the revolution there were 
nearly 16,000,000 peasant households, and now there are no less 
than 25,000,0001 What does this indicate if not that agriculture 
is assuming a more and more scattered, fragmentary character. 
And the characteristic feature of scattered small farms is that they 
are unable sufficiently Io employ technique, machines, tractors 
and scientific agronomic knowledge, that they are farms with 
a small output for the market.

Hence, the insufficient output of agricultural products for 
the market.

Hence, the danger of a rift between town and country, between 
industry and agriculture.

Hence, the necessity for increasing, whipping up the rate of 
development of agriculture to that of our industry.

And so, in order to avoid Lhe danger of a rift, we must begin 
thoroughly to re-equip agriculture on the basis of modern tech
nique. But in order to re-equip it we must gradually amalgamate 
the scattered individual peasant farms into large farms, into 
collective farms; we must build up agriculture on the basis of 
collective labour, we must enlarge the collective farms, we must 
develop the old and new state farms, we must systematically em
ploy the contract system on a mass scale in all the principal 
branches of agriculture, we must develop the system of machine- 
and-tractor stations which help Lhe peasantry to assimilaté the 
new technique and to collectivize labour—in a word, we must 
gradually transfer the small individual peasant farms to the
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basis of large-scale collective production, for only large-scale pro
duction of a socialized type is capable of making full use of sci
entific knowledge and modern technique, and of advancing the 
development of our agriculture with seven-league strides.

This, of course, does not mean that we must neglect individ
ual poor- and middle-peasant farming. Nothing of the kind. 
Individual poor-and middle-peasant farming plays a predominant 
part in supplying industry with food and raw materials, and will 
continue to do so for some time. This is precisely why we must 
continue to assist individual poor- and middle-peasant farms which 
have not yet amalgamated into collective farms.

But this does mean that individual peasant farming alone is 
no longer adequate. This is shown by our grain-purchasing diffi
culties. That is why the development of individual poor- and mid
dle-peasant farming must be supplemented by the widest possible 
development of collective forms of farming and of state farms.

That is why we must bridge the way for individual poor- 
and middle-peasant farming to collective, socialized forms of 
farming through the use of the contract system on a mass scale, 
through the use of machine-and-tractor stations and by the full
est development of the cooperative movement in order to help 
the peasants to transfer their small, individual farming to the 
lines of collective labour.

Failing this it will be impossible to develop agriculture to 
any extent. Failing this it will be impossible to solve the grain 
problem. Failing this it will be impossible to save the weaker 
strata of the peasantry from ruin and distress.

Finally, they signify that we must develop our industry to the 
utmost as the principal source from which agriculture will be sup
plied with the means required for its reconstruction: we must de
velop our iron and steel, chemical and machine-building industries; 
we must build tractor works, agricultural-machinery works, etc.

There is no need to prove that it is impossible to develop 
collective farms, that it is impossible to develop machine-and- 
tractor stations without inducing the great bulk of the peasantry, 
with the aid of the contract system applied on a mass scale, to 
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adopt collective forms of farming, without supplying agriculture 
with a fairly large quantity of tractors, agricultural machinery, etc.

But it will be impossible to supply the rural districts with ma
chines and tractors unless we accelerate the development of our in
dustry. Hence, the speedy development of our industry is the key 
to the reconstruction of agriculture on the basis of collectivism.

Such is the meaning and significance of the new forms of the 
bond.

Bukharin’s group is obliged to admit, in words, the necessity 
of the new forms of the bond. But it is an admission only in 
wo rds, with the intention, under cover of a verbal recognition of 
the new forms of the bond, of smuggling in something which is 
the very opposite. Actually, Bukharin is opposed to the new forms 
of the bond. Bukharin's starting point is not the speedy rate of 
development of industry as the lever for the reconstruction of 
agriculture, but the development of individual peasant farming. 
He puts in the foreground the “normalization” of the market 
and permission for the free play of prices on the agricultural 
produce market, complete freedom for private trade. Hence his 
distrustful attitude to the collective farms which manifested 
itself in his speech at the July Plenum of the Central Committee 
and in his theses prior to the July Plenum of the Central Commit
tee. Hence his disapproval of every and any form of emergency 
measures against the kulaks during grain-purchasing campaigns.

We know that Bukharin shuns emergency measures as the 
devil shuns holy water.

We know that Bukharin still fails to understand that under 
■present conditions the kulak will not supply a sufficient quantity 
of grain voluntarily, of his own accord.

That has been proved by our two years’ experience of grain
purchasing campaigns.

But what if, in spite of everything, there will not be enough 
grain marketed? To this Bukharin replies: Do not worry the 
kulaks with emergency measures; import grain from abroad. Not 
long ago he proposed that we import about 50,000,000 poods of 
grain, i.e., to the value of about 100,000,000 rubles in foreign
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currency. But what if foreign currency is required to import equip
ment for industry? To this Bukharin replies: Preference must 
be given to imports of grain—thus, evidently, relegating imports 
of equipment for industry to the background.

It follows, therefore, that the basis for the solution of the grain 
problem and for tbe reconstruction of agriculture is not the speedy 
rate of development of industry, but the development of individ
ual peasant farming, including also kulak farming, on the 
basis of a free market and the free play of prices in the market.

Thus we have two different plans of economic policy.
The Party’s Plan-.
1. We are re-equipping industry (reconstruction).
2. We are beginning seriously to re-equip agriculture (recon

struction).
3. For this we must expand the development of collective 

farms and state farms, employ on amass scale the contract system 
and machine and tractor stations as means of establishing a bond 
between industry and agriculture in the sphere of production.

4. As for the present grain-purchasing difficulties, we must 
admit the necessity for temporary emergency measures that ate 
bolstered up by the popular support of the middle- and poor
peasant masses, as one of the means of breaking the resistance 
of the kulaks and of obtaining from them the maximum grain 
surplus necessary to be able to dispense with imported grain and 
to save foreign currency for the development of industry.

5. Individual poor- and middle-peasant farming plays, and 
will continue to play, a predominant part in supplying the coun
try with food and raw materialsjbut alone it is no longer adequate— 
the development of individual poor- and middle-peasant farming 
must therefore be supplemented by the development of collective 
farms and state farms, by the contract system applied on a mass 
scale, by accelerating the development of machine-and-tractor 
stations, in order to facilitate the squeezing out of the capitalist 
elements from agriculture and the gradual transfer of the individ
ual peasant farms to large-scale collective farming, to collective 
labour.
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6. But in order to achieve all this, it is necessary first of all 
to accelerate the development of industry, of metallurgy, chemi
cals, machine building, of tractor works, agricultural-machinery 
works, etc. Failing this it will be impossible to solve the grain 
problem just as it will be impossible to reconstruct agriculture.

Conclusion: The key to the reconstruction 0/ agriculture is 
the speedy rate 0/ development 0/ our industry.

Bukharin's Plan’.
1. “Normalize” the market; permit the free play of prices on 

the market and a rise in the price of grain, undeterred by the 
fact that this may lead to a rise in the price of manufactured 
goods, raw materials and bread.

2. The utmost development of individual peasant farming 
accompanied by a certain reduction of the rate of development of 
collective farms and state farms (Bukharin’s theses of July and 
his speech at the July Plenum).

3. Grain purchasing on the spontaneity principle, precluding 
under all circumstances even the partial application of emergency 
measures against the kulaks, even though such measures are sup
ported by the middle- and poor-peasant masses.

4. In the event of shortage of grain, to import about 100,000,000 
rubles worth of grain.

5. And if there is not enough foreign currency to pay for im
ports of grain and equipment for industry, to reduce imports of 
equipment and, consequently, the rate of development of our 
industry—otherwise our agriculture will simply “mark time," 
or will even “directly decline.”

Conclusion: The key to the reconstruction of agriculture is the 
development of individual peasant farming.

This is how it works out, comrades.
Bukharin’s plan is a plan to reduce the rate of development 

of industry and to undermine thè new forms of the bond.
Such are our divergencies.
Sometimes a question is being asked: Have we not been late 

in developing the new forms of the bond, in developing collec
tive farms, state farms, etc.?

22—592
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Some people assert that the Party was at least two years late 
in starting with this work. That is wrong, comrades. It is abso
lutely wrong. Only noisy “Lefts” who have no conception of the 
economy of the U.S.S.R, can talk like that.

What do people imply when they say that we were late in 
this matter? If they imply that we should have foreseen the need 
for collective farms and state farms, then we can say that we 
began this at the Lime of the October Revolution. There cannot 
be the slightest doubt that already then—at the time of the 
October Revolution—the Party foresaw the need for collective 
farms and state farms. For that matter, we may refer to our pro
gram, which was adopted at the Eighth Congress of the Party 
(March 1919). The need for collective farms and state farms is 
recognized there with perfect clarity.

But the mere fact that the top leadership of our Party fore
saw the need for collective farms and state farms was not enough 
to carry into effect and organize a mass movement for collective 
farms and state farms. Therefore, the question was not one of 
foreseeing, but of carrying out the plan of collective-farm and 
state-farm development. But in order to carry out such a plan 
a number of conditions are required which did not exist before, 
and which came into existence only very recently.

That is the point, comrades.
In order to carry out the plan for a mass movement in fa

vour of collective farms and state farms, it was necessary, first 
of all, that the Party leadership should be supported in this 
course by the mass of the Party membership. As you know, 
our Party has over 1,000,000 members. It was therefore neces
sary to convince the large masses of the Party membership of 
the correctness of the policy of the top leadership. That is the 
first point.

Further, it was necessary that a mass movement should arise 
among the peasants in favour of collective farms, that the peas
ants—far from fearing the collective farms—should themselves 
join the collective farms and become convinced by experience 
of the advantage of collective farming over individual farming.
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This is a serious matter, requiring a certain amount of time. 
That is the second point.

Further, it was necessary that the stale should possess the 
material resources required to finance the collective-farm develop
ment, to finance the collective farms and state farms. And this, 
dear comrades, requires hundreds and hundreds of millions of 
rubles. That is the third point.

Finally, it was necessary that industry should be developed 
sufficiently to be able to supply agriculture with machinery, 
tractors, fertilizers, etc. That is the fourth point.

Can it be asserted that all these conditions existed two or 
three years ago? No, it cannot.

It must not be forgotten that we are a ruling party, not an 
opposition party. An opposition party can issue slogans—I mean 
fundamental practical slogans of the movement—in order to 
carry them into effect after it comes into power. Nobody can 
accuse an opposition party of not carrying out its fundamental 
slogans immediately, for everybody knows that it is not the op
position party which is at the helm, but other parties.

In the case of a ruling party, however, such as our Bolshevik 
Party is, the matter is entirely different. The slogans of such a 
party are not mere agitational slogans, but something much more 
important, for they have the force of practical decision, the force of 
law, and must be carried out immediately. Our Party cannot issue 
a practical slogan and then defer carrying it out. That would be 
deceiving the masses. Before issuing a practical slogan, especially 
so serious a slogan as transferring the vast masses of the peas
antry to the lines of collectivism, the conditions must exist that 
will enable the slogan to be carried out directly; finally, these con
ditions must be created, organized. That is why it was not enough 
merely for the Party leadership to foresee the need for collective 
farms and state farms. That is why we also need the conditions 
to enable us to realize, to carry out, our slogans, immediately.

Was the mass of the Party membership ready for the utmost 
development of collective farms and state farms, say, two or 
three years ago? No, it was not ready. The serious turn of the 
22*
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mass of the Party membership towards the new forms of the 
bond began only with the first serious grain-purchasing difficul
ties. It required these difficulties for the mass of the Party mem
bership to become conscious of the full necessity of accelerating 
the adoption of the new forms of the bond, and primarily, of the 
collective farms and state farms, and resolutely to support its 
Central Committee in this matter. This is one condition which 
did not exist before, but which does exist now.

Was there any serious movement among the vast masses of 
the peasantry in favour of collective farms or state farms two or 
three years ago? No, there was not. Everybody knows that two 
or three years ago the peasantry was hostile to the state farms and 
contemptuously called the collective farms “Kommunia,” regard
ing them as something utterly useless. And now? Now, the situa
tion is different. Now we have whole strata of the peasantry who 
regard the state farms and collective farms as a source of assistance 
to peasant farming in the way of seed, pedigree cattle, machines 
and tractors. Now we have only to supply machines and tractors, 
and collective farming will develop at a rapid rate.

What was the cause of this change of attitude among certain, 
fairly considerable, strata of the peasantry? What helped to 
bring it about?

In the first place, the development of the cooperative societies 
and the cooperative movement. There can be no doubt that 
without the powerful development of the cooperative societies, 
particularly of agricultural cooperative societies, which produced 
a change in the mentality of the peasantry in favour of the collec
tive farms, we woul d not have had that urge towards the collec
tive farms which isnow displayed by wholestrata of the peasantry.

An important part in this was played by the existence of well- 
organized collective farms, which set the peasants good examples 
of how agriculture can be improved by uniting small peasant 
farms into large, collective, farms.

An important part in this was also played by the existence 
çf well-organized state farms, which helped the peasants to im
prove their methods of farming. I need not mention other factors 
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with which you are all familiar. This is another condition which 
did not exist before, but which does exist now.

Further, can it be asserted that we were able two or three 
years ago to give substantial financial aid to the collective farms 
and state farms, to assign hundreds of millions of rubles for this 
purpose? No, it cannot be asserted. You know very well that we 
even lacked Sufficient means for developing that minimum of 
industry without which industrialization in general is impossible, 
let alone the reconstruction of agriculture. Could we take these 
resources from industry, which is the basis for the industrializa
tion of the country, and transfer them to the collective farms and 
state farms? Obviously, we could not. But now? Now we have 
the means for developing the collective farms and state farms.

Finally,, can it be asserted that two or three years ago our 
industry was an adequate basis for supplying agriculture with 
large quantities of machines, tractors, etc.? No, it cannot be as
serted. At that time our task was to create the minimum indus
trial basis required for supplying machines and tractors to agri
culture in the future. It was on the creation of such a basis that 
our scanty financial resources were then spent. And now? Now 
we have the industrial basis for agriculture. At all events, this" 
industrial basis is being created at a very rapid rate.

It follows that the conditions required for the mass develop
ment of the collective farms and state farms were created only 
recently.

That is how matters stand, comrades.-
That is why it cannot be said that we were late in developing 

the new forms of the bond.

g) BUKHARIN AS A THEORETICIAN

Such, in the main, are the principal mistakes committed by 
the theoretician of the Right opposition, Bukharin, on the funda
mental questions of our policy. *

It is said that Bukharin is one of the theoreticians of our Par
ty. This is true, of course, Put the trouble is that not all is well
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with his theorizing. This is evident if only from the fact that on 
questions of Party theory and policy he has piled up the heap of 
mistakes which I have just analyzed. These mistakes, mistakes 
on Comintern questions, mistakes on questions of the class strug
gle, of the intensification of the class struggle, on the peasantry, 
on NEP, on the new forms of the bond—-these mistakes could 
not possibly have been fortuitous. No, these mistakes are not 
fortuitous. Bukharin’s mistakes flowed from the wrong theoreti
cal line he pursued, from the gaps in his theories. Yes, Bukharin 
is a theoretician, but he is not altogether a Marxian theoretician; 
he is a theoretician who has much to learn before he can become 
a Marxian theoretician.

Reference is made to a letter in which Comrade Lenin speaks 
of Bukharin as a theoretician. Let us read the letter.

“Of the younger members of the Central Committee,” says Lenin, 
“I should like to say a few words about Bukharin and Pyatakov. In my 
opinion, they are the most outstanding people (of the youngest forces), and 
regarding them the following should be borne in mind: Bukharin is not 
only a very valuable and important theoretician in our Party, he is 
also legitimately regarded as the favourite of the whole Party; but it is 
very doubtful whether his theoretical views can be classed as fully Marxian, 
for there is something scholastic in him {he has never studied, and, I think, 
he has never fully understood dialectics).” * (Stenographic record of the 
July Plenum, 1926, Part IV, p. 66.)

Thus, he is a theoretician without dialectics. A scholastic 
theoretician. A theoretician about whom it was said: “It is very 
doubtful whether his theoretical views can be classed as fully 
Marxian.” This is how Lenin characterized Bukharin’s theoret
ical complexion.

You can well understand, comrades, that such a theoretician 
has still much to learn. And, if Bukharin understood that he is 
not yet a full-fledged theoretician, that he still has much to 
learn, that he is a theoretician who has not yet assimilated dià-

* My italics.—J. St,
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lectics—and dialectics is the soul of Marxism—if he understood 
that, he would be more modest, and the Party would only bene
fit thereby. The trouble is that Bukharin is wanting in modesty.. 
The trouble is that not only is he wanting in modesty, but he 
even presumes to Leach our teacher Lenin on a number of ques
tions, primarily, on the question of the stale. And this is Bukha
rin’s misfortune.

Allow me in this connection to refer to the well-known theoret
ical controversy which flared up in 1916 between Lenin and 
Bukharin on the question of the state. This is important in order 
to expose Bukharin’s inordinate pretensions to teach Lenin, as 
well as the roots of his theoretical unsoundness on such impor
tant questions as the dictatorship of the proletariat, the class 
struggle, etc.

As you know, an article by Bukharin appeared in 1916 in the 
magazine Internatsional Molodyozhy, signed Nota Bene', this 
article was in fact directed against Comrade Lenin. In this article 
Bukhavin wrote:

“...It is quite a mistake to seek the difference between the Socialists and 
the Anarchists in the fact that the former are in favour of the state while the 
latter are against it. The real difference is that revolutionary Social-Democ
racy desires to organize the new social production as centralized production, 
i.e., technically the most progressive method of production; whereas 
decentralized anarchist production would mean retrogression to old tech
nique, to the old form of enterprises....

“...Social-Democracy, which is, or at least should be, the educator of 
the masses, must now more than ever emphasize its hostility to the state in 
principle.... The present war has shown how deeply the state idea has pene
trated the souls of the workers.”

Lenin replied in a well-known article, published in 1916, 
criticizing Bukharin's views. He said:

“This is wrong. The author raises the question of the difference in the 
attitude of Socialists and Anarchists towards the state. But he replies not to 
this question, but to another, namely, the difference in the attitude of So
cialists and Anarchists towards the economic foundation of future society. 
This, of course, is a very important and necessary question to discuss. But 
that does not mean that the main point of difference..ip. th.p attitude of the 
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Socialists and Anarchists towards the state can be ignored. The Socialists 
are in favour of utilizing the modern state and its institutions in the struggle 
for the emancipation of the working class, and they also urge the necessity of 
utilizing the state for the peculiar form of transition from capitalism to 
socialism. This transitional form is the dictatorship of the proletariat, which 
is also a state. The Anarchists want to ‘abolish’ the state, to ‘blow it up’ 
(“sprengen"), as Comrade Nota Bene expresses it in one place, erroneously 
ascribing this view to the Socialists. The Socialists—unfortunately the author 
quotes the words of Engels relevant to this subject rather incompletely— 
hold that the state will ‘wither away,’ will gradually ‘fall asleep’ after the 
bourgeoisie has been expropriated....

“In order to ‘emphasize’ our ‘hostility’ to the state ‘in principle,' we must 
indeed understand it ‘clearly.’ This clarity, however, our author lacks. His 
remark about the ‘state idea’ is entirely muddled. It is un-Marxian, and 
unsocialistic. The point is not that ‘the state idea' has clashed with the repu
diation of the idea of the state, but that the opportunist policy (i.e., an 
opportunist, reformist, bourgeois attitude towards the state) has clashed 
with revolutionary Social-Democratic policy (i.e., with the revolutionary 
Social-Democratic attitude to the bourgeois state and towards utilizing the 
state against the bourgeoisie in order to overthrow it). These are entirely dif
ferent things.” (Vol. XIX, p. 296.)

I think the point at issue is clear, and it is also clear that 
Bukharin landed in a semi-anarchistic puddle.

Sten: At that time Lenin had not yet fully formulated the 
necessity for “blowing up” the' state. Bukharin, while commit
ting anarchist errors, was approaching a formulation of the 
question.

Stalin: No, that is not what we are concerned with at pres
ent. What we are concerned with is the attitude towards the 
state in general. The point is that in Bukharin’s opinion the 
working class should be hostile in principle to any kind, of state, 
including the working-class state.

Sten: Lenin then only spoke about utilizing the state; he said 
nothing in his criticism of Bukharin regarding the “blowing up” 
of the state.

Stalin: You are mistaken, the “blowing up” of the state is 
not a Marxian formula, it is an anarchistic formula. Let me as
sure you that the point here is that, in the opinion of Bukharin 
(aijd oî the Anarchists); the workers should emphasize their hos
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tility, as a matter of principle, to any kind of state, and, there
fore, to the state of the transition period, to the working-class 
state as well.

Try to explain to our workers that the working class must 
become imbued with hostility, as a matter of principle, to the 
proletarian dictatorship, which, of course, is also a state.

Bukharin’s position as set forth in his article in Internatio
nal Molodyozhy is that he repudiates the state in the period of 
transition from capitalism to socialism.

Bukharin here overlooked a “trifle,” namely, the whole tran
sition period, during which the working class cannot do without 
its own state if it really wants to suppress the bourgeoisie and 
build socialism. That is the first point.

The second point is that it is not true that Comrade Lenin 
at that time did not deal in his criticism with the theory of “blow
ing up,” of “abolishing” the state in general. Lenin not only 
dealt with this theory, as is evident from the passages I have 
quoted, but he criticized and demolished it as an anarchist theo
ry, and opposed to it the theory of forming and utilizing a new 
state after the overthrow of the bourgeoisie, namely, the state of 
the proletarian dictatorship.

Finally, the anarchist theory of “blowing up” and “abolishing” 
the state must not be confused with the Marxian theory of the 
“withering away” of the proletarian state or the “breaking up,” 
the “smashing” of the bourgeois state machine. There are persons 
who are inclined to confuse these two different concepts in the 
belief that they express the same Idea. But this is wrong. Lenin 
proceeded precisely from the Marxian theory of “smashing” the 
bourgeois state machine and the “withering away” of the pro
letarian state when he criticized the anarchist, theory of “blowing 
up” and “abolishing” the state in general.

Perhaps it will not be superfluous if, for the sake of greater 
clarity, I quote a passage from a manuscript on the state written 
by Comrade Lenin, evidently at the end of 1916, or the beginning 
of 1917 (before the February Revolution of 1917). From this 
manuscript it is easily seen that:
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a) in criticizing Bukharin’s semi-anarchistic errors on the 
question of the state, Lenin proceeded from the Marxist theory 
of the “withering away” of the proletarian state and the “smash
ing” of the bourgeois state machine;

b) although Bukhariu, as Lenin expressed it, “is nearer to 
the truth than Kautsky,” nevertheless, “instead of exposing the 
Kautskyites, he helps them with his mistakes.”

Here is the text of the manuscript.
“Of extremely great importance on the question of the state is the letter 

of Engels to Bebel dated March 18-28, 1875.
“Here is the most important passage in full:
“...‘The free people’s state is transformed into the free state. Taken in 

its grammatical sense,a free state is one where the state is free in relation to 
its citizens, hence a state with a despotic government. The tvhole talk about 
the state should be dropped, especially since the Commune which was no longer 
a state in the proper sense of the word. The “people’s state” has been thrown 
in our faces by the Anarchists to the point of disgust, although already 
Marx’s book against Proudhon and later the Communist Manifesto directly 
declare that with the introduction of the socialist order of society the state will 
dissolve of itself {sich. àuflost) and disappear. As, therefore, the state is only 
a transitional institution which is used in the struggle, in the revolution, in 
order to hold down one’s adversaries by force, it is pure nonsense to talk 
of a free people’s state: so long as the proletariat still uses (Engels’ italics) 
the state, it does not use it in the interests of freedombut in order to hold 
down its adversaries, and as soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedom the 
state as such ceases to exist. We would therefore propose to replace the 
word state (Engels’ italics) everywhere by the word “community" {Gemein- 
wesen); a good old German word which can very well represent the 
French word commune.’

“This is, perhaps, the most remarkable, and certainly, the most pronounced 
passage, so to speak, in the works of Marx and Engels ‘against the state.'

“1. ‘The whole talk about the state should be dropped.'
“2. ‘The Commune was no longer a state in the proper sense of the word.’ 

(What was it, then? A transitional form from the state to no state, ob
viously!)

“3. The‘people’s state’ has been‘thrown inour faces’ {indie Zahnegeworfen, 
literally—thrown in our teeth) by the Anarchists too long (that is, Marx 
and Engels were ashamed of the obvious mistake made by their German 
friends; but they regarded it, and of course, in the circumstances that then 
existed, correctly regarded it as a far less serious mistake than that made by the 
Anarchists. This N. B.ll)
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“4. The state will'disintegrate (“dissolve”) (Nota Bene) of itself and dis
appear ’ (compare later “will wither away”) ‘with the introduction of the 
socialist order of society..,.’

“5. The state is a ‘temporary institution,' which is used ‘in the struggle, 
in the revolution’ (used by the proletariat, of course)...

“6. The state is not used in the interests of freedom, but for holding down 
(Niederhaltung is not suppression in the proper sense of the word, but prevent
ing restoration, keeping in submission) the adversaries of the proletariat.

“7. When there will be freedom, there will be no state.
“8. ‘We’ (i.e., Engels and Marx) would propose to replace the word 

‘state’ everywhere (in the program) by the word ‘community’ (Gemeinwesen), 
‘commune’! II

“This shows to what extent Marx and Engels were vulgarized and defiled, 
not only by the opportunists, but also by Kautsky.

“The opportunists have not understood a single one of these eight rich 
ideas!!

“They have taken only what is practically necessary for the present time: 
to utilize the political struggle, to utilize the present state to educate, to train 
the proletariat, to ‘wrest concessions.’ That is correct (as against the Anar
chists), but that is only one hundredth part of Marxism, if one can thus 
express it arithmetically.

“In his propagandist works, and publications generally, Kautsky has 
completely ignored (or forgotten? or not understood?) points 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
and the ‘zerbrechen' of Marx (in his controversy with Pannekoek in 1912 or 
1913, Kautsky [see below, pp. 45-47] completely dropped into opportunism 
on this question).

“What distinguishes us from the Anarchists is (a) the use of the state now 
and (?) during the proletarian revolution (the “dictatorship of the proletari
at”)—points of extreme and immediate importance in practice. (But it is 
these very points that Bukharin forgotV)

“What distinguishes us from the opportunists is the more profound, ‘more 
permanent’ trùths regarding (aa) the ‘temporary’ nature of the state, (ff) 
the harm of ‘chatter’ about it now, (n) the not entirely state character of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, (33) the contradiction between thestate and 
freedom, (ee) the more correct idea (concept, program term) ‘community’ in
stead of state, ((X) ‘smashing’ (zerbrechen) of the bureaucratic-military machine.

“It must not be forgotten also that the avowed opportunists in Germany 
(Bernstein, Kolb, etc.) directly repudiate the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
and the official program and Kautsky indirectly repudiate it, by not saying 
anything about it in their day-to-day'agitation and tolerating the renegacy of 
Kolb and Co.

“Tn August 1916, Bukharin was written to: ‘allow your ideas about the 
State to mature,' Without, however, allowing them to mature, he broke into
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print, as ‘Nota Bene’ and did it in such a way that, instead of exposing the 
Kautskyites, he helped them with his mistakes!! Yet, as a matter of fact, 
Bukharin is nearer to the truth than Kautsky.”

Such is the brief history of the theoretical controversy on the 
question of the state.

The matter, it seems, should be clear: Bukharin made semi
anarchist mistakes—it is time to correct those mistakes and 
proceed further in the footsteps of Lenin. But only Leninists 
can think like that. Bukharin, it appears, does not agree. On 
the contrary, he asserts that it was not he who was mistaken, 
but Lenin; that it was not he who followed, or ought to have 
followed, in the footsteps of Lenin, but, on the contrary, Lenin 
was compelled to follow in the footsteps of Bukharin.

You do not believe this, comrades? Well, listen further. After 
the controversy in 1916, nine years later, during which interval 
Bukharin maintained silence, and a year after the death of 
Lenin—namely, in 1925—Bukharin published an article in the 
symposium Reoola.tsia Prava, entitled “The Theory of the Impe
rialist State,” which previously had been rejected by the editors 
of Sbornik Sotsial-Demokrata (i.e., by Lenin). In a footnote to 
this article Bukharin bluntly declares that not Lenin "was right 
in this controversy, but he, Bukharin. That may seem incredible, 
comrades, but it is a fact.

Listen to the text of this footnote:

“V. I. (i. e., Lenin) wrote a short article containing criticism of the article 
in Intematsional Molodyozhy. The reader will easily see that I had not 
made the mistake attributed to me, for I clearly saw the need for the 
dictatorship of the proletariat; on the other hand, from Ilyich’s article it 
will be seen that at that time he was wrong about the thesis on ‘blowing 
up’ the state (bourgeois state, of course), and confused that question with 
the question of the withering away of the dictatorship of the proletariat.*  
Perhaps I should have enlarged on the question of the dictatorship more at 
that time. But in justification I may say that at that time there was such a 
wholesale exaltation of the bourgeois state by the Social-Democrats that it 
was natural to concentrate all attention On tfie question of blowing up 
that machine.

* My italics.—J. St,
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“When I arrived in Russia from America and saw Nadezhda Konstanti
novna (that was at our illegal Sixth Congress and at that time V. I. was 
in hiding) her first words were: ‘V I. asked me to tell you that he has no 
disagreements with you now over the question of the state.’ Studying this 
question, Ilyich came to the same conclusion*  regarding ‘blowing up,’ but he 
developed this theme, and later the theory of the dictatorship, to such an 
extent as to create a whole epoch in the development of theoretical thought 
in this field.

That is what Bukharin writes about Lenin a year after Lenin’s 
death.

Here you have a pretty example of the hypertrophied preten
tiousness of a half-educated theoretician.

Very likely Nadezhda Konstantinovna did tell Bukharin 
what he writ es here. But what conclusions can be drawn from this 
fact? The only conclusion that can be drawn is that Lenin had 
certain, reasons for believing that Bukharin had renounced or 
was ready to renounce his mistakes. That is all. But Bukharin 
thought differently. He decided that henceforth, not Lenin, but 
he, i.e., Bukharin, was to be regarded as the creator, or, at least, 
the inspirer of the Marxian theory of the state.

Hitherto we have regarded ourselves, and we continue to 
regard ourselves, as Leninists. But it now appears that both 
Lenin and we, his disciples, are Bukharinites. Rather funny, 
comrades. But that’s what happens when we have to deal with 
Bukharin's puffed-up pretentiousness.

It might be thought that Bukharin’s footnote to the above- 
mentioned article was a slip of the pen, as it were; that he wrote 
something silly, and then forgot about it. But that does not seem 
to be the case. Bukharin, it turns out, spoke in all seriousness. 
That is evident, for example, from the fact that the statement 
he made in this footnote regarding Lenin’s mistakes and Bukha
rin’s correctness was reproduced recently, namely, in 1927, i. e., 
two years after Bukharin’s first attack on Lenin, in a biographical 
sketch of Bukharin written by Maretsky, and it never occurred 
to Bukharin to protest against the boldness of Maretsky. 

* My italics.'—J.St,
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Obviously Bukharin’s attack on Lenin cannot be regarded as 
accidental.

It appears, therefore, that Bukharin is right, and not Lenin, 
that the inspirer of the Marxian theory of the stale is not Lenin, 
but Bukharin.

Such, comrades, is the picture of the theoretical twists and the 
theoretical pretensions of Bukharin.

And after all this the man has the presumption to say in his 
speech here that there is “something rotten” in the theoretical 
position of our Party, that there is a deviation towards Trotsky
ism in the theoretical position of our Party.

And this is said by the very Bukharin who is making (and has 
made in the past) a number of gross theoretical and practical 
mistakes, who only recently was a pupil of Trotsky, who only the 
other day was seeking to form a bloc with the Trotskyites against 
the Leninists and was paying them visits by the back door.

Is this not funny, comrades?

h) A FITE-YEAR PLAN OR A TWO-YEAR PLAN

Permit me now to pass on to Rykov’s speech. While Bukharin 
tried to provide the theoretical grounds for the Right deviation, 
Rykov attempted in his speech to put it on the basis of practical 
proposals and to frighten us with “horrors” drawn from our dif
ficulties in the sphere of agriculture. That does not mean that Ry
kov did not touch upon theoretical questions. He did touch upon 
them. But in doing so he made at least two serious mistakes.

In his draft resolution on the Five-Year Plan, which was 
rejected by the commission of the Political Bureau, Rykov says 
that “the central idea of the Five-Year Plan is to increase the 
productivity of labour of the people.” In spite of the fact that the 
commission of the Political Bureau rejected this absolutely false 
position, Rykov defended it here in his speech.

Is it true that the central idea of the Five-Year Plan in the 
Land of Soviets is to increase the productivity of labour? No, it 
is not true. It is not any kind of increase in the productivity of 
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labour of the people that we need. What we need is a specific 
increase in the productivity of labour of the people, namely, an 
increase that will guarantee the systematic supremacy of the 
socialist sector of national economy over the capitalist sector. 
A Five-Year Plan which overlooks this central idea is not a 
five-year plan, but five-year rubbish.

Every society, capitalist and precapitalist society included, 
is interested in increasing the productivity of labour in general. 
The difference between Soviet society and every other society 
lies in the very fact that it is interested not in any kind of increase 
of productivity of labour, but in such an increase as will guarantee 
the supremacy of socialist forms of economy over other forms, and 
primarily, over capitalist forms of economy, and will thus guar
antee that the capitalist forms of economy will be overcome and 
eliminated. But Rykov forgot this really central idea of the Five- 
Year Plan of development of Soviet society. That is his first 
theoretical mistake.

His second mistake is that he does not distinguish, or does 
not want to understand the distinction—from the point of view 
of trade turnover—between, let us say, a collective farm and all 
kinds of individual enterprises, including individual capitalist 
enterprises. Rykov assures us that from the point of view of trade 
turnover on the grain market, from the point of view of obtaining 
grain, he does not see any difference between a collective farm and 
a private holder of grain; to him, therefore, it is a matter of indif
ference whether we buy grain from a collective farm, or from a 
private holder, or from an Argentine grain merchant. It is abso
lutely wrong. It is a repetition of the well-known statement of 
Frumkin who some time ago assured us that it was a matter of 
indifference to him where and from whom we bought grain, from 
a private dealer or from a collective farm.

That is a masked form, of defence, of rehabilitation, of justi
fication of the machinations of the kulak on the grain market. 
That this defence is conducted from the point of view of trade 
turnover does not alter the fact that it is, nevertheless, a justi
fication of the machinations of the kulak on the grain market.
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If from the viewpoint of trade turnover there is no difference 
between collective and noncollective forms of economy, is it worth 
while developing collective farms, granting them privileges and 
devoting ourselves to the difficult task of overcoming the capital
ist elements in agriculture? It is obvious that Rykov has taken 
a wrong stand. That is his second theoretical mistake.

But this is in passing. Let us examine the practical questions 
raised in Rykov’s speech.

Rykov said here that in addition to the Five-Year Plan we 
need another, a parallel plan, namely, a two-year plan for the 
development of agriculture. He justified this proposal for a paral
lel two-year plan on the grounds of the difficulties experienced 
in agriculture. He said: the Five-Year Plan was a good thing and 
he was in favour of it; but if at the same time we drew up a two- 
year plan for agriculture it would be still better—otherwise 
agriculture would bog down.

On the face of it there appears to be nothing wrong ,with this 
proposal. But upon closer scrutiny we find that the two-year 
plan for agriculture was invented in order to point out that the 
Five-Year Plan was unrealistic, a plan merely on paper. Could 
we agree to that? No, we could not. We said to Rykov: If you 
are dissatisfied with the Five-Year Plan with regard to agricul
ture, if you think that the funds we are assigning in the Five- 
Year Plan for developing agriculture are inadequate, then tell 
us openly what your additional proposals are, what additional 
investments do you propose—we are ready to include these 
additional investments in agriculture into the Five-Year Plan. 
And what did we find? We found that Rykov had no additional 
proposals to make about additional investments in agriculture. 
The question, therefore, is: why the parallel two-year plan for 
agriculture?

We also said to him: In addition to the Five-Year Plan there 
are yearly plans which are part of the Five-Year Plan. Let us 
include into the first two yearly plans the concrete additional 
proposals for developing agriculture that you have to make, that 
is, if you have any such proposals to make. And what did we 
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find? We found that Rykov had no concrete proposals for addi
tional appropriations to make.

We then realized that Rykov’s proposal for a two-year plan 
was not made for the purpose of developing agriculture, but 
stemmed from a desire to point out that the Five-Year Plan was 
unrealistic, a plan merely on paper, from a desire to discredit the 
Five-Year Plan. For “conscience” sake, for appearances' sake, a 
Five-Year Plan; but for work, for practical purposes, a two-year 
plan—that was Rykov’s strategy. Rykov brought the two-year plan 
on the scene in order subsequently, during the practical work of 
carrying out the Five-Year Plan, to oppose it to the Five-Year 
Plan, modify the Five-Year Plan and adapt it to the two-year 
plan by paring down and curtailing the appropriations for industry.

It was on these grounds that we rejected Rykov’s proposal 
for a parallel two-year plan.

1) THE QUESTION OF THE CROP AREA

Rykov tried to frighten the Party by asserting that’the crop 
area throughout the U.S.S.R, is showing a steady tendency to 
diminish. Moreover, he threw out the hint that the policy of 
the Party was responsible for the diminution of the crop area. 
He did not say outright that we are faced with deterioration of 
agriculture, but the impression left by his speech is that some
thing like deterioration is taking place.

Is it true that the crop area is showing a steady tendency to 
diminish? No, it is not. Rykov quoted average figures of the crop 
area for the country. But the method of using average figures, if 
it is not corrected by figures for the individual districts, cannot 
be regarded as a scientific method.

Rykov has probably read Lenin’s Development of Capital
ism in Russia. If he has read it he ought to remember how Lenin 
inveighed against the bourgeois economists for using the method 
of average figures showing the expansion of the crop area and 
ignoring the figures for the individual districts. It is strange 
that Rykov should now repeat the mistakes of the bourgeois 

23—592
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economists. Now, if we examine lhe changes in lhe crop area ac
cording to districts,, i.e., if we approach lhe matter scientifical
ly, it will be seen that in certain districts lhe crop area is expand
ing steadily, while in others it sometimes diminishes, depending 
chiefly on meteorological conditions, and that, moreover, there are 
no facts to indicate that there is a steady diminution of the crop 
area anywhere, even in a single important grain-growing district.

Indeed, there has recently been a decrease in the crop area 
in districts which have been affected by frost or drought, in cer
tain regions of the Ukraine, for instance.

A voice: But not the whole Ukraine.
SMichter: In the Ukraine the crop area has increased 2.7 

per cent.
Stalin'. I am referring to the steppe regions of the Ukraine. 

In other districts, for instance, in Siberia, lhe Volga regions, 
Kazakhstan, Bashkiria, which were not affected by unfavourable 
climatic conditions, the crop area has been steâdily expanding.

How is it that in certain districts the crop area is steadily 
expanding, while in others it sometimes diminishes? It Cannot 
really be asserted that the Party has one policy in the Ukraine 
and another in the east or midlands of the U.S.S.R. That would 
be absurd, comrades. Obviously climatic conditions play no un
important part, in this.

It is true that the kulaks are reducing their crop areas irrespec
tive of climatic conditions. There, if you like, the policy of the 
Party, which is to support the poor- and middle-peasant masses 
against the kulaks, is “to blame.” But what if it is? Did we ever 
pledge ourselves to pursue a policy which would satisfy all so
cial groups in the rural districts, including the kulaks? And, 
moreover, how can we pursue a policy which would satisfy both 
the exploiters and the exploited—that is, if we are at all bent 
on pursuing a Marxian policy? What, then, is there strange in 
the fact that, as a result of our Leninist policy, which is intend
ed to restrict and overcome the capitalist elements in the rural 
districts, the kulaks begin partly to reduce the area of their 
crops? What else would you expect?
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Perhaps this policy is wrong? Then let it be said outright. 
Is it not strange that people who call themselves Marxists are so 
frightened as to claim that the partial reduction of crop areas by 
the kulaks signifies a general decrease of the crop area, forgetting 
that apart from the kulaks there are also poor and middle peasants 
whose crop area is expanding, that there are collective farms and 
state farms whose crop area is growing at an increasing rale?

Finally, I will mention another error which Rykov made in 
his speech regarding the crop area. Rykov complained here that 
in certain places, namely, where the collective-farm movement is 
particularly pronounced, the tilled area of the individual poor 
and middle peasants is beginning to diminish. That is true. But 
what is wrong with that? How could it be otherwise? If the poor- 
ànd middle-peasant farms are beginning to abandon individual 
tillage and are changing over to collective farming, is it not 
obvious that the growth in size and numbers of collective 
farms is bound to result in a certain decrease of the area of 
individual tillage of the poor and middle peasants? What would 
you have?

The collective farms now own over 2,000,000 hectares of land. 
At the end of the Five-Year Plan period, the collective farms will 
own more than 25,000,000 hectares. At whose expense is the 
tilled area of the collective farms expanding? At the expense 
of area tilled by individual poor and middle peasants. But what 
would you have? How else is the individual farming of the poor 
and middle peasants to be transferred to the lines of collective 
farming? Is it not obvious that in a large number of regions the 
tilled area of the collective farms will expand at the expense of 
individual tillage?

Strange thal people will not understand such elementary 
things.

j) THE GRAIN-PURCHASING CAMPAIGN

A pack of fables has been told here about our grain difficul
ties. But the main features of our present, temporary, grain diffi
culties have been overlooked.
23*
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First of all, it has been forgotten that this year we harvested 
about 500,000,000 to 600,000,000 poods of rye and wheat—I 
refer to the gross harvest—less than last year. Could this fail 
to affect our grain purchases? Of course it was bound to af
fect them.

Perhaps the policy of the Central Committee is responsible 
for this? No, the.policy of the Central Committee has nothing 
to do with it. It is due to the serious failure of the crops in the 
steppe regions of the Ukraine (frost and drought), and to a partial 
failure of the crops in the North Caucasus, the Central Chernozem 
Region, and, finally, in the Northwestern Region.

This is the principal reason why our grain purchasing (rye 
and wheat) in the Ukraine by April 1 last year totalled 
200,000,000 poods, while this year the total barely reached 
26,000,000-27,000,000 poods.

This also explains the drop in the wheat and rye purchases 
in the Central Chernozem Region to about one eighth and in the 
North Caucasus to one fourth.

In certain regions in the East, grain purchases this year al
most doubled. But this could not compensate, and, of course, did 
not compensate, for the grain deficit in the Ukraine, the North 
Caucasus and in the Central Chernozem Region.

It must not be forgotten that in normal harvest years the 
Ukraine and the North Caucasus provide about one half of the 
total grain purchased in the U.S.S.R.

Strange that Rykov lost sight of this fact.
Finally, the second circumstance which is of paramount im

portance in our temporary grain-purchasing difficulties. I refer 
to the resistance of the kulak elements in the rural districts to 
the grain-purchasing policy of the Soviet government. Rykov 
ignored this circumstance. But to ignore it means to ignore 
the most important factor in the grain-purchasing campaign. 
What does the experience of the grain-purchasing campaigns of 
the past two years show? It shows that the well-to-do sections 
of the rural districts who hold considerable grain surpluses and 
who play an important role in the grain market, refuse to deliver 
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voluntarily the necessary quantity of grain at the prices fixed by 
the Soviet government. In order to provide bread for the towns 
and industrial centres, for the Red Army and the regions growing 
industrial crops, we require about 500,000,000 poods of grain 
annually. We are able to purchase 300,000,000 to 350,000,000 
poods of grain which is delivered voluntarily. The remaining 
150,000,000 have to be secured by exerting organized pressure 
on the kulaks and the well-to-do strata of the rural population. 
That is what the experience of the grain-purchasing campaigns 
of the past two years shows.

What has occurred during these two years? Why these 
changes? Why was the amount of grain delivered voluntarily ade
quate in former years, and why is it inadequate this year? The 
reason is that during these years the kulak and well-to-do elements 
have grown, the series of good harvests has not been without 
benefit to them, they have become stronger economically; they 
have accumulated a little capital and now are in a position to 
manoeuvre in the market; they hold back their grain surpluses 
in expectation of higher prices, and trade in other products.

Grain should not be regarded as an ordinary commodity. 
Grain is not like cotton, which cannot be eaten and which cannot 
be sold to everybody. Unlike cotton, grain, under our present 
conditions, is a commodity which everybodjr will take and with
out which it is impossible to exist. The kulak knows this and 
holds back his grain, and other grain holders are infected by his 
example. The kulak knows that grain is the currency of curren
cies. The kulak knows that a surplus of grain is not only a means 
of self-enrichment, but also a means of enslaving the poor peasant. 
Under present conditions, grain surpluses in the hands of the 
kulak are a means of economically and politically strengthening 
the kulak elements. Therefore, by taking the grain surpluses from 
the kulaks, we not only facilitate the supply of grain to the towns 
and the Red Army, but we also destroy a means whereby the ku
laks may become economically and politically strong.

What must be done to obtain these grain surpluses? We must, 
first of all, abolish the harmful and dangerous attitude of waiting 
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for the spontaneous delivery of grain. Grain purchases must be 
organized. The poor- and middle-peasant masses must be mobi
lized against the kulaks, and their public support for the measures 
adopted by the Soviet government for increasing the grain pur
chases must be organized. The significance of the Urals-Sibe
rian method of purchasing grain, which is based on the principle 
of self-imposed obligations, lies precisely in the fact that it helps 
to mobilize the labouring strata of the rural population against 
the kulaks for the purpose of increasing the grain purchases. 
Experience has shown that this method produces good results. 
Experience has shown that these good results are obtained in 
two directions: firstly, we extract the grain surpluses from the 
well-to-do strata of the rural population and thereby help to 
supply the country; secondly, we mobilize for this purpose the 
poor- and middle-peasant masses against the kulaks, educate 
them politically and organize them into a vast, powerful, politi
cal army supporting us in the rural districts. Certain comrades 
fail to realize the importance of this latter factor. Yet it is one 
of the most important results, if not the most important result, 
of the Urals-Siberian method of grain purchasing.

It is true that this method is sometimes coupled with the 
employment of emergency measures against the kulaks, which 
calls forth comical wailings of Bukharin and Rykov. But what 
is wrong with that? Why should we not, sometimes, under cer
tain conditions, employ emergency measures against our class 
enemy, against the kulaks? Why is it regarded as permissible to 
arrest urban profiteers by hundreds and exile them to the Turn-*  
khansk Territory, but not permissible to take the surplus grain 
from the kulaks who are profiteering and trying to seize the Soviet 
government by the throat and to enslave the poor peasants—by 
methods of public compulsion, and at prices at which the poor 
and middle peasants sell their grain to our grain-purchasing 
organizations? What is the logic of this? Has our Party ever de
clared that it is on principle opposed to the employment of emer
gency measures against profiteers and kulaks? Have we no laws 
against profiteering?
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Evidently, Rykov and Bukharin are on principle opposed to 
the employment of any emergency measures against the kulaks. 
But that is bourgeois-liberal policy, not Marxian policy. Surely 
you know that after the introduction of NEP, Lenin even ex
pressed himself in favour of a return to the Committees of Poor 
Peasants policy, under certain conditions of course. And what 
indeed is the partial employment of emergency measures against 
lhe kulaks? Not even a drop in the ocean compared with the 
Committees of Poor Peasants policy.

The adherents of Bukharin’s group hope to persuade the class 
enemy volunlarily to forego his interests and voluntarily to 
deliver his grain surpluses. They hope that the kulak, who has 
grown stronger, who is profiteering, who is able to hold out by 
selling other products and who conceals his grain surpluses — 
they hope that this kulak will give us his grain surpluses volun
tarily at our purchase prices. Have they lost their senses? Is it 
not obvious that they do not understand the mechanism of the 
class struggle, that they do not know what classes are?

Do they know with what derision the kulaks treat our people 
and the Soviet government at village meetings called to assist 
the grain purchases? Have they heard of facts like the one, for 
instance, that happened in Kazakhstan, when one of our agita
tors tried lor two hours to persuade the holders of grain to deliver 
that grain for supplying the country, and a kulak stepped for
ward with pipe in his mouth and said: “Do us a little dance, young 
fellow, and I will let you have a couple of poods of grain.”

Voices: The swine1
Stalin: Try to persuade people like that.
Class.is class, comrades. You cannot get away from that truth. 

The Urals-Siberian method is a good one for the very reason that 
it helps to rouse Lhe poor- and middle-peasant masses against 
the kulaks, it helps to smash the resistance of the kulaks and 
compels them to deliver the grain surpluses to the organs of the 
Soviet government.

The most fashionable word just now among Bukharin’s group 
is the word “excesses,” as applied to grain purchases. That word 
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has become the most popular article among them, since it helps 
them to mask their opportunist line. When they want to mask 
their own line they usually say: We, of course, are not opposed 
to pressure being brought to bear on the kulak, but we are opposed 
to the excesses which are being committed in this sphere and 
which hurt the middle peasant. They then go on to relate stories 
of the “horrors” of’these excesses; they read letters from “peasants,” 
panic-stricken letters from comrades, such as Markov, and then 
draw the conclusion: the policy of bringing pressure to bear on 
the kulaks must be abandoned.

This is the way it works out, if you please: because excesses 
are committed in carrying out a correct policy, that correct pol
icy must, be abandoned. That is the usual trick of the opportu
nists; on the pretext that excesses are committed in carrying out 
a correct line, abandon that line and adopt an opportunist line. 
Moreover, the members of Bukharin’s group very carefully hush 
up the fact that there is another kind of excess, more dangerous 
and more harmful—namely, the excess in the direction of merg
ing with the kulak, in the direction of adaptation to the wealthy 
strata of the rural population, in the direction of abandoning the 
revolutionary policy of the Party for the opportunist policy of 
the Right deviationists.

Of course, we are all opposed to those excesses. None of us 
wants the blows directed against the kulaks to affect the middle 
peasants. That is obvious, and there can be no doubt on this 
point. But we are most emphatically opposed to the attempts to 
use the chatter about excesses, which Bukharin’s group so zeal
ously indulges in, in order to scuttle the revolutionary policy 
of our Party and substitute to it the opportunist policy of 
Bukharin’s group. No, that trick won’t work here.

Point out at least one political measure taken by the Party 
that has not been accompanied by excesses of one kind or another. 
The conclusion to be drawn from this is that we must combat 
excesses. But ought we for this reason decry the line itself, which 
is the only correct line?

Take a measure like the introduction of the seven-hour day.
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There can be no doubt that this is one of the most revolutionary 
measures carried out by our Party in recent years. Who does not 
know that this measure, which in itself is a most revolutionary 
one, is frequently accompanied by excesses, sometimes of a most 
objectionable kind? Does that mean that we ought to abandon 
the policy of the seven-hour day?

Do the members of the Bukharin opposition understand what 
a puddle they are landing into in playing up the excesses commit
ted during the grain-purchasing campaign?

k) FOREIGN CURRENCY RESERVE 
AND IMPORTS OF GRAIN

Lastly, a few words about our imports of grain and our reserve 
of foreign currency. I have already mentioned the fact that Ry
kov and his close friends had several times raised the question 
of importing grain from abroad. At first Rykov suggested that it 
was necessary to import some 80,000,000-100,000,000 poods of 
grain. This would have required some 200,000,000 rubles’ worth 
of foreign currency. Later, he raised the question of importing 
50,000,000 poods, that is, for 100,000,000 rubles’ worth of foreign 
currency. We rejected this suggestion, as we had come to the con
clusion that it was preferable to bring pressure to bear on the 
kulaks and wring out of them their rather substantial surplus 
of grain, rather than expend foreign currency earmarked for 
imports of equipment for our industry.

Now Rykov executes an about-face. Now he asserts that capi
talists are offering us grain on credit, but it is we who refuse to 
buy it. He said that he had seen several telegrams which indicate 
that capitalists are willing to sell us grain on credit. And he is 
trying to make it appear that we have in our ranks persons who 
are opposed to buying grain on credit just because of a mere whim . 
or for some other inexplicable reasons.

This is all nonsense, comrades. It would be absurd to imagine 
that capitalists in the West have suddenly taken pity on us, that 
they are willing to give us tens of millions of poods of grain 
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practically free of charge or on very long-term credit. This is non
sense, comrades.

What are the actual facts? The actual facts are that for the- 
past six months various capitalist groups have been probing our 
strength, probing our financial possibilities, our financial sound
ness, our endurance. They are approaching our commercial rep
resentatives in Paris, Czechoslovakia, America and Argentina 
with offers of grain on very short-term credit, not exceeding three, 
or, at the most, six months. Their object is not so much to sell 
us grain on credit, as to find out whether our situation is really 
very difficult, whether our financial possibilities are really ex
hausted, or, whether our financial position is solid, whether we 
are not apt to bite at the bait they have thrown out.

There is a heated debate going on now in capitalist countries 
on the subject of our financial possibilities. Some say that we 
are already bankrupt, and that the fall of Soviet power is a mat
ter of but a few months, if not weeks. Others say that this is not 
true, that Soviet power is firmly rooted, has financial possibil
ities and sufficient grain.

At the present time oùr task is to hold out with firmness and 
fortitude, not to be tempted by deceptive offers of grain on credit, 
and to show the capitalist world that we will manage without 
importing grain. This is not just my personal opinion. This is 
the opinion of the majority of the Political Bureau.

For this reason we have decided to decline the offer of phi
lanthropists of the Nansen type, to import into the U.S.S.R. 
1,000,000 dollars’ worth of grain on credit.

For the same reason we have answered in the negative to all 
those emissaries of the capitalist world in Paris, America and 
Czechoslovakia, who were offering us a small quantity of grain 
on credit.

For the very same reason we have decided to exercise the ut
most economy in grain consumption, and a higher degree of 
efficiency in our grain-purchasing campaigns.

By doing this, we sought to achieve a twofold aim: on the one 
hand to do without importing grain and thus keep our foreign 
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currency assets for imports of equipment, and, on the other, to 
show our enemies that we stand on firm ground and will not be 
tempted by proffers of alms.

Was this policy correct? I believe that it was the only correct 
policy. It was correct not only because we found here, within 
our own country, new means of obtaining grain. It was correct, 
besides, because having managed without grain imports, and 
having brushed off the emissaries of the capitalist world, we 
have strengthened our international position, improved our 
financial standing and exploded all idle chatter regarding “the 
impending collapse” of Soviet power.

Some days ago we held certain preliminary talks with repre
sentatives of German capitalists. They are promising us a 
500,000,000 credit, and it looks as though they actually realize 
the necessity of granting us a credit so as to ensure Soviet- orders 
for their industry.

A few days ago we had (he visit of a delegation of British Con
servatives who, too, realize the necessity of recognizing the sta
bility of Soviet power and the expediency of granting us a credit 
so as to ensure Soviet orders for their industry.

I believe that these new possibilities of obtaining credits, 
in the first place from the Germans, and then from one group of 
British capitalists, would not have materialized had we not 
shown the necessary degree of endurance I have spoken of earlier.

Consequently, the point is not that we are refusing some chi
merical grain on chimerical long-term credit because of an al
leged whim. The point is that we must be able to size up our 
enemies, to discern their actual motives, and be capable of 
such endurance as is necessary for the strengthening of our 
position in international affairs.

That, comrades, is the reason why we have decided to do 
without imports of grain.

As you see, the problem of grain imports is far from being as 
simple as Rykov would have us believe. The problem of grain 
imports is a matter that concerns our position in international 
affairs.
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V

PROBLEMS OF PARTÏ LEADERSHIP

Thus we have reviewed all the principal questions relating 
to our differences in the sphere of theory as well as in the sphere 
of the policy of the Communist International and the internal 
policy of our Party. From what has been said it is apparent that 
Rykov’s declaration concerning the existence of a single line does 
not correspond to the real state of affairs. From what has been 
said it is apparent that actually we have not one, but two lines. 
One line, which is the general line of the Party, the revolutionary 
Leninist line of our Party. The other line, which is the line of 
Bukharin’s group. This second line has not quite crystallized yet, 
partly because of the startling confusion of views which reigns 
within the ranks of Bukharin’s group, and, partly, because owing 
to its insignificant role in the Party, it, this second line, tries to 
disguise itself in one way or another. Nevertheless, as you have 
seen this line exists, and it exists as a line which is distinct from 
the Party line, a line opposed to the general Party line on almost 
all questions of our policy. This second line is the line of Right 
deviation.

Let us now turn to the problems of Party leadership.

a) THE FACTIONALISM OF BUKHABIN’S G ROL F

Bukharin said that there is no opposition within our Party, 
that the Bukharin group is not an opposition. This is not true, 
comrades. The debates at the Plenum have supplied ample evi
dence that Bukharin’s group constitutes a new opposition. The 
oppositional work of this group consists in attempts to revise the 
Party line; this group seeks to reconsider the Party line and is 
preparing the ground for replacing the Party line by another 
line, the line of the opposition, which is nothing but the line of 
the Right deviation.

Bukharin said that the group of three does not constitute a 
factional group. This is untrue, comrades. Bukharin’s group has 
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all the characteristics of a faction. It stands out with its own pro
gram, its factional secrecy, its policy of resigning, its organized 
struggle against the Central Committee. What more would you 
have? Why hide the truth about the factionalism of Bukharin's 
group, when it is self-evident? The very reason why the Central 
Committee and the Centra] Control Commission have called this 
Plenary Meeting, was to tell all the truth about our differences. 
And the truth is, that Bukharin’s is a factional group. And it 
is not just factional, but—I would venture to say—the most 
repulsive and the pettiest of all the factional groups that ever ex
isted in our Party.

We have evidence of this if only from the fact that it is now 
attempting to take advantage for its factional aims of such an 
insignificant and petty affair as the trouble in Ajaria. Indeed, 
what does the so-called “revolt” in Ajaria amount to in comparison 
with the Kronstadt revolt? I believe that if we were to compare 
the two, then the “revolt” in Ajaria does not amount even to a 
drop in the ocean. Have there been any instances of Trotskyites 
or Zinovievites attempting to make use of the serious revolt which 
occurred in Kronstadt to combat the Central Committee, the 
Party? It must be admitted, comrades, that there have been no 
such instances. Just the contrary, the opposition groups which 
existed at the time of this serious revolt helped the Party in 
suppressing it, and they did not dare to make use of it against 
the Party.

Well, and how is Bukharin’s group acting now? You have 
already had evidence that it is attempting to utilize against the 
Party the microscopic “revolt” in Ajaria in the pettiest and most 
offensive way. What is this if not the most extreme degree of 
factional blindness and degeneration?

Apparently, it is being demanded of us that no disturbances 
should occur in our outlying districts which have common 
borders with capitalist countries. Apparently, it is being de
manded of us that we should carry out a policy which would 
satisfy all classes of our society,, the rich and the poor, the 
workers and the capitalists. Apparently, it is being demanded of 
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us that there should be no discontented elements. Have the 
comrades from Bukharin’s group gone out of their minds by 
any chance?

How can anybody demand of us, of people who are furthering 
the proletarian dictatorship and carrying on the struggle against 
the capitalist world inside as well as outside of our country, that 
there should be no discontented elements in our country, and that 
disturbances should not sometimes occur in certain outlying re
gions which have common borders with hostile countries; how 
can anybody demand that of us? Why then is there a capitalist 
encirclement, if not to enable international capital to concentrate 
all its efforts on organizing demonstrations of discontented ele
ments in our border districts against the Soviet regime? Who, 
except impotent liberals, would raise such demands? Is it not 
obvious that factional pettiness can sometimes produce in people 
a typically liberal blindness and narrowmindedness?

b) LOYALTY AND COLLECTIVE LEADERSHIP

Rykov was trying to persuade us that Bukharin’s attitude 
toward the Central Committee of our Party is that of a most 
“impeccable” and “loyal” Party member.

I am inclined to doubt it. We cannot take Rykov’s word for 
it. We demand facts. And Rykov is unable to supply facts.

Take, for example, such a fact as the negotiations Bukharin 
conducted behind the scenes with Kamenev’s group which is 
connected with the Trotskyites; the negotiations about the set
ting up oi a factional bloc, about changing the policy of the 
Central Committee, about changing the composition of the Po
litical Bureau, about taking advantage of the crisis in grain pur
chasing for attacking the Central Committee. The question arises: 
where is Bukharin’s “loyal” and “impeccable” attitude toward 
his Central Committee?

Is not such behaviour, on the contrary, a complete violation 
of loyalty to his Central Committee, to his Party, on the part 
of a member of the Political Bureau? If this is called loyalty to 
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the Central Committee, then what is the word for betrayal of 
one’s Central Committee?

Bukharin likes to talk about loyalty and honesty; but why 
should he not try to examine his own conscience and ask himself 
whether he is not violating in the most dishonest manner the basic 
rules of loyalty to his Central Committee when he conducts 
secret negotiations with Trotskyites against his Central Commit
tee, thereby betraying his Central Committee?

Bukharin spoke here about the lack of collective leadership 
in the Central Committee of the Party, and asserted that the 
rules of collective leadership were being violated by the majority 
of the Political Bureau of the Central Committee.

Evidently our Plenum must bear with everything. It must 
even bear with this shameless, hypocritical assertion. A person must 
indeed have lost all sense of shame to make bold to speak in this 
way at the Plenum against the majority of the Central Committee.

In truth, how can we speak of collective leadership if a situa
tion has developed where the majority of the Central Committee, 
having harnessed itself to the chariot of state, is straining all its 
forces to drive onward and is urging the Bukharin group to give 
a helping hand in this arduous task, and Bukharin’s group is 
not only not helping its Central Committee, but on the contrary, 
is hampering it in every possible way, is thrusting spokes in its 
wheels, is threatening to resign, is coming to terms with enemies 
of the Party, with Trotskyites, against the Central Committee 
of our Party?

Who, except hypocrites, can deny that Bukharin, who is 
setting up a bloc with the Trotskyites against the Party, and 
who is betraying his Central Committee, does not want to and 
will not implement collective leadership in the Central Commit
tee of our Party?

Who, except the blind, can fail to see that if Bukharin still 
chatters about collective leadership in. the Central Committee— 
pointing an accusing finger at the majority of the Central Commit
tee—he is doing this with the object of disguising his treach
erous conduct.



368 J. STALIN

It should be noted that this is not the first time that Bukharin 
has violated the basic rules of loyalty and collective leadership 
by his conduct toward the Central Committee of the Party. The 
history of our Party knows of instances when, in Lenin’s lifetime, 
in the period of the Brest Litovsk peace, Bukharin, being in the 
minority on the question of peace, was busily canvassing the Left 
Socialist-Revolutionaries, who were the enemies of our Party, and 
was secretly negotiating with them and was attempting to set up 
a bloc with them against Lenin and the Central Committee. What 
agreement he was trying to reach at the time with Left Socialist- 
Revolutionaries—we, unfortunately, do not know to this day. 
But we do know that at the time the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries 
were planning to imprison Lenin and overthrow the Soviet re
gime. ... But the most amazing, thing is that while he was busy 
canvassing the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries, and was conspiring 
with them against the Central Committee, Bukharin continued, 
just as he is doing now, to clamour about the necessity of collec
tive leadership.

The history of our Party knows too of instances when, in 
Lenin's lifetime, Bukharin, who had behind him the majority in 
the Moscow Regional Committee of our Party and the support of 
a group of “Left” Communists, was urging all the Party members 
to give a vote of no confidence to the Central Committee of the 
Party, refuse to submit to its decisions and raise the question of 
splitting the Party. That was during the Brest Litovsk peace, 
after the Central Committee had already decided that it was 
necessary to accept the peace terms of Brest Litovsk.

These are the facts about Bukharin’s loyalty and collective 
leadership.

Rykov spoke here about the necessity of a collective system 
of work. At the same time he pointed an accusing finger at the 
majority of the Political Bureau, asserting that he and his close 
friends are in favour of the collective system of work, while the 
majority of the Political Bureau are against it. However, Ry
kov was unable to cite a single fact in support of his assertion.

Just for the sake of refuting this false assertion, let me cite a 
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few facts, a few examples which will show you how Rykov adheres 
to the collective syslem of work.

First example. You heard the story about the export of gold 
to America. Many of you may believe that this gold was shipped 
to America by decision of the Council of People’s Commissars or 
the Central Committee, or with the consent of the Central Com
mittee, or with its knowledge. Yet this is not the case, comrades. 
The Central Committee and the Council of People’s Commissars 
have not been in any way involved in this business. There is a 
ruling which prohibits the export of gold without the approval 
of the Central Committee. But this ruling has been violated. Who 
was it that authorized the shipment? It so happens that this 
shipment of gold was authorized by one of Rykov’s deputies with 
Rykov’s knowledge and consent.

Is this what we call the collective system of work?
Second example. This concerns negotiations with a big Amer

ican bank whose property was nationalized after the October 
Revolution, and which now is demanding that we should indem
nify it for its losses. The Central Committee has learned that an 
official of our State Bank has been discussing with that bank terms 
of indemnification.

Settlement of private claims is, as you are aware, a very im
portant question inseparably connected with our foreign policy. 
One might think that these negotiations were initiated with the 
approval of the Council of People’s Commissars or the Central 
Committee. Yet, this is not the case, comrades. The Central Com
mittee and the Council of People’s Commissars have not been in 
any way involved in this business. Subsequently, upon learning 
about these negotiations, the Central Committee decided to stop 
them. But still, a question arises; Who authorized these negoti
ations? It so happens that they were authorized by one of Rykov's 
deputies with Rykov’s knowledge and consent.

Is this what we call the collective system of work?
Third example. This concerns the supplying of agricultural 

machinery to kulaks and middle peasants. The point is that the 
EKOSO of the R.S.F.S.R., which is under the chairmanship of 
2^—592
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one of Rykov’s deputies for the R.S.F.S.R., has decided lo reduce 
the deliveries of farm machinery to the middle peasants and 
increase the deliveries to the upper strata of the peasantry, i.e., to 
the kulaks. Here is the text of this anti-Party, anti-Soviet ruling 
of the EKOSO of the R.S.F.S.R.:

“In the Kazakh and Bashkir A.S.S.R., the Siberian and Lower Volga 
territories, the Middle Volga and Urals regions, the proportion of deliveries of 
farm machinery set forth in this paragraph shall be increased by 20% for the 
upper strata of the peasantry and decreased by 30% for the middle peasants."

There you have it: at a time when the Party is intensifying 
the offensive against the kulaks and is organizing the poor and 
middle peasants against the kulaks, the EKOSO of the R.S.F.S.R. 
passes a decision to reduce the volume of deliveries of farm machin
ery to the middle peasants and increase the volume of deliveries 
to the upper strata of the peasantry.

And it is suggested that this is a Leninist, communist policy.
Subsequently, when the Central Committee learned about 

this incident, it anulled the decision of the EKOSO. But who was 
it that authorized this anti-Soviet ruling? It was authorized by one 
of Rykov’s deputies, with Rykov’s knowledge and consent.

Is this what we call a collective sÿstem of work?
I believe that'these examples supply sufficient evidence of the 

way Rykov and his deputies practise the collective system of work.

e) THE FIGHT AGAINST THE RIGHT DEVIATION

Bukharin spoke here of the “civil execution” of three members 
of the Political Bureau, who, he says, “were being picked to pieces” 
by the organizations of our Party. He said that the Party had 
subjected these three members of the Political Bureau—Bukha
rin, Rykov and Tomsky—to “civil execution” by criticizing their 
errors in the press and at meetings, while they, the three members 
of the Political Bureau, were “compelled" to keep silent.

That is nonsense, comrades. These are the false words of a Com
munist gone liberal who is trying to weaken the Party in its 



THE RIGHT DEVIATION IN THE C.P.S.U.(B.) 374

fight against the Right deviation. According to Bukharin, even 
though he and his friends have.become entangled in Right devia
tionist mistakes, the Party has no right to expose these mistakes, 
the Party must stop fighting the Right deviation and wait until 
it will please Bukharin and his friends to abandon their mistakes.

Is not Bukharin asking too much? Is he not under the impres
sion that the Party exists for him, and not he for the Party? Who 
is compelling him to keep silent, to remain in a state of inaction 
when the whole Party is mobilized against the Right deviation and 
is conducting determined attacks against difficulties? Why should 
not he, Bukharin, and his close friends come forward now and en
gage in a determined fight against the Right deviation and- the 
conciliationist tendency? Can anyone doubt that the Party would 
welcome Bukharin and his close friends if they decided to take 
this, after all not so difficult, step? Why do they not decide to 
take this step, which, after all, is their duty? Is it not because they 
place the interests of their group above the interests of the Party 
and its general line? Whose fault is it that Bukharin, Rykov and 
Tomsky are “absent” in the fight against the Right deviation? 
Is it not obvious that talk about the “civil execution” of the three 
members of the Political Bureau is a poorly concealed attempt 
on the part of the three members of the Political Bureau to compel 
the Party to keep silent and to stop fighting against the Right 
deviation?

The fight against the Right deviation must not be regarded 
as a secondary duty of our Party. The fight against the Right 
deviation is one of the most decisive duties of our Party. If we, 
in our own ranks, in our own Party, in the political General 
Staff of the proletariat, which is directing the movement and is 
leading the proletariat forward—if we in this General Staff should 
tolerate the free existence and the free functioning of the Right 
dëviâtioriists, who are trying to demobilize the Party, to demoral
ize the working class, to adapt our policy to the tastes of the 
“Soviet” bourgeoisie, and thus yield to the difficulties of our so
cialist construction—if we should tolerate all this, what would 
it mean? Would it not mean that we want to send the revolution 

24*
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downhill, demoralize our socialist construction, flee from difficul
ties, surrender our positions to the capitalist elements?

Does Bukharin’s group understand that to refuse to fight the 
Right deviation is to betray the working class, to betray the 
revolution?

Does Bukharin’s group understand that unless we overcome 
the Right deviation and the conciliationist tendency, it will be 
impossible to overcome the difficulties facing us, and that unless 
we overcome these difficulties it will be impossible to achieve 
decisive successes in socialist construction?

Compared with this, what is the value of this pitiful talk about 
the “civil execution” of three members of the Political Bureau?

No, comrades, the Bukharinites will not frighten the Party 
with liberal chatter about “civil execution.” The Party demands 
that they should wage a determined struggle against the Right 
deviation and the conciliationist tendency side by side with all 
the members of the Central Committee of our Party. It demands 
this of the Bukharin group in order to help to mobilize the working 
class, to break down the resistance of the class enemies and to 
make sure that the difficulties of our socialist construction will 
be overcome.

Either the Bukharinites will fulfil this demand of the Party, 
in which case the Party will welcome them, or they will not, in 
which case they will have only themselves to blame.

VI

CONCLUSIONS

And now to conclude.
I am submitting the following proposals:
1. We must first of all condemn the views of the Bukharin 

group. We must condemn the views of this group as set forth in 
the declarations and speeches of its individual members,and clear
ly state that such views are incompatible with the Party line and 
fully coincide with the position of the Right deviation.
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2. We must condemn the secret negotiations of Bukharin with 
Kamenev’s group as a particularly striking example of the dis
loyalty and factionalism of Bukharin’s group.

3. We must condemn the policy of resigning that was being 
practised by Bukharin and Tomsky, as a gross violation of the 
basic rules of Party discipline.

4. Bukharin and Tomsky must be relieved from their posts 
and warned that in the event of the slightest attempt at insubor
dination to the decisions of the Central Committee, the latter 
will be forced to exclude them both from the Political Bureau.

5. We must take appropriate measures forbidding individual 
members and alternate members of the Political Bureau, when 
speaking publicly, to deviate in any way from the line of the Party 
and the decisions of the Central Committee or of its bodies.

6. We must take appropriate measures so that press organs, 
both Party and Soviet, newspapers as well as periodicals, should 
fully conform to the line of the Party and the decisions of its 
leading bodies.

7. We must adopt special provisions, including even' exclu
sion from the Central Committee and from the Party, for persons 
who attempt to violate the confidential nature of the decisions of 
the Party, its Central Committee and Political Bureau.

8. We must distribute the text of the resolution of the joint 
Plenum of the Central Committee and the Central Control Com
mission concerning the internal questions of the Party to all the 
local Party organizations and to the delegates to the Sixteenth 
Party Conference, without publishing it in the press for the time 
being.

I believe such should be the way out of this situation.
Some comrades insist that Bukharin and Tomsky should be 

immediately excluded from the Political Bureau of the Central 
Committee. I cannot agree with these comrades. I believe that 
for the time being we can do without resorting to such extreme 
measures.



A TEAR OF GREAT CHANGE

On the Occasion of the Twelfth Anniversary 
of the October Revolution

The past year witnessed a great change on all fronts of socialist 
construction. The change expressed itself, and is still expressing 
itself, in a determined offensive of socialism against the capitalist 
elements in town and country. The characteristic feature of this 
offensive is that it has already brought us a number of decisive 
successes in the principal spheres of the socialist reconstruction of 
our national economy.

We may, therefore, conclude that our Party has made good use 
of the retreat effected during the first stages of the New Econom
ic Policy in order to organize the change in the subsequent stages 
and to launch a successful offensive against the capitalist elements.

When the NEP was introduced Lenin said:

“We are now retreating, going back, as it were; but we are doing this, 
retreating first, in order to prepare for a longer leap forward. It was only on 
this condition that we retreated in pursuing our New Economic Policy ... 
in order to start a resolute advance after our retreat." (Vol, XXVII, 
pp. 361-62.)

The results of the past year show beyond a doubt that in its 
work the Party is successfully carrying out this decisive advice 
of Lenin.

e * *

If we take the results of the past year in the sphere of economic 
construction, which is of decisive importance for Us, we will 
find that the successes of our offensive on this front, our achievements 
during the past year, may be summed up under three main heads.
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I

IN THE SPHERE OF PRODUCTIVITY
OF LABOUR

There can hardly be any doubt that one of the most important 
fads in our construction during the past year is that we have 
succeeded in bringing about a decisive change in the sphere of pro
ductivity of labour. This change has found expression in a growth 
of the creative initiative and intense labour enthusiasm of the vast 
masses of the working class on the front of socialist construc
tion. This is our first fundamental achievement during the past year.

The growth, of the creative initiative and labour enthusiasm 
of the masses has been stimulated by three main factors:

a) the fight—by means of self-criticism—against bureaucracy, 
which shackles the labour initiative and labour activity of the 
masses;

b) the fight—by means of socialist emulation—against the 
labour-shirkers and disrupters of proletarian labour discipline;

e) the fight—by the introduction of the uninterrupted week — 
against routine and inertia in industry.

*

* The arrangement of work at an enterprise or institution in such a 
way that all workers or employees get à day off every fifth day but not 
all of them on the Same day so that the. enterprise dr institution as a whole 
works without interruption.—Tr.

As a result we have a tremendous achievement on the labour 
front in the form of labour enthusiasm and emulation among the 
millions of the working class in all parts of our vast country. The 
significance of this achievement is truly inestimable, for only the 
labour enthusiasm and zeal of the millions can guarantee the pro
gressive increase of labour productivity without which the 
final victory of socialism over capitalism in our country is in
conceivable.

“In the last analysis,” says Lenin, “productivity of labour is the most 
important, the principal thing for the victory of the new social system. Capi
talism created a productivity of labour unknown under serfdom. Capitalism 
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can be utterly vanquished, and will be utterly vanquished, by the fact that 
socialism creates a new and much higher productivity of labour.” (Vol, 
XXIV, p. 342.)

Proceeding from this Lenin considered that:
“We must become imbued with the labour enthusiasm, the will to work, 

the persistence upon which the early salvation of the workers and peasants, 
the salvation of the national economy now depends. (Vol. XXV, p. 477.)

That is the task Lenin set our Party.
The past year has shown that the Party is successfully carrying 

out this task and is resolutely overcoming the obstacles that stand 
in its path.

Such is the position regarding our Party’s first important 
achievement during the past year.

II

IN THE SPHERE OF INDUSTRIAL 
CONSTRUCTION

Inseparably connected with the first achievement of the Party 
is its second achievement. This second achievement of the Party 
consists in the fact that during the past year we have in the main 
successfully solved the problem of accumulation for capital con
struction in heavy industry; we have accelerated the development 
of the production of means of production and have created the 
prerequisites for transforming our country into a metal country.

This is our second fundamental achievement during the 
past year.

The problem of light industry presents no exceptional difficul
ties. We solved that problem several years ago. The problem of 
heavy industry is more difficult and more important.

It is more difficult because its solution demands colossal in
vestments, and, as the history of industrially backward countries 
has shown, heavy industry cannot be developed without huge 
long-term loans.
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It is more important because, unless we develop heavy indus
try, we can build no industry whatever, we cannot carry out any 
industrialization.

And as we have never received, nor are we receiving, either 
long-term loans or credits, the acuteness of the problem becomes 
more than obvious.

It is precisely for this reason that the capitalists of all. coun
tries refuse us loans and credits, for they assume that, left to our 
own resources, we cannot cope with the problem of accumulation, 
that we are bound to fail in the task of reconstructing our heavy 
industry, and will at last be compelled to come to them cap in 
hand and sell ourselves into bondage.

But what conclusions can be drawn from the results of our 
work during the past year? The significance of the results of the 
past year lies in the fact that they have completely shattered the 
anticipations of Messieurs the capitalists.

The past year has shown that in spite of the open and covert 
financial blockade of the U.S.S.R, we did not sell ourselves into 
bondage to the capitalists; that, with our own resources, we suc
cessfully solved the problem of accumulation and laid the founda
tion for heavy industry. Even the most inveterate enemies of the 
working class cannot deny this now.

Indeed, since, in the first place, capital investments in large- 
scale industry last year amounted to over 1,600,000,000 rubles 
(of which about 1,300,000,000 rubles were invested in heavy 
industry), and capital investments in large-scale industry this 
year will amount to over 3,400,000,000 rubles (of which over 
2,500,000,000 rubles will be invested in heavy industry); and since, 
in the second place, the gross output of large-scale industry last 
year showed an increase of 23 per cent, including a 30 per cent 
increase in the output of heavy industry, and the increase in the 
gross output of large-scale industry this year should be 32 per 
cent, including a 46 per cent increase in the output of heavy in-, 
dustry—is it not obvious that the problem of accumulation for 
the building up of heavy industry no longer presents insuper
able difficulties?
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How can anyone doubt that in developing our heavy in
dustry, we are advancing al an accelerated pace, exceeding our 
former speed and leaving behind our “traditional" backward
ness?

Is it surprising after this that the estimates of the five-year 
plan were exceeded during the past year, and that the optimum 
variant of the five-year plan, which the bourgeois scribes regarded 
as “wild fantasy,” and which horrified our Right opportunists 
(Bukharin’s group), has actually turned out to be a minimum 
variant?

“The salvation of Russia,” says Lenin, “lies not only in a good harvest on 
the peasant farms—that is not enough; and not only in the good condition 
of light industry, which provides the peasantry with consumer goods— 
this, too, is not enough; we also need heavy industry.... Unless we save heavy 
industry, unless we restore it, we shall not be able to build up any industry; 
and without heavy industry we shall be doomed as an independent country.... 
Heavy industry needs state subsidies. If we cannot provide them, then 
we are doomed as a civilized state—let alone as a socialist state.” (Vol. 
XXVII, p. 349.)

These are the blunt terms in which Lenin formulated the prob
lem of accumulation and the task of our Party in building up heavy 
industry.

The past year has shown that our Party is successfully cop
ing with this task, resolutely overcoming all obstacles in 
its path.

This does not mean, of course, that industry will not encounter 
any more serious difficulties. The task of building up heavy in
dustry involves not only the problem of accumulation. It also 
involves the problem of cadres, the problem

a) of enlisting tens of thousands of Soviet-minded technicians 
and experts for the work of socialist construction, and

b) of training new Red technicians and Red experts from among 
the working class.

While the problem of accumulation may in the main be re
garded as solved, the problpm Of cadres still awaits solution. 
And the problem of cadres is now—when we are engaged in the 
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technical reconstruction of industry—the key problem of socialist 
construction.

“What we chiefly lack," says Lenin, “is culture, administrative ability.... 
Economically and politically lhe New Economic Policy ensures us every 
possibility of building the foundations of socialist economy. It is 
‘only’ a matter of educated forces of the proletariat and its vanguard.” (Vol. 
XXVII, p. 207.)

It is obvious that Lenin refers here primarily to the problem of 
“educated forces,” the problem of the cadres required for economic 
construction in general, and for the building and management of 
industry in particular.

But from this it follows that, in spite of important achieve
ments in the sphere of accumulation, which is of vital significance 
for heavy industry, the problem of building heavy industry can
not be regarded as fully solved until we have solved the problem 
of cadres.

Hence, it is the duty of our Party to grapple with the problem 
of cadres in all seriousness and to conquer this fortress at all costs.

Such is the position regarding our Party’s second achievement 
during the past year.

in

IN THE SPHERE OF AGRICULTURAL 
CONSTRUCTION

Finally, about the third achievement of our Party during 
the past year, an achievement organically connected with the two 
former achievements. I have in mind the radical change that has 
taken place in the development of our agriculture from small,- 
backward, individual farming to large-scale, advanced collective 
agriculture, to cultivation of the land in common, to machine- 
and-tractor stations, to artels or collective farms based on modern 
technique, and, finally, to giant state farms, equipped with hun- 
deeds of tractors and harvester combines;
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The achievement, of the Party in this field consists in the fact 
that we have succeeded in turning the bulk of the peasantry in 
a large number of regions away from the old, capitalist path of 
development—which benefited only a small group of the rich, the 
capitalists, while the vast majority of the peasants were doomed to 
ruin and utter poverty—to the new socialist path of development, 
which squeezes out the rich, the capitalists, and arms the middle 
and poor peasants with modern equipment, with modern imple
ments, with tractors and agricultural machinery, thus enabling 
them to climb out of poverty and bondage to the kulaks on to the 
highroad of cooperative, collective cultivation of the land.

The achievement of the Party consists in the fact that we have 
succeeded in bringing about this radical change within the masses 
of the peasantry and in having secured the following of the broad 
masses of the poor and middle peasants in spite of incredible dif
ficulties, in spite of the desperate resistance of all the retrograde 
forces, from kulaks and priests to philistines and Right op
portunists.

Here are a few figures.
In 1928, the crop area of the state farms amounted to 1,425,000 

hectares with a grain output for the market of more than 
6,000,000 centners (over 36,000,000 poods), and the crop area of the 
collective farms amounted to 1,390,000 hectares with a grain out
put for the market of about 3,500,000 centners (over 20,000,000 
poods),

In 1929 the crop area of the state farms amounted to 1,816,000 
hectares with a grain output for the market of about 8,000,000 
centners (nearly 47,000,000 poods), and the crop area of the collec
tive farms amounted to 4,262,000 hectares with a grain output 
for the market of about 13,000,000 centners (nearly 78,000,000 
poods).

In the coming year, 1930, according to the plan, the crop area 
of the state farms will probably amount to 3,280,000 hectares 
with a grain output of 18,000,000 centners (approximately 
110,000,000 poods) available for the market, and the crop area 
of the collective farms will certainly amount to 15,000,000 hec
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tares with a grain output of 49,000,000 centners (approximately 
300,000,000 poods) available for the market.

In other words, in the coming year, 1930, the grain output of 
the state farms and collective farms available for the market will 
amount to over 400,000,000 poods or more than 50 per cent of 
the marketable grain output of the whole of agriculture (grain sold 
outside of the rural districts).

It must be admitted that such an impetuous speed of develop
ment is unequalled even in our socialized, large-scale industry, 
which in general is noted for the outstanding speed of its devel
opment.

It is obvious that our young large-scale socialist agriculture 
(the collective farms and state farms) has a great future before it 
and that its development will be truly miraculous.

This unprecedented success in the development of collective 
farming is due to a variety of causes, of which the following at 
least should be mentioned.

It is due, first of all, to the fact that our Party carried out 
Lenin’s policy of educating the masses by consistently leading the 
masses of the peasantry up to collective farming through the spread 
of the cooperative movement. It is due also to the fact that the 
Party waged a successful struggle against those who tried to run 
ahead of the movement and force the development of collective 
farming by means of decrees (the “Left” phrasemongers) as well 
as against those who tried to drag the Party back and remain at 
the tail end of the movement (the Right blockheads). Had it not 
pursued such a policy the Party would not have been able to 
transform the collective-farm movement into a real mass move
ment of the peasantry.

"When the Petrograd proletariat and the soldiers of the Petrograd 
garrison took power,” says Lenin, “they fully realized that our constructive 
work would encounter greater difficulties in the countryside; that here one 
must proceed more gradually; that to attempt to introduce common culti
vation of the land by decrees and legislation would be the height of folly; 
that an insignificant number of enlightened peasants might agree to this, 
but that the vast majority of the peasants had no such object in view. We,
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therefore, confined ourselves to that which was absolutely essential in the 
interests of the development of the revolution, namely, in no case to endeav
our to outrun the development of the masses, but to wait until, as a result 
of their own experience and their own struggles, a progressive movement 
grew up.” (Vol. XXIII, p. 252.)

The reason why the Party achieved a great victory on the front 
of collective-farm development is that in regard to tactics it fol
lowed to the letter this advice of Lenin.

Secondly,- this unprecedented success in agricultural construc
tion is due to the fact that the Soviet government paid proper 
heed to the growing needs of the peasants for new implements, 
for modern technique; it correctly recognized that the old meth
ods of farming leave the peasantry in a hopeless position and, 
having taken all this into account, it came to their aid in good 
time by organizing machine-hiring stations, tractor columns 
and machine-and-tractor stations; by organizing common cultiva
tion of the land, by establishing collective farms, and finally, 
by having the state farms give every assistance to peasant 
farming.

For the first time in the history of mankind a government ap
peared, the government of the Soviets, which has proved by deeds 
its readiness and ability to give systematic and lasting assistance 
to the labouring masses of the peasantry in the sphere of pro
duction.

Is it not obvious that the masses of labouring peasants, suf
fering, as they do, from agelong lack of equipment were bound to 
reach out eagerly at this assistance and join the collective-farm 
movement?

And it will not be surprising if henceforth the old slogan of the 
workers, “face to the village,” will, as it seems likely, be supple
mented by the new slogan of the collective-farm peasants, “face to 
the town.”

Finally, this unprecedented success in collective<farm devel
opment is due to the fact that the matter was taken in hand by the 
advanced workers of our country. I refer to the workers’ brigades, 
tens and hundreds of which are scattered in the principal regions 
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of our country. It must be acknowledged that of all existing and 
potential propagandists of the collective-farm movement among 
the peasant masses, the worker propagandists are the best. What 
is there surprising in the fact that the workers have succeeded in 
convincing the peasants of the advantages of large-scale collective 
farming over individual small farming, the more so as the existing 
collective farms and stale farms are striking examples of these 
advantages?

Such was the basis for our achievement in collective-farm 
development, an achievement which, in my opinion, is the 
most important and decisive of all our achievements in recent 
years.

All the arguments of “science” against the possibility and expe
diency of creating large grain factories of 40,000 to 50,000 hectares 
each have collapsed and crumbled into dust. Practice has refuted 
the objections of “science,” and has once again shown that not only 
has practice to learn from “science” but that “science” also would 
do well to learn from practice.

Large grain factories do not take root in capitalist countries. 
But ours is a socialist country. This “slight” difference must not 
be overlooked.

In capitalist countries large grain factories cannot be organ
ized, for there exists private ownership of land, and the organiza
tion of such grain factories would entail the purchase of quite 
a number of plots of land or the payment of absolute ground 
rent, which would necessarily impose a heavy burden on produc
tion. In our country, on the other hand, neither absolute ground 
rent, nor the sale and purchase of land exist, for in our coun
try there is no private ownership of land, and this necessarily 
creates favourable conditions for the development of large grain 
farms.

In capitalist countries the purpose of large-scale farming is 
to obtain the maximum of profit, or, at all events, obtain a profit 
equal to the so-called average rate of profit, failing which, in 
fact, there would be no incentive to invest capital in grain 
production. In our country, on the contrary, the large grain farms,
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which are state enterprises, need neither a maximum of profit, 
nor the average rate of profit for their development; they can limit 
themselves to a minimum of profit, and sometimes even forego 
profits altogether, which again creates favourable conditions for 
the development of large grain farms.

Finally, under capitalism large grain farms do not enjoy 
special credit privileges or special taxation privileges, whereas 
under the Soviet system, which is designed to support the so
cialist sector, such privileges exist and will continue to exist.

Esteemed “science” forgot all this.
The assertions of the Right opportunists (Bukharin’s group) that 
a) the peasants would not join the collective farms;
b) the speedy development of collective farming would only 

arouse mass discontent and drive a wedge between the peasantry 
and the working class;

e) the “highroad” of socialist development in the rural 
districts is not the collective farms, but the cooperative so
cieties;

d) the development of collective farming and the offensive 
against the capitalist elements in the rural districts may deprive 
the country of grain altogether.

All these assertions have collapsed and crumbled to dust as 
old bourgeois-liberal rubbish.

Firstly, the peasants have joined the collective farms; they 
have joined in whole villages, whole volosts, whole districts.

Secondly, the mass collective-farm movement is not weakening 
the bond, but, on the contrary, is strengthening it by putting it 
on a new, production basis. Now even the blind can see that if 
there is any serious dissatisfaction among the great bulk of the 
peasantry it is not because of the collective-farm policy of the 
Soviet government, but because the Soviet government is unable 
to keep pace with the growth of the collective-farm movement in 
supplying the peasants with machines and tractors.

Thirdly, the controversy about the “highroad” of socialist 
development in the rural districts is a scholastic controversy, 
worthy of young pettyrbourgeois liberals of the type of Eichen- 
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wald and Slepkov. It is obvious that, as long as there was no mass 
collective-farm movement, the “highroad” was the lower forms of 
the cooperative movement—supply and marketing cooperatives; 
but when the higher form of the cooperative movement—the col
lective farm—appeared, the latter became the “highroad” of de
velopment.

The highroad (without quotation marks) of socialist develop
ment in the rural districts is Lenin’s cooperative plan, which 
embraces all forms of agricultural cooperation, from the 
lowest (supply and marketing) to the highest (productive collective 
farms). To contrast collective farms to cooperative societies is 
to make a mockery of Leninism and to acknowledge one’s own 
ignorance.

Fourthly, now even the blind can see that without the offensive 
against the capitalist elements in the rural districts, and without 
the development of the collective-farm and state-farm movement, 
we would not have achieved the decisive successes of this year 
in the matter of grain purchases nor could the state have accumu
lated, as it already has done, an emergency reserve of grain to
talling tens of millions of poods.

Moreover, it can now be confidently asserted that, thanks to 
the growth of the collective-farm and state-farm movement, we 
are definitely emerging, or have already emerged, from the grain 
crisis. And if the development of the collective farms and state 
farms is accelerated, there is not the slightest ground for doubt 
that in about three years’ time our country will be one of the world’s 
largest grain producers, if not the largest.

What is the new feature of the present collective-farm move
ment? The new and decisive feature of the present collective
farm movement is that the peasants are joining the collective 
farms not in separate groups, as was formerly the case, but in 
whole villages, whole volosts, whole districts, and even whole 
areas.

And what does that mean? It means that the middle peasant has 
joined the collective-farm movement. And that is the basis of the 
radical change in the development of agriculture which represents 
25—592
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the most important achievement of the Soviet power during the 
past year.

Trotskyism’s Menshevik “conception” that the working class is 
incapable of leading the great bulk of the peasantry in the work of 
socialist construction is collapsing and being smashed to smith
ereens. Now even the blind can see that the middle peasant has 
turned towards the collective farm. Now it is obvious Lo all that 
the five-year plan of industry and agriculture is a five-year plan 
of building a socialist society, that those who do not believe in 
the possibility of building socialism in our country have no right 
to greet our five-year plan.

The last hope of the capitalists of all countries, who are 
dreaming of restoring capitalism in the U.S.S.R.—“the sacred prin
ciple of private property”—is collapsing and crumbling to dust. 
Large masses of peasants, whom they regarded as material that 
would fertilize the soil for capitalism, are abandoning the lauded 
banner of “private property” and are taking to the path of collec
tivism, the path of socialism. The last hope for the restoration of 
capitalism is crumbling.

This, by the way, explains the desperate efforts of the capi
talist elements in our country to rouse all the forces of the old 
world against advancing socialism—efforts which have led to the 
intensification of the class struggle. Capital does not want “Lo 
grow into” socialism.

This also explains the furious howl against Bolshevism which 
■has. been raised recently by the watchdogs of capital, by the 
Struves, Ressens, Milyukovs, Kerenskys, Dans, Abramoviches 
and their ilk. The last hope for the restoration of capitalism is 
disappearing—that is no joke for them.

There is no other explanation for the violent rage of our class 
enemies and the frenzied howling of the lackeys of capital except 
the fact that our Party has actually achieved a decisive victory 
on the most difficult front of socialist construction.

"Only if we succeed,” said Lenin, “in proving to the peasants in practice 
the advantages of common, collective, cooperative, artel cultivation of the 
soil, only if we succeed in helping the peasant by means of cooperative or 
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artel farming, will the working class, which holds the state power, be really 
able to convince the peasant of the correctness of its policy and to secure the 
real and durable following of the millions of peasants.” (Vol. XXIV, p. 579.)

That is how Lenin put the question as to the ways of winning 
the millions of peasants to the side of the working class, of the 
methods of transferring the peasants to the path of collective
farm construction.

The past year has shown that our Party is successfully coping 
with this task and is resolutely overcoming every obstacle stand
ing in its path.

“In a communist society,” said Lenin, “the middle peasants will be on 
our side only when we alleviate and ameliorate their economic conditions. 
If tomorrow we could supply 100,000 first-class tractors, provide them with 
fuel, provide them with drivers—you know very well that this at present is 
sheer fantasy—the middle peasant would say: ‘I am for the kommunia' 
(i.e., for communism). But in order to do that we must first defeat the interna
tional bourgeoisie, we must compel them to give us these tractors, or so de
velop our productive forces as to be able to provide them ourselves. That is 
the only correct way to pose this question.” (Vol. XXIV, p. 170.)

That is how Lenin put the question as to the ways and means 
of arming the middle peasant with modern technique, of winning 
him to the side of communism.

The past year has shown that the Party is successfully coping 
with this task too. We know that by the spring of the coming 
year, 1930, we shall have over 60,000 tractors in the fields, a year 
later we shall have over 100,000 tractors, and two years after, 
over 250,000 tractors. We are now able to accomplish and even to 
exceed what was considered “fantasy” several years ago.

And that is why the middle peasant has turned towards the 
“kommunia.”

Such is the position with regard to our Party’s third achieve
ment.

Such are the fundamental achievements of our Party during 
the past year.

25*
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CONCLUSIONS

We are advancing full steam ahead along the path of industri
alization—to socialism, leaving behind the agelong “Russian” 
backwardness.

We are becoming a country of metal, a country of automobiles, 
a country of tractors.

And when we have put the U.S.S.R, on an automobile, and 
the muzhik on a tractor, let the esteemed capitalists, who boast 
so much of their “civilization,” try to overtake us! We shall see 
which countries may then be “classified” as backward and which 
as advanced.

November 3, 1929
Pravda, No. 259,
November 7, 1929



PROBLEMS OF AGRARIAN POLICY 
IN THE U.S.S.R.

Speech Delivered at the Conference of Marxist 
Students of the Agrarian Question 

December 27, 1929

Comrades! The main fact of our social and economic life at 
the present time, a fact which is attracting general attention, 
is the enormous growth of the collective-farm movement.

The characteristic feature of the present collective-farm move
ment is that not only are separate groups of poor peasants joining 
the collective farms, as has been the case hitherto, but that the 
mass of the middle peasants are also joining the collective farms. 
This means that the collective-farm movement has been trans
formed from a movement of separate groups and sections of the 
labouring peasants into a movement of millions and millions of 
the bulk of the peasantry. This, by the way, explains the tremen
dously important fact that the collective-farm movement, which 
has assumed the character of a mighty and growing antikulak 
avalanche, is sweeping the resistance of the kulak from its path, 
is shattering the kulak class and clearing the road for extensive 
socialist construction in the rural districts.

But while we have reason to be proud of the practical successes 
achieved in socialist construction, the same cannot be said with 
regard to our theoretical work in the sphere of economics in gen
eral, and of agriculture in particular. Moreover, it must be admit
ted that theoretical thought is not keeping pace with our practical 
successes, that there is a certain gap between our practical suc
cesses and the development of theoretical thought. Yet our the
oretical work must not only keep pace with practical work 
but must keep ahead of it and equip our practical workers for 
their fight for the victory of socialism,

I will not dwell at length here on the importance of theory. 
You are well aware of its importance. Top know that theory, pre-
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viding it is genuine theory, gives practical workers the power of 
orientation, clarity of perspective, confidence in their work, faith 
in the victory of our cause. All this is, and necessarily must be, 
immensely important in our work of socialist construction. The 
unfortunate thing is that we are beginning to limp precisely in 
this sphere, in the sphere of the elaboration of the theoretical 
problems of our economy.

How else can we explain the fact that in our social and polit
ical life various bourgeois and petty-bourgeois theories on prob
lems of our economy are still current? How can we explain the 
fact that these theories and would-be theories are not yet meeting 
with a proper rebuff? How can we explain the fact that a number 
of fundamental theses of Marxist-Leninist political economy, 
which are the most effective antidote to bourgeois and petty- 
bourgeois theories, are beginning to be forgotten, are not popular
ized in our press, arefor some reason not placed in the foreground? 
Is it so difficult to understand that unless a merciless fight against 
bourgeois theories is carried on on the basis of Marxist-Leninist 
theory, it will be impossible to achieve complete victory over our 
class enemies?

The new practice is giving rise to a new approach to the prob
lems of the economy of the transition period. The problems of 
the New Economic Policy, of classes, of the rate of construction^ 
of the bond with the peasantry, of Party policy; are now presented 
in a new way. If wé are not to lag behind practice we must imme
diately begin to work on all these problems in the light of the new 
situation. Unless we do this it will be impossible to overcome the 
bourgeois theories which are-clogging the minds of our practical 
workers. Unless we do this it will be impossible to eradicate these 
theories which are acquiring the tenacity of prejudices. For only 
by combating bourgeois prejudices in the field of theory is it pos
sible to consolidate the position of Marxism-Leninism.

Permit me now to-characterize at least a few of these bourgeois 
prejudices which are called theories, and to demonstrate their 
nnsoundness in the light of certain cardinal problems of our con- 
struct ton,
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I

THE THEORY OF “EQUILIBRIUM”

You know, of course, that the so-called theory of the “equilib
rium” between the sectors of our national economy is still current 
among Communists. This theory has, of course, nothing in common 
with Marxism. Nevertheless, this theory is advocated by a number 
of people in the camp of the Right deviators.

This theory is based on the assumption that to begin with we 
have a socialist sector—which is one compartment, as it were—and 
that in addition we also have a nonsocialist or, if you like, capi
talist sector—which is another compartment. These two “compart
ments” move on different rails and glide peacefully forward, with
out touching each other. Geometry teaches that parallel lines do 
not meet. But the authors of this remarkable theory believe that 
these parallel lines will meet eventually, and that when they do, 
we will have socialism. This theory overlooks the fact that behind 
these so-called “compartments” there are classes, and that these 
compartments move as a result of a fierce class struggle, a life-and- 
death struggle, a struggle on the principle of “who will win?”

It is not difficult to see that this theory has nothing in common 
with Leninism. It is not difficult to see that, objectively, the 
purpose of this theory is to defend the position of individual 
peasant farming, t o arm the kulak elements with a “new” theoret
ical weapon in their struggle against the collective farms, and to 
destroy confidence in the collective farms.

Nevertheless, this theory is still current in our press. And it 
cannot be said that it is meeting with a serious rebuff, let alone 
a crushing rebuff, on the part of our theoreticians. How can this 
incongruity be explained except by the backwardness of our 
theoretical thought?

And yet, all that is needed is; to take from the treasury of 
Marxism the theory of reproduction and set it up against the theo
ry of the equilibrium of the sectors, and it will wipe out the latter 
without leaving a trace of it. Indeed, the Marxian theory of 
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reproduction teaches that modern society cannot develop with
out accumulating from year to year; and accumulation is impossi
ble unless there is expanded reproduction from year to year. This 
is clear and comprehensible. Our large-scale, centralized, socialist 
industry is developing according to the Marxian theory of expanded 
reproduction; for it is growing in volume from year to year, it 
has its accumulations and is advancing with seven-league strides.'

But our large-scale industry does not constitute the whole of 
our national economy. On the contrary, small-peasant farming 
still predominates in our national economy. Gan we say that our 
small-peasant farming is developing according to the principle 
of expanded reproduction? No, we cannot. Not only is there no 
annual expanded reproduction in the bulk of our small-peasant 
farming, but, on the contrary, it is seldom able to achieve even 
simple reproduction. Can we advance our socialized industry at 
an accelerated rate as long as we have an agricultural base, such 
as is provided by small-peasant farming, which is incapable of 
expanded reproduction, and which, in addition, is the predominant 
force in our national economy? No, we cannot. Gan Soviet power 
and the work of socialist construction rest for any length of time 
on two different foundations: on the most large-scale and concen
trated socialist industry, and the most scattered and backward, 
small-commodity peasant farming? No, they cannot. Sooner or 
later this would be bound to end in the complete collapse of the 
whole national economy.

What, then, is the solution? The solution lies in enlarging the 
agricultural units, in making agriculture capable of accumula
tion, of expanded reproduction, and in thus transforming the 
agricultural basis of our national economy.

But bow are the agricultural units to be enlarged?
There are two ways of doing this. There is the capitalist way, 

which is to enlarge the agricultural units by introducing capi
talism in agriculture—a way which leads to the impoverishment 
of the peasantry and to the development of capitalist enterprises 
in agriculture. We reject this way as incompatible-with the So 
yiet economic gyslem.
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There is a second way: the socialist way, which is to introduce 
collective farms and state farms in agriculture, the way which 
leads to the amalgamation of the small-peasant farms into large 
collective farms, employing machinery and scientific methods 
of farming, and capable of developing further, for such agricul
tural enterprises can achieve expanded reproduction.

And so, the question stands as follows: either one way or the 
other, either back—to capitalism, or forward—to socialism. There 
is no third way, nor can there be.

The “equilibrium” theory is an attempt to indicate a third 
way. And precisely because it is based on a third (nonexistent) 
way, it is utopian and anti-Marxian.

You see, therefore, that all that was needed was to set up 
Marx’s theory of reproduction against this theory of “equilibrium” 
between the sectors, and it has wiped out the latter without leav
ing a trace of it.

Why, then, do our Marxist students of the agrarian question 
not do this? In whose interest is it that the ridiculous theory 
of “equilibrium” should have currency in our press while the 
Marxian theory of reproduction is consigned to oblivion?

n
THE THEORY OF “SPONTANEITY” 

IN SOCIALIST CONSTRUCTION

Let us now take the second prejudice in political economy, the 
second bourgeois type of theory. I have in mind the theory of 
“spontaneity” in socialist construction—a theory which has 
nothing in common with Marxism, but which is being zealously 
advocated by our comrades from the Right camp.

The authors of this theory assert approximately the following: 
There was a Lime when capitalism existed in our country, indus
try developed on a capitalist basis, and the rural districts fol
lowed the capitalist town automatically, spontaneously, changing 
in the image of the capitalist town. Since this is what happened 
under capitalism, why should it not happen under the Soviet 
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economic system as well, why should not the rural districts, 
small-peasant farming, automatically follow the socialist town 
and change spontaneously in the image of the socialist town? On 
these grounds the authors of this theory assert that the rural 
districts can follow the socialist town spontaneously. Hence, the 
question arises; Is it worth our while bothering about organizing 
state farms and collective farms; is it worth while breaking lances 
over this if the rural districts can follow the socialist town 
without our interference?

Here you have another theory which, objectively, seeks to 
supply the capitalist elements in rural districts with a new 
weapon for their struggle against the collective farms.

The anti-Marxian nature of this theory is beyond all doubt.
Is it not odd that our theoreticians have not yet taken the 

trouble to explode this queer theory which is clogging the minds 
of our practical workers on the collective farms?

There is no doubt that the leading role of the socialist town in 
relation to the countryside where individual small-peasant farm
ing predominates, is of great and inestimable value. It is in
deed upon this that the role of industry in transforming agricul
ture is based. But is this factor sufficient to cause the countryside 
where small-peasant farming predominates, to follow spontane
ously the towns in socialist construction? No, it is not sufficient.

Under capitalism the countryside followed the towns sponta
neously because capitalist economy in the towns and the individual 
small-commodity economy of the peasant are, basically, economies 
of the same type. Of course, small-peasant commodity economy is 
not yet capitalist economy. But it is, basically, the same type of 
economy as capitalist economy, for it rests on the private owner
ship of the means of production. Lenin was. a thousand times 
right when, in his notes on Bukharin's Economics of the Tran
sition Period, he referred to the “commodity-cajDitaZisi tendency 
of the peasantry” as opposed to the “socialist tendency of the 
proletariat.”* This explains why “small production engenders

♦ Lenin’s italics.—J. St,
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capitalism and the bourgeoisie continuously, daily, hourly, spon
taneously, and on a mass scale.” {Lenin.)

Would it be right to say that basically small-commodity 
peasant economy is the same type of economy as socialist produc
tion in the towns? Obviously, it would not, unless we break with 
Marxism. Otherwise Lenin would not have said that “as long as 
we live in a small-peasant country, there is a surer economic 
basis for capitalism in Russia than for communism.”

Consequently, the theory of “spontaneity” in socialist construc
tion is a rotten anti-Leninist theory.

Consequently, in order that the countryside, where small
peasant farming predominates, may follow the socialist town, it 
is necessary, apart from everything else, to introduce in the coun
tryside large-scale socialist farming in the form of state farms 
and collective farms as the base of socialism, which—with the 
socialist town in the lead—will be able to draw in their wake 
the bulk of the peasantry.

Consequently, the theory of “spontaneity” in socialist construc
tion is an anti-Marxian theory. The socialist town can lead the 
countryside in which small-peasant farming predominates, only 
by introducing collective farms and state farms and by transform
ing-the countryside after a new socialist pattern.

It is odd that the anti-Marxian. theory of “spontaneity” in 
socialist construction has not yet met with a proper rebuff from 
our agrarian theoreticians.

in
THE THEORY OF THE “STABILITY”

OF SMALL-PEASANT FARMING

Let us now take the third prejudice in political economy, the 
theory of the “stability” of small-peasant farming. Everybody is 
familiar with the argument of bourgeois political economy that 
the well-known Marxian thesis on the advantages of large-scale 
production over small production applies only to industry, and
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not to agriculture. Social-Democratic theoreticians like David and 
Herz, who advocate this theory, have tried to “base” their argu
ments on the fact that the small peasant has endurance and 
patience, that he is ready to bear every hardship so as to hold on 
to his little plot of land, and that, as a consequence, small-peasant 
farming displays stability in the struggle against large-scale 
production in agriculture.

It is not difficult to see that this kind of “stability” is worse 
than any instability. It is not difficult to see that this anti-Marx- 
ian theory has only one aim: to eulogize and strengthen the cap
italist system which is bringing ruin to millions of small peas
ants. And it is precisely because this theory pursues this aim that 
it has been so easy for Marxists to shatter it.

But this is not the point just now. The point is that our prac
tice, our reality, is providing new arguments against this theory, 
whereas our theoreticians, strangely enough, either will not, or 
cannot, make use of this new weapon against the enemies of the 
working class. I have in mind our practice in abolishing pri
vate ownership of land, our practice in nationalizing the land, 
our practice which liberates the small peasant from his slavish 
attachment to his little plot of land and thereby helps the change 
from sznaZZ-peasant farming to large-scale collective farming.

Indeed, what is it that has tied, still ties and will continue to 
tie the small peasant of Western Europe to his small-commodity 
farming? Primarily, and mainly, the fact that he owns his little 
plot of land, the existence of private ownership of land. For years 
he saved up money in order to buy a little plot of land; he bought 
it, and of course he does not want to part with it, preferring to 
endure any privation, preferring to sink into barbarism and 
abject poverty rather than part with his little plot of land, the 
basis of his individual farm.

Can it be said that this factor, in this form, continues to oper
ate in our country under the Soviet system, too? No, it cannot be 
said. It cannot be said because there is no private ownership of 
land in our country. And precisely because there is no private 
pwnership of land in pur country, pur peasant.s dp not display 
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that slavish attachment to a plot of land which is prevalent in 
the West. And this circumstance cannot but help to effect the 
change from small-peasant farming to collective farming.

This is one of the reasons why the big farms, the collective 
farms in our country, where the land is nationalized, are able so 
easily to demonstrate their superiority over the smuZZ-peasant 
farms.

This is the great revolutionary significance of the Soviet 
agrarian laws which abolished absolute rent, abolished the 
private ownership of land and decreed the nationalization of 
the land.

But it follows from this that we now have at our command 
a new argument against the bourgeois economists who proclaim 
the stability of small-peasant farming in its struggle against 
large-scale farming.

Why, then, is this new argument not sufficiently utilized by 
our agrarian theoreticians in their struggle against all and sundry 
bourgeois theories?

When we nationalized the land we proceeded, as a matter of 
fact, from the theoretical premises laid down in the third volume 
of Capital, in Marx's well-known book, Theories Of Surplus Value, 
and in Lenin’s works on the agrarian problem which represent an 
extremely rich treasury of theoretical thought. I am referring to 
the theory of ground rent in general, and the theory of absolute 
ground rent in particular. It is now clear that the theoretical prin
ciples laid down in these works have been brilliantly confirmed 
by practice in our work of socialist construction in town and 
country.

One can only wonder why the antiscientific theories of “Soviet” 
economists like Chayanov should have currency in our press, 
while Marx’s, Engels’ and Lenin's works of genius dealing with 
the theory of ground rent and absolute ground rent should not be 
popularized and brought into the foreground, should be con
signed to oblivion.

You, no doubt, remember Engels’ well-known work, The 
Peasant Question. You, of course, remember the circumspection 
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with which Engels approaches the question of transferring the 
small peasants to the path of cooperative farming, to the path of 
collective farming. Permit me to quote the passage in question 
from Engels:

"We are decidedly on the side of the small peasant; we shall do ev
erything at all permissible to make his lot more bearable, to facilitate his 
transition to the cooperative should he decide to do so, and even to make 
it possible for him to remain on his small holding for a protracted length of 
time to think the matter over, should he still be unable to bring himself to 
this decision.” *

• My italics.— J. St.

You see with what circumspection Engels approaches the 
question of the transition of individual peasant farming to collec
tivism. How are we to explain this circumspection displayed by 
Engels, which at first sight seems exaggerated? What did he pro
ceed from? Obviously, he proceeded from the existence of private 
ownership of land, from the fact that the peasant has “his hold
ing” which he will find it hard to part with. Such is the peasantry 
in the West. Such is the peasantry in capitalist countries where 
private ownership of land exists. Naturally, great circumspec
tion is needed there.

Gan it be said that such a situation exists in our country, in 
theU.S.S.R.î No, it cannot. It cannot be said because here we have 
no private ownership of land which chains the peasant to his in
dividual farm. It cannot be said because in our country the land 
is nationalized, and this facilitates the transition of the individ
ual peasant to collectivism.

This is one of the reasons for the comparative ease and rapidity 
with which the collective-farm movement has of late been devel
oping in our country.

It is to be regretted that our agrarian theoreticians have not 
yet attempted to bring out this difference between the condition 
of the peasantry in our country and in the West with sufficient 
clarity. And yet this would be of the utmost value not only for 
us in the Soviet Union, but for Communists in all countries. For 
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it is not a matter of indifference to the proletarian revolution in 
the capitalist countries whether socialism will have to be built 
there, from the first day of the seizure of power by the proletariat, 
on the basis of the nationalization of the land or without this 
basis.

Tn my recent article (“A Year of Great Change”), I advanced 
certain arguments to prove the superiority of large-scale farm
ing over smaH farming; in this I had in mind big state farms. 
It is self-evident that all these arguments fully and entirely 
apply to the collective farms, which are also large economic units. 
I am speaking not only of developed collective farms which have 
machines and tractors at their disposal, but also of collective 
farms in their embryonic stage, which represent, as it were, the 
manufacture period of collective-farm development and are 
based on peasant farm implements. I am referring to the embryonic 
collective farms which are now being formed in the regions of 
solid collectivization, and which are based upon the simple pool
ing of the peasants’ implements of production.

Take, for instance, the collective farms of the Khoper district 
in the former Don Region. Outwardly, the technique of these col
lective farms scarcely differs from that of the small-peasant farms 
(few machines, few tractors). And yet the simple pooling of the 
peasant implements of production within the collective farms has 
produced results of which our practical workers have never dreamt. 
What are these results? The fact that the transition to collective 
farming has brought about an increase of the crop area by 30, 
40 and 50 per cent.How are these “dizzying” results to be explained? 
By the fact that the peasants, who were powerless under the con
ditions of individual labour, have been transformed into a mighty 
force once they pooled their implements and became united in 
collective farms. By the fact that it became possible for the peas
ants to till waste and virgin soil, which is difficult to break up 
by individual labour-. By the fact that the peasants were enabled 
to avail themselves of virgin soil. By the fact that waste land? 
isolated plots, field boundaries, etc., etc., could now be cul
tivated.
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The question oî cultivating waste land and virgin soil is of 
the utmost importance for our agriculture. You know that the 
pivot of the revolutionary movement in Russia in the old days 
was the agrarian question. You know that one of the aims of the 
agrarian movement was to do away with the shortage of land. At 
that time there were many who thought that this shortage of land 
was absolute, i.e., that no more free land suitable for cultivation 
was available in Russia. And what was the actual situation? Now 
it is quite clear that scores of millions of hectares of free land were 
and still are available in the U.S.S.R. But the peasants were quite 
unable to till this land with their wretched implements. And pre
cisely because they were unable to till virgin and waste land, they 
longed for “soft soil,” for the soil which belonged to the landlords, 
for soil which could be tilled with the aid of peasant implements 
by individual labour. That was at the bottom of the “land short
age.” It is not surprising, therefore, that our Grain Trust, which 
is equipped with tractors, is now able to place under cultivation 
about twenty million hectares of free land, land unoccupied by 
peasants and unfit for cultivation by individual labour with 
the aid of small-peasant implements.

The significance of the collective-farm movement in all its 
phases—both in its initial and in its more developed phase when 
it is equipped with tractors—lies, for one thing, in the fact that 
it is now possible for the peasants to till waste and virgin soil. 
That is the secret of the tremendous expansion of the crop area 
attending the transition of the peasants to collective labour. 
That is one of the reasons for the superiority of the collective 
farms over individual peasant farms.

It goes without saying that the superiority of the collective 
farms over the individual peasant farms will become even more 
incontestable when our machine-and-tractor stations and tractor 
columns come to the aid of the embryonic collective farms in the 
regions of solid collectivization, and when-the collective farms 
will be in a position to own tractors and harvester combines.



PROBLEMS OF AGRARIAN POLICY IN THE U.S.S.R. 401

IV

TOWN AND COUNTRY

There is a prejudice, cultivated by bourgeois economists, 
concerning the so-called “scissors.” Against this prejudice a mer
ciless war must be declared, as well as against all other bourgeois 
theories which, unfortunately, are currently circulated in the 
Soviet press. I have in mind the theory which alleges that the Octo
ber Revolution brought the peasantry fewer advantages than the 
February Revolution; that, in fact, the October Revolution 
brought no advantages to the peasantry.

At one time this prejudice was boosted in our press by a “So
viet” economist. This “Soviet” economist, it is true, later re
nounced his theory. (Interjection : “Who was it?”) It was Groman. 
But this theory was taken up and used against tbe Party by the 
Trotsky-Zinoviev opposition. And there are no grounds for claim
ing that it is not current even now in “Soviet” public circles.

This is a very important question, comrades. It touches upon 
the problem of the relations between town and country. It 
touches upon the problem of abolishing the antithesis between 
town and country. It touches upon the very urgent question of 
the “scissors.” I think, therefore, that we ought to examine this 
strange theory.

Is it true that the October Revolution brought no advantages 
to the peasants? Let us turn to the facts.

I have before me the table worked out hy Comrade Nem
chinov, the well-known statistician, which I quoted in my arti
cle “On the Grain Front.” According to this table the landlords 
in prerevolutionary times “produced” no less than 600,000,000 
poods of grain. Hence, the landlords were then the holders of 
600,000,000 poods of grain.

The kulaks, as shown in this table, at that time “produced” 
1,900,000,000 poods of grain. That represented a very great power, 
which the kulaks possessed at that time.

The poor and middle peasants, as shown in the same table, 
produced 2,500,000,000 poods of grain.

26—592
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That was the situation in the old countryside, the countryside 
prior to the October Revolution.

What changes have taken place in the countryside since the 
October Revolution? I quote the figures from the same table. 
Take, for instance, the year 1927. How much did the landlords 
produce in that year? Obviously, they produced nothing and could 
not produce anything because they had been wiped out by the Octo
ber Revolution. You will realize that that must have been a great 
relief to the peasantry; for the peasantry was liberated from the 
yoke of the landlords. That, of course, was a great gain for the 
peasantry, obtained as a result of the October Revolution.

How much did the kalaks produce in 1927? Six hundred million 
poods of grain instead of 1,900,000,000. Thus, during the period 
following the October Revolution the kulaks had lost more than 
two thirds of their power. You will realize that this was bound to 
improve the condition of the poor and middle peasants.

And how much did the poor and middle peasants produce in 
1927? Four thousand million poods, instead of 2,500,000,000 
poods. Thus, after the October Revolution the poor and middle 
peasants began to produpe 1,500,000,000 poods more grain than 
in prerevolutionary times.

These are facts which show that the October Revolution brought 
colossal gains to the poor and middle peasants.

That is what the October Revolution brought to the poor and 
middle peasants.

How, after this, can it be asserted that the October Revolu
tion brought no advantages to the peasants?

But that is not all, comrades. The October Revolution abol
ished private ownership of land, did away with the sale and pur
chase of land, decreed the nationalization of the land. What does 
this mean? It means that now the peasant has no need to buy land 
in order to produce grain. Formerly he was saving up for years in 
order to buy land; he got into debt, went into bondage, just for 
the sake of a piece of land. The expenses which the purchase of 
land involved naturally was added to the cost of production of 
grain. Now, the peasant does not have to do that. He can produce 
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grain now without buying land. Consequently, the hundreds of 
millions of rubles that formerly were spent by the peasants for 
the purchase of land now remain in their pockets. Does this im
prove the condition of the peasants or not? Obviously it does.

Further. Until recently, the peasant was compelled to dig the 
soil with the aid of obsolete implements by individual labour. 
Everyone knows that individual labour, equipped with obsolete, 
now unsuitable, means of production, does not yield the results 
required to enable one to lead a tolerable existence, systematically 
to improve one’s material position, to develop one’s culture and 
to get out on to the highroad of socialist construction. Today, aft
er the accelerated development of the collective-farm movement, 
the peasants are able to combine their labour with that of their 
neighbours, to unite in collective farms, to break up virgin soil, to 
cultivate waste land, to obtain machines and tractors and there
by double or even treble the productivity of their labour. Andwhat 
does this mean? It means that today the peasant, by joining the 
collective farm, is able to produce much more than formerly with 
the same expenditure of labour. It means, therefore, that grain 
will be produced much more cheaply than was the case until quite 
recently. It means, finally, that, with stable prices, the peasant 
can obtain much more for his grain than he has obtained up to now.

How, after all this, can it be asserted that the October Revolu
tion brought no gains to the peasantry?

Is it not clear that those who utter such falsehoods obviously 
slander the Party and the Soviet power?

But what follows from all this?
It follows that the question of “the scissors,” the question of 

closing “the scissors,” must now be approached in a new way. 
It follows that if the collective-farm movement grows at the pres1 
ent rate, “the scissors” will be closed in the near future. It fol
lows that the question of the relations between town and country 
is now put on a new basis, that the antithesis between town and 
country will be washed away at an accelerated pace.

This circumstance, comrades, is of very great importance for 
our whole work of construction. It modifies the psychology of the 

26*
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peasant and turns him towards the town. It creates the basis for 
the elimination of the antithesis between town and country. It 
creates the basis on which the slogan of the Party—“face the vil
lage”—will be supplemented by the slogan of the peasant col
lective farmers: “face the town."

Nor is there anything surprising in this, for the peasant is 
now receiving from the town machines, tractors, agronomists, 
organizers and, finally, direct assistance in fighting and overcom
ing the kulaks. The old type of peasant, with his savage mistrust 
of the town, which he regarded as a plunderer, is passing into the 
background. His place is being taken by the new peasant, by the 
collective-farm peasant, who looks to the town with the hope of 
receiving real assistance in production. The place of the old type of 
peasant who is afraid of sinking to the status of the rural poor 
and is stealthily (for he may be deprived of the franchise!) rising 
to the position of a kulak, is being taken by the new peasant, 
with new prospects—prospects of joining a collective farm and 
thereby emerging from poverty and ignorance on to the highroad 
of economic and cultural progress.

That’s the turn things are taking, comrades.
It is all the more regrettable, comrades, that our agrarian the

oreticians have not taken all measures to explode and root out 
all bourgeois theories which seek to discredit the gains of the 
October Revolution and the growing collective-farm movement.

V

THE NATURE OF COLLECTIVE FARMS

The collective farm as a type of economy, is one of the forms of 
socialist economy. There can be no doubt whatever about that.

One of the speakers at this Conference tried to discredit the 
collective farms. He asserted that the collective farms, as econom
ic organizations, have nothing in common with the socialist form 
of economy. I must say, comrades, that such a definition of the 
collective farms is absolutely wrong. There can be no doubt that 
this definition has nothing in common with the true state of affairs.
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What determines the type of an economy? Obviously, the re
lations between people in the process of production. How else can 
the type of an economy be determined? But is there in the col
lective farms a class of people who own the means of production 
and a class of people who are deprived of these means of produc
tion? Is there an exploiting class and an exploited class in the 
collective farms? Doesn’t the collective farm represent the sociali
zation of the principal means of production on land which belongs 
to the state? What grounds are there for asserting that the collec
tive farms, as a type of economy, do not represent one of the forms 
of socialist economy?

Of course, there are contradictions in thé collective farms. 
Of course, there are survivals of individualistic and even of kulak 
mentality in the collective farms, which have not yet disap
peared, but which are bound to disappear in the course of time 
as the collective farms become stronger, as they are provided 
with more machines. But can it be denied that the collective 
farms as a whole, with all their contradictions and shortcomings, 
the collective farms as an economic fact, represent, in the main, 
a new path of development of the countryside, the socialist path 
of development of the countryside as opposed to the kulak, 
capitalist path of development? Can it be denied that the col
lective farms (I am speaking of real, not of sham collective 
farms) represent, under our conditions, a base and a nucleus of 
socialist construction in the" countryside—a base and a nucleus 
which have grown up in desperate fights against the capitalist 
elements?

Is it not clear that the attempts of some comrades to discredit 
the collective farms and represent them as a bourgeois form of 
economy are devoid of all foundation?

In 1923 we did not yet have a mass collective-farm movement. 
Lenin, in his pamphlet, On Cooperation, had in mind all forms of 
cooperation, its lower forms (marketing and supply cooperatives) 
and its higher forms (collective farms). What did he say at that 
time about cooperation, about cooperative enterprises? Here is 
a passage from Lenin's pamphlet, On Cooperation'.
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“Under our present system, cooperative enterprises differ from private 
capitalist enterprises because they are collective enterprises, but they do 
not differ*  from socialist enterprises if the land on which they are situated 
and the means of production belong to the state, i.e., the working class.” 
(Vol. XXVII, p. 396.)

* My italics; —J. St,

Hence, Lenin takes the cooperative enterprises not by them
selves, but in connection with our present system, in connection 
with the fact that they function on land which belongs to the state, 
in a country where the means of production belong to the state; 
and, regarding them in this light, Lenin declares that cooperative 
enterprises do not differ from socialist enterprises.

This is what Lenin says about cooperative enterprises in 
general.

Is it not clear that there is all the more ground for saying the 
same about the collective farms in our period?

This, by the way, explains why Lenin regarded the “mere 
growth of cooperation” under our conditions as “equivalent to the 
growth of socialism.”

As you see, the speaker I have just referred to, in trying to 
discredit the collective farms, committed a grave mistake against 
Leninism.

This mistake led him to another mistake—about the class strug
gle in the collective farms. The speaker "portrayed the class strug
gle in the collective farms in such vivid colours that one might 
think the class struggle in the collective farms does not differ 
from the class struggle in the absence of collective farms. Indeed, 
one might think that in the collective farms it tends to be fiercer. 
Incidentally, the speaker mentioned is not the only one who has 
erred in this matter. Idle talk about the class struggle, squealing 
and shrieking about the class struggle in the collective farms, is 
now characteristic of all our noisy “Lefts.” The most comical thing 
about this squealing is that the squealers “see” the class struggle 
where it does not exist, or hardly exists, but fail to see it where 
it does exist and is glaringly manifest.
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Are there elements of the class struggle in the collective farms? 
Yes, there are. There arc bound to be elements of the class strug
gle in the collective farms as long as there still remain survivals 
of individualistic, or even kulak, psychology, as long as there still 
exists a certain degree of material inequality. Gan it be said that 
the class struggle in the collective farms is equivalent to the class 
struggle in the absence of collective farms? No, it cannot. The 
mistake our “Left” phrasemongers make lies precisely in not 
seeing the difference.

What is the class struggle in the absence of collective farms, 
prior to the establishment of collective farms? It is a fight against 
the kulak who owns the implements and means of production aird 
who keeps the rural poor in bondage with the aid of those imple
ments and means of production. It is a life-and-death struggle.

But what does the class struggle mean with the collective 
farms in existence? It means, firstly, that the kulak has. been 
defeated and deprived of the implements and means of production. 
It means, secondly, that the poor and middle peasants are united 
in collective farms on the basis of the socialization of the princi
pal implements and means of production. It means, finally, that 
it is a struggle between members of collective farms, some of 
whom have.not yet rid themselves of individualistic and kulak 
survivals and are striving to turn the inequality, which exists 
to some extent in the collective farms, to their own advantage, 
while the others want to eliminate these survivals and this in
equality. Is it not clear that only the blind can fail to see the 
difference between the class strugglè with the collective farms in 
existence and the class struggle in the absence of collective farms?

It would be a mistake to believe that once collective farms 
exist we have all that is necessary for building socialism. It 
would be all the more a mistake to believe that the members of 
the collective farms have already become socialists. No, a great 
deal of work has still to .be done to remould the peasant collective 
farmer, to set right his individualistic psychology and to trans
form him into a real worker of a socialist society. And the more 
rapidly the collective farms are provided with machines, the 
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more rapidly they are supplied with tractors, the more rapidly 
will this be achieved. But this does not in the least belittle the 
enormous importance of the collective farms as a lever for the 
socialist transformation of the rural districts. The great impor
tance of the collective farms lies precisely in that they represent 
the principal base for the employment of machinery and tractors 
in agriculture, that they constitute the principal base for re
moulding the peasant, for changing his psychology in the spir
it of socialism. Lenin was right when he said:

“The task of remoulding the small farmer, of remoulding his whole 
psychology and habits is a task of generations. Only the material basis, 
technique, the employment of tractors and machines in agriculture on a mass 
scale, electrification on a mass scale, can solve this problem in relation to the 
small farmer, can cure, so to speak, his whole psychology.” (Vol. XXVI, 
p. 239.)

Who can deny that the collective farms are indeed the only 
form of socialist economy which will open to the vast masses of 
the small individual peasants the way to large-scale mechanized 
production, to machines and tractors—-which are the levers of 
economic progress, the levers of the socialist development of 
agriculture?

Our “Left” phrasemongers have forgotten all that.
And our speaker has forgotten about it, too.

VI
THE CLASS CHANGES AND THE TURN

IN THE PARTY'S POLICY

Finally, the question of the class changes in our country and 
the socialist offensive against the capitalist elements in the coun
tryside.

The characteristic feature in the work of our Party during the 
past year is that we, as a Party, as the Soviet power,

a) have developed an offensive along the whole front against 
the capitalist elements in the countryside;
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b) that this offensive, as you know, has brought about and 
is bringing about very palpable, positive results.

What does this mean? It means that we have passed from the 
policy of restricting the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks to 
the policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class. This means that 
we have made, and are still making, one of the decisive turns 
in our whole policy.

Until recently the Party adhered to the policy of restricting 
the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks. As you know, this pol
icy was proclaimed as far back as the Eighth Party Congress. 
It was again announced at the time of the introduction of the NEP 
and at the Eleventh Congress of our Party. We all remember 
Lenin’s well-known letter regarding Preobrazhensky’s thesis 
(1922), in which Lenin again urged the necessity of pursuing 
this policy. Finally, this policy was confirmed by the Fifteenth 
Congress of our Party. And it was this policy that we were 
pursuing until recently.

Was this policy correct? Yes, it was absolutely correct at the 
time. Could we have undertaken such an offensive against the 
kulaks five years or three years ago? Could we then have counted 
on success in such an offensive? No, we could not. That would 
have been the most dangerous adventurism. It would have been 
playing a very dangerous game at offensive. We would certainly 
have failed, and our failure would have strengthened the posi
tion of the kulaks. Why? Because we still lacked a wide network 
of state and collective farms in the rural districts which could be 
used as strongholds in a determined offensive against the kulaks. 
Because at that time we were not yet able to substitute for the 
capitalist production of the kulaks the socialist production of 
the collective farms and state farms.

In 1926-27, the Zinoviev^Trotsky opposition did their ut
most to impose upon the Party the policy of an immediate 
offensive against the kulaks. The Party refused to embark on 
that dangerous adventure, for it knew that serious people cannot 
afford to play at offensives. An offensive against the kulaks is a 
serious matter. It should not be confused with declamations 
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against the kulaks. Nor should it be confused with a policy of 
bickering with the kulaks, which the Zinoviev-Trotsky opposi
tion did their utmost to impose upon the Party. To launch an 
offensive against the kulaks means that we must smash the ku
laks, eliminate them as a class. Unless we set ourselves these aims, 
an offensive would be mere declamation, bickering, empty noise, 
anything but a real Bolshevik offensive. To launch an offensive 
against the kulaks means that we must properly prepare for it and 
then strike at the kulaks, strike so hard as to prevent them from 
rising to their feet again. That is what we Bolsheviks call a 
real offensive. Could we have undertaken such an offensive five 
years or three years ago with any prospect of success? No, we 
could not.

Indeed, in 1927, the kulaks produced over 600,000,000 poods 
of grain, about 130,000,000 poods of which they marketed outside 
the rural districts. That was a rather serious power, which had to 
be reckoned with. How much did our collective farms and state 
farms produce at that time? About 80,000,000 poods, of which 
about 35,000,000 poods were available for trade (marketable 
grain). Judge for yourselves, could we have then substituted lor 
kulak output and kulak marketable grain the output and mar
ketable grain of our collective farms and state farms? Obviously, 
we could not.

What would it have meant to launch a determined offensive 
against the kulaks under such conditions? It would have meant 
inviting failure, strengthening the position of the kulaks and being 
left without grain. That is why we could not and should not have 
undertaken a determined offensive against the kulaks at that time, 
in spite of the adventurist declamations of the Zinoviev-Trotsky 
opposition.

But today? What is the position? Today, we have an adequate 
material base which enables us to strike at the kulaks, to break 
their resistance, to eliminate them as a class, and to substitute 
for their output the output of the collective farms and state farms. 
Y ou know that in 1929 the grain produced on the collective farms 
and state farms amounted to no less than 400,000,000 poods 
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(200,000,000 poods less than the gross output of the kulak farms 
in 1927). You also know that in 1929 the collective farms and 
state farms supplied more than 130,000,000 poods of grain for 
the market (i.e., more than the kulaks in 1927). And finally, you 
know that in 1930 the gross output of the collective farms and 
state farms will amount to no less than 900,000,000 poods of 
grain (i.e., more than the gross output of the kulaks in 1927), 
and their output of grain for the market to no less than 400,000,000 
poods (i.e., incomparably more than the kulaks supplied in 1927).

This is the position today, comrades.
This is the change that has taken place in the economy of our 

country.
Now, as you see, we have the material base which enables us 

to substitute for kulak output the output of the collective farms 
and state farms. This indeed is the reason why our determined offen
sive against the kulaks is now meeting with undeniable success.

That is how an offensive^ against the kulaks must be carried 
on, if we mean a genuine and determined offensive and not futile 
declamations against the kulaks.

That is the reason why we have recently passed from the pol
icy of restricting the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks to the 
policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class.

Well, what about the policy of expropriating the kulaks? 
Gan we permit the expropriation of kulaks in the regions of solid 
collectivization? This question is asked in various quarters. 
A ridiculous question! We could not permit the expropriation of 
the kulaks as long as we were pursuing the policy of restricting 
the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks, as long as we were 
unable to launch a determined offensive against the hulaks, as 
long as we were unable to substitute for kulak output the output 
of the collective farms and state farms. At that time the policy 
of not permitting the expropriation of the kulaks was necessary 
and correct. But now? Now the situation is different. Now we 
are able to carry on a determined offensive against the kulaks, 
to break their, resistance, to eliminate them as a class and substi
tute for their output the output of the collective farms and 
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state farms. Now, the kulaks are being expropriated by the 
masses of poor and middle peasants themselves, by the masses 
who are putting solid collectivization into practice. Now, the 
expropriation of the kulaks in the regions of solid collectiviza
tion is no longer just an administrative measure. Now, the 
expropriation of the kulaks is an integral part of the formation 
and development of the collective farms. Consequently it is now 
ridiculous -and foolish to discourse on the expropriation of the 
kulaks. You do not lament the loss of the hair of one who has been 
beheaded.

There is another question which seems no less ridiculous: 
whether the kulaksshould be permitted to join the collective farms. 
Of course not, for they are sworn enemies of the collective- 
farm movement.

VII

CONCLUSIONS

These, comrades, are six cardinal problems which the theo
retical work of our Marxist students of the agrarian question must 
not ignore.

The importance of these problems lies, firstly, in the fact that 
a Marxist analysis of them provides the means of eradicating all 
and sundry bourgeons theories which sometimes—to our shame— 
are circulated by our own comrades, by Communists, and which 
clog the minds of our practical workers. And these theories 
should have been eradicated and discarded long ago. For only 
in a merciless fight against these and other similar theories can 
the theoretical ideas of the Marxist students of the agrarian 
question develop and become strong.

The importance of these problems lies, finally, in the fact 
that they give a new aspect to the old problems of the economics 
of the transition period.

Today the problems of the NEP, of classes, of collective 
farms, of economy of the transition period, are presented in a 
new way.
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The mistake of those who interpret the NEP as a retreat, 
and only as a retreat, must be exposed. As a matter of fact, even 
when the New Economic Policy was being introduced, Lenin said 
that it was not only a relreat, but also the preparation for a new, 
determined offensive against the capitalist^ elements in town 
and country.

The mistake of those who think that the NEP is neces
sary only as a link belween town and country must be ex
posed. It is not just any kind of link between town and country 
that we need. What we need is a link that will ensure 
the victory of socialism. And if we adhere to the NEP it is 
because it serves the cause of socialism. When it ceases to serve 
the cause of socialism we will cast it to the devil. Lenin said 
that the NEP had been introduced in earnest and for a long 
time. But he never said that it had been introduced for all time.

We must also raise the question of popularizing the Marxian 
theory of reproduction. We must elaborate the problem of the 
structure of the balance sheet of our national economy. What 
the Central Statistical Board published in 1926 as Lhebalance 
sheet of national economy is not a balance sheet, but a juggling 
with figures. Nor is the manner in which Bazarov and Groman 
treat the problem of the balance sheet of national economy suit
able. The structure of the balance sheet of the national economy 
of Lhè U.S.S.R, must be worked out by the revolutionary Marx
ists if the latter have any desire at all to devote themselves to 
the problems of the economy of the transition period.

It would be a good thing for our Marxist economists to appoint 
a special group to study the new aspects of the problems of 
the economy of the transition period at its present stage of 
devel opinent.



THE POLICY OF ELIMINATING
THE KULAKS AS A CLASS

The article, “The Elimination of the Kulaks as a Glass,” in 
No. 16 of Krasnaya Zvezda, while unquestionably correct on the 
whole, contains two inaccuracies in formulation. I think it is 
necessary to correct these inaccuracies.

1. The article states:

“During the period of economic restoration we pursued the policy of 
restricting the capitalist elements in town and country. With the beginning 
of the reconstruction period we passed from the policy of restricting these 
elements to a policy of squeezing them out.”

This thesis is wrong. The policy of restricting the capitalist 
elements and the policy of squeezing them out are not two differ
ent policies. They are one and the same policy. The squeezing, 
out of the capitalist elements in the rural districts is an inevi
table result and a component part of the policy of restricting the 
capitalist elements, the policy of restricting the exploiting pro
clivities of the kulaks. The squeezing out of the capitalist ele
ments in the rural districts is not synonymous with the squeezing 
out of the kulaks as a class. Squeezing out the capitalist elements 
in the rural districts means squeezing out and overcoming indi
vidual sections of the kulaks who cannot hold out against the 
pressure of taxation, against the system of restrictive measures 
of the Soviet power. It is obvious that the policy of restricting 
the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks, the policy of restricting 
the capitalist elements in the rural districts, must inevitably 
lead to the squeezing out of individual sections of the kulaks. 
That is why the squeezing out of individual sections of the kulaks 
must be regarded as an inevitable result and a component part 
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of the policy of restricting the capitalist elèménts in the rural 
districts.

We pursued this policy not only during the period of economic 
restoration, but also during the period of reconstruction, and also 
in the period following the Fifteenth Congress (December 1927), 
and during the period of the Sixteenth Party Conference (April 
1929), just as well as in the period following that Conference, 
right down to the summer of 1929, when solid collectivization 
began and when we effected the turn towards the policy of elim
inating the kulaks as a class.

If we examine the most important documents of our Party, 
beginning, say, with the Fourteenth Congress in December 1925 
(see the resolution on the report of the Central Committee), and 
ending with the Sixteenth Conference in April 1929 (see the reso
lution, “Ways of Bringing About the Progress of Agriculture”), 
it becomes perfectly obvious that the thesis on “restricting the 
exploiting proclivities of the kulaks,” or “restricting the growth 
of capitalism in the rural districts,” is always accompanied by the 
thesis on “squeezing out the capitalist elements in the rural 
districts,” on “overcoming the capitalist elements in the rural 
districts.”

What does that mean?
It means that the Party does not draw a line between squeezing 

out the capitalist elements in the rural districts and the policy 
of restricting the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks, the policy 
of restricting the capitalist elements in the rural districts.

The Fifteenth Party Congress, and the Sixteenth Conference 
too, are entirely based on the policy of “restricting the exploiting 
propensities of the rural bourgeoisie” (resolution of the Fifteenth 
Congrees, “Work in the Rural Districts”); on the policy of “adopt
ing new measures which would restrict the development of cap
italism in the countryside” (ibid.)', on the policy of “resolutely 
restricting the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks” (resolution 
of the Fifteenth Congress on the five-year plan); on the policy of 
“an offensive against the kulaks” in the sense of “proceeding to 
further, more systematic and persistent restriction of the kulaks
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and privale traders” (ibid.)-, on the policy of “a more determined 
economic squeezing out” of “the elements of private capitalist 
economy” in town and country (resolution of the Fifteenth Con
gress on the report of the Central Committee).

Hence (a) the author of the above-mentioned article is wrong 
in representing the policy of restricting the capitalist elements 
and the policy of squeezing them out as two different policies. 
The facts show that here we have one general policy of restricting 
capitalism, and the squeezing out of individual sections of theku- 
laks is a component part and result of this policy.

Hence (b) the author of the above-mentioned article is wrong 
in maintaining that the squeezing out of the capitalist elements 
in the rural districts began only in the period of reconstruction, 
in the period of the Fifteenth Congress. Actually, this process went 
on before the Fifteenth Congress, during the period of economic 
restoration, and after the Fifteenth Congress, in the reconstruction 
period. In the period of the Fifteenth Congress the policy of 
restricting the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks was merely 
tightened up by new and supplementary measures, as a consequence 
of which the process of squeezing out individual sections of the 
kulaks was bound to become intensified.

2. The article states:

"The policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class follows entirely from the 
policy of squeezing out the capitalist elements and is a continuation of that 
policy at a new stage.”

This thesis is inexact and therefore wrong. Of course, the 
policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class could not have dropped 
from the skies. The whole preceding period of restricting and, 
hence, of squeezing out the capitalist elements in the rural 
districts had prepared the ground for its promotion. But that 
still does not mean that it does not radically differ from the policy 
of restricting (and squeezing out) the capitalist elements in the 
rural districts; that it is, so to speak, a continuation of the policy 
of restriction. Such an assertion by our author amounts to a denial 
of the fact that a radical change in the development of the rural
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districts began in the summer of 1929, To say that is to deny that 
during this period we effected a turn in the policy of our Party in 
the rural districts. To say that is to provide a certain ideological 
shelter for the Right elements in our Party who are now clutching 
at the decisions of the Fifteenth Congress in their opposition to 
the Party’s new policy, just as at one Lime Frumkin clutched at 
the decisions of the Fourteenth Congress in his opposition to the 
policy of setting up collective farms and state farms.

What did the Fifteenth Congress proceed from when it pro
claimed the intensification of the policy of restricting (andsqueez- 
ing out) the capitalist elements in the rural districts? From the 
consideration that, notwithstanding this restriction of the kulaks, 
the kulaks as a class must still, for some time, be allowed to exist. 
It was for this reason that the Fifteenth Congress allowed the law 
which permitted the renting of land to remain in force, knowing 
very well that the bulk of the renters were kulaks. It was for 
this reason that the Fifteenth Congress allowed the law which 
permitted the hiring of labour in the rural districts to remain in 
force, demanding that it be strictly observed. It was for this 
reason that the Party proclaimed once again that the expropriation 
of the kulaks was impermissible. Do these laws and these decisions 
contradict the policy of restricting (and squeezing out) the capi
talist elements in the rural districts? Certainly not. Do these laws 
and these decisions contradict the policy of eliminating the kulaks 
as a class? Certainly they dot Hence, these laws and these deci
sions must now be laid aside in the districts of solid collectivi
zation, the area of which is extending daily and hourly. In point 
of fact, they have already been set aside by the very march of 
the collective-farm movement in the districts of solid collecti
vization.

Consequently, can the policy of eliminating the kulaks as a 
class be regarded as a continuation of the policy of restricting (and 
squeezing out) the capitalist elements in the rural districts? 
Obviously, not.

The author of the above-mentioned article forgets that the 
kulak class, as a class, cannot be squeezed out by means of 

27—592
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taxation and all sorts of other restrictions while the instruments 
of production are lejt in the hands of that class and it enjoys the 
right of freely using land, while the law which permits the hir
ing of labour in the rural districts, the law which permits the 
renting of land and the ban on the expropriation of the kulaks 
remain in operation. The author forgets that under the policy of 
restricting the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks we can count 
only on squeezing out individual sections of the kulaks, which 
does not contradict, but, on the contrary, presumes the preser
vation of the kulaks as a class for the time being. For the pur
pose of squeezing out the kulaks as a class, the policy of restrict
ing and squeezing out individual sections of the kulaks is not 
enough. In order Lo squeeze out the kulaks as a class we must 
break down the resistance of that class in open battle and de
prive it of the means of production that are necessary for its 
existence and development (the free use of land, instruments of 
production, the renting of land, the right to hire labour, etc.).

This, indeed, is the tarn towards the policy of eliminating 
the kulaks as a class. Without this, all talk of squeezing out the 
kulaks as a class is idle chatter, pleasing and profitable only to 
the Right deviatiouists. Without this, serious collectivization, 
let alone solid collectivization of the rural districts, is inconceiv
able. This has been grasped quite well by the poor and middle 
peasants in our. rural districts who are routing the kulaks and 
realizing solid collectivization. This has, apparently, not yet 
been grasped by some of our comrades.

Hence, the present policy of our Party in the rural districts 
is not a continuation of the old policy, but a turn from the old 
policy of restricting (and squeezing out) the capitalist elements 
in the rural districts to the new policy of eliminating the kulaks 
as a class.

Krasnaya Zveida, No. 18,
January 21, 1930



DIZZY WITH SUCCESS

Problems of the Collective-Farm Movement

Everybody is now talking about the successes achieved by the 
Soviet power in the sphere of the collective-farm movement. 
Even our enemies are compelled to admit that important suc
cesses have been achieved. And these successes are great 
indeed.

It is a fact that by February 20, this year, 50 per cent of the 
peasant farms of the U.S.S.R, had been collectivized. This means 
that by February 20, 1930, we had exceeded the five-year plan for 
collectivization more than twice over.

It is a fact that by February 28, this year, the collective farms 
had already stored more than 3,600,000 tons of seed for the 
spring sowing, i.e., more than 90 per cent of the plan, or about 
220,000,000 poods. It must be admitted that the storing of 
220,000,000 poods of seed by the collective farms alone—after 
the grain purchasing plan had been successfully fulfilled—is a 
tremendous achievement.

What does all this show?
It shows that the radical turn of the rural districts towards 

socialism may already be regarded as guaranteed.
There is no need to prove that these successes are of tremen

dous importance for the fate of our country, for the whole work
ing class as the leading force of our country, and, finally, for 
the. Party itself. Apart from the direct practical results, these 
successes are of tremendous importance for Lhe internal life of the 
Party itself,' for thé education of our Party. They inject into our 
Party a spirit of cheerfulness and confidence in its strength. They 
arm the working class with confidence in the triumph of our cause. 
They bring to our Party new reserves numbering millions of men.

27*
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Hence, the task of our Party: to consolidate the successes 
achieved and to utilize them systematically for the purpose of 
advancing further.

But successes also have their seamy side; especially when they 
are achieved with comparative “ease,” “unexpectedly,” so to speak. 
Such successes sometimes engender a spirit of conceit and arro
gance: “We can achieve anything!” “We can win hands down!” 
People are often intoxicated by such successes, they become dizzy 
with success, they lose all sense of proportion, they lose the fac
ulty of understanding realities, they reveal a tendency to over
estimate their own strength and to underestimate the strength 
of the enemy; reckless attempts are made to settle all the problems 
of socialist construction “in two ticks.” In such cases care is not 
taken to consolidate the successes achieved and systematically lo 
utilize them for the purpose of advancing further. Why should 
we consolidate successes? We shall anyhow reach the complete 
victory of socialism “in two ticks,” “We can achieve anything.” 
"We can win hands down.”

Hence, the task of the Parly: to wage a determined struggle 
against this frame of mind, which is dangerous and harmful lo 
the cause, and to drive it out of the Party.

It cannot be said that this dangerous and harmful frame of 
mind is really widespread in the ranks of our Party. But this frame 
of mind nevertheless exists in our Party, and, moreover, there are 
no grounds for asserting that it will not spread. And if this frame 
of mind acquires the rights of citizenship among us, there can 
be no doubt that the cause of the collective-farm movement will 
be considerably weakened and the danger of that movement being 
disrupted may become real.

Hence, the task of our press: systematically to expose this, 
or any similar anti-Leninist frame of mind.

A few facts.
1. The success of our collective-farm policy is due, among 

other things, to the fact that this policy rests on the voluntary 
character of the collective-farm movement, and that it allows 
for the diversity of conditions existing in the various parts of the 
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U.S.S.R. Collective farms cannot be set up by force. To do so 
would be stupid and reactionary. The collective-farm movement 
must rely on the active support of the great bulk of the peasantry. 
Methods of collective-farm construction which are being applied 
in developed districts cannot be mechanically introduced in the 
backward districts. To do so would be stupid and reactionary. 
Such a “policy” would discredit the idea of collectivization at one 
blow. In determining the speed and methods of collective-farm 
construction we must carefully take into account the diversity 
of conditions prevailing in the various districts of the U.S.S.R.

In the collective-farm movement the grain-growing districts 
are in the lead. Why?

Because, firstly, it is in those districts that we have Lhe larg
est number of firmly established slate farms aud collective farms, 
thanks to which the peasants have been able to convince them
selves of Lhe power and importance of the new technique,of the pow
er and importance of the new, collective organization of farming.

Because, secondly, those districts have already had two years 
of schooling in Lhe fight against the kulaks during the grain
purchasing campaigns, which could not but facilitate the develop
ment of the collective-farm movement.

And, finally, because those districts have been most plenti
fully supplied during the last few years with the best forces from 
the industrial centres.

Gan it be said that these exceptionally favourable conditions 
exist in other districts, too, for instance, in the grain-importing 
districts, such as our northern regions, or in the districts of still 
backward nationalities, such as, let us say, Turkestan?

No, that cannot be said.
It is obvious that the principle of allowing for the diverse 

conditions of the various districts of the U.S.S.R., coupled with 
the voluntary principle, is one of the most important prerequi
sites for a sound collective-farm movement.

But what really happens sometimes? Can it be said that 
the voluntary principle and the principle of allowing for local 
peculiarities arp not violated in a number pf districts? JXo 
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unfortunately, that cannot be said. We know, for example, that 
in a number of the northern districts of the grain-importing 
belt, where there are, comparatively, fewer favourable condi
tions for the immediate organization of collective farms than in 
the grain-growing districts, not infrequently efforts are made 
to substitute for preparatory work in organizing collective farms 
the bureaucratic decreeing of a collective-farm movement, paper 
resolutions on the growth of collective farms, the formation 
of collective farms on paper—of farms which do not yet exist, 
but regarding the “existence” of which there is a pile of boastful 
resolutions.

Or, take certain districts in Turkestan, where there are even 
fewer favourable conditions for the immediate organization of 
collective farms than in the northern regions of the grain-import- 
in<r belt. We know that in a number of districts in Turkestan 
attempts have already been made to “overtake and outstrip” 
the advanced districts of the U.S.S.R, by the method of threat
ening to resort to military force, by the method of threatening 
to deprive the peasants who do not as yet want to join the col
lective farms of irrigation water and of manufactured goods.

What is there in common between this Sergeant Prishibe- 
yev*  “policy” and the Party’s policy which rests on the volun
tary principle and allows for local peculiarities in collective
farm construction? Obviously, they have not, nor can they have, 
anything in common.

Who benefits by these distortions, this bureaucratic decreeing 
of a collective-farm movement, these unseemly threats against 
the peasants? Nobody, but our enemies!

What may these distortions lead to? To the strengthening of 
our enemies and the discrediting of the idea of the collective
farm movement.

Is it not obvious that the authors of these distortions, who 
think they are “Lefts," are, in fact, bringing grist to the mill of 
Right opportunism?

A character in A- Chekhov’sslor-y of tfee same name.— Tr\
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2. One of Lbe greatest merits of our Party’s political strategy 
is the fact that it is able at any given moment to pick out the 
main link in the movement, and by grasping this link to pull the 
whole chain towards one common goal and thus achieve the solu
tion of the problem. Can we say that the Party has already chosen 
the main link of the collective-farm movement in the system of 
collective-farm development? Yes, we can and should say that.

What is this main link?
Perhaps it is the association for the joint cultivation of the 

land? No, it is not. The associations for the joint cultivation of 
the land, in which the means of production are not yet socialized, 
represent an already superseded stage in the collective-farm 
movement.

Perhaps it is the agricultural commune? No, it is not the com
mune. The communes are still isolated phenomena in the collec
tive-farm movement. The conditions are not yet ripe for making 
the agricultural communes, in which not only production but 
distribution also is socialized, the predominant form.

The main link in the collective-farm movement, its predom
inant form at the present moment, the link which we must 
now grasp, is the agricultural artel.

In the agricultural artel the principal means of production, 
chiefly those used in grain growing, are socialized: labour, the use 
of the land, machines and other implements, draught animals, 
farm buildings. But in the artel, household land (small vegetable 
gardens, small orchards), dwellings, a certain part of the dairy 
cattle, small livestock, poultry, etc., are not socialized.

The artel is the main link of the collective-farm movement 
because it js the most rational form for solving the grain problem. 
And the grain problem is the main link in the whole system of 
agriculture because, unless that, problem is solved, it is impossible 
to solve either the problem of livestock raising (large and entail 
livestock), or the problem of industrial and special crops which 
provide the basic raw materials for industry. That is why the 
agricultural artel is at the present moment the mein link in thé 
system pf the cpllective-farm movement.
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It is from this that the “Model Rules” for collective farms — 
the final text of which is being published today *—proceeds.

It is from this, too, that our Party and Soviet functionaries 
should proceed; it is their duty to make a thorough study of these 
Rules and carry them out to the full.

This is the Party’s line at the present moment.
Can it be said that this line of the Party is being carried out 

without infractions and distortions? No, unfortunately, it cannot. 
We know that in a number of districts in the U.S.S.R., where 
the struggle for the existence of the collective farms is far from 
being at an end, and where the artels are not yet consolidated, 
attempts are being made to skip the artel form and to organize 
agricultural communes from the outset. The artel is not yet 
consolidated, but they are already “socializing” dwellings, small 
livestock and poultry; and this sort of “socialization” degenerates 
into bureaucratic decrees that remain on paper, for the conditions 
which would make such socialization necessary do not yet exist. 
One might think that the grain problem has already been solved in 
the collective farms, that it is already a superseded stage, that the 
main task at the present moment is not to solve the grain problem, 
but to solve the problem of livestock and poultry farming. The 
question arises: Who benefits by this blockhead “work” of lump
ing together the various forms of the collective-farm movement? 
Who benefits by this stupid and harmful precipitancy? Irritating 
the peasant collective farmer by “socializing” dwellings, all the 
dairy cattle, all the small livestock and the poultry when the 
grain problem is still unsolved, when the artel form of collective 
farming is not yet consolidated—is it not obvious that such 
a “policy” can please and benefit only our sworn enemies?

One such overzealous “socializer” even went so far as to issue 
an order to an artel calling for “the registration within three days 
of every head of poultry in every household,” for the appointment 
of special “commanders” to register and supervise, “to take over 
the key position in the artel,” “to be in command of the battle for

f Pravda, March 2, 1930.
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socialism, without quitting their posts,” and—of course—to keep 
a tight grip on the artel.

What is this—a policy of leading the collective farm, or a 
policy of disintegrating and discrediting it?

And what about those “revolutionaries”—save the mark—who 
begin the work of organizing an artel by removing the church 
bells. Remove the church bells—how r-r-revolutionary indeed!

How could such blockhead exercises in “socialization,” such 
ludicrous attempts to lift oneself by one’s own bootstraps — 
attempts aiming at getting away from classes and the class strug
gle, but which in practice bring grist to the mill of our class ene
mies—occur in our midst?

They could occur only in the atmosphere of our “easy” and 
“unexpected” successes on the front of collective-farm development.

They could occur only as a result of the blockhead frame of 
mind in the ranks of a section of our Party: “We can achieve any
thing!” “We can win hands down!”

They could occur only because certain of our comrades became 
dizzy with success, and for a moment lost the capacity of clear 
thinking and sober vision.

In order to straighten out the line of our work in the sphere 
of collective-farm development we must put an end to this frame 
of mind.

This is now one of the immediate tasks of the Party.
The art of leadership is a serious matter. One must not lag 

behind the movement, because to do so is to lose contact with 
the masses. But neither must one rush ahead, because to rush 
ahead is to lose the masses and isolate oneself. He who wants to 
lead a movement and at the same time keep in touch with the 
vast masses must wage a fight on two fronts—against those who 
lag behind and against those who rush on ahead.

Our Party is strong and invincible because, while leading the 
movement, it knows how to maintain and multiply its contacts 
with the vast masses of the workers and peasants.
Pravda, No. 60,
March 2, 1930



REPLY TO COLLECTIVE-FARM 
COMRADES

As may be seen from the newsapers, Stalin’s article “Dizzy 
With Success” and the 'well-known decision of the Central Com
mittee on “Measures to Combat the Distortions of the Party Line 
in the Collective-Farm Movement’.’ have evoked a wide response 
among the practical workers in the collective-farm movement. 
In this connection I have recently received a number of letters 
from comrades, members of collective farms, asking for a reply 
to the questions raised in them. It was my duty to reply to the 
letters in private correspondence; but that proved to be impos
sible, for more than half t.be letters received did not have any 
return addresses (the writers forgot to send their addresses). 
However, the questions raised in these letters- are of tremendous 
political interest for all our comrades. Moreover, I could not, of 
course, leave unanswered Lhe letters of those comrades who for
got to send their addresses. In view of this I found myself faced 
with the necessity of replying to the collective-farm comrades pub
licly, i.e., in the press, taking from their letters all the questions 
necessary for the purpose. I did this all the more willingly as 
I was directed to do this by a special decision of the Central 
Committee.

First question. What is the root of the mistakes in the peasant 
question?

Answer. The wrong approach to the middle peasant. The use 
of coercion in the economic relations with the middle peasant. The 
proneness to forget that the economic bond with the masses of 
middle peasants must not be built on measures of coercion but 
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on agreement with the middle peasant, on an alliance with the 
middle peasant. The proneness to forget that the basis of the col
lective-farm movement at the present moment is the alliance of 
the working class and the poor peasants with the middle peasants 
against capitalism in general, and against the kulaks in par
ticular.

As long as the offensive was directed against the kulaks in a 
united front with the middle peasant, all went well. But when 
certain of our comrades, intoxicated by success, began impercep
tibly to slip from the path of offensive against the kulak to the 
path of fighting the middle peasant; when, in the pursuit of high 
percentages of collectivization, they began to employ coercion 
against the middle peasant, depriving him of electoral rights, 
“dekulakizing” and expropriating him, the offensive began to 
assume distorted forms, the united front with the middle peasant 
began to be undermined, and, naturally, the kulak received the 
opportunity to try to get on to his feet again.

It was forgotten that coercion, which is necessary and useful 
in the fight against our class enemies, is impermissible and 
disastrous when exerted against the middle peasant, who is 
our ally.

It was forgotten that cavalry charges, which are necessary 
and useful in solving military problems, are unsuitable and fatal 
as a means of solving the problems of collective-farm development, 
which, moreover, is being organized in alliance with the middle 
peasant.

This is the root of the mistakes in the peasant question.
Here is what Lenin says about economic relations with the 

middle peasant:
“We must particularly stress the truth that here, by the very nature of 

the case, coercive methods can accomplish nothing, The economic task here 
is an entirely different one. Here there is not that upper layer which can be 
cut off, leaving the foundations and the building intact. That upper layer 
which in the cities was represented by the capitalists does not exist here. 
Here coercion would ruin the whole cause... . Nothing is more stupid than the 
very idea of applying coercion in economic relations with the middle peasant,” 
(Vol. XXIV, p. 168,).
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Further;
“Coercion applied to the middle peasantry would cause untold harm. 

This stratum is a numerous one, it consists of millions of individuals. Even 
in Europe, where it nowhere achieves Such strength, where technology and 
culture, city life and railroads are tremendously developed, and where it 
would be easiest of all to think of such a thing, nobody, not even the most 
revolutionary of Socialists, has ever proposed adopting measures of coercion 
towards the middle peasant.” (Vol. XXIV, p. 167.)

Clear, one would think.
Second question. What are the principal mistakes in the col

lective-farm movement?
Answer. There are at least three such mistakes.
1. The Leninist principle that the formation of collective farms 

must be voluntary has been violated. The basic instructions of 
the Party and the Model Rules of the agricultural artels which 
provide that the formation of collective farms must be voluntary 
have been violated.

Leninism teaches that the peasants must be brought round to 
adopt collective farming voluntarily, by convincing them of the 
advantage of common, collective farming over individual farm
ing. Leninism teaches that the peasants can be convinced of 
the advantage of collective farming only if it is demonstrated and 
proved to them in practice, by experience, that the collective farm 
is better than the individual farm, that it is more profitable than 
the individual farm, and that the collective farm offers the poor 
and middle peasant a way out of poverty and want. Leninism 
teaches that unless these conditions are observed the collective 
farms cannot be stable. Leninism teaches that every attempt to 
impose collective farming by force, every attempt to set up col
lective farms by coercion, can only produce negative results, can 
only turn the peasants away from the collective-farm movement.

And, indeed, as long as this basic rule was observéd, the col
lective-farm movement scored success after success. But certain 
of our comrades, intoxicated by success, began to neglect this 
rule, began to display excessive haste, and in pursuit of high 
percentages of collectivization began to set up collective farms
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by coercion. Il is not surprising that the negative consequences 
of this “policy” soon became apparent. The collective farms which 
had sprung up in such haste began to dissolve just as rapidly as 
they had sprung up, and a section of the peasants who only yes
terday had the greatest confidence in the collective farms, began 
to turn away from them.

This is the first and principal mistake in the collective-farm 
movement.

Here is what Lenin says about the principle that the formation 
of collective farms must be voluntary:

“Our task now is to pass to common cultivation of the land, to large-scale 
common farming. But there must be no coercion on the part of the Soviet 
government; there is no law that makes it compulsory. The agricultural 
commune must be established voluntarily, the transition to common cultiva
tion of the land must be only voluntary, there must not be the slightest coer
cion in this respect on the part of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Government, nor 
is it permitted by law. If any of you have observed any such coercion, you 
must know that it is an abuse, that it is a violation of the law, which we 
are doing our utmost to correct, and shall correct.”* (Vol. XXIV, p. 43.)

Further:
"Only if we succeed in proving to the peasants in practice the advantages 

of common, collective, cooperative, artel cultivation of the soil, only if we 
succeed in helping the peasant by means of cooperative or artel farming, 
will the working class, which holds the state power, be really able to con
vince the peasant of the correctness of its policy and to secure the real and 
durable following of the millions of peasants. It is therefore impossible to 
exaggerate the importance of every measure intended to encourage coopera
tive, artel forms of agriculture. We have millions of individual farms in our 
country, scattered and dispersed throughout remote rural districts.... Only 
when it is proved in practice, by experience comprehensible to the peasants, 
that the transition to the cooperative, artel form of agriculture is essential 
and possible, shall wë be entitled to say that in this vast peasant country, 
Russia, an important step towards socialist agriculture has been taken.”* 
(Vol. XXIV, pp. 579-80.)

Finally, one more passage from Lenin’s works:
“While encouraging cooperative associations of every kind, including 

agricultural communes of middle peasants, the representatives of the Soviet 

* My italics.— J.St.
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government must not resort to.the slightest compulsion in Lho creation of such 
associations. Only such associations are valuable as are started by the peas
ants themselves on their own free initiative and the advantages of which 
have been tested by them in practice. Excessive haste in. this respect is harmful, 
since it may only tend to aggravate the aversion of the middle peasants to 
innovations. Representatives of the Soviet government who take the liberty 
of resorting even to indirect, not to mention direct, compulsion in order to 
get the peasants to join communes must be called to strict account and re
moved from work in lhe rural districts."*  (Vol. XXIV, p. 174.)

Clear, one would think.
It goes without saying that the Parly will carry out these 

directions of Lenin with lhe utmost rigour.
2. The Leninist principle that allowances must be made 

for the diversity of conditions in the various districts of the 
U.S.S.R, has been violated in regard to collective-farm devel
opment. It has been forgotten that the most diverse regions exist 
in the U.S.S.R., with different forms of economy and levels of 
culture. It has been forgotten that among them there are ad
vanced, .average and backward regions. It has been forgotten that 
the pace of the collective-farm movement and the methods of 
collective-farm development cannot be identical in these far from 
identical regions.

Lenin says:
“It would be a mistake were we to stereotype decrees for all parts of 

Russia, were the Bolshevik-Communists, the Soviet officials in the Ukraine 
and the Don, to extend these decrees to other regions wholesale without 
discrimination.,.. We shall in no case bind ourselves to uniform stereotypes; 
we shall not decide once and for all that our experience, the experience of 
Central Russia, is wholly applicable to every border region.” (Vol. XXIV, 
pp. 125-26.)

Further, Lenin says:
“It would be absolutely absurd to apply the same stereotype to Central 

Russia, the Ukraine and Siberia, to squeeze them into the same, mould.” 
(Vol. XXVI, p. 243.)

Finally, Lenin makes it mandatory for the Communists of 
the Caucasus to

* My italics—J. St.
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"understand the singularity of their position, of the position of their 
republics, as distinct from the position and conditions of the R.S. F.S,R.’ 
to understand the necessity of not copying our tactics, but of thoughtfully 
varying them in accordance with the difference in the concrete conditions.” 
Vol. XXVI, p. 191.)

Clear, one would think.
Acting on these directions of Lenin, the Central Committee 

of our Party, in its decision, “The Rate of Collectivization” 
(see Pravda, January 6, 1930), divided up the regions of the 
U.S.S.R., from the point of view of the rate of collectivization, 
into three groups, of which the North Caucasus, the Middle 
Volga and the Lower Volga may, in the main, complete the proc
ess of collectivization by the spring of 1931; the other grain- 
producing regions (the Ukraine, the Central Chernozem Region, 
Siberia, the Urals, Kazakhstan, etc.) may complete it, in the main, 
by the spring of 1932; and the remaining regions may extend the 
process of collectivization to the end of the five-year plan period, 
i.e., until 1933.

But what happened in practice? It so happened that certain 
of our comrades, intoxicated by the first successes of the collec
tive-farm movement, managed to forget both Lenin’s directions 
and the decision of the Central Committee. Officials in the Moscow 
region, in the feverish pursuit of inflated collectivization figures, 
began to orientate their staffs towards completing the collectiviza
tion by the spring of 1930, although they had no less than three 
years at their disposal (to the end of 1932). In the Central Cherno
zem Region, not desiring to “lag behind the others,” they began 
to orientate their staffs towards completing the process of col
lectivization by the first half of 1930, although they had no less 
than two years at their disposal (to the end of 1931). And the 
Transcaucasians and Turkestanians, in their zeal “to overtake and 
outstrip” the advanced regions, set out to complete the process of 
collectivization in “the shortest possible period/’ although they 
had fully four years at their disposal (to the end of 1933).

In view of such quickfire “tempo” of collectivization, the 
districts which were less prepared for the collective-farm
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movement, in their zeal to “outstrip” the more prepared dis
tricts, naturally found themselves obliged to resort to intense 
administrative pressure, and tried to compensate for the factors 
that were lacking for a rapid rate of development of the collective- 
farm movement by Lheir own administrative zeal. The results 
are well known. Everybody knows the muddle which resulted 
in those regions, and which subsequently had to be straightened 
out by the intervention of the Central Committee.

This is the second mistake in the collective-farm movement.
3. The Leninist principle that it is not permissible to skip 

an incomplete form of a movement was violated in regard to col
lective-farm development. The Leninist principle that we must, 
not run ahead of the development of the masses, that we must 
not decree the movement of the masses, that we must not isolate 
ourselves from the masses, but move together with I he masses and 
lead them forward, lead them up to our slogans and help them to 
become convinced by their own experience of the correctness of 
our slogans—was violated.

“...When the Petrograd proletariat and the soldiers of the Petrograd 
garrison took power,” says Lenin, “they fully realized that our constructive 
work would encounter greater difficulties in the countryside; that here one 
must proceed more gradually; that to attempt to introduce common cultiva
tion of the land by decrees and legislation would be the height of folly, that an 
insignificant number of enlightened peasants might agree to this, but that the 
vast majority of the peasants had no such object in view. We, therefore, 
confined ourselves to that which was absolutely essential in the interests of 
the development of the revolution, namely, in no case to endeavour to outrun 
the development of the masses, but to wait until, as a result of their own 
experience and their own struggles, à progressive movement grew up.”* 
(Vol. XXIII, p. 252.)

Proceeding from these directions of Lenin, the Central Com
mittee, in its well-known decision on “The Rate of Collectivi
zation” (see Pravda, January 6, 1930), ruled

a) that the principal form of the collective-farm movement 
at the present time is the agricultural artel;

* My italics.— J .St,
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b) that consequently it is necessary to draw up model rules 
for the agricultural artel as the principal form of the collective- 
farm movement;

e) that “decreeing” the collective-farm movement from above 
and “playing at collectivization” must not be permitted in our 
practical work.

This means that at present we must steer our course not to
wards the commune, but towards the agricultural artel, as the 
principal form of collective-farm development; that we must not 
allow any attempts to skip the agricultural artel and to pass 
straight to the commune, and that the mass movement of the 
peasants to join collective farms, must not be supplanted by 
“decreeing” collective farms or “playing at collective farms.”

Clear, one would think.
But what happened in .practice? It so happened that certain 

of our comrades, intoxicated by the first successes of the collec
tive-farm movement, managed to forget completely both Lenin's 
directions and the decision of the Central Committee. Instead of 
organizing a mass movement in favour of the agricultural artel, 
these comrades began to “transfer” the individual peasants straight 
to the rules that obtain in the commune. Instead of consolidating 
the artel form of the movement, they began to “socialize” by 
compulsory measures the small livestock, poultry, dairy cattle 
in personal use, and dwelling houses.

The results of this haste, which is impermissible for a Leninist, 
are now known to all. As a rule, of course, they failed to create 
durable communes; but, on the other hand, they lost a number of 
agricultural artels. True, “good” resolutions remained. But what 
is the use of them?

This is the third mistake in the collective-farm movement.
Third, question. How could these mistakes arise, and how 

must the Party correct them?
Answer. They arose out of our rapid successes in the collec

tive-farm movement. Sometimes success makes people dizzy; Tt 
sometimes engenders excessive conceit and arrogance. This may 
very easily happen to the representatives of a Party whichholds 

28—592
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power, especially in Hie case of our Parly, the strength and pres
tige of which is almost immeasurable. Here, cases of communist 
vanity, against which Lenin fought so fiercely, may very easily 
occur. Here, belief in the omnipotence of decrees, resolutions 
and orders is quite possible. Here, there is a real danger of lhe 
revolutionary measures of the Party being transformed into empty, 
bureaucratic decreeing by individual representatives of lhe Party 
in one corner or another of our vast country. I have in mind not 
only local workers, but even certain Regional Committee members, 
and even certain members of lhe Central Committee.

"Communist vanity,” says Lenin, “is characteristic of a man who, while 
still a member of the Communist Party, not having yet been combed out of 
it, imagines that he can solve all his problems by issuing communist decrees.” 
(Vol. XXVII, pp. 50-51.)

This is the soil from which sprang the mistakes in the col
lective-farm movement, the distortions of the Party line in the 
matter of collective-farm development.

Wherein lies the danger of these mistakes and distortions if 
they are allowed to continue, if they are not eliminated.quickly 
and without a trace?

The danger here is that these mistakes lead us straight to the 
discrediting of the collective-farm movement, to disagreement 
with the middle peasants, to the disorganization of the poor 
peasants, to confusion in our ranks, to the weakening of our 
entire socialist construction, to the restoration of the kulaks.

In short, these mistakes have a tendency to push us off the 
path of consolidating the alliance with the bulk of the peasantry, 
the path of consolidating the,dictatorship of the proletariat, to 
the path of a rupture with these masses, to the path of undermining 
the dictatorship of lhe proletariat.

This danger was already evident in the latter half of February, 
at the very moment when a section of our comrades, blinded by 
their previous successes, galloped away from the path of Lenin
ism. The Central Committee of the Party realized this danger 
and intervened without delay, instructing Stalin to warn these 
reckless comrades in a special article on the collective-farm move- 
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ment. Some people think that the article “Dizzy With Success” 
was written on Stalin’s personal initiative. That is nonsense, of 
course. It is not for the purpose of permitting anybody, whoever it 
may be, to exercise his personal initiative in matters of this kind 
that we have our Central Committee. It was a reconnaissance 
in depth undertaken by the Central Committee. And when the 
depth and extent of the mistakes were ascertained, the Central Com
mittee was quick in striking at these mistakes with all the force of 
its prestige, and issued its celebrated decision of March 15, 1930.

It is difficult to halt and divert to the right path people who 
are galloping at a furious pace and rushing headlong towards a 
precipice. But our Central Committee is called the Central Com
mittee of the Leninist Party precisely for the reason that it is 
able to overcome difficulties even greater than these. And, in the 
main, it has already overcome these difficulties.

It is difficult in such cases for whole sections of the Party to 
stop their onrush, to turn to the right path in time and to reform 
their ranks while on the march. But our Party is called the Party 
of Lenin precisely for the reason that it possesses sufficient flexi
bility to overcome such difficulties. And, in the main, it has 
already overcome these difficulties.

The main thing is to have the courage to admit one’s mis
takes and to have the strength to correct them in the shortest 
possible time. The fear of admitting the mistakes committed after 
the intoxication by recent successes, fear of self-criticism, un
willingness to correct mistakes quickly and decisively—that is 
the main difficulty. All that is needed is to overcome this diffi
culty, to cast aside inflated figures and bureaucratic office maxi
malism, to switch our attention over to the tasks of the organiza
tional and economic development of the collective farms, and 
these mistakes will be eliminated without leaving a trace. There 
is no reason whatever to doubt that, in the main, the Party has 
already overcome this dangerous difficulty.

“All revolutionary parties which have hitherto perished,” says Lenin, 
“did so because they grew conceited, failed to see where their strength lay, 
and feared to speak of their weaknesses. But we shall not perish, for we do 
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! not fear to speak of our weaknesses and will learn to overcome them.”* (Vol. 
XXVII, pp. 260-61.)

These words of Lenin must not be forgotten.
Fourth question. Is not the fight against distortions of lhe 

Party line a step backward, a retreat?
Answer.- Of course not! Only those who regard the continuation 

of mistakes and distortions as an offensive, and the fight against 
errors as a retreat, can speak of this as a retreat. To wage an 
offensive by piling up mistakes and distortions—that would be 
a fine “offensive,” indeed.

We proposed the agricultural artel as the principal form of 
the collective-farm movement at the present moment and provid
ed appropriate model rules as a guide in the work of collective
farm development. Are we retreating from that? Of course not!

We proposed the consolidation of the bond in the sphere of 
production, between the working class and poor peasants on the 
one hand and the middle peasants on the other, as the basis for 
the collective-farm movement at the present moment. Are we 
retreating from that? Of course not!

We advanced the slogan of eliminating the kulaks as a class 
as the principal slogan in our practical work in the rural districts 
at the present moment. Are we retreating from that? Of course not!

In January 1930, we decided on a definite rate of collectivi
zation of agriculture in the U.S.S.R., dividing up the regions 
of the U.S.S.R, into a number of groups and determining the 
rate of development for each group. Are we retreating from that? 
Of course not!

Where, then, is the Party’s “retreat”?
We want those who have made mistakes and are responsible 

for distortions to retreat from their mistakes. We want the block
heads to retreat from their blockheadedness to the position of 
Leninism. We want this, because only if this is done shall we be 
able to continue the real offensive against oilr class enemies. Does 
this mean that we are taking a step backward? Of course not!

My italics.— J.St.
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11 merely means that we want to conduct a proper offensive and 
not engage in a muddleheaded pretense at offensive.

Is it not obvious that only cranks and “Left” distortionists 
can regard this line of the Party as a retreat?

Those who are chattering about a retreat fail to understand at 
least two things.

a) They do not know the laws of an offensive. They do hot 
understand that w’hen an offensive is being prosecuted, unless 
the positions already captured are consolidated, the offensive is 
doomed to failure.

When can an offensive be successful, in the military sphere, 
let us say? When the people concerned do not confine themselves 
to a headlong advance, but try at the same time to consolidate 
the captured positions, to regroup their forces in accordance with 
the changed situation, to bring up the services and mooe up re
serves. Why is all this necessary? In order to be protected against 
surprises, in order to close up breaches in the line which may be 
caused in every offensive, and thus to prepare for the complete rout 
of the enemy. The mistake the Polish army made in 1920, if we 
take only the military aspect of the matter, was that it neglected 
this rule.. This, among other reasons, is why, after a headlong 
advance to Kiev, it was forced to retreat just as hastily back to 
Warsaw. The mistake the Soviet forces made in 1920, again if 
we take only the military aspect of the matter, was that in their 
advance on Warsaw they repeated the mistake of the Poles.

The same must be said about the laws of an offensive on the 
front of the class struggle. It is impossible to conduct a successful 
offensive with the object of eliminating the class enemies unless 
we consolidate the positions already captured, unless we regroup 
our forces, supply the front with reserves, bring up the services, etc.

The whole point is that the blockheads do not understand the 
laws of an offensive. The whole point is that the Party does under
stand them and applies them in practice.

b) They do not understand lhe class nature of the offensive. 
They shout about an offensive. But an offensive against which 
class, in alliance with which class? We are conducting an offensive 
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against the capitalist elements in the countryside in alliance with 
the middle peasants, for only such an offensive can hring us 
victory. But what if, owing to the excessive ardour of individual 
sections of the Party, the offensive begins to swerve from the right 
path and its spearhead is turned against our ally, against the 
middle peasant? Is it any kind of offensive we want, and not an 
offensive against a definite class in alliance with a definite class? 
Don Quixote also imagined that he was attacking enemies when 
he attacked windmills. But we know that he only got a bruised 
head from this imaginary offensive.

Evidently, our “Left” distortionists are envious of the laurels 
of Don Quixote.

Fifth question. Which is the principal danger, the Right or 
the “Left”?

Answer. The principal danger at the present time is the Right 
danger. The Right danger has heen, and still is, the principal 
danger.

Does not this thesis, contradict the well-known thesis in the 
decision of the Central Committee of March 15, 1930, to the effect 
that the mistakes and distortions of the “Left” distortionists are 
now the principal hindrance to the collective-farm movement? No, 
it does not. The fact of.the matter is that the mistakes of the “Left” 
distortionists in the sphere of the collective-farm movement are 
of a kind which create favourable conditions for strengthening 
and consolidating the Right deviation in the Party. Why? Because 
these mistakes put the line of the Party in a false light—conse
quently, they help to discredit the Party—and, therefore, facil
itate the struggle of the Right elements against the Party lead
ership. Discrediting the Party leadership is the elementary basis 
on which alone the fight of the Right deviationists against the 
Party can be waged. The “Left” distortionists, their mistakes and 
distortions, provide the Right deviationists with this basis. 
Therefore, if we are to combat Right opportunism successfully W'e 
must overcome the mistakes of the “Left” opportunists. Objec
tively, the “Left” distortionists are the allies of the Right devia
tionists.
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Such is the peculiar connection between “Left” opportunism 
and Right deviationism.

And it is this connection that explains the fact that certain 
“Lefts” so often talk about a bloc with the Rights. This also ex
plains the peculiar phenomenon that a section of the “Lefts,” 
who only yesterday were “conducting” a reckless offensive and 
tried to collectivize the U.S.S.R, in a matter of two or three 
weeks, are today lapsing into a state of passivity, are throwing 
up the sponge and are completely vacating the field in favour of 
the Right deviationists, thereby pursuing a line of real retreat 
(without quotation marks!) in the face of the kulaks.

The distinguishing feature of the present situation is that the 
fight against the mistakes of the “Left” distortionists is a prerequi
site for and a peculiar form of the successful struggle àgainst 
Right opportunism.

Sixth question. What significance is to be attached to the fact 
that a section of the peasants have withdrawn from the collective 
farms?

Answer. The withdrawal of a section of the peasants signifies 
that of late a number of unstable collective farms sprang up, which 
are now getting rid of their wavering elements. This means that 
sham collective farms will disappear, while the firmly established 
collective farms will remain and become stronger. I think that 
this is quite a normal phenomenon. Some comrades yield to de
spair over this, they become panic-stricken and convulsively clutch 
at inflated percentages of collectivization. Others gloat over this 
fact and prophesy the “collapse” of the collective-farm movement. 
Both, however, are profoundly mistaken. Both are very far re
moved from a Marxian understanding of the nature of the collec
tive-farm movement.

In the first place, it is the so-called dead souls that are 
leaving the collective farms. It is not so much a withdrawal, 
as the exposure of a vacuum. Do we need dead souls? Of course 
not. In my opinion the North Caucasians and the Ukrainians 
are perfectly justified in dissolving the collective farms which 
consist of dead souls and in organizing really live and really 
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stable collective farms. The collective-farm movement will only 
benefit thereby.

In the second place, it is the alien elements, elements which 
are openly hostile to our cause, that are leaving the collective 
farms. Obviously, the sooner these elements are ejected the better 
for the collective-farm movement.

Finally, it is the wavering elements, those who cannot be re
garded either as alien elements or as dead souls, that are leaving. 
These are the peasants whom we have been unable to convince of 
the correctness of our cause today, but whom we shall certainly 
convince tomorrow. The withdrawal of these peasants is a serious, 
although temporary, loss to the collective-farm movement. That 
is why the struggle for the wavering elements in the collective 
farms is now one of the most urgent tasks of the collective-farm 
movement.

It follows, therefore, that the withdrawal of a section of the 
peasants from the collective farms is not only an unfavourable 
phenomenon. It follows, that, inasmuch as this withdrawal rids 
the collective farms of dead souls and of downright alien elements, 
it is a beneficial process of invigoration and consolidation of the 
collective farms.

A month ago it was estimated that over 60 per cent of the farms 
in the grain-growing regions were collectivized. It is now clear 
that, as far as real and at all stable collective farms are concerned, 
this figure was obviously exaggerated. If, after the withdrawal 
of a section of the peasants, the collective-farm movement stabi
lizes at 40 per cent of all farms in the grain-growing regions — 
and that is certainly an attainable figure—it will be a great 
achievement for the collective-farm movement at the present mo
ment. I am taking the average figure for the grain-growing regions, 
knowing very well that there are certain districts where solid 
collectivization has been achieved, covering from 80 to 90 per cent 
of the farms in the given districts. Forty per cent collectivization 
in the grain-growing regions will mean that by the spring of 1930 
we shall have fulfilled the original five-year plan of collectiviza
tion twice over.



REPLY TO COLLECTIVE-FARM COMRADES 441

Who can dare deny the decisive character of this historical 
achievement in the socialist development of the U.S.S.R.?

Seventh question. Are the wavering peasants acting properly 
in leaving the collective farms?

Answer. No, they are not acting properly. In leaving the col
lective farms they are acting contrary to their own interests, for 
only the collective farms offer the peasants a way out of poverty 
and ignorance. By leaving the collective farms they place them
selves in a worse position, for they deprive themselves of the priv
ileges and benefits which the Soviet government offers the col
lective farms. The mistakes and distortions committed in the col
lective farms are no excuse for leaving them. Mistakes must be 
rectified by joint efforts, and that implies staying in the col
lective farms. It will be all the easier to rectify them, since the 
Soviet government will combat them with all its might..

Lenin says:
"the small-farming system under commodity production cannot save man

kind from the poverty and oppression of the masses.” (Vol. XX, p. 122.)
Lenin says:
“There is no escape from poverty for the small farm.” (Vol. XXIV, 

p. 540.)
Lenin says:
“If we continue as of old on our small farms, even as free citizens on 

free land, we shall still be faced with inevitable ruin.” (Vol, XX, p. 417.)
Lenin says:
“Only by collective, cooperative, artel labour will it be possible to emerge 

from the impasse into which the imperialist war has driven us.” (Vol. XXIV, 
p. 537.)

Lenin says:
"It is essential to adopt joint cultivation on large model farms. Without 

that there can be no escape from the chaos, from the truly desperate condition, 
in which Russia finds herself.” (Vol. XX, p. 418.)

What does all this signify?
It signifies that the collective farms are the sole means by which 

the peasants can escape from poverty and ignorance.
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It is obvious that the peasants are not acting properly in 
leaving the collective farms.

Lenin says:
“Of course, from all the activities of the Soviet government you know 

what tremendous significance we attach to the communes, artels, and all 
organizations generally that aim at transforming and gradually assisting the 
transformation of small, individual, peasant farming into social, coopera
tive or artel fanning.”* (Vol. XXIV, p. 579.)

Lenin says:
“The Soviet government gave direct preference to communes and coop

erative associations by putting them in the forefront."*  (Vol. XXIII, p. 399.)

What does this mean?
This means that the Soviet government will give the col

lective farms privileges and preference over individual farms. It 
means that it will give the collective farms privileges in respect 
of land, the supply of machines, tractors, seed grain, etc., in 
respect of tax alleviation and in respect of credits.

Why does the Soviet government give privileges and prefer
ence to the collective farms?

Because the collective farms are the only means of saving the 
peasants from destitution.

Because preferential assistance to the collective farms is the 
most, effective form of assistance to the poor and middle peasants.

A few days ago the Soviet government decided to exempt from 
taxation for two years all socialized draught animals in the col
lective farms (horses, oxen, etc.), all cows, pigs, sheep and poul
try both in the collective possession of the collective farms and 
in the individual possession of the collective farmers.

In addition, the Soviet government decided to prolong the 
term of payment of arrears on credits granted to collective farm
ers until the end of the year, and to waive all fines and court 
penalties imposed prior to April 1 in the case of all peasants who 
have joined collective farms.

My italics. — J.St.
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Lastly, it decided to grant credits to the collective farms in 
the present year to the amount of 500^000,000 rubles.

These privileges will assist the peasants who are members of 
collective farms. These privileges will assist those peasants, mem
bers of collective farms, who withstood the wave of withdrawals 
from the collective farms, who have become steeled in the fight 
against the enemies of the collective farms, who have defended 
the collective farms and have kept the great banner of the collec
tive-farm movement flying. These privileges will assist the poor 
and middle peasants, members of collective farms, who now com
prise the main core of our collective farms, who will consolidate 
and mould our collective farms, and who will win over to the side 
of socialism millions and millions of peasants. These privileges 
will assist those peasants, members of collective farms, who now 
represent the principal force of the collective farms and who fully 
deserve to be called heroes of the collective-farm movement.

These privileges will not be enjoyed by the peasants who left 
the collective farms.

Is it not obvious that the peasants who leave the collective 
farms are making a mistake?

Is it not obvious that only by rejoining the collective farms 
can they ensure these privileges for themselves?

Eighth question. What about the communes, should they not 
be dissolved?

Answer. No, they should not, and there is no reason why they 
should be dissolved. I have in mind real communes and not those 
which exist only on paper. In the grain-growing regions of the 
SovietUnion there are a number of excellent communes that deserve 
to be encouraged and supported. I have in mind the old communes 
which have survived years of trial, which have become steeled in 
the fight and have fully justified their existence. They should not 
be dissolved; instead, they should be reorganized into artels.

The organization and'administration of conlmunes is a compli
cated and difficult matter. Large and well-established communes 
can exist and develop only if they possess experienced cadres and 
tried leaders. A hasty transition from the rules of the artel to the 
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rules of the commune may only repel the peasants from the col
lective-farm movement. That is why this matter must be treated 
with great caution and without any haste. The artel is a simpler 
affair, and more easily understood by the large mass of the peas
ants. That is why the artel is the most widespread form of the 
collective-farm movement at the present time. Only as the agri
cultural artels become firmly rooted and strong will the ground 
be prepared for a mass movement of the peasants towards the com
munes. But this will not happen very soon. That is why the com
mune, which represents a higher form, can become the principal 
element in the collective-farm movement only in the future.

Ninth question. What about the kulaks?
Answer. So far we have spoken about the middle peasant. 

The middle peasant is an ally of the working class and our policy 
towards him must be a friendly one. The case of the kulak is 
different. The kulak is an enemy of the Soviet government. There 
is not and cannot be peace between him and us. Our policy towards 
the kulaks is to eliminate them as a class. That, of course, does 
not mean that we can eliminate them at one stroke. But it does 
mean that we shall proceed in such a way as to surround and 
eliminate them.

Here is what Lenin says about the kulaks:
“The kulaks are the most brutal, callous and savage exploiters, who in 

the history oî other countries have time and again restored the power of the 
landlords, tsars, priests and capitalists. The kulaks are more numerous than 
the landlords and capitalists. Nevertheless, the kulaks are a minority of the 
people.... These bloodsuckers have grown rich on the want suffered by the 
people in the war; they have raked in thousands and hundreds of thousands of 
rubles by screwing up the prices of grain and other products. These spiders 
have grown fat at the expense of the peasants who have been ruined by the 
war, at the expense of the hungry workers. These leeches sucked the blood of 
the toilers and grew richer as the workers in the cities and factories starved. 
These vampires have been gathering and are gathering the landed estates 
into their hands; they keep on enslaving the poor peasants.” (Vol. XXIII, 
pp. 206-07.)

We tolerated these bloodsuckers, spiders and vampires and 
pursued the policy of restricting their exploiting proclivities. We 
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tolerated them because we had no substitute for the kulak farms, 
for kulak production. We are now in a position to substitute, and 
more than substitute, for their farms our collective farms and 
state farms. There is no need to tolerate these spiders and blood
suckers any longer. To tolerate any longer these spiders and blood
suckers, who are setting fire to collective farms, murdering active 
collective-farm workers and attempting to disrupt the sowing 
campaign, would mean to go against the interests of the workers 
and the peasants.

That is why the policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class must 
be pursued \$ith all the persistence and consistency of which 
Bolsheviks are capable.

Tenth question. What is the immediate practical task of the 
collective farms?

Answer. The immediate practical task of the collective farms 
is to get the sowing done, to fight for the largest possible exten
sion of the crop area, to fight for the proper organization of the 
sowing.

All other tasks of the collective farms must now be adapted to 
the task of sowing.

All other work in the collective farms must now be subordi
nated to the work of organizing the sowing.

This means that the stability of the collective farms and of 
their active non-Party members, the ability of the collective
farm leaders and the Bolshevik nucleus among them, will be 
tested not by bombastic resolutions and pompous messages of 
greetings, but by the actual work of correctly organizing the 
sowing.

But in order to fulfil this practical task with honour the atten
tion of the collective-farm executives must be directed towards 
the economic problems of collective-farm development, towards 
the internal problems of building up the collective farms.

Until recently, collective-farm executives were mainly con
cerned with chasing after high figures of collectivization and re
fused to see the difference between real collectivization and 
collectivization on paper. This passion for figures must now be 



446 J. STALIN

abandoned. The attention of the executives must now be concen
trated on consolidating the collective farms, on the organization
al moulding of the collective farms, on organizing the practical 
work of the collective farms.

Until recently, the attention of collective-farm executives was 
concentrated on the organization of large collective-farm units, 
on the organization of the so-called “giants”; and not infrequently 
these “giants” developed into huge red-tape headquarters, devoid 
of economic roots in the villages. Window-dressing thus swal
lowed up practical work. This passion for window-dressing must 
now be abandoned. Attention must now be concentrated on the 
organizational and economic work of the collective farms in 
the villages. When this work begins to yield good results 
the “giants” will spring up as a matter of course.

Until recently, little attent ion was paid to enlisting the middle 
peasants for leading positions in the collective farms. Yet there 
are efficient managers among the middle peasants who are capable 
of becoming excellent executives in collective farms. This defect 
in our work must now be removed. Our duty now is to enlist the 
best of the middle peasants for leading positions in the collective 
farms and to give them the opportunity to develop their abili
ties in this sphere.

Until recently, insufficient attention was paid to work among 
peasant women. The past period has shown that work among 
peasant women is the weakest spot in our activity. This defect 
must now be removed resolutely and for good.

Until recently, the Communists in a number of regions as
sumed that they could solve all the problems of collective-farm 
development by their own efforts. On this assumption, they paid 
insufficient attention to enlisting non-Party people for respon
sible work in the collective farms, to promoting non-Party workers 
to leading positions in the collective farms, to organizing large 
groups of active non-Party people in the collective farms. The 
history of our Party has shown, and the period just elapsed in 
collective-farm development has demonstrated once more, that 
such a course is fundamentally wrong. If Communists were to shut 
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themselves up in their shells and wall themselves off from non
Party people, they would ruin the whole cause. One of the reasons 
why the Communists succeeded in covering themselves with glory 
in the fight for socialism and why the enemies of communism were 
beaten was that the Communists knew how to enlist the best ele
ments among non-Party people for thecause, that they drew their 
forces from among the broad strata of non-Party people and knew 
how to surround the Party with large numbers of active non
Party people. This defect in our work among those who are 
not members of the Party must now be removed, resolutely and 
for good.

To remove these defects in our work, to eradicate them com
pletely means, in fact, to place the economic work in the collective 
farms on a sound basis.

Hence :
1. The proper organization of the sowing—that is the task.
2. The concentration of attention on the economic problems 

of the collective-farm movement—that is the means necessary for 
1-h.e fulfilment of the task.

Pravda, No. 92,
April 3, 1930



THE TASKS OF BUSINESS EXECUTIVES

Speech Delivered at the First All-Union 
Conference of Managers of Socialist Industry

February 4, 1931

Comrades! The deliberations of your conference are drawing to 
a close. You are now about to adopt resolutions. I have no doubt 
that they will be adopted unanimously. In these resolutions—I 
am somewhat familiar with them—you approve the control figures 
of industry for 1931 and pledge yourselves to fulfil them.

A Bolshevik's word is his bond. Bolsheviks are in the habit 
of fulfilling their pledges. But what does the pledge to fulfil the 
control figures for 1931 mean? It means ensuring a total increase 
of industrial output by 45 per cent. And this is a very big task. 
More than that. Such a pledge means that you not only promise 
to fulfil our five-year plan in four years—that is a settled matter, 
and no more resolutions are needed on that score—it means that 
you promise to fulfil it in three years in all the basic, decisive 
branches of industry.

Il is good that the conference gives a promise to fulfil the plan 
for 1931, to fulfil the five-year plan in three years. But we have 
been taught by “bitter experience." We know that promises are 
not always kept. In the beginning of 1930, also, a promise was 
given to fulfil the plan for the year. At that time it was neces
sary to increase the output of our industries by 31 to 32 per cent. 
But that promise was not kept to the full. Actually, the increase 
in industrial output in 1930 amounted to 25 per cent. We must 
ask ourselves: will not the same thing occur again this year? 
The directors and managing staffs of our industries now promise 
to increase the industrial output in 1931 by 45 per cent. But what 
guarantee have we that this promise will be kept?

What is needed to fulfil the control figures, to achieve a 45 per 
cent increase in output, to secure the fulfilment of the five-year
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plan not in four, but, as regards the basic and decisive branches 
of industry, in three years?

Two fundamental conditions are needed for this.
First, real or, as we term it, “objective” possibilities.
Second, the willingness and ability to direct our enterprises 

in such a way as to realize these possibilities.
Did we have the “objective” possibil ities last year for complete

ly fulfilling the plan? Yes, we had. Incontestable facts testify 
to this. The facts are that in March and April of last year indus
trial output showed an increase of 31 per cent as compared with 
the previous year. Why then did we fail to fulfil the plan for the 
whole year? What prevented it? What was lacking? The ability 
to make use of the available possibilities was lacking. The 
ability to manage the factories, mills and mines properly was 
lacking.

We had the first condition: Lhe "objective” possibilities for 
fulfilling the plan. But we did not have in sufficient degree the 
second condition: the ability to manage production. And precisely 
because we lacked the ability to manage the factories properly, 
the plan was not carried out in full. Instead of 31 to 32 per cent 
increase we had only 25 per cent.

Of course, a 25 per cent increase is a big thing. Not a single 
capitalist country increased its production in 1930, nor are there 
any that are increasing production now. All capitalist countries 
without exception show a sharp decline in production. Under 
such circumstances a 25 per cent increase is a big step forward. 
But we could have achieved more. We had all the necessary "ob
jective” conditions for this.

Thus, what guarantee is there that what happened last year 
will not happen again this year; that the plan will be fulfilled, 
that proper advantage will be taken of the available possibili
ties; that your promise will not to some extent remain a promise' 
on paper?

In the history of states and countries, in the history 
of armies, there have been cases when every opportunity 
for success and victory was on hand, but these opportunities 

29—592
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were wasted because the leaders failed to notice them, did 
not know how to take advantage of them, and the armies suf
fered defeat.

Have we all the possibilities that are needed to fulfil the con
trol figures for 1931?

Yes, we have these possibilities.
What are these possibilities? What are the necessary factors 

that make these possibilities real?
First of all, adequate natural resources in the country: iron 

ore, coal, oil, grain, cotton. Have we these resources? Yes, 
we have. We have them in larger quantities than any other 
country. Take the Urals, for example, which represent a com
bination of wealth that cannot be found in any other country. 
Ore, coal, oil, grain—what is there not in the Urals? We have 
everything in our country, except, perhaps, rubber. But within 
a year or two we will have our own rubber as well. As far as 
natural resources are concerned we are fully provided. We have 
even more than enough.

What else is needed?
A government capable and willing to utilize these immense 

natural resources for the benefit of the people. Have we such 
a government? We have. True, our work in utilizing natural 
resources is sometimes accompanied by friction among our own 
executives. For instance, last year the Soviet government had 
to contend with a certain amount of struggle over the question 
of creating a second coal and metal base, without which we 
cannot develop further. But we have already overcome these 
obstacles and shall soon have this base.

What else is needed?
That this government should enjoy the support of the vast 

masses of workers and peasants. Does our government enjoy 
such support? Yes, it does. You will find no other government 
in the world that enjoys such support from the workers and 
peasants as does the Soviet government. There is no need for 
me to enlarge on the growth of socialist emulation, the spread of 
shock work, the campaign for challenge plans. All these facts, 
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which clearly demonstrate the support which the vast masses 
give the Soviet government, are well known.

What else is needed to fulfil and overfulfil the control figures 
for 1931?

A system which is free of the incurable diseases of capitalism 
and which is greatly superior to capitalism. Crises, unemployment, 
waste, destitution among the masses—such are the incurable dis
eases of capitalism. Our system does not suffer from these diseases 
because power is in our hands, in the hands of the working class; 
because we are conducting a planned economy, systematically ac
cumulating resources and properly distributing them among the 
different branches of national economy. We are free of the incur
able diseases of capitalism. This is what distinguishes us from 
capitalism; this is what constitutes our decisive superiority over 
capitalism.

See how the capitalists are trying to escape from the economic 
crisis. They are reducing the workers’ wages to a minimum. They 
are reducing the prices of raw materials as much as possible. But 
they do not want to reduce the prices of food and consumer goods 
to any appreciable degree. This means that they want to overcome 
the crisis at the expense of the principal consumers, at the expense 
of the workers and peasants, at the expense of the toilers. The 
capitalists are cutting the ground from under their own feet. And 
instead of overcoming the crisis they are aggravating it; new 
conditions accumulate which lead to a new, and even more severe 
crisis.

The superiority of our system lies in that we have no crises of 
overproduction, we have not and never will have millions of unem
ployed, we have no anarchy in production; for we are conducting 
a planned economy. Nor is this all. We are a land of the most con
centrated industry in the world. This means that we can build our 
industry on the basis of the best technique and thereby secure an 
unprecedented productivity of labour, an unprecedented rate of 
accumulation. Our weakness in the past consisted in the fact that 
this industry was based upon scattered and small-peasant farming. 
That was the case in the past; it is no longer the case now. Soon, 

20*
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perhaps within a year, we will become the land of agriculture run 
on the largest scale in the world. This year, the state farms and 
collective farms—and these are forms of large-scale agriculture— 
have already supplied half of all the grain available for the mar
ket. And that shows that our system, the Soviet system, affords 
opportunities of rapid progress of which not a single bourgeois 
country can dream.

What else is needed to advance with seven-league strides?
A Party sufficiently solid and united to direct the efforts of 

all the best members of the working class to one purpose, one suf
ficiently experienced not to be dismayed by difficulties, and sys
tematically to pursue a correct, revolutionary, Bolshevik policy. 
Have we such a Party? Yes, we have. Is its policy correct? Yes, it 
is; for it has resulted in important successes. This is now admitted 
not only by the friends but also'by the enemies of the working 
class. See how all the well-known “honourable” gentlemen, Fish 
in America, Churchill in England, Poincaré in France, fume and 
rave against our Party! Why do they fume and rave in this way? 
Because the policy of’our Party is correct, because it is achiev
ing success after success.

Such, comrades, are the objective possibilities which should 
help us to fulfil the control figures for 1931, which should enable 
us to fulfil the five-year plan in four years, and in the key indus
tries even in three years.

Thus we have the first condition for the fulfilment of the 
plan—the “objective” possibilities.

Have we the second condition, the ability to take advantage 
of these possibilities?

In other words, are our factories, mills and mines efficiently 
run? Is everything in order in this respect?

Unfortunately, not everything is in order here. And, as Bol
sheviks, we must say this frankly and openly.

What does management of production mean? There are people 
among us who do not always have a Bolshevik approach to the 
question of industrial management. There are many people among 
us who think that management is synonymous with signing papers 
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and orders. This is sad, but true. At times one cannot help recall
ing Shchedrin’s Pompadours. Do you remember how Mother 
Pompadour taught the young Pompadour: “Don’t bother your 
head with science, don’t go into details, let others do that, it 
is not your business—your business is to sign papers.” It must be 
admitted to our shame that even among us Bolsheviks there are 
not a few who exercise their managing functions by signing pa
pers. But as for going into the details of the business, learning 
technique, becoming master of the business—why, that is out of 
the question.

How is it that we Bolsheviks, who have made three revolu
tions, who emerged victorious from the bitter'Civil War, who have 
solved the vast problem of building up a modern industry, who 
have swung the peasantry to the path of socialism—bow is it 
that in the matter of industrial management we bow to a slip of 
paper?

The reason is that it is easier to sign papers than to manage 
production. And so, many business executives chose this line of 
least resistance. We, too, in the centre, bear a share of the blame. 
About ten years ago a slogan was issued: “Since Communists do 
not yet properly understand the technique of production, since 
they have yet to learn the art of management, let the old techni
cians and engineers—the experts—carry on production, and you, 
Communists, do not interfere with the technique of the business; 
but while not interfering, study technique, study the art of man
agement tirelessly, in order, later on, to become, together with 
the experts who are loyal to us, true leaders of industry, true 
masters of the business.” Such was the slogan. But how did it work 
out? The second part of this formula was cast aside, for it is hard
er to study than to sign papers; and the first part of the formula 
was vulgarized: noninterference was interpreted to mean refrain
ing from studying the technique of production. The result has 
been nonsence, harmful and dangerous nonsense, which the sooner 
we discard the better.

Life itself has more than once warned us that all was not well 
in this field. The Shakhty case was the first grave warning. The 
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Shakhty case showed that the Parly organizations and the trade 
unions lacked revolutionary vigilance. It showed that our busi
ness executives were disgracefully backward in regard to the 
knowledge of technology; that some of the old engineers and 
technicians, working without supervision, were more prone to 
engage in wrecking activities, especially as they were constant
ly being besieged by “offers” from our enemies abroad.

The second warning was the “Industrial Party” trial.
Of course, the underlying cause of wrecking activities is the 

class struggle. Of course, the class enemy is furiously resisting the 
socialist offensive. This alone, however, is not an adequate ex
planation for the luxuriant growth of wrecking activities.

How is it that sabotage has assumed such wide dimensions? 
Who is lo blame for this? We are to blame. Had we handled the 
business of industrial management differently, had we started 
much earlier to learn the technique of the business, to master 
technique, had we more frequently and efficiently intervened in 
the management of production, the wreckers could not have done 
so much damage.

We must ourselves become experts, masters of the business; 
we must turn to technical science—such was the lesson life itself 
was teaching us. But neither the first warning nor even the second 
brought about the necessary change. It is lime, it is high time 
that we turned towards technique. It is time we cast aside the old 
slogan, the obsolete slogan of noninterference in technique, and 
ourselves become specialists, experts, complete masters of our 
economy.

It is frequently asked: Why have we not one-man manage
ment? We do not have it and will not have it until we have mas
tered technique. Until there are among us Bolsheviks a sufficient 
number of people thoroughly familiar with technique, economics 
and finance, we will not have real one-man management. You 
can write as many resolutions as you please, take as many vows 
as you please, but, unless you master the technique, economics 
and finance of the mill, factory or mine, nothing will come of it, 
there will be no one-man management.
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Hence, the task is for us to master technique ourselves, to 
become the masters of the business ourselves. This is the sole 
guarantee that pur plans will be carried out in full, and that one- 
man management will be established.

This, of course, is no easy matter; but it can certainly be ac
complished. Science, technical experience, knowledge, are al) 
things that can be acquired. We may not have them today, but 
tomorrow we will. The main thing is to have the passionate Bol
shevik desire to master technique, to master the science of pro
duction. Everything can be achieved, everything can be over
come, if there is a passionate desire to do so.

It is sometimes asked whether it is not possible to slow down 
the tempo somewhat, to put a check on the movement. No, com
rades, it is not possible! The tempo must not be reduced! On the 
contrary, we must increase it as much as is within our powers and 
possibilities. This is dictated to us by our obligations to the 
workers and peasants of the U.S.S.R. This is dictated to us by 
our obligations to the working class of the whole world.

To slacken the tempo would mean falling behind. And those 
who fall behind get beaten. But we do not want to be beaten. 
No, we refuse to be beaten! One feature of the history of old Rus
sia was the continual beatings she suffered because of her back
wardness. She was beaten by the Mongol khans. She was beaten 
by the Turkish beys. She was beaten by the Swedish feudal lords. 
She was beaten by the Polish and Lithuanian gentry. She was 
beaten by the British and French capitalists. She was beaten by 
the Japanese barons. All beat her—because of her backwardness, 
military backwardness; cultural backwardness, political back
wardness, industrial backwardness, agricultural backwardness, 
They beat her because to do so was profitable and could be done 
with impunity. Do you remember the words of the prerevolu
tionary poet: “You are poor and abundant, mighty and impotent, 
Mother Russia.” Those gentlemen were quite familar with the 
verses of the old poet. They beat her, saying: “You are abundant,” 
so one can enrich oneself at your expense. They beat her, say
ing: “You are poor and impotent,” so you can be beaten and 
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plundered with impunity. Such is the law of the exploiters—to 
beat the backward and the weak. It is the jungle law of capital
ism. You are backward, you are weak—therefore you are wrong; 
hence, you can be beaten and enslaved. You are mighty—therefore 
you are right; hence, we must be wary of you.

That is why we must no longer lag behind.
In the past we had no fatherland, nor could we have one. 

But now that we have overthrown capitalism and power is in 
our hands, in the hands of the people, we have a fatherland, and 
we will defend its independence. Do you want our socialist father- 
land to be beaten and to lose its independence? If you do not 
want this you must put an end to its backwardness in the shortest 
possible lime and develop genuine Bolshevik tempo in building 
up its socialist system of economy. There is no other way. That 
is why Lenin said on the eve of the October Revolution: “Either 
perish, or overtake and outstrip the advanced capitalist coun
tries.”

We are fifty or a hundred years behind the advanced coun
tries. We must make good this distance in ten years. Either we 
do it, or wo shall be crushed.

This is what out obligations to the workers and peasants of 
the U.S.S.R, dictate to us.

But we have other, still more serious and more important 
obligations. They are our obligations to the world proletariat. 
They coincide with our obligations to the workers and peasants 
of the U.S.S.R. But we place them higher. The working class of 
the U.S.S.R, is part of the world working class. We achieved vic
tory not solely through the efforts of the working class of the 
U.S.S.R., but also thanks to the support of the working class 
of the world. Without this support we would have been torn to 
pieces long ago. It is said that our country is the shock brigade 
of the proletariat of all countries. This is a fitting definition. But 
this imposes very serious obligations upon us. Why does the inter
national proletariat support us? How did we merit this support.? 
By the fact that we were the first to burl ourselves into the bat
tle against capitalism, we were the first to establish a working
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class state, we were the first to start building socialism. By the 
fact that we are doing work which, if successful, will change the 
whole world and free the entire working class. But what is needed 
for success? The elimination of our backwardness, the develop
ment of a high Bolshevik tempo of construction. We must march 
forward in such a way that the working class of the whole world, 
looking at us, may say: This is my vanguard, this is my shock 
brigade, this is my working-class state, this is my fatherland; 
they are promoting their cause, which is our cause, and they are 
doing this well; let us support them against the capitalists and 
promote the cause of the world revolution. Must we not live up 
to the hopes of the world’s working class, must we not fulfil our 
obligations to them? Yes, we must if we do not want utterly to 
disgrace ourselves.

Such are our obligations, internal and international.
As you see, they dictate to us a Bolshevik tempo of develop

ment.
I will not say that we have accomplished nothing in regard 

to economic management during these years. In fact, we have 
accomplished a good deal. We have doubled our industrial out
put as compared with the prewar level. We have created the 
largest-scale agricultural production in the world. But we could 
have accomplished more had we tried hard during this period 
really to master production, the technique of production, the 
financial and economic side of it.

In ten years at most we must make good the distance which 
separates us from the advanced capitalist countries. We have all 
the “objective” possibilities for this. The only thing lacking is 
the ability to take proper advantage of these possibilities. And 
that depends on us. Only on usl It is time we beamed to take ad
vantage of these possibilities. It is time to put an end to the rot
ten policy of noninterference in production. It is time to adopt 
a new policy, a policy adapted to the present times—the policy 
of interfering in everything. If you are a factory manager, then 
interfere in all the affairs of the factory, look into everything, let 
nothing escape you, learn and learn again. Bolsheviks must 
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master technique. It is time Bolsheviks themselves became experts. 
In the period of reconstruction technique decides everything. 
And a business executive who does not want to study technique, 
who does not want to master technique, is a joke and not an 
executive.

It is said that it is hard to master technique. That is not 
true! There are no fortresses which Bolsheviks cannot capture. 
We have solved a number of most difficult problems. We have over
thrown capitalism. We have assumed power. We have built up 
a huge socialist industry. We have swung the middle peasants 
to the path of socialism. We hâve already accomplished what is 
most important from the point of view of construction. What re
mains to be done is not so much: to study technique, t,o master 
science. And when we have done that we will develop a tempo of 
which we dare not even drcam at present.

And we will do that if we really want to.



NEW CONDITIONS—NEW TASKS 
IN ECONOMIC CONSTRUCTION

Speech Delivered 
at a Conference of Business Executives

June 23, 1931

ComradesI The materials presented to this conference show 
that as regards the fulfilment of the plan our industry presents a 
rather motley picture. Some branches of industry have increased 
output during the past five months 40 to 50 per cent as compared 
with last year. Other branches have increased output not more 
than 20 to 30 per cent. And, finally, there are certain branches 
that show a very small increase, only 6 to 10 per cent, and even 
less. Among the latter we must include coal mining and the iron 
and steel industry. The picture, as you see, is a motley one.

How is this to be explained? What is the reason for the fact 
that certain branches of industry are lagging behind others? Why 
is it that certain branches of industry show an increase of only 20 to 
25 per cent while coal mining and the iron and steel industry show 
even a smaller increase and are trailing behind other branches?

The reason is that lately the conditions of development of 
industry have radically changed; new conditions demanding 
new methods of management have arisen; but some of our busi
ness executives, instead of changing their methods, are still 
continuing in the old way. Hence, the new conditions of develop
ment of industry demand new methods of work; but some of our 
business executives do not see this and do not realize that they 
must now adopt new methods of management.

That is the reason why certain of our industries are lagging 
behind.

What are these new conditions of development of our indus
try? How did they arise?

We can enumerate at least six such new conditions.
Let us examine them.
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I

LABOUR POWER

First of all, there is the question of the supply of labour power 
for our factories. Formerly, the workers themselves usually 
came to the factories and mills to seek work—hence, to some ex
tent, things were left to take their own course in this sphere. And 
things could be allowed to take their own course because there was 
unemployment, there was class differentiation among the rural 
population, there was poverty and fear of starvation, which 
drove people from the countryside to the towns. You remember 
the formula: “The flight of the muzhik from the countryside to 
the towns?” What compelled the peasant to flee from the coun
tryside to the tow-ns? The fear of starvation, unemployment, the 
fact that the village was like a stepmother to him, and he was 
ready to flee from his village to the devil himself, if only he could 
find some sort of work.

Such, or nearly such, was the state of affairs in the recent past.
Can it be said that the same conditions prevail now? No, it 

cannot. On the contrary, conditions have now radically changed. 
And because conditions have changed we no longer have a spon
taneous influx of labour power.

What, in point of fact, has changed during this period? First
ly, we have done away with unemployment—hence we have 
abolished a powerful element which strongly influenced the “la
bour market.” Secondly, we have cut at the root of class differen
tiation in the countryside—hence we have abolished mass des
titution which drove the peasant from the countryside to the 
towns. And, finally, we have supplied the rural districts with 
tens of thousands of tractors and agricultural machines; we have 
smashed the kulak, we have organized collective farms and have 
given the peasants the opportunity to live and work like human 
beings. The countryside can no longer he regarded as a stepmoth
er to the peasant. And precisely because it can no longer be re
garded as a stepmother, the peasant is beginning to settle down 
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in the countryside; we no longer have the ‘‘flight of the muzhik 
from the countryside to the towns” nor a spontaneous influx of 
labour power.

As you see, we now have an entirely new situation and new 
conditions in regard to the supply of labour power for our 
factories.

What follows from this?
It follows, first, that we must no longer count on a sponta

neous influx of labour power. This means that we must pass from 
the “policy” of waiting for the spontaneous influx to the policy 
of organized recruiting of workers for industry. But there is only 
one way of achieving this—that of contracts concluded between 
industrial enterprises and the collective farms and collective farm
ers. As you are aware, certain industrial enterprises and collec
tive farms have already adopted this method; and experience 
has shown that this practice yields important advantages both 
for the collective farms and for the industrial enterprises.

It follows, secondly, that we must proceed immediately to 
mechanize the heavier processes of labour and develop this mech
anization to the utmost (timber industry, building industry, 
coal mining, loading and unloading, transport, iron and steel 
industry, etc.). This, of course, does not mean that we must aban
don manual labour entirely. On the contrary, manual labour 
will continue to play an important part in production for a long 
time to come. But it does mean that mechanization of labour 
processes is the new and decisive factor, without which we shall 
be unable to maintain either our tempo or the new scale of pro
duction.

There are still quite a number of our business executives who 
do not “believe” either in mechanization or in contracts with col
lective farms. These are the executives who fail to understand 
the new conditions, who do not want to work in the new way and 
sigh for the “good old times” when laboiir power “flocked” to indus
trial enterprises “of their own accord.” Needless to say, such busi
ness executives are as remote from the new tasks in economic 
construction, which are imposed by the new conditions, as the 
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sky from the earth. Evidently they think that the difficulties 
in the supply of labour power are of a fortuitous nature and that 
the shortage of labour power will disappear of its own accord, 
so to speak. This is a delusion, comrades. The difficulties in Lhe 
supply of labour power cannot disappear of themselves. They 
will disappear only as a result of our own efforts.

Hence, the task is to recruit labour power in an organized 
way, by concluding contracts with the collective farms, and to 
mechanize labour.

This is the position with regard to Lhe first new condition of 
development of our industry.

Let us turn to the second condition.

II

WAGES

1 have just spoken about the organized recruiting of workers 
for our factories. But recruiting workers is only part of the job. 
In order to ensure the necessary labour power for our factories we 
must see to it that the workers remain in the factories and that 
the latter have a more or less permanent personnel. It need hardly 
be proved that without a permanent labour force who have more 
or less mastered the technique of production and have become 
accustomed to the new machinery it will be impossible to make 
any headway, impossible to fulfil the production plans. Unless 
this is achieved, we shall have to keep on training new workers 
and to spend half the time on training them instead of making 
use of this time for production. What is actually happening now? 
Gan it be said that our factories have a more or less permanent 
labour force? Unfortunately, this cannot be said. On the contrary, 
we still have a heavy turnover of labour power in our factories. 
Moreover, in a number of factories the turnover of labour power 
is not shrinking, but, on the contrary, is increasing and becoming 
more marked. At any rate, you will find few factories where the 
personnel does not change at least to the extent of 30 to 40 per 
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cent of the total in the course of a half year, or even in one 
quarter.

Formerly, during the period of restoration of pur industry, 
when its technical equipment was not very complex and the scale 
of production not very large, it was more or less possible to “tol
erate” this so-called turnover of labour power. Now it is another 
matter. Conditions have changed radically. Now, in the period of 
intensive reconstruction, when the scale of production has become 
gigantic and technical equipment has become extremely com
plex, the heavy turnover of labour power has become the plague 
of production, which is disorganizing our factories. To “tolerate” 
lhe heavy turnover of labour power now would mean disinte
grating our industry, it would mean wrecking the opportunities 
of fulfilling production plans and ruining the opportunities of 
improving the quality of the articles produced.

What is the cause of the heavy turnover of labour power?
The cause is the wrong structure of wages, the wrong wage 

scales, the “Leftist” practice of wage equalization. In a number 
of our factories wage scales are drawn up in such a way as to prac
tically wipe out the difference between skilled and unskilled 
labour, between heavy and light work. The consequence of wage 
equalization is that the unskilled worker lacks the incentive to 
become a skilled worker and is thus deprived of the prospect of 
advancement; as a result he feels himself a “visitor” in the factory, 
working only temporarily so as to “earn a little” and then go off 
to “seek his fortune” elsewhere. The consequence of wage equali
zation is that the skilled worker is obliged to wander from fac
tory to factory until he finds one where his skill is properly ap
preciated.

Hence, the “general” drift from factory to factory; hence, the 
heavy turnover of labour power.

In order to put an end to this evil we must abolish wage equal
ization and discard the old wage scales. In order to put an end. 
to this evil we must draw up wage scales that will take into ac
count the difference between skilled and unskillèd labour, between 
heavy and light work. We cannot tolerate à situation where a 
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rolling-mill hand in a steel mill earns no more than a sweeper. 
We cannot tolerate a situation where a locomotive driver earns 
only as much asa copying clerk. Marx andLenin said that the differ
ence between skilled and unskilled labour would exist even 
under socialism, even after classes had been abolished; that only 
under communism would this difference disappear and that, con
sequently, even under socialism'‘wages” must be paid according 
to work performed and not according to needs. But the equal i- 
tarians among our business executives and trade union officials 
do not agree with this and believe that under our Soviet system 
this difference has already disappeared. Who is right, Marx and 
Lenin, or the equalitarians? We must lake it that it is Marx 
and Lenin who are right. But if that is so, it follows that whoever 
draws up wage scales on the “principle” of wage equalization, 
without taking into account the difference between skilled and 
unskilled labour, breaks with Marxism, breaks with Leninism.

In every branch of industry, in every factory, in every shop, 
there is a leading group of more or less skilled workers whom it 
is our immediate and urgent duty to retain in industry if we real
ly want to secure for the factories a permanent labour force. These 
leading groups of workers are the essential element in production. 
By retaining them in the factory, in the shop, we can retain the 
whole personnel and put an end to the heavy turnover of labour 
power. But how can we retain them in the factories? We can 
retain them only by promoting them to higher positions, by rais
ing the level of their wages, by introducing a system of wages 
that will give the worker his due according to qualification.

And what does promoting them to higher positions and rais
ing their wage level imply as far as unskilled workers are con
cerned? It implies, apart from everything else, opening up pros
pects for the unskilled worker and giving him an incentive to 
rise higher, to rise to the category of a skilled worker. You know 
yourselves that we now need hundreds of thousands and' even mil
lions of skilled workers. But in order to build up cadres of 
skilled workers, we must provide an incentive for the unskilled 
workers, provide for them a prospect of advancement, of rising lo 
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a higher position. And the more boldly we do this the belter; for 
this is lhe principal means of pulling an end to the heavy labour 
turnover. To economize in this matter would be criminal, it would 
be going against the interests of our socialist industry.

BuL that is not all.
In order to retain the workers in the factories we must still 

further improve the supply of food, and consumer goods for the 
workers and improve their housing conditions. It cannot be de
nied that a good deal has been accomplished during the last few 
years in the sphere of housing construction and as regards improv
ing the supply of food and consumer goods for the workers. But 
what has been accomplished is altogether inadequate compared 
with the rapidly growing requirements of the workers. It will 
not do to plead that there were fewer houses before than there 
are now and that therefore we can rest content with the results 
achieved. Nor will it do to plead that workers' supplies were 
far worse before than they are now and therefore we can 
be satisfied with the present situation. Only those who are 
rotten to lhe core can content themselves with references to 
what existed in the past.We must proceed, not from the past, 
but from the growing requirements of the workers today. We must 
realize that the conditions of life of the workers have radically 
changed in our country. The worker today is not what he was 
before. The worker today, our Soviet worker, wants to have all 
his materia] and cultural needs satisfied: in respect of food, housing 
conditions, cultural and all other requirements. He has a right 
to this, and it is our duty to secure these conditions for him. True, 
our worker does not suffer from unemployment; he is free from the 
yoke of capitalism; he is no longer a slave, but the master of his 
job. But this is not enough. He demands that all his material 
and cultural requirements be met, and it is our duty to fulfil 
his demand. Do not forget that we ourselves are now presenting 
certain demands to the workers—we demand labour disci
pline, intense effort, emulation, shock work. Do not forget that 
the vast majority of workers have accepted these demands of the 
Soviet government with great enthusiasm and are fulfilling them 
30—592
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heroically. Do not be surprised, therefore, if, while fulfilling the 
demands of the Soviet government, the workers in their turn 
demand that the Soviet government should fulfil its pledge fur
ther Lo improve their material and cultural condition.

Hence, the task is to put an end to the heavy turnover of labour 
power, to do away with wage equalization, to organize wages 
properly and to impove the living conditions of the workers.

This is the position with regard to the second new condition 
of development of our industry.

Let us turn to the third condition.

Ill

THE ORGANIZATION OF WORK

I have said that it is necessary to put an end to the heavy 
turnover of labour power, to retain the workers in the factories. 
But retaining the workers in the factories is not all; the matter 
does not end there. It is not enough to put an end to the heavy 
turnover of labour power. We must place the workers in condi
tions that will enable them to work efficiently, to increase their 
productivity and to improve the quality of the products. Conse
quently, we must so organize work in the factories as to bring 
about an increase in labour productivity from month to month, 
from quarter to quarter.

Can it be said that the present organization of labour in our 
factories meets the modern requirements of production? Unfor
tunately, this cannot be said. At all events, there are still a num
ber of factories where work is organized abominably, where instead 
of order and coordination of work there is disorder and confusion, 
where instead of responsibility for the work there is absolute ir
responsibility, absolute lack of personal responsibility.

What does lack of personal responsibility mean? It means 
complete lack of responsibility for work that is entrusted to anyone, 
lack of responsibility for machinery and tools. Naturally, when 
there is no personal responsibility we cannot expect a tangible 
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increase in productivity of labour, an improvement in the quality 
of the goods, the exercise of care in handling machinery and tools. 
You know what lack of personal responsibility led to on the rail
ways. It is leading to the same result in industry. We have abol
ished the system under which there was lack of personal respon
sibility on the railways and have thus improved their work. 
We must do the same in industry in order to raise its work to a 
higher level.

Formerly, we could “manage” somehow or other with bad or
ganization of labour, which gets on quite nicely without personal 
responsibility, without every man being responsible for the job 
entrusted to him. Now it is a different matter. Conditions have 
entirely changed. With the present vast scale of production and 
the existence of giant enterprises, lack of personal responsibility 
has become the plague of industry which is jeopardizing all 
our achievements in our factories in the sphere of production and 
organization.

How is it that lack of personal responsibility has become the 
rule in a number of our factories? It entered the factories as 
the illegitimate companion of the uninterrupted working-week. 
It would be wrong to assert that the uninterrupted week neces
sarily leads to lack of personal responsibility in production. 
If work is properly organized, if every one is made responsible 
for a definite job, if definite groups of workers are assigned to 
machines, if the shifts are properly organized so that they are 
equal in quality and skill—given such conditions, the uninter
rupted week leads to a tremendous increase in labour'productivity, 
to an improvement in quality of work and to the eradication 
of the system under which there is a lack of personal reponsi- 
bilit-y. Such is the case on the railways, for example, where 
the uninterrupted week is in force, but where the system under 
which there was no personal responsibility has been done away 
with. Can it be said that the position in regard to the unin
terrupted week is equally satisfactory in industrial enterprises? 
Unfortunately, this cannot be said. The fact of the matter is 
that a number of our factories adopted the uninterrupted week 

30*
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far too hastily, without the necessary preparations, without prop
erly organizing shifts so that they are more or less equal in qual
ity and skill, without making each worker responsible for a def
inite job. The result is that the uninterrupted week, left to it
self, has given rise to a lack of personal responsibility. The re
sult is that in a number of factories we have the uninterrupted 
week on paper, in words, and lack of personal responsibility, 
not on paper, but in actual operation. The result is that there is 
no sense of responsibility for the job, machines are handled care
lessly and break down frequently, and there is no incentive for 
increasing the productivity of labour. It is not for nothing that 
the workers say: “We could raise the productivity of our labour 
and bring about real improvement; but who is going to appreciate 
it if nobody is responsible for anything?”

It follows from this that some of our comrades were a little 
too hasty in introducing the uninterrupted week, and in their 
hurry distorted it and transformed it into a system under which 
personal responsibility is eliminated.

There are two ways of putting an end to this situation and 
of doing away with lack of personal responsibility: either change 
the method of enforcing the uninterrupted week so that it does 
not result in lack of personal responsibility, as was done on the 
railways, or, where the conditions do not favour this, abandon 
the nominal uninterrupted week, temporarily adopt the inter
rupted, six-day week, as was recently done in the Stalingrad Trac
tor Works, and then set about creating the conditions that will 
permit of a return, should the need arise, to a real, not nominal, 
uninterrupted week; and eventually return to the uninterrupted 
week, but not to lack of personal responsibility.

There is no other way.
There can be no doubt that our business executives under

stand this very well. But they keep silent. Why ? Because, evident
ly, they fear the truth. But since when have Bolsheviks begun 
to fear the truth? Is it not true that in a number of factories 
the uninterrupted week hàs resulted in lack of personal respom 
sibility and has thus been distorted to the extreme? The question 
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is: who wants such an uninterrupted week? Who can dare assert 
that Lhe preservation of this nominal and distorted uninterrupted 
week is more important than the proper organization of work, 
than increased productivity of labour, than a genuine uninterrupt
ed week, than the interests of our socialist industry? Is it not 
clear that the sooner we bury the nominal uninterrupted week Lhe 
sooner will we achieve a proper organization of work?

Some comrades think that we can do away with the lack of 
personal responsibility by means of incantations and glib speeches. 
At any rate, I know a number of business executives who in their 
fight against lack of personal responsibility confine themselves 
to speaking at meetings now and again, hurling curses at the lack 
of personal responsibility, evidently in the belief that after 
such speeches lack of personal responsibility will disappear of 
its own accord, spontaneously so to speak. They are grievously 
mistaken if they think that lack of personal responsibility can 
be done away with by speeches and incantations. No, comrades, 
lack of personal responsibility will never disappear of itself. We 
alone can and must put an end to it; for it is we who are at the 
helm and we are answerable for everything, including the lack 
of personal responsibility. I think that it would be far better if 
our business executives, instead of making speeches and incan
tations, spent a month or two at some mine or factory, studied 
every detail, however “minute,” of the organization of work, 
put an end to lack of personal responsibility at these places and 
then applied the experience gained at this enterprise to other 
enterprises. That would be far belter. That would be really fight
ing against lack of personal responsibility, fighting for the prop
er, Bolshevik organization of work, for the proper distribution 
of forces in the factories.

Hence, the task is to put an end to lack of personal responsi
bility, to improve the organization of work and to secure the proper 
distribution of forces in our enterprises.

This is the position with regard to the third new condition of 
development of our industry.

J^et us turn to the fourth condi t jog.
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IV

A WORKING-CLASS INDUSTRIAL 
AND TECHNICAL INTELLIGENTSIA

The situation has also changed in regard to the administra
tive staff of industry generally, and in regard to the engineering 
and technical personnel in particular.

Formerly, the main source of supply for our industry was 
the coal and iron and steel base in the Ukraine. The Ukraine sup
plied metal to all our industrial regions: the South, Moscow 
and Leningrad. It also supplied coal to the principal enterprises 
in the U.S.S.R. I leave out the Urals because it played an unim
portant part in comparison with the Donets Basin. Accordingly, 
we had three main centres for training people for leading posts 
in industry: the South, the Moscow district and the Leningrad 
district. Naturally, under those conditions we could somehow 
manage with the very small engineering and technical forces that 
our country could possibly possess at that time.

Such was the situation in the recent past.
But the situation is now entirely different. Now it is obvious, 

I think, that if we maintain the present rate of development and 
gigantic scale of production the Ukrainian coal and iron and steel 
base will not suffice. As you are aware, the supply of Ukrainian 
coal and metal is already inadequate, in spite of the increase in 
their output. As you are aware, we have been obliged, as a re
sult of this, to create a new coal and iron and steel base in the 
East—in the Urals-Kuzbas region. As you are aware, our work 
to create this base has been not without success. But that is not 
enough. We must proceed to create an iron and steel industry in 
Siberia itself to satisfy its own growing requirements. And we 
are already creating it. Besides this, we must create a new base 
for nonferrous metals in Kazakhstan and Turkestan. Finally, we 
•must develop extensive railroad construction. That is dictated 
by the interests of the U.S.S.R, as a whole—by the interests 
Qf the border Republics ag vyell of the centre^
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But it follows from this that we can no longer manage our 
industry with the very small engineering, technical and admin
istrative staffs with which we managed it formerly. It follows that 
the old centres fortraining engineering and technical forces are 
no longer adequate, that we must create a network of new 
centres—in the Urals, in Siberia and in Central Asia. We must 
now ensure the supply of three times, five times the number of 
engineering, technical and administrative staffs for industry if 
wé really intend to carry out the program of the socialist industri
alization of the U.S.S.R.

But we do not need just any kind of administrative, engi
neering and technical forces. We need such administrative, engi
neering and technical forces as are capable of understanding 
the policy of the working class of our country, are capable of 
assimilating that policy and are ready to carry it out conscien
tiously. And what does this mean? This means that our country 
has entered a phase of development in which the working class 
must create its own industrial and technical intelligentsia, one 
that is capable of upholding the interests of the working class 
in production as the interests of the ruling class.

No ruling class has managed without its own intelligentsia. 
There are no grounds for believing that the working class of the 
U.S.S.R, can manage without its own industrial and technical 
intelligentsia.

The Soviet government has taken this fact into account and 
has opened wide the doors of all the higher educational insti
tutions in every branch of national economy to members of the 
working class and labouring peasantry. You know that tens of 
thousands of working fclass and peasant youths are now attend
ing higher educational institutions. Formerly, under capitalism, 
the higher educational institutions were the monopoly of the scions 
of the rich—today, under the Soviet system, the working class 
and peasant youth predominate in these institutions. There is 
no doubt that our educational institutions will soon be turning 
out. thousands of new technicians and engineers, new leaders for 
our. industries,



il 2 J. STALIN

But that is only one side of the matter. The other side is that 
the industrial and technical intelligentsia of the working class 
will be recruited not only from among those- who have passed 
through the institutions of higher learning, but also from among 
practical workers in our factories, from the skilled workers, from 
among the working-class cultural forces in the mills, factories 
and mines. The initiators of socialist emulation, the leaders of 
shock brigades, those who inspire in practice labour enthusiasm, 
the organizers of work in the various sections of our construction— 
such is the new stratum of the working class that, together with 
the comrades who have passed through the institutions of higher 
learning, must form the core of the intelligentsia of the working 
class, the core of the administrative staffs of our industry. It is our 
duty not to discourage these “rank-and-file” comrades who show 
initiative, but boldly to promote them to responsible positions; 
to give them the opportunity to display their organizing abil
ities and the opportunity to supplement their knowledge; to 
create suitable conditions for their work, not stinting money 
for this purpose.

Among these comrades not a few are non-Party people. But that 
should not prevent us from boldly promoting them to responsible 
positions. On the contrary, it is particularly these non-Party 
comrades who must receive our special attention, who must be 
promoted to responsible positions so that they may see for them
selves that the Party appreciates capable and gifted workers.

Some comrades think that only Party members may be placed 
in leading positions in the mills and factories. This is the reason 
why they not infrequently shove aside non-Party comrades who 
possess ability and initiative and promote'Party members instead, 
although they may be less capable and show no initiative. Need
less to say, there is nothing more stupid and reactionary than 
such a “policy,” so-called. It need hardly be proved that such a 
“policy” can only discredit the Party and repel the non-Party 
workers from it. Our policy is by no means to transform the Party 
into an exclusive caste, Our policy is to create an atmosphere of 

popfidence,” of “mutual ceutroi” (Unin) between Party 
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and non-ParLy workers. One of the reasons why our Party is 
strong among the working class is that it pursues such a policy.

Hence, the task is to see to it that the working class of the 
U.S.S.R. has its own industrial and technical intelligentsia.

This is the position with regard to the fourth new condition 
of development of our industry.

Let us turn to the fifth condition.

V

SYMPTOMS OF A CHANGE OF ATTITUDE 
AMONG THE OLD INDUSTRIAL

AND TECHNICAL INTELLIGENTSIA

The question of our attitude towards the old, bourgeois, indus
trial and technical intelligentsia is also presented in a new light.

About two years ago the more highly skilled section of the old 
technical intelligentsia was infected with the disease of wrecking. 
More than that, at that time wrecking was a sort of fad. Some 
engaged in wrecking, others shielded the wreckers, others again 
washed their hands of what was going on and remained neutral, 
while still others vacillated between the Soviet regime and the 
wreckers. Of course, the majority of the old technical intelli
gentsia continued to work more or less loyally. But we are not 
speaking of the majority now, but of the more highly skilled sec
tion of the technical intelligentsia.

What gave rise to the wrecking movement? What fostered it? 
The intensification of the class struggle in the U.S.S.R., the 
Soviet government’s policy of offensive against the capitalist 
elements in town and country, the resistance of the latter to the 
policy of the Soviet government, the complexity of the interna
tional situation and the difficulties attending collective-farm and 
state-farm development. While the activités of the militant sec
tion of the wreckers were augmented by the interventionist de
signs of the imperialists in capitalist countries and by the grain dif
ficulties within OUT country, the vacillations of the Other section 
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of the old technical intelligentsia towards the active wreckers 
were encouraged by utterances that were current among the Trots
kyite-Menshevik windbags to the effect that “nothing will come 
of the collective farms and state farms,” that “the Soviet power is 
degenerating anyhow and will shortly collapse,” that “the Bolshe
viks by their policy are themselves*facilitating  intervention,” etc., 
etc. Besides, if even certain old Bolsheviks among the Right 
deviationists could not resist the “epidemic” and swerved away 
from the Party at that Lime, it is not surprising that a section 
of the old technical intelligentsia who had never breathed the 
spirit of Bolshevism, should, with the help of God, also vacillate.

Naturally, under such circumstances, the Soviet government 
could pursue only one policy towards the old technical intelligent
sia—the policy of smashing the active wreckeis, separating the 
neutrals and enlisting those who were loyal.

That was a year or two ago.
Can we say that the situation is exactly the same now? No, 

we cannot. On the contrary, an entirely new situation has arisen. 
To begin with, there is the fact that we have routed and are suc
cessfully overcoming the capitalist elements in Lown and country. 
Of course, this cannot evoke joy among the old intelligentsia. 
Very probably they still express sympathy for their defeated 
friends. But sympathizers, still less those who are neutral or 
who vacillate, are not in the habit of voluntarily agreeing to 
share the fate of their more active friends when the latter have 
suffered severe and irreparable defeat.

Further, we have overcome the grain difficulties; and not only 
have we overcomethem but we are now exporting a larger quanti
ty of grain than has ever been exported since the existence of the 
Soviet power. Consequently, this “argument” of the vacillators is 
also eliminated.

Furthermore, even the blind can now see that as regards the 
front of collective-farm and state-farm development we have 
gained a definite victory and achieved tremendous successes.

Consequently, the most important “stock in trade” of the old 
intelligentsia has gone by the board. As for the hopes of the



NEW CONDITIONS—NEW TASKS IN ECONOMIC CONSTRUCTION 475 

bourgeois intelligentsia for foreign intervention, it must be point
ed out, that, for the time being at least, they have proved to be a 
house built on sand. Indeed, for six years intervention has been 
promised, but not a single attempt at intervention has been made. 
It may as well be acknowledged that our sapient bourgeois intel
ligentsia has simply been led by the nose; not to mention the fact 
that the conduct of the active wreckers at the famous trial iff 
Moscow was enough to discredit, and actually did discredit, the 
whole idea of wrecking.

Naturally, these new circumstances could not but influence 
our old technical intelligentsia. The new situation was bound to 
bring about, and actually has brought about, a new attitude on 
the part of the old technical intelligentsia. This, in fact, explains 
why we are observing definite signs of a change of attitude towards 
the Soviet regime on the part of a certain section of the intelli
gentsia who formerly sympathized with the wreckers. The fact 
that not only this section of the old intejligentsia, but even cer
tain wreckers of yesterday, a considerable number of yesterday’s 
wreckers, are beginning in many factories and mills to work hand 
in hand with the working class—this fact shows without a doubt 
that a change of attitude among the old technical intelligentsia 
has already begun. This, of course, does not mean that there are 
no longer any wreckers in the country. No, it does not mean that, 
Wreckers exist and will continue to exist as long as we have 
classes and as long as we are surrounded by capitalist countries. 
But it does mean that since a large section of the old technical 
intelligentsia who formerly sympathized, in one way or another, 
With the wreckers have now turned ta the side of the Soviet 
regime, the active wreckers have become few in number, are 
isolated and are compelled to lie low for the time being.

But it follows from this that we must change our policy to
wards the old technical intelligentsia accordingly. Whereas dur
ing the height of the wrecking activities our attitude towards 
the old technical intelligentsia was mainly expressed by the poli
cy of routing them, now, when these intellectuals are turning to 
the Side ei the Soviet regime, our attitude towards them must bq
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expressed mainly in the policy of enlisting them and solicitude for 
them. It would be wrong and undialectical to continue our former 
policy under the new, changed conditions. It would be stupid and 
unwise to regard practically every expert and engineer of the old 
school as an undetected criminal and wrecker. We have always 
regarded and still regard “expert-baiting” as a harmful and dis- 

’graceful phenomenon.
Hence, the task is to change our attitude towards the engi

neers and technicians of the old school, to show them greater at
tention and solicitude, to display more boldness in enlisting 
their cooperation.

This is the position with regard to the fifth new condition of 
development of our industry.

Let us now turn to the last condition.

VI
BUSINESS ACCOUNTING

The picture would be incomplete if I did not deal with one 
more new condition. 1 refer to the sources of capital accumulation 
for our industry, for our national economy; I refer to the need 
for a faster rate of accumulation.

What is the new and peculiar feature of the development of 
our industry from the point of view of accumulation of resources? 
The new factor is that the old sources of accumulation are already 
beginning to prove inadequate for the further expansion of in
dustry; that it is therefore necessary to seek for new sources of 
accumulation and to reinforce the old sources if we really 
want to maintain and develop the Bolshevik tempo in industri
alization.

The history of capitalist countries shows that not a single 
young state that desired to raise its industry to a higher level was 
able to dispense with external aid in the form of long-term cred
its or loans. For this reason the capitalists in the Western coun
tries b&vp rpfused point-blank any çrgditS or loans to our country, 
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in the belief that the lack of credits and loans was bound to dis
rupt the industrialization of our country. But the capitalists 
were mistaken. They failed to take into account the fact that 
our country, unlike capitalist countries, possesses certain special 
sources of accumulation sufficient to restore and further devel
op our industry. And indeed, not only have we restored our in
dustry, not only have we restored our agriculture and transport, 
but we have already tackled the tremendous task of reconstruct
ing our heavy industry, our agriculture and transport. Of 
course, this cost us tens of milliards of rubles. Where did we 
get these milliards? From light industry, from agriculture and 
from budget accumulations. This is how we have managed up 
to recently.

But the situation is entirely different now. Whereas formerly 
the old sources of capital accumulation were sufficient for the re
construction of industry and transport, now they are obviously 
becoming inadequate. Now it is not a question of reconstructing 
our old industries. It is a question of creating new, technically 
well-equipped industries in the Urals, in Siberia, in Kazakhstan. 
It is a question of creating new, large-scale farming in the grain
growing and stock-raising districts of the U.S.S.R, and in the dis
tricts producing raw materials. It is a question of creating a new 
network of railroads connecting the East and West of the U.S.S.R. 
Obviously, the old sources of accumulation are inadequate for 
this gigantic task.

But this is not all. To this must be added the fact that owing 
to inefficiency the principles of business accounting are grossly 
violated in a large number of our factories and business organiza
tions. It is a fact that a number of enterprises and business organ
izations have long ceased to keep proper accounts, to calculate, 
to draw up sound balance sheets of income and expenditure. 
It is a fact that in a number of enterprises and business organiza
tions such concepts as “regime of economy,” “cutting down unpro
ductive expenditure,” “rationalization of production” have long 
gone out of fashion. Evidently they assume that the State Bank 
"will advance the necessary money anyway.” It is a fact that in 
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a number of enterprises, cost of production has begun to increase 
of late. They were instructed to reduce costs by 10 per cent and 
more, but instead of that they are increasing costs. Yet what does 
a reduction in the cost of production mean to us? You know that 
a reduction of costs by one per cent means an accumulation in 
industry of 150,000,000 to 200,000,000rubles. Obviously, to raise 
the cost of production under such circumstances means to 
deprive industry and the whole of national economy of hundreds 
of millions of rubles.

From all this it follows that it is no longer possible to rely 
solely on light industry, on budget accumulations and on reve
nue from agriculture. Light industry is a bountiful source of ac
cumulation, and there is every prospect of its continuing to ex
pand; but it is not an unlimited source. Agriculture is a no less 
bountiful source of accumulation, but now, during the period of 
its reconstruction, agriculture itself requires financial aid from 
the state. As for budget accumulations, you know yourselves that 
they cannot and must not be unlimited. What, then, remains? 
There remain the heavy industries. Consequently, the heavy in
dustries, and particularly the machine-building industry, must 
also provide accumulations. Consequently, while reinforcing 
and expanding the old sources of accumulation, we must see 
to it that the heavy industries, and particularly the machine- 
building industry, also provide accumulations.

That is the way out.
What must we do to achieve this? We must put an end tq ineffi

ciency, mobilize the internal resources of industry, introduce and 
reinforce business accounting in all our enterprises, systematical
ly reduce production costs and increase internal accumulations 
in every branch of industry without exception.

That is the way out.
Hence, the task is to introduce and reinforce business ac

counting, to increase the accumulation of capital within industry 
itself.
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VII

NEW METHODS OF WORK, 
NEW METHODS OF MANAGEMENT

Such, comrades, are the new conditions of development of 
our industry.

The significance of these new conditions is that they are creat
ing a new situation in industry, which demands new methods 
of work and new methods of management.

Hence:
a) It follows that we can no longer count, as of old, on a spon

taneous influx of labour power. In order to secure labour power 
for our industries it must be recruited in an organized manner, 
and labour must be mechanized. To believe that we can do with
out mechanizing labour, considering our present tempo and scale 
of production, is like believing that the sea can be emptied with 
a spoon.

b) It follows, further, that we must no longer tolerate a heavy 
turnover of labour power in industry. In order to do away with 
this evil we must organize wages in a new way and see to it 
that the factories have a more or less permanent personnel.

e) It follows, further, that we must no longer tolerate lack 
of personal responsibility in industry. In order to do away with 
this evil, work must be organized in a new way, and the forces 
must be so distributed that every group of workers is responsible 
for its work, for the machinery, and for the quality of the work.

d) Il follows, further, that we can no longer manage with the 
very small force of old engineers and technicians we inherited from 
bourgeois Russia. In order to increase the present rate and scale 
of production, we must see to it that the working class has its own 
industrial and technical intelligentsia.

e) It follows, further, that we can no longer, as of old, lump 
together-all the experts, engineers and technicians of the old school. 
If we are to take into account the changed conditions we must 
change our policy and display the utmost care and solicitude for
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those experts, engineers and technicians of the old school who 
are definitely turning towards the working class.

f) It follows, lastly, that we can no longer, as of old, manage 
with the old sources of accumulation. In order to ensure the fur
ther development of industry and agriculture we must tap new 
sources of accumulation; we must put an end to inefficiency, in
troduce business accounting, reduce production costs and increase 
accumulation within industry itself.

Such are the new conditions of development of industry, which 
demand new methods of work and new methods of management 
in economic construction.

What is needed in order to organize management along new 
lines?

First of all, our business executives must understand the 
new situation; they must study concretely the new conditions of 
development of industry and readjust their methods of work to 
meet the requirements of the new situation.

Further, our business executives must direct their enterprises 
not “in general,” not “abstractedly," but concretely, with an eye 
to particulars; they must approach every question that arises not 
just for the sake of idle utterances, but in a strictly businesslike 
manner; they must not confine themselves to formal written 
instructions or to uttering commonplace phrases and slogans, 
but study the technique of the business and enter into its every 
detail, however “minute,” for it is out of “minute” details that 
great things are now being built.

Further, our -present unwieldy combines, which sometimes 
consist of as many as 100 or 200 enterprises, must be immediately 
split up into several combines each. Obviously, a president of a 
combine who has to deal with a hundred or more factories cannot 
really know those factories, their capacities and the way they are 
working. Obviously, if he does not know those factories he is not 
in a position to direct them. Hence, in order that the president of 
a combine may be in a position to study the factories thoroughly, 
and direct them, he must be relieved of some of the factories; 
the combine must be split up into several smaller ones, and 
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the head offices must be brought into closer contact with the 
factories.

Further, our combines must substitute one-man management 
for collegium management. The position at present is that there 
are from ten to fifteen men on the board of a combine, all writing 
papers and carrying on discussions. We cannot go on managing 
in this way, comrades. We must put a stop to paper “management” 
and get down to genuine, business-like, Bolshevik work. Let 
one president -and several vice-presidents remain at the head of 
a combine. This will be quite enough to take care of its manage
ment. The remaining members of the board should be sent to the 
factories and mills. That will be far more useful, both for the 
business and for themselves.

Further, the presidents and vice-presidents of combines must 
pay more frequent visits to the factories, stay and work there for 
longer periods, acquaint themselves more closely with the leading 
staff in the factories and not only teach, but learn from the people 
on the spot. To think that you can now direct by sitting in an 
office,, far away from the factories, is a delusion. In order to di
rect the factories you must come into more frequent contact with 
the staffs in those factories, maintain live contact with them.

Finally, a word or two regarding our production plan for 1931. 
There are certain near-Party philistines who contend that our 
production program is unrealistic, that it cannot be fulfilled. They 
are somewhat like Shchedrin’s “sapient gudgeons” who are always 
ready to spread “a vacuum of ineptitude” around themselves. Is our 
production program realistic or not? Most certainly, it is. It is 
realistic if for no other reason than that all the conditions neces
sary for its fulfilment are available. It is realistic if for no 
other reason than that its fulfilment now depends only upon our
selves, on our abil ity and willingness to take advantage of the vast 
opportunities at our disposal. How else can we explain the fact 
that a large number of enterprises and whole branches of industry 
have already overfulfilled their plans? That means that other 
enterprises and branches of industry loo, can fulfil and overful
fil their plans.

31—592
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It would be foolish to think that the production plan is a mere 
enumeration of figures and assignments. Actually, the production 
plan is the embodiment of the living and practical activity of 
millions of people. What makes our production plan realistic is 
the millions of working people who are creating a new life. What 
makes our plan realistic is the living people, it is you and I, 
our will to work, our readiness to work in the new way, our deter
mination to fulfil the plan. Have we that determination? Yes, 
we have. Well then, our production plan can and must be fulfilled. 
(Prolonged applause.)



SOME QUESTIONS CONCERNING 
THE HISTORY OF BOLSHEVISM

Letter to the Editorial Board of 
“Proletarskaya Itevolyutsia“

Dear Comrades!
I emphatically protest against the publication in Proletar

skaya Revolyutsia (No. 6, 1930) of Slutsky’s anti-Party and semi- 
Trotskyite article, “The Bolsheviks on German Social-Democracy 
in the Period of its Prewar Crisis,” as a discussion article.

Slutsky asserts that Lenin (the Bolsheviks) underestimated 
the danger of centrism in German Social-Democracy and in pre
war Social-Democracy in general; that is, he underestimated the 
danger of camouflaged opportunism, the danger of conciliation 
with opportunism. In other words, according to Slutsky, Lenin 
(the Bolsheviks) did not wage a relentless struggle against op
portunism, for, in essence, underestimation of centrism is tan
tamount to the renunciation of a forceful struggle against oppor
tunism. Thus, it is suggested that in the period before the war 
Lenin was not yet a real Bolshevik; that it was only in the period 
of the imperialist war, or even at the dose of that war, that Lenin 
became a real Bolshevik.

This is the tale Slutsky tells in his article. And you, instead 
of branding this new-found “historian” as a slanderer and falsifier, 
enter into discussion with him, provide him with a forum. I can
not refrain from protesting against the publication of Slutsky’s 
article in your journal as a discussion article, for the question of 
Lenin’s Bolshevism, the question as to whether Lenin did ov did not 
wage a relentless principled struggle against centrism as a certain 
form of opportunism, the question as to whether Lenin was or was 
not a real Bolshevik, cannot be made the subject of discussion.

In your statement entitled “From the Editorial Board,” sent to 
the Central Committee on October 20, you admit that the editorial 
board made a mistake in publishingSlutsky’s article as a discussion
31*
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article. That is all very well, of course, despite the fact that the 
statement of the editorial board is very belated. But in 
your statement you commit a fresh mistake when you declare 
that “the editorial board consider it to be politically extremely 
urgent and necessary that the entire complex of problems pertain
ing to the relations between the Bolsheviks and the prewar 
Second International be further analyzed in the pages of Prole
tarskaya Revolyutsia" That means that you intend once again 
to draw people into a discussion on questions which are axioms 
of Bolshevism. It means that you are again thinking of turning 
the question of Lenin’s Bolshevism from an axiom into a problem 
needing “further analysis.” Why? On what grounds?

Everyone knows that Leninism was born, grew up and became 
strong in its ruthless struggle against opportunism of every brand, 
including centrism in the West (Kautsky) and centrism in our coun
try (Trotsky, etc.). This cannot be denied even by the outspoken 
enemies of Bolshevism. It is an axiom. But you are trying to drag 
us back by turning an axiom into a problem requiring “further 
analysis.” Why? On what grounds? Perhaps through ignorance 
of the history of Bolshevism? Perhaps for the sake of a rotten 
liberalism, so that the Slutskys and other disciples of Trotsky 
may not be able to say that they are being gagged? A rather 
strange sort of liberalism, this, exercised at the expense of the 
vital interests of Bolshevism.

What, exactly, is there in Slutsky’s article that the editorial 
board regard as worthy of discussion?

1. Slutsky asserts that Lenin (the Bolsheviks) did not pursue 
a line directed towards a rupture, towards a split with the oppor
tunists in German Social-Democracy, with the opportunists in 
the Second International of the prewar period. You want to open 
a discussion on this Trotskyite, th esis of Slutsky’s? But what is 
there to discuss? Is it not obvious that Slutsky is simply slan
dering Lenin, slandering the Bolsheviks? Slander must be branded 
as such and not made the subject of discussion.

Every Bolshevik, if he is really a Bolshevik, knows that long 
before the war, approximately since 1903-04 when the Bolshevik
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group in Russia became organized and when the Lefts in 
German Social-Democracy first raised their voice, Lenin pursued 
a line directed towards a rupture, towards a split with the oppor
tunists both here, in the Russian Social-Democratic Party, and 
over there, in the Second International, particularly in the Ger
man Social-Democratic Party.

Every Bolshevik knows that it was for that very reason that 
even at that time (1903-05) the Bolsheviks won for themselves 
in the ranks of the opportunists of the Second International 
honourable fame as “splitters” and “disrupters.” But what could 
Lenin do, what could the Bolsheviks do, if the Left Social-Demo
crats in the Second International, and above all in the German 
Social-Democratic Party, were a weak and impotent group, a group 
which had not yet taken organizational shape, which was ideo
logically ill-equipped and was afraid even to pronounce the word 
“rupture,” “split”? Lenin, the Bolsheviks, could not be expected 
to do, from Russia, the work of the Lefts for them and bring about 
a split in the West-European parties.

This is apart from the fact that organizational and ideologi
cal weakness was a characteristic feature of the Left Social-Dem
ocrats not only in the period prior to the war. As is well known, 
the Lefts retained this negative feature in the postwar period as 
well. Everyone knows the appraisal of the German Left Social- 
Democrats given by Lenin in his famous article, “On Junius’ 
Pamphlet,” * published in October 1916—that is, more than two 
years after the beginning of the war—in which Lenin, criti
cizing a number of very serious political mistakes committed by 
the Left Social-Democrats in Germany, speaks of “the weakness 
0/ all German Lefts, who are entangled on all sides in the vile net 
of Kautskyan hypocrisy, pedantry, ‘friendship' for the oppor
tunists"', in which he says that “Junius has not yet freed herself 
completely from the ‘environment’ of the German, even Left Social- 
Democrats who are afraid of a split, are afraid to voice revo
lutionary slogans to the full.”

* Junius was the pen name of Rosa Luxemburg, leader of the Lefts 
in the Social-Democratic Party of Germany.
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Of all the groups in the Second International, the Russian 
Bolsheviks were at that time the only group which, by its organiza
tional experience and ideological training, was capable of under
taking anything serious in the sense of a direct rupture, of a split 
with its own opportunists in its own Russian Social-Democratic 
Party. If the Slutskys attempted, not even to prove, but simply 
to assume that the Russian Bolsheviks headed by Lenin did not 
exert all their efforts to organize a split with the opportunists 
(Plekhanov, Martov, Dan) and to oust the centrists (Trotsky and 
other adherents of the August bloc), then one could argue about 
Lenin’s Bolshevism, about the Bolsheviks’ Bolshevism. But 
the whole point is that the Slutskys dare not even hint at such a 
wild assumption. They dare not, for they are aware that the com
monly known facts concerning the resolute policy of rupture with 
the opportunists of all brands pursued by the Russian Bolshe
viks (1904-12) cry out against such an assumption. They dare 
not, for they know that they would be pilloried the very next day.

But the question arises: Could the Russian Bolsheviks bring 
about a split with their opportunists and centrist conciliators 
long before the imperialist war (1904-12) without at the same 
time pursuing a policy of rupture, a policy of a split with the op
portunists and centrists of the Second International? Who can 
doubt that the Russian Bolsheviks regarded their policy towards 
the opportunists and centrists as a model to be followed by the 
Lefts in the West? Who can doubt that the Russian Bolsheviks 
did all they could to push the Left Social-Democrats in the West, 
particularly the Lefts in the German Social-Democratic Party, 
towards a rupture, towards a split with their own opportunists 
and centrists? It was not the fault of Lenin and of the Russian 
Bolsheviks that the Left Social-Democrats in the West proved 
to be too immature to follow in the footsteps of the Russian Bol
sheviks.

2. Slutsky reproaches Lenin and the Bolsheviks for not reso
lutely and wholeheartedly supporting the German Left Social- 
Democrats, for supporting them only with important reservations, 
for allowing factional considerations to prevent them from 
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giving unqualified support to the Lefts. You want to discuss this 
fraudulent and utterly false reproach. But what is there to dis
cuss? Is it not plain that Slutsky is manoeuvring and trying, by 
hurling a spurious reproach at Lenin and the Bolsheviks, to 
cover up the real gaps in the position of the Lefts in Germany? 
Is it not plain that the Bolsheviks could not support the Lefts 
in Germany, who time and again wavered between Bolshevism 
and Menshevism, without important reservations, without serious
ly criticizing their mistakes, and that to act otherwise would 
have been a betrayal of the working class and its revolution? 
Fraudulent manoeuvres must be branded as such and not made 
a subject of discussion.

Yes, the Bolsheviks supported the Left Social-Democrats in 
Germany only with certain important reservations, criticizing 
their semi-Menshevik mistakes. But for this they ought to be 
applauded, not reproached.

Are there people who doubt this?
Let us turn to the most generally known facts of history.
a) In 1903, serious differences arose between the Bolsheviks 

and the Mensheviks in Russia ou the question of Party member
ship. By their formula on Party membership the Bolsheviks want
ed to set up an organizational barrier against the influx of non
proletarian elements into the Party. The danger of such an influx 
was very real at that time in view of the bourgeois-democratic 
character of the Russian revolution. The Russian Mensheviks 
advocated the opposite position, which threw the doors of the 
Party wide open to nonproletarian elements. In view of the impor
tance of the problems of the Russian revolution for the world 
revolutionary movement, the West-European Social-Democrats 
decided to intervene. The Left Social-Democrats in Germany, 
Parvus and,Rosa Luxemburg, then the leaders of the Lefts, also 
intervened. But how? Both supported the Mensheviks against 
the Bolsheviks. They accused the Bolsheviks of having ultra
centralist and Blanquist tendencies. Subsequently, these vulgar 
and philistine epithets were caught up by the Mensheviks and 
spread far and wide.
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b) In 1905, differences developed between the Bolsheviks and 
the Mensheviks in Russia on the question of the character of the 
Russian revolution. The Bolsheviks advocated an alliance be
tween the working class and the peasantry under the hegemony of 
the proletariat. The Bolsheviks asserted that the objective must 
be a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and 
the peasantry for the purpose of passing immediately from the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution to the socialist revolution, with 
the support of the rural poor secured. The Mensheviks in Russia 
rejected the idea of the hegemony of the proletariat in the bour
geois-democratic revolution; as against the policy of alliance 
between the working class and the peasantry they preferred the 
policy of agreement with the liberal bourgeoisie; and they declared 
that the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat 
and the peasantry was a reactionary Blanquist scheme which 
ran counter to the development of the bourgeois revolution. 
What was the attitude of the German Left Social-Democrats, of 
Parvus and Rosa Luxemburg, to this controversy? They invented 
a utopian and semi-Menshevik scheme of permanent revolution 
(a distorted representation of the Marxian scheme of revolution), 
which was permeated through and through with the Menshevik 
repudiation of the policy of alliance between the working class 
and the peasantry, and opposed this scheme to the Bolshevik 
scheme of the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the pro
letariat and the peasantry. Subsequently, this semi-Menshevik 
scheme of permanent revolution was caught up by Trotsky (in part 
by Martov) and transformed into a weapon of struggle against 
Leninism.

e) In the period before the war, one of the most urgent ques
tions that confronted the parties of the Second International was 
the national and colonial question, the question of the oppressed 
nations and colonies, the question of liberating the oppressed na
tions and colonies, the question of the paths to be followed in 
the struggle against imperialism, the question of the paths to be 
followed in order to overthrow imperialism. In the interests of 
developing the proletarian revolution and encircling imperialism, 
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the Bolsheviks proposed the policy of supporting the liberation 
movement of the oppressed nations and colonies on the basis of 
the self-determination of nations, and developed the scheme for 
a united front between the proletarian revolution in the advanced 
countries and the revolutionary-liberation movement of the peo
ples of the colonies and oppressed countries. The opportunists of 
all countries, the social-chauvinists and social-imperialists of all 
countries hastened to rally against the Bolsheviks on this account. 
The Bolsheviks were baited like mad dogs. What position did the 
Left Social-Democrats in the West take up at that time? They 
developed the semi-Menshevik theory of imperialism, rejected the 
principle of self-determination of nations in its Marxian sense (in
cluding secession and formation of independent states), rejected 
the thesis that the liberation movement in the colonies and op
pressed countries was of great revolutionary importance, rejected 
the thesis that a united front between the proletarian revolution 
and the movement for national emancipation was possible, and 
opposed this semi-Menshevik hodgepodge, which was nothing 
but an underestimation of the national and colonial question, to 
the Marxian scheme of the Bolsheviks. It is well known that this 
semi-Menshevik hodgepodge was subsequently caught up by 
Trotsky who used it as a weapon in the struggle against Leninism.

Such were the universally known mistakes committed by the 
Left Social-Democrats in Germany.

I need not speak of the other mistakes of the German Lefts 
which were criticized in various articles by Lenin.

Nor need I speak of the mistakes they committed in apprais
ing the policy of the Bolsheviks in the period of the October 
Revolution.

What do these mistakes committed by the German Lefts 
during the prewar period indicate, if not that the Left Social- 
Democrats, despite their leftism, had not yet rid themselves of 
their Menshevik baggage?

Of course, the record of the Lefts in Germany consists not 
only of serious mistakes. They also have great and important revo
lutionary deeds to their credit. I have in mind a number of their 
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services and revolutionary actions in relation Io questions of in
ternal policy, and in particular, of the electoral struggle, questions 
concerning the struggle inside and outside of parliament, the 
general strike, war, the Revolution of 1905 in Russia, etc. This 
is precisely why the Bolsheviks reckoned with them as Lefts, 
supported them and urged them forward. But this does not and 
cannot remove the fact that the Left Social-Democrats in Ger
many did commit a number of very serious political and theoret
ical mistakes; that they had not yet rid themselves of their 
Menshevik burden and therefore needed the severe criticism of 
the Bolsheviks.

Now judge for yourselves whether Lenin and the Bolsheviks 
could have supported the Left Social-Democrats in the West 
without serious reservations, without severely criticizing their 
mistakes, and whether it would not have been a betrayal of the 
interests of the working class, a betrayal of the interests of the 
revolution, a betrayal of communism, to act otherwise?

Is it not clear that in reproaching Lenin and the Bolsheviks 
for something for which he should have applauded them if he were 
a Bolshevik, Slutsky fully exposes himself as a semi-Menshevik, 
as a masked Trotskyite?

Slutsky assumes that in their appraisal of the Lefts in the West, 
Lenin and the Bolsheviks were guided by their own factional 
considerations; that, consequently, the Russian Bolsheviks sac
rificed the great cause of the international revolution to the inter
ests of their faction. It need hardly be proved that there can be 
nothing more base and despicable than such an assumption. There 
can be nothing more base, for even the basest of Mensheviks are 
beginning to understand that the Russian revolution is not the 
private concern of Russians; that, on the contrary, it is the con
cern of the working class of the whole world,, the concern of the 
world proletarian revolution. There can be nothing more despi
cable, for even the professional slanderers in the Second Inter
national are beginning to understand that the consistent and thor
oughly revolutionary internationalism of the Bolsheviks is a mod
el of proletarian internationalism for the workers of all countries.
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Yes, the Russian Bolsheviks did put in the forefront the funda
mental problems of the Russian revolution, such problems as 
that of the Party, of the attitude of Marxists towards the bour
geois-democratic revolution, of the alliance between the working 
class and the peasantry, of the hegemony of the proletariat, of 
the struggle inside and outside of parliament, of the general 
strike, of the bourgeois-democratic revolution passing into the 
socialist revolution, of the dictatorship of the proletariat, of impe
rialism, of the self-determination of nations, of the liberation 
movement of oppressed nations and colonies, of the policy of 
supporting this movement, etc. They advanced these problems 
as the touchstone on which they tested the revolutionary con
sistency of the Left Social-Democrats in the West. Had they 
the right to do so? Yes, they had. They not only had the right, 
but it was their duty to do so. It was their duty to do so because 
all these problems were also the fundamental problems of the world 
revolution, to whose aims the Bolsheviks subordinated their 
policy and their tactics. It was their duty to do so because only on 
such problems could they really test the revolutionary charac
ter of the various groups in the Second International. The question 
arises: What has the “factionalism” of the Russian Bolsheviks 
and what have “factional” considerations to do with this?

As far back as 1902Lenin wrote in his pamphlet, What Is to 
Be Done? that “history has now confronted us with an immediate 
task which is the most revolutionary of all the 
i m m e d i a t e tasks that confront the proletariat of any coun
try" that “the fulfilment of this task, the destruction of the most 
powerful bulwark, no t only of European, but also of Asiatic reaction 
wouldmake the Russian proletariat the vanguard of the internation
al revolutionary proletariat." Thirty years have elapsed since that 
pamphlet, What Is to Be Done?, appeared. No one will dare deny, 
that the events of this period have brilliantly confirmed Lenin’s 
words. But does it not follow from this that the Russian revolution 
was (and remains) the nodal point of the world revolution; that 
the fundamental problems of the Russian revolution were (and 
are now) also the fundamental problems of the world revolution?
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Is it not obvious that only on these fundamental problems 
■was it possible to put the revolutionism of the Left Social-Dem
ocrats of the West to a real test?

Is it not obvious that those who regard these problems as 
“factional” problems fully expose themselves as base and renegade 
elements?

3. Slutsky asserts that so far there has not been found a suffi
cient number of official documents testifying to Lenin’s (the 
Bolsheviks’) determined and relentless struggle against centrism. 
He employs this bureaucratic thesis as an irrefutable argument 
in favour of the postulate that Lenin (the Bolsheviks) underes
timated the danger of centrism in the Second International. And 
you are willing to open a discussion on this nonsense, this shabby 
pettifoggery. But what is there to be discussed? Is it not perfectly 
clear that by his talk about documents Slutsky is trying to cover 
up the utter inadequacy and falsity of his so-called conception?

Slutsky considers the Party documents now available as inad
equate. Why? On what grounds? Are not the universally known 
documents on the Second International, as well as those dealing 
with the internal Party struggle in Russian Social-Democracy, 
sufficient to demonstrate with full clarity the revolutionary re
lentlessness of Lenin and the Bolsheviks in their struggle against 
the opportunists and centrists? Is Slutsky at all familiar with 
these documents? What other documents does he need?

Let us assume that, in addition to the documents already known, 
a mass of other documents were found, containing, say, more res
olutions of the Bolsheviks urging the necessity of wiping out 
centrism. Would that mean that th© mcrC ôXlSt6±j.Cô of written 
documents is sufficient to demonstrate the real revolutionary 
character and the real relentlessness of the Bolsheviks’ attitude 
towards centrism? Who, save hopeless bureaucrats, can rely on 
written documents alone? Who, besides archive rats, does not 
understand that a Party and its leaders must be tested primarily 
by their deeds and not only by their declarations? History knows 
not a few Socialists who readily signed resolutions no matter 
how revolutionary, just for the sake of silencing their annoying



SOME QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE HISTORY OF BOLSHEVISM 493

critics. But that does not mean that they carried out these reso
lutions. Furthermore, history knows not a few Socialists who, 
foaming at the mouth, called upon the workers’ parties of other 
countries to perform the most revolutionary actions imaginable. 
But that does not mean that they did not in their own party, or 
in their own country, shrink from fighting their own opportunists, 
their own bourgeoisie. Is not this why Lenin taught us to test rev
olutionary parties, trends and leaders, not by their declara
tions and resolutions, but by their deeds?

Is it not obvious that if Slutsky really wanted to test the re
lentlessness of Lenin’s and the Bolsheviks’ attitude towards cen
trism, he should have taken as the basis of his article, not a few 
separate documents and two or three personal letters, but a test 
of the Bolsheviks’ by their deeds, their history, their actions? 
Did we not have opportunists and centrists in the Russian Social- 
Democratic Party? Did not the Bolsheviks wage a determined and 
relentless struggle against all these trends? Were not these trends 
ideologically and organizationally connected with the opportu
nists and centrists in the West? Did not the Bolsheviks smash 
the opportunists and centrists as no other Left group did anywhere 
else in the world? How can anyone say after all this that Lenin 
and the Bolsheviks underestimated the danger of centrism? Why 
did Slutsky ignore these facts, which are of decisive importance 
in characterizing the Bolsheviks? Why did he not resort to the 
most reliable method of testing Lenin and the Bolsheviks by their 
deeds, by their actions? Why did he prefer the less reliable method 
of rummaging among casually selected papers?

Because the more reliable method of testing the Bolsheviks 
by their deeds would have upset Slutsky’s whole position in 
a flash.

Because a test of the Bolsheviks by their deeds would have 
shown that the Bolsheviks are the only revolutionary organization 
in the world which has completely smashed the opportunists and 
centrists and driven them out of the Party.

Because the real deeds and the real history of the Bolsheviks 
would have shown that Slutsky’s teachers, the Trotskyites, were
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the principal and basic group which fostered centrism in Rus
sia, and for this purpose created a special organization—the Au
gust bloc, which was a hotbed of centrism.

Because a test of the Bolsheviks by their deeds would have 
exposed Slutsky once and for all as a falsifier of the history of our 
Party, who is trying to cover up the centrism of prewar Trotskyism 
by slanderously accusing Lenin and the Bolsheviks of underes
timating the danger of centrism.

That, comrade editors, is how matters stand with Slutsky and 
his article.

As you see, the editorial board made a mistake in permitting 
a discussion with a falsifier of the history of ohr Party.

What induced the editorial board to take this wrong road?
I think that they were induced to take that road by the rot

ten liberalism which has spread to some extent among a section 
of the Bolsheviks. Some Bolsheviks think that Trotskyism is 
a faction of communism—one which makes mistakes, it is true, 
which does many foolish things, is sometimes even anti-Soviet, 
but which, nevertheless, is a faction of communism. Hence, there 
is a somewhat liberal attitude towards the Trotskyites and 
Trotskyite-minded people. It need hardly be proved that such a 
view of Trotskyism is profoundly wrong and pernicious. As a mat
ter of fact, Trotskyism has long since ceased to be a faction of 
communism. As a matter of fact, Trotskyism is the vanguard of 
the counterrevolutionary bourgeoisie which is fighting communism, 
fighting the Soviet regime, fighting the building of socialism in 
the U.S.S.R.

Who gave the counterrevolutionary bourgeoisie an ideologi
cal weapon against Bolshevism in the form of the thesis that it 
is impossible to build socialism in our country, that the degener
ation of the Bolsheviks is inevitable, etc.? Trotskyism gave it 
that weapon. It is no accident that in their efforts to prove 
the inevitability of the struggle against the Soviet regime all 
the anti-Soviet groups in the U.S.S.R, have been referring to 
the well-known Trotskyite thesis that it is impossible to build 
socialism in our country, that the degeneration of the Soviet 
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government is inevitable, that the return to capitalism is 
probable.

Who gave the counterrevolutionary bourgeoisie in the U.S.S.R, 
a tactical weapon in the form of attempts at open actions aga-inst 
the Soviet regime? The Trotskyites, who tried to organize 
anti-Soviet demonstrations in Moscow and Leningrad on No
vember 7, 1927, gave it that weapon. It is a fact that the anti- 
Soviet actions of the Trotskyites raised the spirits of the bour
geoisie and let loose the wrecking activities of the bourgeois 
experts.

Who gave the counterrevolutionary bourgeoisie an organiza
tional weapon in the form of attempts at setting up underground 
anti-Soviet organizations? The Trotskyites, who organized their 
own anti-Bolshevik illegal group, gave it that weapon. It is a fact 
that the underground anti-Soviet work of the Trotskyites helped 
the anti-Soviet groups in the U.S.S.R, to organize.

Trotskyism is the vanguard of the counterrevolutionary bour
geoisie.

That is why a liberal attitude towards Trotskyism, even though 
the latter is shattered and concealed, is stupidity bordering on 
crime, bordering on treason to the working class.

That is why the attempts of certain “writers” and “historians” 
to smuggle disguised Trotskyite rubbish into our literature must 
be met with a determined rebuff on the part of the Bolsheviks.

That is why we cannot permit a literary discussion with the 
Trotskyite smugglers.

It seems to me that “historians” and “writers” of the Trotskyite 
smuggler category are for the present trying to pursue their smug
gling work along two lines.

Firstly, they are trying to prove that in the period before 
the war Lenin underestimated the danger of centrism, thus leav
ing the inexperienced reader to surmise that Lenin was not yet 
a real revolutionary at that time; that he became one only after 
the war, after he had “re-equipped” himself with Trotsky’s assist
ance. Slutsky may be regarded as a typical representative of 
this type of smuggler.
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We have seen above that Slutsky and Co. are not worth making 
much fuss about.

Secondly, they are trying to prove that in the period prior 
to the war Lenin did not realize the necessity of the bourgeois- 
democratic revolution passing into a socialist revolution, thus 
leaving the inexperienced reader to surmise that Lenin was not 
a real Bolshevik at that time; that he realized this necessity only 
after the war, after he had “re-equipped” himself with Trotsky’s 
assistance. We may regard Volosevich, author of A Course of His
tory of the C.P.S.U.(B.), as a typical representative of this type 
of smuggler.

True, as far back as 1905 Lenin wrote that“/ro7n the democrat
ic revolution we shall at once, and just in accordance with the 
measure of our strength, the strength of the class-conscious and organ
ized proletariat, begin to pass to the socialist revolution,” that “we 
stand for uninterrupted revolution,” that “we shall not stop half
way.” True, a very large number of facts and documents of a 
similar nature can be found in the works of Lenin. But what do 
the Voloseviches care about the facts of Lenin’s life and work? 
The Voloseviches write in order, by camouflaging themselves in 
Bolshevik colours, to drag in their anti-Leninist contraband, to 
utter lies about the Bolsheviks and to falsify the history of the 
Bolshevik Party.

As you see, the Voloseviches are worthy of the Slutskys.
Such are the “paths and crossroads” of the Trotskyite smug

glers.
You understand yourselves that it is not the business of the 

editorial board of the Proletarskaya Revolyutsia to facilitate the 
smuggling activities of such “historians” by providing them with 
a platform for discussion.

The task of the editorial board is, in my opinion, to raise the 
questions concerning the history of Bolshevism to the proper level, 
to put the study of the history of our Party on scientific, Bolshevik 
lines, and to concentrate attention against the Trotskyite and 
all other falsifiers of the history of our Party by systematically 
tearing off their masks.
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This is all the more necessary since even some of our histori
ans—I mean historians without quotation marks, Bolshevik 
historians of our Party—are not free from mistakes which bring 
grist to the mill of the Slutskys and Voloseviches. In this respect, 
even Comrade Yaroslavsky is not, unfortunately, an exception; 
his books on the history of the C.P.S.U.(B.), despite all their 
merits, contain a number of errors in matters of principle and 
history.

With communist greetings,

J. Stalin
Proletarskaya Revolyutsia,
No. 6 (113), 1931

32—592



THE RESULTS OF THE FIRST FIVE-YEAR PLAN

Report Delivered at the Joint Plenum of the Central 
Committee and the Central Control Commission 

of the C.P.S.U.(B.), January 7, 1933

I
THE INTERNATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE 

OF THE FIVE-YEAR PLAN

Comrades! When the Five-Year Plan was published, people 
hardly anticipated that it could be of tremendous international 
significance. On the contrary, many thought that the Five-Year 
Plan was the private affair of the Soviet Union—an important 
and serious affair, but nevertheless a private, national affair of 
the Soviet Union.

History has shown, however, that the international significance 
of the Five-Year Plan is immeasurable. History has shown that 
the Five-Year Plan is not the private affair of the Soviet Union, 
but the concern of the whole international proletariat.

Long before the Five-Year Plan came into being, in the pe
riod when we were finishing our struggle against the interven
tionists and were embarking upon economic development—even in 
.that period Lenin said that our economic development was a mat
ter of profound international significance; that every step forward 
taken by the Soviet government along the path of economic de
velopment was finding a powerful response among the most var
ied strata in capitalist countries and dividing people into two 
camps—the camp of the adherents of the proletarian revolution 
and the camp of its opponents.'

Lenin said at that Lime:
"At the present time we are exercising our main influence on the inter

national revolution by our economic policy. All eyes are turned towards the 
Soviet Russian Republic, the eyes of all working people in all countries of 
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the world, without exception and without exaggeration. This much has been 
achieved.... The struggle in this field is now being waged on a world scale. 
With this problem solved, we shall have won on an international scale cer
tainly and finally. That is why questions of economic development assume 
absolutely exceptional significance for us. On this front we must achieve 
victory by slow, gradual—it cannot be speedy—but steadily increasing 
progress.” (See Vol. XXVI, pp. 410-11.)

This was said at the time when we were bringing to a close 
the war against the interventionists, when we wore passing from 
the military struggle against capitalism to the struggle on the 
economic front, to the period of economic development.

Many years have elapsed since then, and every step forward 
the Soviet government has taken in the sphere of economic de
velopment, every year, every quarter, has brilliantly confirmed 
Comrade Lenin's words.

But the most brilliant confirmation of Lenin’s words is pro
vided by our Five-Year Plan of construction, by the way this 
plan originated, by its development and its fulfilment. Indeed, 
it seems that no step taken along the path of economic develop
ment in our country has found such an echo among the most var
ied strata in the capitalist countries of Europe, America and 
Asia as the question of the Five-Year Plan, its development 
and its fulfilment.

At first the bourgeoisie and its press greeted the Five-Year 
Plan with ridicule. “Fantastic,” “delirium,” “utopia”—that is how 
they dubbed our Five-Year Plan at that time.

Later on, when it began to be evident that the fulfilment of 
the Five-Year Plan was producing real results, they began to 
sound the alarm, asserting that the Five-Year Plan was threaten
ing the existence of the capitalist countries, that its fulfilment 
would lead to the flooding of European markets with goods, to 
intensive dumping and the increase of unemployment.

Still later, when this trick used against the Soviet regime also 
failed to produce the expected results, a series of voyages to the 
U.S.S.R, was undertaken by representatives of all sorts of firms, 
of the press, of societies of various kinds, etc., for the purpose of 
seeing with their own eyes what was actually going on in the 

32*
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U.S.S.R. T am not referring here to the workers’ delegations, 
which, from the very first appearance of the Five-Year Plan, have 
expressed their admiration of the enterprise and successes of the 
Soviet regime and manifested their readiness to support tho work
ing class of the U.S.S.R.

From that time a cleavage began in so-called public opinion, 
in the bourgeois press, in various kinds of bourgeois societies, 
etc. Some maintained that Lhe Five-Year Plan had utterly failed 
and that the Bolsheviks were on the verge of collapse. Others, 
on the contrary, declared that although the Bolsheviks were bad 
people, their Five-Year Plan was working out nevertheless and 
in all probability they would achieve their object.

It will not be superfluous, perhaps, to quote the opinions 
of various bourgeois press organs.

Take, for example, the New York Times, an American news
paper. At the end of November 1932 this paper wrote:

"A Five-Year Industrial Plan which sets out to defy the sense of propor
tion, which drives towards an objective 'regardless of cost,' as Moscow has 
often proudly boasted, is really not a plan. It is a gamble.”

So it seems that lhe Five-Year Plan is not even a plan, but a 
sheer gamble.

And here is the opinion of an English bourgeois newspaper, 
the Daily Telegraph, expressed at the end of November 1932:

“As a practical test of ‘planned economics’ the scheme has quite clearly 
tailed.”

The opinion of the New York Times in November 1932:
“...The collectivizatioif campaign is of course a ghastly failure; It has 

brought Russia to the verge of famine.”
Tire opinion of a bourgeois newspaper in Poland, Gaze ta 

Polska, in the summer of 1932:
‘“The situation seems to show that in its policy of collectivizing the rural 

districts the government of lhe Soviets has reached an impasse.”

The opinion of an English bourgeois newspaper, The Finan
cial Times, in November 1932:
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“Slalin and his par^z, as lhe outcome of their policy, find themselves 
faced with the breakdown of the Five-Year Plan system and frustration of the 
aims it was expected to achieve."

The opinion of the Italian magazine Pc Utica:

“ft would be absurd to think that nothing has been created in four years’ 
work by a nation consisting of a hundred and sixty million, in four years of 
superhuman economic and political effort on the part of a regime of such 
strength as the Bolshevik regime represents. On the contrary, a great deal bas 
been done.... Nevertheless, the catastrophe is evident—it is a fact obvious 
to all. Friends and enemies, Bolsheviks and anti-Bolsheviks, oppositionists 
on the Right and on the Left are convinced of this.”

Finally, the opinion of the American bourgeois magazine 
Current History.

“A survey of the existing posture of affairs in Russia, therefore, leads to 
the conclusion that the Five-Year Program has failed both in terms of its 
announced statistical objectives and more fundamentally in terms of certain 
of its underlying social principles.”

Such are the opinions voiced in one section of the bourgeois 
press.

It is hardly worth while criticizing those who gave utterance 
to these opinions. I think it is not worth while. It is not worth 
while because these “die-hards” belong to lhe species of medie
val fossils to whom facts mean nothing, and who will persist in 
their opinion no matter how our Five-Year Plan is fulfilled.

Let us now turn to the opinion of another section of this 
same bourgeois camp.

Here is lhe opinion of a well-known bourgeois newspaper in 
France, Le Temps, expressed in January 1932:

“The U.S.S.R, has won the first round, having industrialized herself 
without the aid of foreign capital.”

The opinion of Le Temps again, expressed in the summer 
of 1932:

"Communism is completing the process of reconstruction with enormous 
speed, whereas the capitalist system permits only of progress at a slow 
pace.,,. In France, where lhe land ië infinitely divided up among individual 
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property owners, it is impossible to mechanize agriculture; the Soviets 
however, by industrializing agriculture, have solved the problem.... In the 
contest with us the Bolsheviks have proved the victors.”

The opinion of a British bourgeois magazine, The Round 
Table'.

•The development achieved under the Five-Year plan is astounding. 
The tractor plants of Kharkov and Stalingrad, the Amo automobile factory in 
Moscow, the automobile plant in Nizhni-Novgorod, the Dnieprostroy 
hydroelectric project, the mammoth steel plants at Magnitogorsk and Kuz
netsk, the network of machine shops and chemical plants in the Urals— 
which bid fair to become Russia’s Ruhr—these and other industrial achieve
ments all over the country show that, whatever the shortcomings and diffi
culties, Russian industry, like a well-watered plant, keeps on gaining colour, 
size and strength.... She has laid the foundations for future development... 
and has strengthened prodigiously her fighting capacity.”

The opinion of the English bourgeois newspaper The Finan
cial Times'.

“The progress made in machine construction cannot bo doubted, and the 
celebrations of it in the press and on the platform, glowing as they are, are 
not unwarranted. It must be remembered that Russia, of course, produced 
machines and tools, but only of the simplest kind....

“...True, the importation of machines and tools is actually increasing 
in absolute figures; but the proportion of imported machines to those of 
native production is steadily diminishing.... Russia is producing today all 
the machinery essential to her metallurgical and electrical industries; has 
succeeded "in creating her own automobile industry; has established her 
own tool-making industry from small precision instruments to the heaviest 
presses; and in the matter of agricultural' machinery is independent of foreign 
imports....

“...Nor do they agree that the retardation of production in the output 
of such basic industries as iron and coal is so serious as to endanger the ful
filment of the plan in four years..., The one thing certain is that the enormous 
plants now being established guarantee a very considerable increase in the 
output of the heavy industries.”

The opinion of an Austrian bourgeois newspaper, Die Neue 
Freie Presse, expressed in the beginning of 1932:

“We may curse Bolshevism, but we must understand it.... The Five- 
Year Plan is a new huge quantity w’tùch must be taken into account in every 
ççopont|ic calculation,”
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The opinion of a British capitalist, Gibson Jarvie, the presi
dent of the United Dominion Trust, expressed in October 1932:

“Now I want it clearly understood that I am neither Communist nor 
Bolshevist. I am definitely a capitalist and an individualist.... Russia is forg
ing ahead while all too many of our factories and shipyards lie idle and 
approximately 3,000,000 of our people despairingly seek work. Jokes have 
been made about the Five-Year Plan; it has been scoffed at; it has been rid
iculed and its failure has been predicted. You can take it beyond question, 
and you will be wise to accept it, that under the Five-Year Plan much more 
has been accomplished than was ever really anticipated..., In all these 
industrial towns which I visited, a new city is growing up, a city on a definite 
plan with wide streets in the process of being beautified by trees and grass 
plots, houses of the most modern type with plenty of air space between them, 
schools, hospitals, workers’ clubs and the inevitable crèche or nursery, where 
the children of working mothers are cared for.... Don't underrate the Rus
sians or their plans, and don’t make the mistake of believing that the Soviet 
Government must crash.... Russia today is a country with a soul and an 
ideal.... Russia is a country of amazing activity.... I believe that the Russian 
objective is sound.... And perhaps most important of all, all these youngsters 
and these workers in Russia’ have one thing which is too sadly lacking in 
the capitalist countries today, and that is—hope!”

The opinion of the American bourgeois journal The Nation 
expressed in November 1932:

“...the four years of the Five-Year Plan have witnessed truly remarkable 
developments.... Russia is working with wartime intensity on the positive 
task of building the physical and social moulds of a new life. The face of the 
country is being changed literally beyond recognition. This is true of Moscow, 
with hundreds of streets and squares paved with new suburbs, new build
ings, and a cordon of new factories on its outskirts, and it is true of smaller 
and less important cities. New towns have sprung out of the steppe, the 
wilderness, and the desert—not just a few towns, but at least fifty of them 
with populations of from 50,000 to 250,000—all in the last four years, each 
constructed round an enterprise for the development of some natural resource. 
Hundreds of new district power stations and a handful of ‘giants’ like Dniep- 
rostroy are gradually putting reality into Lenin's formula: ‘Electricity plus 
Soviets equals Socialism....’ The- Soviet Union now engages in the large- 
scale manufacture of an endless variety of articles which Russia never before 
produced—tractors, combines, high-grade steels, synthetic rubber, ball 
bearings, high-power diesel motors, 50,000-kilowatt turbines, telephone
exchange equipment, electrical mining machinery, aeroplanes, automobiles, 
lorries, bicycles, çlççtriç-welding equipment, and seyçral hundred types of 
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new machines.... For the first time Russia is mining aluminum, magnesium, 
apatite, iodine, potash, and many other valuable minerals.... The guiding 
landmark on the Soviet countryside is no longer the dome of a rich church 
towering over the ugly mud-thatched peasant huts clustered in the shadow, 
but the grain elevator and the silo. Collectives are building piggeries, barns, 
and houses. Electricity is penetrating the village, and radio and newspaper 
have conquered it. Workers are learning to operate the world’s most modern 
machines; peasant boys make and use agricul tural machinery bigger and more 
complicated than ever America has seen.... Russia is becoming ‘machine- 
minded,' Russia is passing quickly from the age of wood into an age of 
iron, steel, concrete and motors.”

The opinion of an English “Left”-reformist journal, the Glas
gow Forward, expressed in September 1932:

“Nobody can fail to notice the enormous amount of building work that 
is going on.

“New factories, new picture-houses, new schools, new restaurants, new 
clubs, new big blocks of tenements, everywhere new buildings, many 
completed, others with scaffolding....

“It is difficult to convey to the mind of the British reader exactly 
what has been done, and what is being done.

“It has to be seen to be believed. Our own wartime efforts are flea- 
bites to what has been done in Russia. Americans admit that even in the 
greatest rush days in the West there could have been nothing like the 
feverish building activity that is going on in Russia today.

"One sees so many changes in the Russian scene after two years 
that one gives up trying to imagine what Russia will be like in another 
ten years.

“So dismiss from your heads the fantastic scare stories of the British 
press that lies so persistently, so blatantly, so contemptibly about Russia, 
and all the half truths and misconceptions that are circulated by the dilet
tante literary academic intelligentsia that look at Russia patronizingly 
through superior middle-class spectacles without having the slightest under
standing of what is going on....

"Russia is building up a new society on what are, generally speaking, 
fundamentally sound lines. To do this it is taking risks, it is working en
thusiastically with an energy that has never been seen in the world before, 
it has tremendous difficulties inseparable from this attempt to build up so
cialism in a vast, undeveloped country isolated from the rest of the world. 
But the impression I have, after seeing it again after two years, is that of a 
nation making golid progress, planning, creating, constructing in a way 
that is a Bt-rikipg challenge to the hostile capitalist world.”
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Such are the discordant voices and the cleavage in the camp 
of bourgeois circles, of whom some stand for the annihilation 
of the U.S.S.R, with its allegedly bankrupt Five-Year Plan, 
while others, apparently, stand for commercial cooperation with 
the U.S.S.R., obviously calculating that they can obtain 
some advantage for themselves out of the success of the Five- 
Year Plan.

The question of the attitude of the working class in capitalist 
countries towards the Five-Year Plan, towards the successes of 
socialist construction in the U.S.S.R., is in a category by itself. 
It may be sufficient to quote here the opinion of just one of the 
numerous workers’ delegations that come to the U.S.S.R, every 
year, say, for example, the Belgian workers’ delegation. The 
opinion of this delegation is typical of that of all workers’ 
delegations without exception, whether they be English or 
French, German or American, or delegations of other countries. 
Here it is:

“We are struck with admiration at the tremendous amount of construc
tion that we have witnessed during our travels. In Moscow, as well as in 
Makeyevka, Gorlovka, Kharkov, and Leningrad, we could see for ourselves 
with what enthusiasm the work is carried on there. All the machines are the 
most up-to-date models. The factories are clean, well ventilated and well lit. 
We saw how medical assistance and hygienic conditions are provided for 
the workers in the U.S.S.R.

“The workers’ houses are huilt near the factories. Schools and crèches are 
organized in the workers’ towns, and the children are surrounded with every 
care, We could see the difference between the old and the newly constructed 
factories, between the old and the new houses. All that we have seen has 
given us a clear idea of the tremendous strength of the working people who 
are building a new society under the leadership of the Communist Party. In 
the U.S.S.R, we have observed a great cultural revival, while in other coun
tries there is decadence in all spheres, and unemployment reigns. We were 
able to see the frightful difficulties the working people of the Soviet Union 
encounter on their path. We can therefore appreciate all the more the pride 
with which they point to their victories. We are convinced that they will 
overcome all obstacles.”

Here, then, is the international significance of the Five-Year 
Plan. It was enough for ns tQ carry on constructipn work for a 
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matter of two or three years, it was enough for us to show the 
first successes of the Five-Year Plan, for the whole world to split 
up into two camps—the camp of those who never tire of barking 
at us, and the camp of those who are amazed at the successes 
of the Five-Year Plan, not to mention the fact that We have all 
over the world our own camp, which is growing stronger—the 
camp of the working class in the capitalist countries, which re
joices at the successes of the working class in the U.S.S.R, and is 
prepared to support it, to the dismay of the bourgeoisie of the 
whole world.

What does this mean?
It means that there can be no doubt about the international 

significance of the Five-Year Plan, about the international sig
nificance of its successes and achievements.

It means that the capitalist countries are pregnant with the 
proletarian revolution, and that precisely because they are preg
nant with the proletarian revolution, the bourgeoisie would like 
to find in the failure of the Five-Year Plan a fresh argument against 
revolution; whereas, on the other hand, the proletariat is striv
ing to find, and indeed does find, in the successes of the Five- 
Year Plan a fresh argument in favour of revolution, against the 
bourgeoisie of the whole world.

The successes of the Five-Year Plan are mobilizing the revolu
tionary forces of the working class of all countries against capi
talism—such is the indisputable fact.

There can be no doubt that the international revolutionary 
significance of the Five-Year Plan is really immeasurable.

All the more attention, therefore, must we devote to the ques
tion of the Five-Year Plan, of the content of the Five-Year Plan, 
of the fundamental tasks of the Five-Year Plan.

All the more carefully, therefore, must we analyze the results 
of the Five-Year Plan, the results of the execution and fulfilment 
of the Five-Year Plan.
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II

THE FUNDAMENTAL TASK
OF THE FIVE-YEAR PLAN

AND THE PATH OF ITS FULFILMENT

We now come to the question of the Five-Year Plan as such. 
What is the Five-Year Plan?
What was the fundamental task of the Five-Year Plan?
The fundamental task of the Five-Year Plan was to transfer 

our country, with its backward, and in part medieval, technique, 
to the lines of new, modern technique.

The fundamental task of the Five-Year Plan was to convert 
the U.S.S.R, from an agrarian and weak country, dependent upon 
the caprices of the capitalist countries, into an industrial and pow
erful country, fully self-reliant and independent of the caprices 
of world capitalism.

The fundamental task of the Five-Year Plan was, in con
verting the U.S.S.R, into an industrial country, fully to elim
inate the capitalist elements, to widen the front of socialist 
forms of economy, and to create the economic base for the aboli
tion of classes in the U.S.S.R., for the construction of socialist 
society.

The fundamental task of the Five-Year Plan was to create in 
our country such an industrial potential as would be able to re
equip and reorganize, not only the whole of industry, but also 
transport and agriculture—on the basis of socialism.

The fundamental task of the Five-Year Plan was to transform 
small and scattered agriculture into large-scale collective agri
culture, so as to ensure the economic base for socialism in the 
rural districts and thus to eliminate the possibility of the res
toration of capitalism in the U.S.S.R.

Finally, the task of the Five-Year Plan was to create all the 
necessary technical and economic prerequisites for increasing to 
the utmost the defensive capacity of the country, to enable it 
to organize determined resistance to any and every attempt at 



508 J. STALIN

military intervention from outside, to any and every attempt at 
military attack from without.

What dictated this fundamental task of the Five-Year Plan; 
what were the grounds for it ?

The necessity of putting an end to the technical and economic 
backwardness of the Soviet Union, which doomed it to an unen
viable existence; the necessity of creating in the country such 
prerequisites as would enable it not only to overtake but in time 
to outstrip, technically and economically, the advanced capital
ist countries.

Consideration of the fact that the Soviet regime could not 
maintain itself for long on the basis of a backward industry, that 
only a modern large-scale industry, one that is not merely equal 
to but would in time excel the industries of capitalist countries, 
can serve as a real and reliable foundation for the Soviet regime.

Consideration of the fact that the Soviet regime could not 
for long rest upon two opposite foundations: on large scale social
ist industry, which destroys the capitalist elements, and on small, 
individual peasant farming, which engenders capitalist elements.

Consideration of the fact that until agriculture was placed on 
the basis of large-scale production, until the small peasant farms 
were united into large collective farms, the danger of the resto
ration of capitalism in the U.S.S.R, would be the most real of 
all possible dangers.

Lenin said:
“The result of the revolution has been that the political system of 

Russia has in a few months caught up with that of the advanced countries.
“But that is not enough. The war is inexorable; it puts the alternative 

with ruthless severity: either perish, or overtake and outstrip lhe advanced 
countries economically as well Perish or drive full steam 
ahead. That is the alternative with which history has confronted us.” (See 
Vol. XXI, p. 191.)

Lenin said:
“As long as we live in a small-peasant country, there is a surer economic 

basis for capitalism in Russia than for communism. This must be borne in 
mind. Anyone who has carefully observed life in the countryside, as com
pared with life in the towns, knows that we haye not tom up the ro.ots «f 
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capitalism and have not undermined the foundation, the basis of the inter
nal enemy. The latter depends on small-scale production, and there is only 
one way of undermining it, namely, to place the economy of the country, 
including agriculture, on a new technical basis, the technical basis of 
modern large-scale production.... Only when the country has been electri
fied, when industry, agriculture, and transport have been placed on the 
technical basis of modern large-scale industry, only then will we be fully 
victorious." (Sec Vol. XXVI, pp. 46-47.)

These were the principles which guided the Party and led to 
the drawing up of the Five-Year Plan, and which determined the 
fundamental task of the Five-Year Plan.

That is the position in regard to the fundamental task of the 
Five-Year Plan.

But the execution of such a prodigious plan cannot be start
ed haphazardly, just anyhow. In order to carry out such a plan it 
is necessary first of all to find its main link; for only after this 
main link has been found and grasped can all the other links of 
the plan be pulled up.

What was the main link in the Five-Year Plan?
The' main link in the Five-Year Plan was heavy industry, 

with machine building as its core. For only heavy industry is 
capable of reconstructing industry as a whole, as well as the trans
port system and agriculture, and of putting them on their feet. 
It was necessary to start the realization of the Five-Year Plan 
from heavy industry. Hence, the restoration of heavy indus
try had to be made the basis of the fulfilment of the Five- 
Year Plan.

We have Lenin’s directions on this point also:

“The salvation of Russia lies’not only in a good harvest on the peasant 
farms—that is not enough; and not only in the good condition of light in
dustry, which provides the peasantry with consumer goods—this, too, is 
not enough; we also need heavy industry.... Unless we save heavy industry, 
unless we restore it, we shall not be able to build up any industry; and without 
heavy industry we shall be doomed as an independent country.... Heavy 
industry needs state subsidies. If we cannot provide them, then we are 
doomed as. a civilized state—let alone as a socialist state.” (See Vol. XXVII, 
p. 349.)
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But Lhe restoration and development of heavy industry, par
ticularly in such a backward and poor country as our country was 
at the beginning of the Five-Year Plan period, is an extremely 
difficult task; for, as is well known, heavy industry calls for enor
mous financial expenditures and lhe availability of a certain min
imum of experienced technical forces, without which the resto
ration of heavy industry is quite impossible. Did the Party know 
this, and did it take this into consideration? Yes, it did. Not 
only did the Party know this, but it announced it for all to hear. 
The Party knew bow heavy industry had been built up in England, 
Germany and America. It knew that in those countries heavy 
industry had been built up either with the aid of big loans, or by 
plundering other countries, or by both methods simultaneously. 
The Party knew that those paths were closed to our country. What, 
then, did it count on? It counted on our country’s own resources. 
It counted on the fact that, with a Soviet government at the helm, 
and the land, industry, transport, the banks and trade nation
alized, we could pursue a regime of strict economy in order to 
accumulate sufficient resources for the restoration and develop
ment of heavy industry. The Party declared frankly that this would 
call for serious sacrifices, and that it was our duty openly and con
sciously to make these sacrifices if we wanted to achieve our goal. 
The Party counted on carrying through this task with the aid of 
the internal resources of our country—without usurious credits 
and loans from outside.

Here is what Lenin said on this score:

“We must strive to build up a state in which the workers retain their 
leadership in relation to the peasants, in which they retain the confidence of 
the peasants, and, by exercising the greatest economy, remove every trace of 
extravagance from our social relations.

“We must reduce our state apparatus to the utmost degree of econ
omy. We must remove from it all traces of extravagance, of which so 
much has been left over from tsarist Russia, from its bureaucratic capi
talist apparatus

“Will not this be the reign of peasant narrowness?
“No. If we see to it that the working class retains its leadership of the 

peasantry, we shall be able, by exercising the greatest possible economy in the 
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economic life of our state, to use every kopek we save to develop our large- 
scale machine industry, to develop electrification, the hydraulic extraction 
of peat, to finish the construction of Volkhovstroy, etc.

“In this, and this alone, lies our hope. Only when we have done this 
will we, speaking figuratively, be able to change horses, to change from the 
peasant, muzhik horse of poverty, from the horse of economy fit for a ruined 
peasant country, to the horse w’hich the proletariat is seeking and cannot 
but seek—the horse of large-scale machine industry, of electrification, of 
Volkhovstroy, etc.” (See Vol. XXVII, p. 417.)

To change from the muzhik horse of poverty to the horse of 
large-scale machine industry—such was the aim the Party 
pursued in drawing up the Five-Year Plan and working for its ful
filment.

To exercise the strictest economy and to accumulate the re
sources necessary for financing the industrialization of our coun
try— such was the road that had to be taken in order to se
cure the restoration of heavy industry and Lo carry out the Five- 
Year Plan.

A bold task? A difficult road? But our Party is called a Lenin
ist Party precisely because it has no right to fear difficulties.

More than that. The Party’s confidence in the feasibility of 
the Five-Year Plan and its faith in the forces of the working class 
were so strong that the Party found it possible to undertake the 
fulfilment of this difficult task not in five years, as was provided 
for in the Five-Year Plan, but in four years, or, strictly speak
ing, in four years and three months, if the special quarter be 
added.

This is what gave rise to the famous slogan “The Five-Year 
Plan in Four Years.”

And what happened?
Subsequent facts have proved that the Party was right.
The facts have proved that if it had been wanting in boldness 

and lacking confidence in the forces of the working class, the Par
ty could not have achieved the victory of which we are now so 
justly proud.
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III

THE RESULTS
OF THE FIVE-YEAR PLAN IN FOUR YEARS 

IN THE SPHERE OF INDUSTRY

Let us now take up the results of the fulfilment of the Five- 
Year Plan.

What are the results of the Five-Year Plan in four years in 
the sphere of industry!

Have we achieved victory in this sphere?
Yes, we have. And not only that, but we have accomplished 

more than we expected, more than the hottest heads in our Par
ty could have expected. Even our enemies do not deny this now; 
and certainly our friends cannot deny it.

We did not have an iron and steel industry, the foundation for 
the industrialization of the country. Now we have this industry.

We did not have a tractor industry. Now we have one.
We did not have an automobile industry. Now we have one.
We did not have a machine-tool industry. Now we have one.
We did not have a big and up-to-date chemical industry. 

Now we have one.
We did not have a real and big industry for the production 

of modern agricultural machinery. Now we have one.
We did not have an aircraft industry. Now we have one.
In output of electric power we were last on the list. Now we 

rank among the first.
In output of oil products and coaj we were last on the list. 

Now we rank among the first.
We had only one coal and metallurgical base—in the Uk

raine—which we barely managed to keep going. We have not on
ly succeeded in improving this base, but have created a new coal 
and metallurgical base—in the East—which is the pride of our 
country.

We had only one. centre of the textile industry—in the North 
of our country. As a result of our efforts we will have in the very 
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near future two new centres of the textile industry—in Central 
Asia and Western Siberia.

And we have not only created these new great industries, but 
have created them on a scale and in dimensions that eclipse the 
scale and dimensions of European industry.

And as a result of all this the capitalist elements have 
been completely and irrevocably eliminated from industry, and 
socialist industry has become the sole form of industry in the 
U.S.S.R.

And as a result of all this our country has been converted from 
an agrarian into an industrial country; for the proportion of in
dustrial output, as compared with agricultural output, has risen 
from 48 per cent of the total in the beginning of the Five-Year 
Plan period (1928) to 70 per cent at the end of the fourth year of 
the Five-Year Plan period (1932).

And as a result of all this we have succeeded by the end of 
the fourth year of the Five-Year Plan period in fulfilling the total 
program of industrial output, which was drawn up for five years, 
to the extent of 93.7 per cent, thereby increasing the volume of in
dustrial output more than threefold as compared with the prewar 
output, and more than twofold as compared with that of 1928. As 
for the Five-Year Plan program of output for heavy industry, 
we have fulfilled that to the extent of 108 per cent.

It is true that we are 6 per cent short of fulfilling the total 
program of the Five-Year Plan. But this is due to the fact that in 
order to bolster up our defences, in view of the refusal of neighbour
ing countries to sign pacts of nonaggression with us, and of the 
complications that arose in the Far East, we were obliged hastily to 
switch a number of factories to the production of modern weapons 
of defence. And since this involved the necessity of going through 
a certain period of preparation, these factories had to suspend pro
duction for four months, which could not but affect the fulfilment 
of the total program provided for in the Five-Year Plan during 
1932. As a result of this operation we have completely filled the 
gaps in our defences. But this was bound to affect the fulfilment of 
the program provided for in the Five-Year Plan. It is beyond any 

33—592
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doubt that, but for this circumstance, we would not only have 
fulfilled, but even overfulfilled the total production figures of 
the Five-Year Plan.

Finally, as a result of all this the Soviet Union has been con
verted from a weak country, unprepared for defence, into a country 
mighty in defence, a country prepared for every contingency,a 
country capable of producing on a mass scale all modern weapons of 
defence and of equipping its army with them in Lhe event of an 
attack from without.

Such, in general terms, are lhe results of the Five-Year Plan 
in four years in the sphere of industry.

Now you may judge for yourselves what all Lhe talk in the 
bourgeois press about Lhe “failure” of lhe Five-Year Plan in Lhe 
sphere of industry is worth after this?

And what is the position in regard to growth of industrial 
output in the capitalist countries, which are now passing through 
a severe crisis?

Here are the generally known official figures.
While by the end of 1932 the volume of industrial output in 

the U.S.S.R, rose to 334 per cent of the prewar output, the volume 
of industrial output in the U.S.A, dropped in this same period 
to 84 per cent, in England to 75 .per cent, in Germany to 62 
per cent.

While by lhe end of 1932 the volume of industrial output in 
the U.S.S.R, rose to 219 per cent of the 2928 output, the volume 
of industrial output in the U.S.A, during this same period 
dropped to 56 per cent, in England to 80 per cent, in Germany to 
55 per cent, in Poland to 54 per cent.

What do these figures show if not that the capitalist system 
of industry has failed to stand the test in the contest with the 
Soviet system; that the Soviet system of industry has all the ad
vantages over the capitalist system.

We are told: This is all very well; many new factories have 
indeed been built, and the foundations for industrialization have 
been laid; but it would have been far better to have abandoned the 
policy of industrialization, lhe policy of expanding the production 
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of means of production, or at least to have relegated it to the back
ground, and to have produced more cotton goods, shoes, clothing, 
and other consumer goods.

It is true that Lhe output of consumer goods fell short of the 
demand, and this creates certain difficulties. But, then, we must 
realize and take into account where such a policy of relegating 
the task of industrialization to Lhe background would have led 
us. Of course, out of the 1,500,000,000 rubles in foreign currency 
that we spent on purchasing equipment for our heavy industries, 
we could have set apart a half for Lhe purpose of importing cot
ton, hides, wool, rubber, etc. Then we would now have more cot
ton goods, shoes and clothing. But we would not have a tractor in
dustry or an automobile industry; we would not have anything 
like a big iron and steel industry; we would not have metal for 
the manufacture of machinery—and we would remain unarmed 
in a surrounding of capitalist countries which are armed with 
modern technique.

We would have deprived ourselves of the possibility of sup
plying our agriculture with tractors and agricultural machinery— 
which means that we would now have no bread.

We would have deprived ourselves of the possibility of achiev
ing victory over the capitalist elements in our country—which 
means that we would have raised immeasurably the chances of 
the restoration of capitalism.

We would not now have all Lhe modern means of defence 
without which it is impossible for a country to be politically in
dependent, without which a country becomes a target for military 
attacks of foreign enemies. Our position would be more or less 
analogous to the present position of China, who has no heavy 
industry and no war industry of her own and which is being 
molested by anyone who cares to do so.

In a word, in that case we would have had military interven
tion; not pacts of nonaggression, but war, dangerous and fatal 
war, a sanguinary and unequal war; for in such a war we would 
be almost unarmed in the face of an enemy who has all the modern 
means of attack at his disposal. 
33*



516 J. STALIN

This is how it works out, comrades.
It is obvious that no self-respecting government and no self- 

respecting Party could adopt such a fatal point of view.
And it is precisely because the Party rejected this antirevolu

tionary line—it is precisely for that reason that it achieved a deci
sive victory in the fulfilment of the Five-Year Plan in the sphere 
of industry.

In carrying out the Five-Year Plan and organizing victory in 
the sphere of industrial development the Party pursued the policy 
of accelerating the development of industry to the utmost. The 
Party, as it were, whipped up the country and spurred it onward.

Was the Party right in pursuing the policy of accelerating 
development to the utmost?

Yes, it was absolutely right.
We had to spur on a country which was a hundred years behind 

time and which was faced with mortal danger because it was be
hind time. Only in this way was it possible to enable the country 
quickly to re-equip itself on the basis of modern technique and 
to emerge on to the highroad at last.

Furthermore, we could not know just when the imperialists 
would attack the U.S.S.R, and interrupt our work of construc
tion; but that they might attack us at any moment, taking ad
vantage of the technical and economic backwardness of our coun
try—of that there could not be any doubt. That is why the Party 
was obliged to spur on the country, so as not to lose time, so as 
to make the utmost use of the respite to create in the U.S.S.R, 
the basis of industrialization which is the foundation of her might. 
The Party could not afford to wait and manoeuvre; it had to pur
sue the policy of accelerating development to the utmost.

Finally, the Party had to put an end, in the shortest possible 
space of time, to the weakness of the country in the sphere of de
fence. The conditions prevailing at the time, the growth of arma
ments in capitalist countries, the collapse of the idea of disarma
ment, the hatred of the international bourgeoisie for the U.S.S.R.— 
all this impelled the Party to accelerate the work of strengthening 
the defences of the country, the foundation of her independence.
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But did the Party have the practical possibilities for pursuing 
(he policy of accelerating development to the utmost? Yes, it 
did. It bad these possibilities, not only because it succeeded in 
good time in rousing the country to make rapid progress, but 
primarily because in the work of extensive new construction it 
could fall back on the old, or renovated, factories and plants, 
which the workers and engineers had already mastered, and which, 
therefore, enabled us to achieve the utmost acceleration of de
velopment.

That was the basis for the rapid advance of new construction, 
for the enthusiasm displayed in the extensive construction work, 
for the rise of heroes and shock workers on construction jobs, 
for the tempestuous rates of development in our country in the 
period of the First Five-Year Plan.

Can it be said that exactly the same policy of accelerating 
development to the utmost must be pursued in the period of the 
Second Five-Year Plan?

No, it cannot.
Firstly, as a result of the successful fulfilment of the Five- 

Year Plan, we have, in the main, already achieved its principal 
object—to place industry, transport, and agriculture on a new, 
modern, technical basis. Is there really any need, after this, 
to urge and spur on the country? This is obviously no longer 
necessary.

Secondly, as a result of the successful fulfilment of the Five- 
Year Plan, we have already succeeded in raising the defences of 
the country to the proper level. Is there really any need, after 
this, to urge and spur on the country? This is obviously no longer 
necessary.

Finally, as a result of the successful fulfilment of the Five-Year 
Plan, we have been able to build scores and hundreds of big new 
factories and works, equipped with new, most up-to-date machin
ery. This means that in the period of the Second Five-Year 
Plan the bulk of industrial output will be provided not by the 
old factories, whose equipment has already been mastered, as was 
(Ji© casp during the period of the First Five-Year Flap, but by th? 
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new factories, whose equipment has not yet been mastered, but 
has still to be mastered. But the mastering of the new enterprises 
and of new machinery presents much greater difficulties than the 
utilization of old, or renovated, factories and plants whose equip
ment has already been mastered. This requires more time, which 
must be spent in raising the skill of the workers and engineers and 
in acquiring the new experience that is needed to make full use of 
the new machinery. Is it not clear after this, that even if we de
sired to we could not in the period of the Second Five-Year Plan, 
particularly during the first two or three years, pursue a policy 
of accelerating development to the utmost?

That is why I think that in the Second Five-Year Plan period 
we will have to adopt less speedy rates of increase in industrial 
output. In the period of the First Five-Year Plan the average 
annual increase in industrial output was 22 per cent. I think that 
in the Second Five-Year Plan we will have to provide for a 13 
to 14 per cent average annual increase in industrial output as a 
minimum. For capitalist countries such a rate of increase in indus
trial output is an unattainable ideal. And not only such a rate 
of increase in industrial output—even a 5 per cent average an
nual increase in industrial output is now an unattainable ideal 
for them. But, then, they are capitalist countries. The Soviet 
Union, with the Soviet system of economy, is altogether differ
ent. Under our economic system we are fully able to obtain, and 
we must obtain, a 13 to 14 per cent annual increase of production 
as a minimum.

In the period of the First Five-Year Plan we succeeded in 
organizing enthusiasm and fervour for new construction, and 
achieved decisive successes. That is very good. But now that is 
not enough. Now we must supplement that with enthusiasm and 
fervour for mastering the new factories and the new machinery, 
for a substantial rise in productivity of labour, for a substan
tial reduction of production costs.

This is the main thing at present.
For only on this basis will we be able, say, in the latter half 

of the §econd Fivp-Year Plan period, to make a fresh powerful 
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spurt both in respect of development and in respect of increasing 
industrial output.

Finally, a few words about the rates of development and per
centages of annual increase of production. Our executives in in
dustry pay little attention to this question. And yet it is a very 
interesting question. What is behind the per cent increase of out
put; what does every per cent of increase imply? Take the year 1925, 
for example, the period of restoration. In that year the increase in 
output was 66 per cent. Gross industrial output amounted Io 
7,700,000,000 rubles. The increase of 66 per cent represented, in 
absolute figures, something over 3,000,000,000 rubles. Hence, 
every per cent of increase was then equal to 45,000,000 rubles. 
Now let us take the year 1928. In that year the increase was 26 per 
cent, i.e., about one third of that in 1925 as far as percentages 
are concerned. Gross industrial output in 1928 amounted lo 
15,500,000,000 rubles. The total increase for the year amounted, 
in absolute figures, to 3,280,000,000 rubles. Thus, every per cent 
of increase was then equal to 126,000,000 rubles, i.e., almost 
three times as much as in 1925, when we had a 66 per cent increase. 
Finally, let us take 1931. In that year the increase was 22 per 
cent, i.e., one third of that in 1925. Gross industrial output in 
1931 amounted to 30,800,000,000 rubles. The total increase, in 
absolute figures, amounted to a little over 5,600,000,000 rubles. 
H ence, every per cent of increase represented more than 250,000,000 
rubles, i.e., six times as much as in 1925, when we had a 66 per 
cent increase, and twice as much as in 1928, when we had a lit
tle over 26 per cent increase.

What does all this show? It shows that in studying the rate 
of increase of output we must not confine our examination to the 
total percentage of increase—we must also take account of what 
lies behind each per cent of increase and of what is the total sum 
of the annual increase of output. For 1933, for example, we are 
providing for a 16 per cent increase, i.e., one fourth that of 1925. 
But this does not mean that the actual increase of output in 1933 
will also be one fourth that of 1925. In 1925 the increase of out
put ip absolute figures, was a little over 3,000,000,000 rubles 
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and each per cent was equal to 45,000,000 rubles. There is no rea
son to doubt that a 16 per cent increase of output in 1933 will 
amount, in absolute figures, to not less than 5,000,000,000 ru
bles, i.e., almost twice as much as in 1925; and each per cent of 
increase will be equal to at least 320,000,000 to 340,000,000 ru
bles, i.e., will represent at least seven times as large a sum as 
each per cent of increase represented in 1925.

That is how things turn out to be, comrades, if we examine 
the question of rates of growth and percentages of increase in 
concrete terms.

Such is the position in regard to the results of the Five-Year 
Plan in four years in the sphere of industry.

IV

THE RESULTS OF THE FIVE-YEAR
PLAN IN FOUR YEARS IN THE SPHERE 

OF AGRICULTURE

Lot us pass on to the question of the results of the Five-Year 
Plan in four years in the sphere of agriculture.

The Five-Year Plan in the sphere of agriculture was a Five- 
Year Plan of collectivization. What did the Party proceed from 
in carrying out collectivization?

The Party proceeded from the fact that in order to consolidate 
the dictatorship of the proletariat and to build up socialist so
ciety it was necessary, in addition to industrialization, to pass 
from small, individual peasant farming to large-scale collective 
agriculture equipped with tractors and modern agricultural ma
chinery, as the only firm basis for the Soviet regime in the rural 
districts.

The Party proceeded from the fact that without collectiviza
tion it would be impossible to lead our country on to the highroad 
of building the economic foundations of socialism, impossible to 
free the vast masses of the labouring peasantry from poverty and 
ignorance,.
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Lenin said:
“There is no escape from poverty for the small farm.” (See Vol. 

XXIV, p. 540.)
Lenin said:
“If we continue as of old on our small farms, even as free citizens on free 

land, we shall still be faced with inevitable ruin.” (See Vol. XX, p. 417.)
Lenin said:
“Only by collective, cooperative, artel labour will it be possible to emerge 

from the impasse into which the imperialist war has driven us.” (See Vol. 
XXIV, p. 537.)

Lenin said:
“It is essential to adopt joint cultivation on large model farms. With

out that there can be no escape from the chaos, from the truly desperate 
condition, in which Russia finds herself.” (See Vol. XX, p. 418.)

Proceeding from this, Lenin arrived at the following funda
mental conclusion:

“Only if we succeed in proving to the peasants in practice the advantages 
of common, collective, cooperative, arlel cultivation of the soil, only if we 
succeed in helping the peasant by means of cooperative or artel farming, will 
the working class, which holds the state power, be really able to convince the 
peasant of the correctness of its policy and to secure the real and durable 
following of the millions of peasants.” (See Vol. XXIV, p. 579.)

It was from these theses of Lenin’s that the Party proceeded 
in carrying out the program of collectivizing agriculture, the 
program of the Five-Year Plan in the sphere of agriculture.

In this connection, the object of the Five-Year Plan in the 
sphere of agriculture was to unite the scattered and small individ
ual peasant farms, which lacked the opportunity of utilizing 
tractors and modern agricultural machinery, into large collec
tive farms, equipped with all the modern implements of highly 
developed agriculture, and to cover unoccupied land with model 
state farms.

The object of the Five-Year Plan in the sphere of agriculture 
was to convert the U.S.S.R, from a small-peasant and backward 
country into » land of large-scale agriculture organized op the 
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basis of collective labour and providing the maximum output for 
the market.

What has the Party achieved in carrying out the program of 
the Five-Year Plan in four years in Lhe sphere of agriculture? 
Has it fulfilled this program, or has it failed?

The Party has succeeded, in a matter of three years, in organ
izing more than 200,000 collective farms and about 5,000 state 
farms specializing mainly in grain growing'and livestock raising, 
and at the same time it has succeeded, in the course of four years, 
in expanding the crop area by 21,000,000 hectares.

The Party has succeeded in getting more than 60 per cent of 
the peasant farms to unite into collective farms which account for 
more than 70 per cent of the land cultivated by peasants; this 
means that we have overfulfilled the Five-Year Plan threefold.

The Party has succeeded in creating conditions which enable 
it to obtain 1,200,000,000 to 1,400,000,000 poods of marketable 
grain annually, instead of 500,000,000 to 600,000,000 pbods, 
as was the case when individual peasant farming predominated.

The Party has succeeded in routing the kulaks as a class, 
although they have not yet been dealt Lhe final blow; lhe labour
ing peasants have been emancipated from kulak bondage and 
exploitation, and a firm economic basis for Lhe Soviet system, the 
basis of collective farming, has been established in the coun
tryside.

The Party has succeeded in converting the U.S.S.R, from 
a land of small-peasant farming into a land where agriculture is 
run on the largest scale in the world.

Such, in general terms, are the results of the Five-Year Plan 
in four years in the sphere of agriculture.

Now you may judge for yourselves what all the talk of the 
bourgeois press about the “collapse” of collectivization, about 
the “failure” of the Five-Year Plan in the sphere of agriculture 
is worth after all this.

And what is the position of agriculture in lhe capitalist coun
tries, which are now passing through a severe agricultural crisis?

Here are the generally known official figures. •
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Tn the principal grain-producing countries the crop area has 
been reduced 8. to 10 per cent. The cotton area in the United 
States has been reduced by 15 per cent; the area under sugar 
beet in Germany and Czechoslovakia has been reduced 22 to 30 
per cent; the area under flax in Lithuania and Latvia has been 
reduced 25 to 30 per cent.

According to the figures of the United States Department of 
Agriculture, the value of the gross output of agriculture in the Unit
ed States dropped from $11,000,000,000 in 1929 to $5,000,000,000 
in 1932. The value of the gross output of grain in that country 
dropped from $1,288,000,000 in 1929 to $391,000,000 in 1932. 
The value of the cotton crop in that country dropped from 
$1,389,000,000 in 1929 to $397,000,000 in 1932.

Do not all these facts testify to the superiority of the Soviet 
system of agriculture over the capitalist system? Do not these 
facts go to show that the collective farms are a more virile form 
of farming than individual and capitalist farms?

It is said that collective farms and state farms do not always 
pay, that they eat up an enormous amount of funds, that there 
is no sense in maintaining such enterprises, that it would be more 
expedient to dissolve them and to leave only those that pay. But 
only people who understand nothing about national economy, 
about economics, can say such things. A few years ago more than 
half of our texlile mills did not pay. Some of our comrades sug
gested at the Lime that we should close down these mills. What 
would have happened had we followed their advice? We would 
have committed an enormous crime against the country, against 
the working class; for by doing that we would have ruined our 
rising industry. What did we do at that time? We persevered for 
a little more than a year, and finally succeeded in making the 
whole of our textile industry pay. And what about our automobile 
plant at Gorky? It does not pay as yet either. Would you, perhaps, 
have us close it down? Or our iron and steel industry, which does 
not pay as yet either? Shall we close that down, too, comrades? 
If this is going to be our view of whether a thing pays or not, 
then we ought to develop to the utmost only a fpw industries,
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those which are the most profitable, as, for example, Lheconfec
tionery industry, flour milling, Lhe perfumery industry, the 
knitted goods industry, the toy industry, etc. Of course, 1 am not 
opposed to developing these industries. On the contrary, they 
must be developed, for they, too, are needed for lhe population. 
But, in the first place, they cannot be developed without equip
ment and fuel, which are provided by the heavy industries. In 
the second place, we cannot use them as the basis of industrial
ization. That is the position, comrades.

We cannot approach the question of whether a thing pays 
or not from the huckster’s point of view, from the point of view 
of Lhe immediate present. We must approach it from the point 
of view of national economy as a whole, over a period of several 
years. Only such a point of view can be called a truly Leninist, 
a truly Marxist one. And this point of view is essential not only 
in regard to industry, but also, and to an even greater extent, 
in regard to the collective farms and state farms. Just think: 
in a matter of three years we have created more than 200,000 
collective farms and about 5,000 state farms, i.e., we have creat
ed entirely new large enterprises which are as important for 
agriculture as large mills and factories are for industry. Name 
another country which has managed in the course of three years 
to create, not 205,000 new large enterprises, but even 25,000. 
You will not be able to name it; for there is no such country, and 
there has never been one. But we have created 205,000 new 
enterprises in agriculture. It appears, however, that there are 
people who demand that these enterprises should pay imme
diately, and if they cannot pay immediately, they should be 
destroyed and dissolved. Is it not clear that these very strange 
people are envious of the laurels of Herostratus?

In saying that the collective farms and state farms do not pay, 
I do not want to suggest that all of them do not pay. Nothing of 
the kind! Everyone knows that even now we have quite a number 
of collective farms and state farms which are highly profitable. 
We have thousands of collective farms and scores of stale farms 
which fully pay çvpp noyy. These collective farms and state farms 
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are the pride of our Party, the pride of the Soviet government. 
Of course, not all collective farms and state farms are alike. Some 
collective farms and state farms are old, some are new, and some 
are very young. The latter are still weak economic organisms, which 
have not yet fully come out of the mould. They are passing through 
approximately the same period of organizational development 
that our factories and plants passed through in 1920-21. Natu
rally, the majority of these cannot pay yet. But there cannot be 
the slightest doubt that they will begin to pay in the course of 
the next two or three years, just as our factories and mills began 
to pay after 1921. To refuse them assistance and support on the 
grounds that at the present moment not all of them pay would 
be committing a grave crime against the working class and the 
peasantry. Only enemies of the people and counterrevolutionaries 
can assert that the collective farms and state farms are unnecessary.

In putting into effect the Five-Year Plan for agriculture, the 
Party pursued a policy of collectivization at an accelerated tempo. 
Was the Party right in pursuing the policy of an accelerated tempo 
o!' collectivization? Yes, it was absolutely right, even though cer
tain excesses were committed in the process. In pursuing the pol
icy of eliminating the kulaks as a class, and in destroying the 
kulak nests, the Party could not stop half way. It had to carry 
this work to completion.

This is the first point.
Secondly, having tractors and agricultural machinery at its 

disposal, on the one hand, and taking advantage of the absence 
of private property in land (the nationalization of the land!), 
on the other, the Party had every opportunity of accelerating the 
collectivization of agriculture. And, indeed, it achieved tre
mendous successes in this sphere, for it overfulfilled the pro
gram of the Five-Year Plan of collectivization threefold.

Does this mean that we must pursue the policy of an acceler
ated tempo of collectivization in the period of the Second Five- 
Year Plan as well? No, it does not mean that. The point is that, 
in the main, we have already completed the collectivization of 
the’principal regions of the U.S.S.R. Hence, we have done more 
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in this sphere than could have been expected. And we have not 
only, in the main, completed collectivization. We have succeeded 
in making the overwhelming majority of the peasantry realize 
that collective farming is the most acceptable form of farming. 
This is a tremendous victory, comrades. Is it worth while, after 
this, getting into a fever to accelerate the tempo of collectiviza
tion? Clearly, it is not.

Now it is no longer a question of accelerating the tempo of 
collectivization. Still less is it a question as to whether the col
lective farms should exist or not—that question has already been 
answered in the affirmative. The collective farms have come 
to stay, and the road back to old, individual farming is closed 
forever. Thctask now is to strengthen the collective farms ergani- 
zationally’, to oust the sabotaging elements from them; to re
cruit real, tried, Bolshevik cadres for the collective farms, and to 
make them really Bolshevik collective farms.

This is the principal thing today.
This is the position in regard to the five-year plan in four 

years in the sphere of agriculture.

V

THE RESULTS OF THE FIVE-YEAR PLAN
IN FOUR YEARS AS REGARDS THE IMPROVEMENT

OF THE MATERIAL CONDITIONS
OF THE WORKERS AND PEASANTS

I have spoken of our successes in the sphere of industry and 
agriculture, of the progress of industry and agriculture in the 
U.S.S.R. What are the results of these successes as regards the 
improvement of the material conditions of the workers and peas
ants? What are the main results of our successes in the sphere of 
industry and agriculture as regards the radical improvement of 
the material conditions of the working people?

Firstly, the fact that unemployment has been abolished and the 
uncertainty about the future among the workers has been removed.
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Secondly, the fact that almost all of the poor peasants have 
joined the collective farms; that, on this basis, the process of dif
ferentiation among the peasantry into kulaks and poor peasants 
has been checked; and that, as a result, an end has been pul to 
impoverishment and pauperism in the rural districts.

These are tremendous achievements, comrades, achievements 
of which not a single bourgeois state, be it even the most “demo
cratic,” can dream.

In our country, in the U.S.S.R., the workers have long for
gotten unemployment. Some three years ago we had about 1,500,000 
unemployed. It is already two years now since unemployment 
has been completely abolished. And in these two years the work
ers have already forgotten about unemployment, about its 
burden and its horrors. Look at the capitalist countries: what 
horrors are taking place there as a result of unemployment! There 
are now no less than 30,000,000 to 40,000,000 unemployed in 
those countries. Who are these people? Usually it is said of them 
that they are “down and out.”

Every day they try to get work, seek work, are prepared to 
accept almost any conditions of work but they are not given work, 
because they are “superfluous.” And this is taking place at a time 
when vast quantities of goods and products are wasted to satisfy 
the caprices of the darlings of fate, the scions of the capitalists 
and landlords.

The unemployed are refused food because they have no money 
to pay for it; they are refused shelter because they have no mon
ey to pay rent. How and where do they live? They live on the 
miserable crumbs from the rich man's table; by raking refuse bins, 
where they find decayed scraps of food; they live in the slums of 
big cities, and more often in hovels outside of the towns, hastily 
put up by the unemployed out of packing cases and the hark of 
trees. But this is not all. It is not only the unemployed who 
suffer as a result of unemployment. The employed workers, too, 
suffer as a result of it. They suffer because the presence of a large 
number of unemployed makes their position in industry in
secure, makes them uncertain about their future. Today they are 
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employed, but they are not sure that when they wake up tomorrow 
they will not find themselves discharged.

One of the principal achievements of the Five-Year Plan in 
four years is that we have abolished unemployment and have re
lieved the workers of the U.S.S.R, of its horrors.

The same thing must be said in regard to the peasants. 
They, too, have forgotten about the differentiation of the peas
ants into kulaks and poor peasants, about the exploitation of 
the poor peasants by the kulaks, about the ruin which, every year, 
caused hundreds of thousands and millions of poor peasants to 
go begging. Three or four years ago the poor peasants represented 
no less than 30 per cent of the total peasant population in our coun
try. They numbered about 20,000,000; And further back, in the 
period before the October Revolution, the poor peasants repre
sented no less than 60 per cent of the peasant population. Who 
were the poor peasants? They were people who usually lacked ei
ther seed, or horses, or implements, or all of these, for carrying 
on their husbandry. The poor peasants were people who lived in a 
state of semistarvation and, as a rule, were in bondage to the ku
laks—and in the old days, both to the kulaks and to the landlords. 
Not so long ago more than 2,000,000 poor peasants used to go 
south—to the North Caucasus and the Ukraine—every year to hire 
themselves out to the kulaks — and still earlier, to the kulaks 
and landlords. Still larger numbers used to come every year to 
the gates of the factories and swell the ranks of the unemployed. 
And it was not only the poor peasants who found themselves 
in this unenviable position. A good half of the middle peas
ants lived in the same state of poverty and privation as the poor 
peasants. All this is now gone and forgotten.

What has the Five-Year Plan in four years given the poor 
peasants and the lower stratum of the middle peasants? It has 
undermined and smashed the kulaks as a class, thus liberating 
the poor peasants and a good half of the middle peasants from 
bondage to the kulaks. It has brought them into the collective 
farms and placed them in a secure position. It has thus eliminated 
the possibility of the differentiation of the peasantry into
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exploiters—kulaks—and exploited—poor peasants, and abolished 
destitution in the rural districts. It has raised the poor peasants 
and the lower stratum of the middle peasants to a position of se
curity in the collective farms, and has thereby put a stop to the 
process of ruination and impoverishment of the peasantry. Now it 
no longer happens in our country that millions of peasants leave 
their homes every year to seek work in remote paris. To get 
a peasant to go to work outside of his own collective farm it is 
now necessary to sign a contract with the collective farm and, in 
addition, to pay the collective farmer his railway fare. Now there 
are no more cases of hundreds of thousands and millions of peas
ants being ruined and forced to hang around lhe gates of factories 
and mills. That is what used to happen; but that was long ago. 
Now the peasant is in a position of security; he is a member of a col
lective farm which has al its disposal traclors, agricultural ma
chinery, a seed fund, a reserve fund, etc., etc.

That is what the Five-Year Plan has given to the poor peasants 
and to the lower stratum of the middle peasants.

That is the substance of the principal achievements of the 
Five-Year Plan in regard to the improvement of the material con
ditions of the workers and" peasants.

As a result of these principal achievements in regard to the 
improvement of the material conditions of the workers and peas
ants, we have brought about during the period of the First Five- 
Year Plan:

a) A twofold increase over 1928 in the number of workers and 
other employees in large-scale industry, which represents an over
fulfilment of the Five-Year Plan by 57 per cent.

b) An increase in the national income—hence, an increase in 
the incomes of the workers and peasants—to 45,100,000,000 
rubles in 1932, which represents an increase of 85 per cent 
over 1928.

e) An increase in the average annual wages of workers and 
other employees in large-scale industry by 67 per cent as compared 
with 1928, which represents an overfulfilment of the Five-Year 
Plan by 18 per cent.
34—592
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d) An increase in the social insurance fund by 292 per cent as 
compared with 1928 (4,120,000,000 rubles in 1932, as against 
1,050,000,000 rubles in 1928), which represents an overfulfilment 
of the Five-Year Plan by 111 per cent.

e) An increase in public catering facilities, which now pro
vide food for more than 70 per cent of the workers employed in 
the decisive industries, which represents an overfulfilment of the 
Five-Year Plan by 500 per cent.

Of course, we have not yet reached the point where we can 
fully satisfy the material requirements of the workers and peasants; 
and it is hardly likely that we shall reach this point within the 
next few years. But we have unquestionably attained a position 
where the material conditions of the workers and peasants are im
proving from year to year. The only ones who may have any doubls 
on this score are the sworn enemies of the Soviet regime; or, per
haps, certain representatives of the bourgeois press, including some 
of the Moscow correspondents of that press, who probably know 
no more about the economics of nations and the condition of the 
working people than, say, the Abyssinian king knows about 
higher mathematics.

And what is the position in regard to the material conditions 
of the workers and peasants in capitalist countries?

Here are the official figures.
The number of unemployed in the capitalist countries has in

creased catastrophically. In the United States, according to offi
cial figures, the number of employed workers in the manufactur
ing industries alone has dropped from 8,500,000 in 1928 to 
5,500,000 in 1932; and according to the figures of the American 
Federation of Labour, the number of unemployed in the United 
States, in all industries, at the end of 1932, was 11,000,000. In 
Great Britain, according to official statistics, the number of unem
ployed has increased from 1,290,000 in 1928 to 2,800,000 in 1932. 
In Germany, according to official figures, the number of unemployed 
has increased from 1,376,000 in 1928 to 5,500,000, in 1932. This 
is the picture that is observed in all the capitalist countries. 
Moreover, official statistics, as a rule, minimize the number of 
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unemployed; the total number of unemployed in the capitalist 
countries ranges from 35,000,000 to 40,000,000.

The wages of the workers are being systematically cut down. 
According to official figures, average monthly wages in the United 
States have been reduced by 35 per cent as compared with 1928. 
In Great Britain wages have been cut 15 per cent in the same pe
riod, and in Germany as much as 50 per cent. According to the 
estimates of the American Federation of Labour, the American 
workers lost more than $35,000,000,000 as a result of wage cuts 
in 1930-31.

The workers' insurance funds in Great Britain and Germany, 
small as they were, have been considerably reduced. In the United 
States and in France unemployment insurance does not exist, 
or hardly exists at all, and, as a consequence, the number of 
homeless workers and waifs is growing enormously, particularly 
in the United States.

The position is no better as regards the condition of the 
masses of the peasantry in the capitalist countries, where the 
agricultural crisis is utterly undermining peasant farming and is 
forcing millions of ruined peasants and farmers to go begging.

Such are the results of the Five-Year Plan in four years in 
regard to the improvement of the material conditions of the work
ing people of Lhe U.S.S.R.

VI
THE RESULTS OF THE FIVE-YEAR PLAN

IN FOUR YEARS AS REGARDS TRADE TURNOVER 
BETWEEN TOWN AND COUNTRY

Let us now pass on to the question of the results of the Five- 
Year Plan in four years in regard to the growth of trade turnover 
between town and country.

The tremendous growth of the output of industry and agricul
ture, the growth of the marketable surplus both in industry and 
in agriculture, and, finally, the growth of the requirements of 
34*
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the workers and peasants—all this could not but lead, and in
deed has led, to a revival and expansion of trade turnover between 
town and country.

Production ties are the fundamental form of the bond between 
town and country. But production ties alone are not enough. 
They must be supplemented by the bond on the basis of trade in 
order that the ties between town and country may be durable and 
unseverable. This can only be achieved by developing Soviet 
trade. It would be wrong to think thatSoviet trade can be developed 
only along one channel, for example, the cooperative sociétés. 
In order to develop Soviet trade all channels must be used: the 
cooperative societies, the stale trading system, and colleclive- 
farm trade.

Some comrades think that the development of Soviet trade, 
and particularly the development of collective-farm trade, is a 
reversion to the first stage of NEP. This is absolutely wrong.

There is a fundamental difference between Soviet trade, includ
ing collective-farm trade, and the trade that was carried on in 
the first stage of NEP.

In the first stage of NEP we permitted a revival of capitalism, 
permitted private trade, permitted the “activities” of private 
traders, capitalists, profiteers.

That was more or less free trade, restricted only by the regulat
ing role of the state. At that time the private capitalist sector 
occupied a fairly important place in the trade turnover in 
the country. This is apart from the fact that at that time we did 
not have the developed industry we now have, or collective farms 
and state farms working according to plan and placing at the dis
posal of the state huge reserves of agricultural produce and manu
factured goods.

Can it be said that this is the position now? Of course not.
In the first place, Soviet trade cannot be placed on a par with 

trade in the first stage of NEP, even though the latter was regulat
ed by the state. While trade in the first stage of NEP permitted 
the revival of capitalism and the -functioning of the private 
capitalist sector in trade turnover, Soviet trade proceeds from 
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the negation, the absence of both. What is Soviet trade? Soviet 
trade is trade without capitalists, big or small; it is trade with
out profiteers, big or small. It is a special form of trade, which has 
never existed in history before, and which is practised only by 
us, the Bolsheviks, under the conditions of Soviet development.

Secondly, we now have a fairly widely developed state indus
try and a complete system of collective farms and state farms, 
which provide the state with huge reserves of agricultural and 
manufactured goods for the development of Soviet trade. This 
was not the case, nor could it be the case, under the conditions of 
the first stage of NEP.

Thirdly, we have succeeded in the last few years in completely 
eliminating private traders, merchants, and middlemen of all 
kinds from the sphere of trade. Of course, this does not mean that 
private traders and profiteers may not, in accordance with the 
law of atavism, reappear in the sphere of trade and take advantage 
of the most favourable field for them in this respect, namely, 
collective-farm trading. Moreover, collective farmers themselves 
are sometimes prone to engage in profiteering, which does not do 
them honour, of course.But to combat these unhealthy activities we 
have the law recently passed by the Soviet government which pro
vides for the prevention and punishment of profiteering. You know, 
of course, that this law does not err on the side of leniency. You 
will understand, of course, that such a law was not, and could not 
have been, passed under the conditions of the first stage of NEP.

Thus you see that anyone who in spite of these facts talks 
of a reversion to the trade of the first stage of NEP, shows that 
he understands nothing, absolutely nothing, about our Soviet 
economics.

We are told that it is impossible to develop trade, even if it 
is Soviet trade, without a sound money system and a sound cur
rency; that we must first of all achieve the recovery of our money 
system and our Soviet currency, which, it is alleged, is worthless. 
That is what the economists in capitalist countries tell us. I think 
that those worthy economists understand no more about political 
economy than, say, the Archbishop of Canterbury understands 
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about antireligious propaganda. How can it be asserted that our 
Soviet currency is worthless? Is it not a fact that with this cur
rency we built Magnitostroy, Dnieprostroy, Kuznetskstroy, the 
Stalingrad and Kharkov tractor works, the Gorky and Moscow 
automobile plants, hundreds of thousands of collective farms, and 
thousands of state farms? Do those gentlemen think that all these 
enterprises have been built with straw, or clay, and not with real 
materials, having definite value? What is it that secures the 
stability of Soviet currency—if we have in mind, of course, the 
organized market, which is of decisive importance in our trade 
turnover, and not the unorganized market,which is only of subor
dinate importance? Of course, it is not the gold reserve alone. 
The stability of Soviet currency is secured, first of all, by the vast 
quantity of goods held by the state and put into commodity 
circulation at stable prices. What economist can deny that this 
security, which exists only in the U.S.S.R., is a more real guar
antee for the stability of the currency than any gold reserve? 
Will the economists in capitalist countries ever understand that 
they are hopelessly muddled in their theory of a gold reserve 
being the “only” security for the stability of currency?

That is the position in regard to the questions concerning the 
expansion of Soviet trade.

What have we achieved as a result of carrying out the Five- 
Year Plan as regards the development of Soviet trade?

As a result of the Five-Year Plan we have:
a) An increase in the output of light industry to 187 per cent 

of the output in 1928.
b) An increase in cooperative and state retail trade turn

over, which now, calculated in prices of 1932, amounts to 
39,600,000,000 rubles, i.e., an increase in the volume of goods 
in retail trade to 175 per cent of the 1928 figure.

e) An increase in the number of state and cooperative shops 
and stores by 158,000 over that of 1929.

d) The continually increasing development of collective-farm 
trade and of purchases of agricultural produce by various state 
and cooperative organizations.



THE RESULTS OF THE FIRST FIVE-YEAR PLAN •525

Such are the facts.
An altogether different picture of the condition of internal 

trade obtains in the capitalist countries, where the crisis has re
sulted in a catastrophic drop in trade, in the mass closing down 
of enterprises and the ruin of small and medium shopkeepers, in 
the bankruptcy of large commercial firms, and the accumulation 
of a large surplus of goods in the stores while the purchasing 
power of the masses of the working people continues to decline.

Such are the results of the Five-Year Plan in four years in the 
sphere of the development of trade turnover.

VII

THE RESULTS OF THE FIVE-YEAR PLAN
IN FOUR YEARS IN THE SPHERE

OF THE STRUGGLE AGAINST THE REMNANTS 
OF THE HOSTILE CLASSES

As a result of the realization of the Five-Year Plan in the 
sphere of industry, agriculture, and trade we have established the 
principles of socialism in all spheres of the national economy 
and have expelled the capitalist elements from them.

What should this have led to with regard to the capitalist 
elements; and what has it actually led to?

It has led to this: the last remnants of the dying classes—the 
manufacturers and their servitors, the merchants and their 
henchmen, the former nobles and priests, the kulaks and their 
toadies, the former White officers and police officials, policemen 
and gendarmes, all sorts of bourgeois intellectuals of the chau
vinist persuasion, and all other anti-Soviet elements—have been 
thrown out of their groove.

Thrown out of their groove, and scattered over the whole face 
of the U.S.S.R., these “have-beeils” have crept into our plants 
and factories, into our government offices and trading organ
izations, into our railway and water transport enterprises, and, 
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principally, into the collective farms and stale farms. They have 
crept into these places and concealed their identity, donning the 
mask of “workers” and “peasants,” and some of them have even 
managed Lo make their way into the Party.

What did they carry with them into these places? Of course, 
they carried with them a feeling of hatred towards the Soviet 
regime, a feeling of burning enmity towards the new forms of 
economy, life and culture.

These gentlemen are no longer able to launch a frontal attack 
against the Soviet regime. They and their classes made such at
tacks several times, but they were defeated and dispersed. Hence, 
the only thing left them is to do mischief and harm to the work
ers, to the collective farmers, to the Soviet regime and lothe 
Party. And they are doing as much mischief as they can in a 
stealthy, underhand way. They set fire to warehouses and wreck 
machinery. They organize sabotage. They organize wrecking ac
tivities in the collective farms and stale farms, and some of them, 
including certain professors, go to such lengths in their zeal for 
wrecking as to inject the germs of plague and anthrax into the 
cattle on the collective farms and state farms, help to spread men
ingitis among horses, etc.

But that is not the main thing. The main thing in the “acti
vities” of these “have-beens” is that they organize mass theft and 
plundering of state property, cooperative property, and collective
farm property. Theft and plundering in the factories and plants, 
theft and plundering of railway freight, theft and plundering in 
warehouses and commercial enterprises—particularly theft and 
plundering in the state farms and collective farms—such is the 
main form of the “activities” of these “have-beens.” Their class in
stinct, as it were, tells them that the basis of Soviet economy is 
public property, and that it is precisely this basis that must be 
shaken ift order to injure the Soviet regime—and they try indeed 
to shake the foundations of public property, by organizing mass 
theft and plundering.

In order to organize plundering they play on the private- 
property habits and survivals among the collective farmers, the 
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individual farmers of yesterday who are now members of collec
tive farms. You, as Marxists, should know that in its develop
ment the mentality of man lags behind his actual condition. In 
status lhe members of collective farms are no longer individual 
farmers, but collectivists; but their mentality is still the old one— 
that of the owner of private property. And so, the “have-beens” 
from lhe ranks of the exploiting classes play on the private- 
property habits of the collective farmers in order to organize the 
plundering of public wealth and thus shake lhe foundation of the 
Soviet system, viz., public properly.

Many of our comrades look complacently upon such phenomena 
and fail to understand the meaning and significance of this mass 
theft and plundering. They remain blind to these facts and take 
the view that “there is nothing particular in it.” But these com
rades are profoundly mistaken. The basis of our system is public 
property, just as private properly is lhe basis of capitalism. If lhe 
capitalists proclaimed private properly sacred and inviolable 
when they were consolidating lhe capitalist system, there is all 
the more reason why we Communists should proclaim public 
property sacred and inviolable in order to consolidate the new 
socialist forms of economy in all spheres of production and trade. 
To permit theft and plundering of public property—no. mat
ter whether it is slate property or cooperative or collective
farm property—and to ignore such counterrevolutionary outrages 
is tantamount to aiding and abetting the undermining of the 
Soviet system, which rests on pubi improperly as its basis. Il was 
on these grounds that our Soviet Government passed the recent law 
for the protection of public properly. This enactment is the basis 
of revolutionary law at lhe present time. And it is lhe primary 
duly of every Communist, of every worker, and of every collec- • 
live farmer strictly to carry out this law.

Il is said that revolutionary law at the present time does not 
differ in any way from revolutionary law in the first period of 
NEP—that revolutionary law at the present time is a reversion 
to revolutionary law of (be first period of NEP. That is absolutely 
wrong. The edge of revolutionary law in the first period of NEP 
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was directed mainly against the excesses of War Communism, 
against “illegal’’ confiscation and imposts. It guaranteed the secu
rity of the property of the private owner, of the individual farmer 
and of the capitalist, provided they strictly observed the Soviet 
jaws. The position in regard to revolutionary law at the present 
time is entirely different. The edge of revolutionary law at (he 
present time is directed, not against the excesses of War Commu
nism,which long since have ceased,but against thieves and wreckers 
in public economy, against rowdies and pilferers of public proper
ty. The main concern of revolutionary law at the present time is, 
consequently, the protection of public property, and not some
thing else.

That is why it is one of the fundamental tasks of the Parly 
Lo fight'to protect public property, to fight with all the measures 
and all the means placed at our command by our Soviet laws.

A strong and powerful dictatorship of the proletariat— 
that is what we must have now in order Lo scatLer Lhe last rem
nants of Lhe dying classes to Lhe winds and frustrate their thiev
ing designs.

Some comrades interpreted the thesis on the abolition of 
classes, the establishment of classless society, and the withering 
away of the state to mean a justification of laziness and compla
cency, a justification of the counterrevolutionary theory that the 
class struggle is subsiding and that state power is lo be relaxed. 
Needless to say, such people cannot have anything in common 
with our Party. They are either degenerates or double-dealers, 
and must be driven out of the Party. The abolition of classes is not 
achieved by the subsiding of the class struggle, but by its.intensifi
cation. The state will wither away, not as a result of a relaxation 

• of the state power, but as a result of its utmost consolidation, which 
is necessary for the purpose of finally crushing Lhe remnants of 
the dying classes and of organizing defence against the capitalist 
encirclement, which is far from having been done away with as 
yet, and will not soon be done away with.

Asa result of the realization of the Five-Year Plan we have 
succeeded in completely ejecting the remnants of the hostile 
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classes from their positions in production; we have routed the ku
laks and have prepared the ground for their elimination. Such 
are the results of the Five-Year Plan in the sphere of the struggle 
against the last detachments of the bourgeoisie. But that is not 
enough. The task is to eject these “have-beens” from our enter
prises and institutions and to render them utterly harmless.

It cannot be said that these “have-beens” can alter anything 
in the present position of the U.S.S.R, by their wrecking and thiev
ing machinations. They are too weak and impotent to withstand 
the measures adopted by the Soviet government. But if our com
rades do not arm themselves with revolutionary vigilance and 
do not actually put an end to the smug, petty-bourgeois attitude 
towards theft and plundering of public property, these “have- 
beens” will be able to do considerable mischief.

We must bear in mind that the growth of the power of the 
Soviet state will intensify the resistance of the last remnants of 
the dying classes. It is precisely because they are dying and their 
days are numbered that they will go on from one form of attack 
to other, sharper forms of attack; they will appeal to the back
ward sections of the population and try to mobilize them against 
the Soviet regime. There is no mischief and slander that these 
“have-beens” will not resort to against the Soviet regime and 
around which they will not try to rally the backward elements. 
This may provide grounds for a revival of the activities of the 
defeated groups of the old counterrevolutionary parties: the So
cialist-Revolutionaries, the Mensheviks, and the bourgeois na
tionalists in the centre and in the border regions; it may also pro
vide grounds for a revival of the activities of the fragments of 
countdrrevolutionary opposition elements, the Trotskyites and 
Right deviationists. Of course, there is nothing terrible in this. 
But we must bear all this in mind if we want to get rid of these 
elements quickly, and without unnecessary sacrifice.

That is why revolutionary vigilance is the quality that Bol
sheviks particularly need at the present time.
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VIII

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Such are the main results of the realization of the Five-Year 
Plan in the sphere of industry and agriculture, as regards the 
improvement of the conditions of life of the working people 
and the development of trade turnover, as regards the consoli
dation of the Soviet regime and the development of the class 
struggle against the remnants and survivals of the dying- 
classes.

Such are the successes and gains the Soviet regime has 
achieved in the past four years.

It would be a mistake to think that since these successes have 
been attained everything is as it should be. Of course, not every
thing with us is yet as it should be. There are plenty of defects and 
mistakes in our work. Inefficiency and confusion are still to be 
met in our practical work. Unfortunately, I cannot now stop to 
deal with defects and mistakes, as the limits of the report I 
was instructed to make do not give me sufficient scope for this. 
But that is not the point just now. The point is that, notwith
standing defects and mistakes, whose existence none of us 
denies, we have achieved important successes which evoke 
admiration among the working class all over the world—we 
have achieved a victory which is truly of world-wide historic 
significance.

What are the principal factors that could and actually did 
bring it about that, despite mistakes and defects, the Party has 
nevertheless achieved decisive successes in carrying out the Five- 
Year Plan in four years?

What are the main forces that have ensured this historical 
victory for us in spite of everything?

They are, first and foremost, the activity and devotion, the 
enthusiasm and initiative of the millions of workers and collec
tive farmers, who, together with the engineering and technical 
forces, displayed colossal energy in developing socialist emu!a- 
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tion and shock work. There can be no doubt that without this we 
could not have achieved our goal, we could not have advanced 
a single step.

Secondly, the firm leadership of the Party and of the Govern
ment, which urged the masses forward and overcame all the ob
stacles that stood in the path to the goal.

And, lastly, the special merits and advantages of the Soviet 
system of economy, which bears within itself the colossal poten
tialities necessary for overcoming difficulties.

Such are the three main forces that brought about the historic 
victory of the U.S.S.R.

General conclusions:
1. The results of the Five-Year Plan have refuted the assertions 

of the bourgeois and Social-Democratic leaders that the Five- 
Year Plan was a fantasy, delirium, an unattainable dream. The 
résults of the Five-Year Plan show that the Five-Year Plan has 
already been fulfilled.

2. The results of the Five-Year Plan have shattered the well- 
known bourgeois “article of faith” that the working class is inca
pable of building anything new—that it is capable only of de
stroying the old. The results of the Five-Year Plan have shown 
that the working class is as able to build the new as to destroy 
the old.

3. The results of the Five-Year Plan have shattered the thesis 
of the Social-Democrats that it is impossible to build socialism 
in one separate country. The results of the Five-Year Plan have 
shown that it is quite possible to build a socialist society in one 
country; for the economic foundations of such a society have 
already been laid in the U.S.S.R.

4. The results of the Five-Year Plan have refuted the asser
tion of bourgeois economists that the capitalist system of economy 
is the best of all systems—that every other system of economy 
is unstable and incapable of standing the test of the difficulties 
attending economic development. The results of the Five-Year 
Plan have shown that the capitalist system of economy is bank
rupt and unstable; that it has become obsolete and must give way 
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to another, a higher, Soviet, socialist system of economy; that 
the only system of economy that has no fear of crises and is able 
to overcome the difficulties which capitalism cannot solve—is 
the Soviet system of economy.

5. Finally, the results of the Five-Year Plan have shown that 
the Communist Party is invincible, if it knows its goal, and if it 
is not afraid of difficulties.

{Loud and prolonged applause, rising to an ovation. All 
rise to greet Comrade Stalin.)



WORK IN THE RURAL DISTRICTS

Speech Delivered at the Joint Plenum 
of the Central Committee and the Central Control 

Commission of the C.P.S.UJB.), 
January 11, 1933

Comrades! I think that the previous speakers have correctly 
described the state of Party work in the rural districts, its defects 
and its merits—particularly its defects. Nevertheless, it seems 
to me that they have failed to mention the most important thing 
about the defects of our work in the rural districts; they have not 
disclosed the roots of these defects. And yet this aspect is of 
the greatest interest to us. Permit me, therefore, to express my 
opinion on Lhe defects of our work in the rural districts; to 
express it with all the straightforwardness characteristic of the 
Bolsheviks.

What was the main defect in our work in the rural districts 
during the past year, 1932?

The main defect was that our grain purchases in 1932 were ac
companied by greater difficulties than in the previous year, in 1931.

This cannot be explained by the bad state of the harvest; 
for in 1932 our harvest was not worse, but better than in the pre
ceding year. No one can deny that the total amount of grain har
vested in 1932 was larger than in 1931, when the drought in five 
of the main districts of the northeastern part of the U.S.S.R, 
considerably reduced the country’s grain balance. Of course, in 
1932 we also suffered a certain loss of crops, as a consequence of un
favourable climatic conditions in the Kuban and Terek regions, 
and also in certain districts of the Ukraine. But there can be 
no doubt whatever that these losses do not amount to' half the loss 
we suffered in 1931 as a result of the drought in the northeastern 
districts of the U.S.S.R. Hence, in 1932 we had more grain in the 
country than in 1931. And yet, despite these circumstances, our
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grain purchases were accompanied by greater difficulties in 1932 
Ilian in the previous year.

What was lhe trouble? What are the reasons for this defect in 
our work? How is this disparity to be explained?

I. Il is to be explained, in lhe first place, by lhe fact that our 
comrades in the localities, our Parly workers in the rural dis
tricts, failed to lake into consideration the new situation created 
in the rural districts by authorization of collective-farm trade in 
grain. And precisely because they failed to take the new situation 
into consideration, precisely for that reason, were they unable 
to reorganize their work along new lines to fit in with the new 
situation. It was one thing, as regards the situation in the rural 
districts, when there was no collective-farm trading in grain, 
when we did not have two prices for grain—the state price and 
the market price. When collective-farm trade in grain was author
ized, the situation was bound to change sharply, because the au
thorization of collective-farm trading implies the legalization of.a 
market price for grain higher than the established state price. 
There is no need to prove that this circumstance was bound to 
bring about a certain reluctance among the peasants to deliver 
their grain to the state. The peasant calculated as follows: “Col
lective-farm trade in grain has been authorized; market prices 
have been legalized; in the market I can obtain more for a given 
quantity of grain than I can get for the same quantity if I deliver 
it to the stale—hence, if I am not a fool, I must hold on to my 
grain, deliver less to the state, leave more grain for collective
farm trade, and in this way get more for the same quantity of 
grain sold.”

It is the simplest and most natural logic!
But the unfortunate thing is that Party workers in the rural 

districts, at all events many of them, failed to understand this 
simple and natural thing. In order to prevent the disruption of 
the tasks set by the. Soviet government, the Communists, in this 
new situation, should have done everything to increase and speed 
up grain purchases from the very first days of the harvest, as early 
as July 1932. That was what the situation demanded. But what 
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did they actually do? Instead of speeding up grain purchases, they 
began to speed up the formation of all sorts of grain funds, thus 
encouraging the grain producers in their reluctance to fulfil their 
obligations to the slate. Failing to understand the new situation, 
they began to fear, not lhat the reluctance of the peasants to de
liver grain might impede the grain purchases, but Lhat it would 
not occur to the peasants to withhold some of the grain in order, 
later on, to place it on the market for collective-farm trading; 
that perchance they would go ahead and deliver all their grain 
to the elevators.

In other words, our rural Communists, the majority of them 
at all events, grasped only the positive aspect of collective-farm 
trading; they understood and assimilated its positive aspect, but 
absolutely failed to understand and to assimilate the negative 
aspects of collective-farm trading—they failed to understand that 
the negative aspects of collective-farm trading would bring great 
harm to the state if they, i.e., the Communists, did not begin 
to speed up the grain-purchasing campaign to the utmost from 
the very first days of the harvest.

And this mistake was committed not only by Party workers 
on the collective farms. It was committed also hy directors of 
state farms, who criminally held up grain which ought to have 
been delivered to the state and began to sell it on the side at a 
higher price.

Did the Council of People’s Commissars and the Central Com
mittee take into consideration the new situation that would arise 
as a result of collective-farm trading in grain when they issued 
their decision on the development of collective-farm trade? Yes, 
they did take it into consideration. In that decision it is plainly 
stated that collective-farm trading in grain may be started only 
after the plan of grain purchases has been wholly and entirely 
fulfilled, and after the seed has been stored. It is plainly stated 
in the decision that only after the grain purchases have been com
pleted and the seed stored—approximately by January 15, 1933— 
Lhat only after these conditions have been fulfilled may collective
farm trading in grain be begun. By this decision the Council 

35—592
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of People’s Commissars and the Central Committee said, as it 
were, to our Party workers in the rural districts: Do not allow 
your attention to be diverted by worries about all sorts of funds 
and reserves; do not be diverted from the main task; launch the 
grain-purchasing campaign from the very first days of the har
vest, and speed it up; for the first commandment is—fulfil the 
plan of grain purchases; the second commandment is—get the 
seed stored; and only after these conditions have been fulfilled 
may collective-farm trading in grain be started and developed.

Perhaps the Political Bureau of the Central Committee and 
the Council of People's Commissars made a mistake in not empha
sizing this aspect of the matter strongly enough and in not warn
ing our Party workers in the rural districts loudly enough about 
the dangers latent in collective-farm trading. But there can be 
no doubt whatever that they did warn against these dangers, and 
uttered the warning sufficiently clearly. It must be admitted that 
the Central Committee and the Council of People’s Commissars 
somewhat overrated the degree of the Leninist training and insight 
of our Party workers in the localities, not only loaders of district 
bodies, but also a number of leaders of regional bodies.

Perhaps collective-farm trading in grain should not have been 
authorized? Perhaps this was a mistake, particularly if we bear 
in mind that collective-farm trading has not only positive as
pects, but also certain negative aspects?

No, it was not a mistake. No revolutionary measure can be 
safeguarded against certain negative aspects if it is not properly 
applied. The same must be said of collective-farm trading in 
grain. Collective-farm trading is necessary and advantageous to 
the rural districts as well as to the towns, to the working class 
as well as to the peasantry. And precisely because it is advanta
geous it had to be introduced.

What were the Council of People’s Commissars and the Cen
tral Committee guided by when they introduced collective-farm 
trading in grain?

First of all, by Lhe consideration that this would widen the 
base for trade turn over between town and country, and thus
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improve the supply of agricultural produce to the workers and 
of urban manufactures to the peasants. There can be no doubt that 
state and cooperative trade alone are not sufficient. These channels 
of trade turnover had to be supplementèd by a new channel — 
collective-farm trading. And we have supplemented them by 
introducing collective-farm trading.

Further, they were guided by the consideration that collective
farm trading in grain would give the collective farmers an addi
tional source of income and strengthen their economic position.

Finally, they were guided by the consideration that the in
troduction of collective-farm trading would give the peasants a 
fresh stimulus for improving the work of the collective farms both 
in regard to sowing and harvesting.

As you know, all these considerations by which the Council 
of People’s Commissars and the Central Committee were guided 
have been fully and entirely confirmed by the recent facts in the 
life of the collective farms. The accelerated process of consolida
tion of the collective farms, the cessation of withdrawals of mem
bers from the collective farms, the growing eagerness of individ
ual farmers to join the collective farms, the tendency of the col
lective farmers to show greater discrimination in accepting new 
members—all this, and much of a like character, shows beyond 
a doubt that collective-farm trading has not only not weakened, 
but, on the contrary, has strengthened and consolidated the posi
tion of the collective farms,

Hence, the defects in our work in the rural districts are not 
to be explained by collective-farm trading, but by the fact that 
it is not always properly conducted; by inability to take into con
sideration the new situation; by inability to reorganize our ranks 
to cope with the new situation created by the authorization of 
collective-farm trade in grain.

2. The second reason for the defects in. our work in the rural 
districts is that our comrades in the localities—ancb not only 
those comrades—have failed to understand the change that has 
taken place in the conditions of our work in thé.rural districts as 
a result of the consolidation of the predominant position of the 

35*
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collective farms in the principal grain-growing districts. We all 
rejoice at the fact that the collective form of farming has become 
the predominant form in our grain-growing districts. But not 
all of us realize that this circumstance does not diminish, but in
creases our cares and responsibilities in regard to the development 
of agriculture. Many think that once we have achieved, say, 70 or 
80 per cent of collectivization in a given district, or in a given 
region, we have got all we need, and can now let things take their 
natural course, let things go their own way, on the assumption that 
collectivization will do its work itself and will itself raise agricul
ture to a higher level. But this is a profound delusion, comrades. 
As a matter of fact the transition to collective farming as the 
predominant form-of farming does not diminish, but increases our 
cares in regard to agriculture; does not diminish but increases the 
leading role of the Communists in raising agriculture to a higher 
level. Letting things take their own course is now more danger
ous than ever for the development of agriculture. Letting things 
take their own course may prove fatal to the whole undertaking.

As long as the individual farmer predominated in the rural 
districts the Party could confine its intervention in the develop
ment of agriculture to certain acts of assistance, advice, and warn
ing. At that time the individual farmer had to take care of his 
farm himself; for he had no one upon whom to throw the responsi
bility for his farm, which was his own personal farm, and he had 
no one to rely upon except himself. At that time the individual 
farmer had to take care of the sowing and harvesting, and all the 
processes of agricultural labour generally, himself, if he did not 
want to be left without bread and fall a victim to starvation. With 
the transition to collective farming the situation has changed mate
rially. The collective farm is not the enterprise of any one indi
vidual. In fact, the collective farmers now say: “The collective 
farm is mine and not mine; it belongs to me, but it also belongs 
to Ivan, Philip, Mikhail, and other members of the collective 
farm; the collective farm is common property.” Now, he, the col
lective farmer—the individual farmer of yesterday, who is the 
collectivist of today—can shift the responsibility to and rely 
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upon other members of the collective farm, knowing that the col
lective farm will not leave him without bread. That is why the 
collective farmer now has fewer cares than when he was on his 
individual farm; for the cares and responsibility for the enter
prise are now shared by all the members of the collective farm.

What, then, follows from this? It follows from this that the 
burden of responsibility for conducting the enterprise has been 
transferred from the individual peasants to the leadership of the 
collective farm, to the leading group of the collective farm. Now 
it is not of themselves that the peasants demand care for the 
farm and its rational management, but of the leadership of the col
lective farm; or, to put it more correctly, not so much of them
selves as of the leadership of the collective farm. And what does 
this mean? This means that the Party can no longer confine it
self to individual acts of intervention in the process of agricultur
al development. It must now take over the direction of the collec
tive farms, assume responsibility for the work, and help the 
collective farmers to develop their farms on the basis of sci
ence and technology,

But that is not all. A collective farm is a large enterprise. 
And a large enterprise cannot be managed without a plan. Alarge 
agricultural enterprise embracing hundreds and sometimes thou
sands of households can be run only on the basis of planned 
management. Without that it will inevitably go to rack and 
ruin. This, then, is still another new condition arising from 
thé collective-farm system and radically different from the con
ditions under which individual small farms are run. Can we leave 
the management of such enterprises to the so-called natural course 
of things; can we let it drift along? Clearly, we cannot. The man
agement of an enterprise such as the collective farm requires a 
certain minimum number of people with at least some educa
tion, people who are capable of planning the business and running 
it in an organized manner. It stands to reason that without sys
tematic Intervention on the part of the Soviet government in 
the work of collective-farm development, without its systematic 
aid, such an enterprise cannot be put ip proper shape,
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And what follows from this? It follows from this that the col
lective-farm system does not diminish, but increases the cares 
and responsibility of the Party and of the Government in regard 
to the development of agriculture. It follows from this that if 
the Party desires to direct the collective-farm movement, it must 
enter into all the details of collective-farm life and collective-farm 
management. It follows from this that the Party must not diminish 
but multiply its contacts with the collective farms; that it must 
know all that is going on in the collective farms, in order to ren
der them timely aid and to avert the dangers that threaten them.

But what, do we see in actual practice? In actual practice 
we see that quite a number of district and regional Party organi
zations are divorced from the life of the collective farms and from 
their requirements. People sit in offices, where they complacently 
indulge in pen-pushing, and. fail to see that the development of 
the collective farms is going on independently of bureaucratic 
offices. In some cases this divorcement from the collective farms 
has become so complete that certain members of territorial Party 
organizations have learned of what was going on in the collective 
farms in their regions, not from the respective district organiza
tions, but from members of the Central Committee in Moscow. 
This is sad, but true, comrades. The transition from individual 
farming to collective farming should have led to an intensification 
of communist leadership in the rural districts. In actual fact, 
however, it has led in a number of cases to Communists resting on 
their laurels, to their boasting of high percentages of collectivi
zation, while leaving things to run their own way, letting them 
take their natural course. The problem of planned management 
t>f collective farms should have led to an intensification of com
munist leadership in the collective farms. In actual fact, however, 
it happened in a number of cases that the Communists were quite 
out of it, and the collective farms were run by former White offi
cers, former Petlyura-ists, and enemies of the workers and peas
ants generally.

This is the position in regard to the second reason for the de
fects in our Ayork ip the rural districts.
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3. The third reason for the defects in our work in the rural dis- 
Iricts is that many of our comrades overrated the collective farms 
as lhe new form of economy, overrated and converted them into 
an icon. They decided that since we have collective farms, which 
represent a socialist form of economy, we have everything; that this 
is sufficient to ensure the proper management of these farms, the 
proper planning of collective farming, and the conversion of the 
collective farms into exemplary socialist enterprises. They failed 
to understand that in their organizational structure the collective 
farms are still weak and need real assistance from the Party both 
in the way of providing them with tried Bolshevik cadres, and in 
lhe way of giving the collective farms guidance in their everyday 
affairs. But that is not all, and not even the main thing. The main 
defect is that many of our comrades overrated the strength and 
the possibilities of the collective farms as the new form of organi
zation of agriculture. They failed to understand that, notwithstand
ing the fact that they are a socialist form of economy, the collec
tive farms by themselves are yet far from being secure against 
all sorts of dangers and against the penetration of all sorts of 
counterrevolutionary elements into their leadership; that they 
are not secure against anti-Soviet elements, under certain circum
stances, utilizing the collective farms for their own ends.

The collective farm is a socialist form of economic organiza
tion, just as the Soviets are a socialist form of political organiza
tion. The collective farms and the Soviets are both a tremendous 
achievement of our revolution, a tremendous achievement of the 
working class. But the collective farms and the Soviets are only 
a form of organization—true enough, a socialist form, but only 
a form of organization for all that. Everything depends upon the 
content that is put into this form.

We know of cases when Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ 
Duputies for a certain time supported the counterrevolution against 
the revolution. That was thé case in our country, in the U.S.S.R., 
for example, in July 1917, when the Soviets were led by thé Men
sheviks and the Socialist-Revolutionaries, and when the Soviets 
shielded the counterrevolution against thé revolution. That wag 
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the case in Germany at the end of 1918, when the Soviets were led 
by the Social-Democrats, and when they shielded the counter
revolution against the revolution. Hence, it is not only a matter 
of Soviets as a form of organization, even though that form is 
a great revolutionary achievement in itself. It is primarily a mal- 
ter of the content of the work of the Soviets; it is a matter of the 
character of the work of the Soviets; it is a matter of who leads 
the Soviets—revolutionaries or counterrevolutionaries. This, in
deed, explains the fact that counterrevolutionaries are not al
ways opposed to Soviets. It is well known, for example, that 
during the Kronstadt mutiny Milyukov, the leader of the Russian 
counterrevolution, came out in favour of Soviets, but without 
Communists. “Soviets Without Communists”—that was the slo
gan Milyukov, the leader of the Russian counterrevolution, ad
vanced at that time. The counterrevolutionaries understood that 
it is not merely a matter of the Soviets as such, but, primarily, 
a matter of who is to lead them.

The same must be said of the collective farms. Collective farms, 
as a socialist form of economic organization, may perform mir
acles of economic construction if they are led by real revolution
aries, by Bolsheviks, Communists. On the other hand, collective 
farms may for a certain period become a shield for all sorts of 
counterrevolutionary acts if these collective farms are run by 
Socialist-Revolutionaries, Mensheviks, Petlyura officers and other 
Whiteguards, former Denikinites and Kolchakites. It also must 
be borne in mind that the collective farms, as a form of organiza
tion, are not only not secure against the penetration of anti- 
Soviet elements, but, at first, even provide certain facilities which 
enable counterrevolutionaries to take advantage of them tempo
rarily. As long as the peasants were engaged in individual farming 
they were scattered and separated from each other, and therefore 
•the counterrevolutionary ventures of anti-Soviet elements among 
the peasantry could not be very effective. The situation is altogeth
er different once the peasants have adopted collective farming. 
In the.collective farms the peasants have a ready-made form of 
mass organisation. Therefore, the penetration of anti-Soviet 
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elements into the collective farms and their anti-Soviet activities 
may be much more effective. We must assume that the anti-Soviet 
elements take all this into account. We know that a section of 
the counterrevolutionaries, for example, in the North Caucasus, 
themselves strive to create something in the nature of collective 
farms, and use these as a legal screen for their underground or
ganizations. We also know that the anti-Soviet elements in a num
ber of districts, where they have not yet been exposed and crushed, 
willingly join the collective farms, and even praise the collective 
farms to the skies, in order to create within them nests of coun
terrevolutionary activity. We also know that a section of the anti- 
Soviet elements are now coming out in favour of collective farms, 
but on condition that there are no Communists in the collective 
farms. “Collective Farms Without Communists”—this is the 
slogan that is now being hatched among anti-Soviet elements. 
Hence, it is not only a matter of the collective farms themselves, 
as a socialist form of organization; it is primarily a matter of the 
content that is put into this form; it is primarily a matter of who 
stands at the head of the collective farms and who leads them.

From the point of view of Leninism, collective farms, like the 
Soviets, taken as a form of organization, are a weapon, and a 
weapon only. Under certain conditions this weapon may be turned 
against the revolution. It can be turned against counterrevo
lution. It can serve the working class and the peasantry. Under 
certain conditions it can serve the enemies of the working class 
and of the peasantry. It all depends upon who wields this weapon 
and against whom it is directed.

The enemies of the workers and the peasants, guided by their 
class instinct, are beginning to understand this.

Unfortunately, some of our Communists still fail to under
stand this.

And it is precisely because some of our Communists have not 
understood this simple thing, it is precisely for this reason that 
we now have a situation where a number of collective farms are 
managed by well camouflaged anti-Soviet elements, who organize 
wrecking and sabotage in those collective farms.
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4. The fourth reason for the defects in our work in the rural 
districts is the inability of a number of our comrades in the local
ities to reorganize the front of the struggle against the kulaks; 
their failing to understand that the face of the class enemy has 
changed of late, that the tactics of the class enemy in the rural 
districts have changed, and that we must change our tactics ac
cordingly if we are to achieve success. The enemy understands the 
changed situation, understands the strength and the might of 
the new system in the countryside; and because he understands 
this, he has reorganized his-ranks, has changed his tactics—has 
passed from frontal attacks against the collective farms to the 
method of stealthily sapping and undermining. But we have failed 
to understand this; we have overlooked the new situation, and con
tinue to search for the class enemy where he is no longer to be 
found; we continue to apply the old tactics of oversimplified 
struggle against the kulak at a time when these tactics have long 
since become obsolete.

People look for the class enemy outside the collective farms; 
they look for persons with ferocious visages, with enormous teeth 
and thick necks, and with sawri-off shotguns in their hands. They 
look for kulaks like those depicted on our posters. But such ku
laks have long ceased to exist on the surface. The present-day ku
laks and their toadies, the present-day anti-Soviet elements in 
the rural districts, are in the main “quiet,” “smooth-spoken,” 
almost “saintly” people. There is no need to look for them far from 
the collective farms; they are inside the collective farms, occupying 
positions as storehouse men, managers, accountants, secretaries, 
etc. They will never say, “Down With the Collective Farms!” 
They are “in favour” of collective farms. But inside the collective 
farms they carry on sabotage and wrecking work that certainly 
does the collective farms no good. They will never say, “Down 
With Grain Deliveries!” They are “in favour” of grain deliveries. 
They “only” resort to demagogy and demand that the collective 
farm should set aside a fund for the needs of livestock-raising three 
times as large as that actually required; that the collective farm 
should set aside an insurance fund three times as large as that
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actually required; that the collective farm should provide from six 
to ten pounds of bread per worker per day for public catering, etc. 
Of course, after such “funds” have been formed and such grants for 
public catering made, after such rascally demagogy, the economic 
power of the collective farms is bound to be undermined, and there 
is little left for grain deliveries.

In order to detect such a cunning enemy and not to yield 
to demagogy, one must possess revolutionary vigilance; one must 
possess the ability to tear the mask from the face of the enemy 
and reveal to the collective farmers his real counterrevolutionary 
features. But have we many Communists in the rural districts who 
possess these qualities? Not infrequently Communists not only fail 
to expose these class enemies, but, on the contrary, they them
selves yield to their rascally demagogy and follow in their tail.

Failing to detect the class enemy in his new mask, and unable 
to expose his rascally machinations, certain of our comrades not 
infrequently soothe themselves with the thought that the kulaks 
no longer exist; that the anti-Soviet elements in the rural dis
tricts have already been destroyed as a result of the application of 
the policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class; and, hence, that we 
can now reconcile ourselves to the existence of “neutral” collec
tive farms, which are neither Bolshevik nor anti-Soviet, but which 
must come over to the side of the Soviet government spontanèously, 
as it were.But this is a profound delusion, comrades. The kulaks 
have been defeated, but they are far from being crushed yet. 
Moreover, they will not be crushed very soon if the Communists go 
round gaping in smug contentment, in the.belief that the kulaks 
will themselves walk into their graves, in the process of their 
spontaneous development, so to speak. As for "neutral” collec
tive farms, there is no such thing, nor can there be. “Neutral” col
lective farms are a fantasy conjured up by people who have eyes 
but do not see. Under the conditions of the acute class struggle 
that is now going on in our Soviet land there is no room for “neu
tral” collective farms; under these circumstances, collective farms 
can be either Bolshevik or anti-Soviet. And if it is not we who are 
leading certain collective farms, that ,means that they are being
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]ed by anti-Soviet elements. There cannot be the slightest doubt 
about that.

5. Finally, there'is one other reason for the defects in our work 
in the rural districts. This is the underrating of the role and re
sponsibility of the Communists in the work of collective-farm de
velopment; the underrating of the role and responsibility of Com
munists in the work of organizing the grain purchases. In speaking 
of the difficulties accompanying grain purchases, Communists 
usually throw the responsibility upon the peasants, claiming that 
the peasants are to blame for everything. But that is absolutely 
untrue, and certainly unjust. The peasants are not to blame at all. 
If we are to speak of responsibility and blame, then the responsi
bility falls wholly and entirely upon the Communists, and we, the 
Communists, alone are to blame for all this.

There is not, nor has there ever been in the world such a pow
erful and authoritative government as our Soviet government. 
There is not, nor has there ever been in the world such a powerful 
and authoritative party as our Communist Party. No one prevents 
us, nor can anyone prevent us, from managing the affairs of the col
lective farms in a manner that suits the interests of the collec
tive farms,the interests of the state. And if we do not always suc
ceed in managing the affairs of the collective farms in the way that 
Leninism calls for; if, not infrequently, we commit gross, unpar
donable mistakes with regard to grain purchases, say—then we, 
and we alone, are to blame.

We are to blame for not having perceived the negative aspects 
of collective-farm trading in grain, and for having committed a 
number of gross mistakes.

We are to blame for the fact that a number of our Party or
ganizations have become divorced from the collective farms, are 
resting on their laurels and are allowing themselves to drift 
with the stream of spontaneity

We are to blame for the fact that a number of our comrades 
still overrate the collective farms as a form of mass organization 
and fail to understand that it is not so much a matter of the form 
as of taking the leadership of the collective farms into ourown 
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han.ds and ousting the anti-Soviet elements from the leadership of 
the collective farms.

We are to blame for having overlooked the new situation 
and for not having appreciated the new tactics of the class enemy, 
who is carrying on his sabotage stealthily.

The question is: why blame the peasants?
I. know of whole groups of collective farms which are developing 

and flourishing, which punctually carry out the assignments of 
the state and are becoming economically stronger day after day. 
On the other hand, I also know of a number of collective farms, 
situated in the neighbourhood of the first-mentioned collective 
farms, which, in spite of the fact that their harvests are the same 
and that they are working under Lhe same objective conditions as 
the former, are nevertheless wilting and in a state of decay. What 
is the reason for this? The reason is that the first group of collective 
farms are led by real Communists, while the second group are led 
by duffers—duffers with Party membership cards in their pockets, 
it is true, but duffers all the same.

The question is: why blame the peasants?
The result of underrating the role and responsibility of Com

munists is that, not infrequently, the reasons for the defects in 
outwork in the rural districts are not sought where they should 
be sought, and because of this the defects remain unremoved.

The reason for the difficulties connected with the grain pur
chases must not be sought among the peasants, but among our
selves, in our own ranks. For we are at the helm; we are in com
mand of the instruments of the state; it is our mission to lead 
the collective farms; and we must bear the whole of the respon
sibility for the work in the rural districts.

These are the main reasons for the defects of our work in the 
rural districts.

It may be thought that I have drawn too gloomy a picture; 
that all our work in the rural districts is just one mass of defects. 
That, of course, is not true. As a matter of fact, while we have 
these defects, we have a number of important and decisive 
achievements to record in our work in the rural districts. But, 
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as I said at the beginning of my speech, I did not set out to de
scribe our achievements; I set out to speak only about the defects 
of our work in the rural districts.

Can these defects be remedied? Yes, unquestionably, they can. 
Will we remedy them in the near future? Yes, unquestionably, 
we will. There cannot be the slightest doubt about that.

I think that the Political Departments of themachine-and-trac- 
tor stations and of the state farms represent one of the decisive 
means by which these defects can be removed in the shortest time. 
(Loud and prolonged applause.)



SPEECH DELIVERED
AT THE FIRST ALL-UNION CONGRESS 

OF COLLECTIVE-FARM SHOCK WORKERS

February 19, 1933

Comrades collective farmers, men and women! I did not 
intend to speak at your Congress. I did not intend to because 
the previous speakers have said all that had to be said—and have 
said it well and to the point. Is it worth while speaking after 
that? But as you insist, and the power is in your hands {pro
longed applause), I must submit.

I will say a few words on certain questions.

I
THE COLLECTIVE-FARM PATH IS

THE ONLY RIGHT PATH

First question. Is the path which thé collective-farm peasantry 
has taken the right path; is the path of collective farming the 
right one?

This is not an idle question. You shock workers of the collec
tive farms evidently have no doubt that the collective -farms 
are on the right path. Perhaps, for that reason, this question will 
seem superfluous to you. But not all peasants think as you do. 
There are not a few among the peasants, even among the collec
tive farmers, who have doubts as to whether the collective-farm 
path is the right one. And there is nothing surprising about this.

Indeed, for hundreds of year’s people have lived in the old 
way, have followed the old path, have bent their backs to the 
kulaks and the landlords, to the usurers and the profiteers. It 
cannot be said that that old, capitalist path was approved by 
the peasants. But that old path was a beaten path, the customary
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path, and no one had actually proved that it was possible to 
live in a different way, in a better way. The more so as in all bour
geois countries people are still living in the old way. And 
suddenly the Bolsheviks break in on this old stagnant life, break 
in like a storm and say: “It is time to abandon the old path, it 
is time to live in a new way, in the collective-farm way; it is 
time to leave off living as everyone lives in bourgeois countries, 
and live in a new way, cooperatively.” But what is this new 
life—who can tell? May it not turn out to be worse than the 
old life? At all events, the new path is not the customary path, 
it is not a beaten path, not a fully explored path. Would it not 
be better to keep to the old path? Would it not be better to wait 
a little before embarking on the new, collective-farm path.? Is 
it worth while taking the risk?

These are the doubts that are now troubling one section of 
the labouring peasantry,

Ought we not to dispel these doubts? Ought we not to bring 
these doubts out into the light of day and show what they are 
worth? Clearly, we ought to.

Hence, the question I have just put cannot be described as 
an idle question.

And so, is the path which the collective-farm peasantry has 
taken the right one?

Some comrades think that the transition to the new path, 
to the collective-farm path, started in our country three years 
ago. This is only partly true. Of course, the development of col
lective farms on a mass scale started in our country three years 
ago. The transition, as we know, was marked by the routing of 
the kulaks and by a movement among the millions of the poor 
and middle peasantry to join the collective farms. All that is 
true. But in order to start this mass transition to the collective 
farms, certain preliminary conditions had to be available; with
out those conditions, generally speaking, the mass collective
farm movement would have been impossible.

First of all, we had tohave the Soviet power, which has helped 
and continues tohelp the peasantry to take the collective-farmpath.
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Secondly, it was necessary to drive out the landlords and 
the capitalists, to take their factories and their land away from 
them and declare these the property of the people.

Thirdly, it was necessary to curb the kulaks and to take their 
machines and tractors away from them.

Fourthly, it was necessary to declare that those machines 
and tractors could be used only by the poor and middle peas
ants who were organized in collective farms.

Finally, it was necessary to industrialize the country, to 
set up a new tractor industry, to build new factories for the manu
facture of agricultural machinery, in order to supply tractors 
and machines in abundance to the collective-farm peasantry.

Without these preliminary conditions there could have been 
no question of a mass transition to the collective-farm path such 
as started three years ago.

Hence, in order to adopt the collective-farm path it was nec
essary first of all to accomplish the October Revolution, to over
throw the capitalists and the landlords, to take their land and 
factories away from them and to set up a new industry.

It was really with the October Revolution that the transi
tion to the new path, to the collective-farm path, started. This 
transition developed with fresh force only three years ago because 
only then did the economic results of the October Revolution 
make themselves fully felt; only by that time had we succeeded 
in pushing forward the industrialization of the country.

The history of nations knows not a few revolutions. But 
those revolutions differ from the October Revolution in that 
they were one-sided revolutions. One form of exploitation of 
the working people was replaced by another.form of exploitation; 
but exploitation, as such, remained. One set of exploiters and 
oppressors was.replaced by another set of exploiters and oppres
sors; but exploiters and oppressors, as such, remained. Only the 
October Revolution set itself the aim of abolishing all exploitation 
and of eliminating all exploiters and oppressors of every brand.

The revolution of the slaves eliminated the slaveowners and 
abolished the slave form of exploitation of the toilers. But in 
36—592
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their place it set up the serf owners and the serf form of exploila- 
lion of the boilers. One set of exploiters was replaced by another 
set of exploiters. Under the slave system the “law” permitted 
the slaveowner to kill his slaves. Under the serf system the “law” 
permitted the serf owner “only” to sell his serfs.

The revolution of the serf-peasants eliminated the serf owners 
and abolished the serf form of exploitation. But in place of these 
it set up the capitalists and landlords, the capitalist and land
lord form of exploitation of the toilers. One set of exploiters 
was replaced by another set of exploiters. Under the serf system 
the “law” permitted the sale of serfs. Under the capitalist system 
the “law” permits “only” that the toilers be doomed to unemploy
ment and destitution, to ruin and death from starvation.

It was only our Soviet Revolution, only our October Revo
lution that dealt with the question, not of substituting one set 
of exploiters for another, not of substituting one form of exploi
tation for another, but of eradicating all exploitation, of eradi
cating all exploiters, all rich and oppressors, old and new. (Pro
longed applause.)

That is why the October Revolution was a preliminary con
dition and a necessary prerequisite for the peasants’ transition 
to the new, collective-farm path.

Did the peasants act wisely in supporting the October Revo
lution? Yes, they acted wisely. They acted wisely, because the 
October Revolution helped them to shake off the landlords and 
the capitalists, the usurers and the kulaks, the merchants and 
the profiteers.

But that is only one side of I,he question. It is all very well 
to oust the oppressors, to oust the landlords and the capitalists, 
to curb the kulaks and the profiteers. But that is not enough. 
In order to become entirely free from the old fetters it is not 
enough mèrely to rout the exploiters. In order to achieve this 
it is necessary also to build ùp à new life—to build up a life 
that will afford the labouring peasants the opportunity of raising 
their standard of welfare and culture and of making continuous 
progress, from day to day and from year to year, In order to achieve 
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this, a new system must be set up in the countryside,, the collec
tive-farm system. This is the other side of the question.

What is the difference between the old system and the new, 
collective-farm system?

Under the old system the peasants each worked in isolation, 
following the ancient methods of their forefathers and using anti
quated implements of labour; they worked for the landlords and 
capitalists, the kulaks and profiteers; they lived in penury while 
they enriched others. Under the new, collective-farm system the 
peasants work in common, cooperatively, with the help of mod
ern implements—tractors and agricultural machinery; they work 
for themselves and their collective farms; they live without 
capitalists and landlords, without kulaks and profiteers; they 
work with the object of raising their standard of welfare and 
.culture from day to day. Over there, under the old system, the 
government is a bourgeois government, and it supports the rich 
against the labouring peasantry. Here, under the new, collective
farm system, the government is a workers’ and peasants’ govern
ment, and it supports the workers and peasants against all the 
rich of every brand. The old system leads to capitalism. The 
new system leads to socialism.

These are the two paths, the capitalist path and the social
ist path: the path forward—to socialism, and the path leading 
back—to capitalism.

Some people think that there is some sort of third path that 
could be followed. This unknown third path is most eagerly 
clutched at by some wavering comrades who are not yet quite cer
tain whether the collective-farm path is the right one. They want 
us to return to the old system, to return to individual farming, 
but without capitalists and landlords. Furthermore, they want 
us to permit the existence of “only” the kulaks and other small 
capitalists as a legitimate concomitant of our economic system. 
Actually, this is not a third path, but a second path—the path 
to capitalism. For what does it mean to return to individual 
farming and to restore the kulaks? It means that we are to ret 
store kulak bondage, restore., the exploitation of the peasantry by 
36*



564 J. S t A L 1 N

the kulaks, and give lhe kulaks power. But is it possible to re
store the kulaks and at the same time to preserve lhe Soviet power? 
No, it is not possible. The restoration of the kulaks must lead to 
the creation of a kulak power and to the liquidation of the Soviet 
power—hence, it must lead to the formation of a bourgeois 
government. And the formation of a bourgeois government must 
in its turn lead to the restoration of the landlords and the cap
italists, to the restoration of capitalism. The so-called third 
path is actually the second path, the path leading back to capi
talism. Ask the peasants whether they want to restore kulak 
bondage, to return to capitalism, to destroy the Soviet power 
and restore the power of the landlords and capitalists. Ask them, 
and you will find out which path the majority of the labouring 
peasants regard as the only right path.

Hence, there are only two paths: either forward and uphill— 
to the new, collective-farm system; or back and downhill—to 
the old kulak-capitalist system.

There is no third path.
The labouring peasants did right to reject the capitalist path 

and take the path of collective-farm development.
It is said that the collective-farm path is the right path, but 

a difficult one. That is only partly true. Of course, there are diffi
culties on this path. A good life cannot be obtained without effort. 
But the point is that the main difficulties are over; and those 
difficulties which now confront you are not worth talking about 
seriously. At all events, compared with the difficulties which the 
workers experienced 10 or 15 years ago, your present difficul
ties, comrades collective farmers, seem mere child’s play. Your 
speakers here have praised the workers of Leningrad, Moscow, 
Kharkov, and lhe Donbas. They said that these workers have 
achievements to their credit and that you, collective farmers, 
have far fewer achievements. It seems to me that even a note 
of comradely envy has crept into what your speakers have said, 
as if to say: how good it would be if we collective-farm peas
ants had the same achievements as you workers of Leningrad, 
Moscow, Donbas, and Kharkov. . , .
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That is all very well. But do you know what these achieve
ments cost the workers of Leningrad and Moscow; what privations 
they had to endure in order finally to attain these achievements? 
I could relate to you some facts from the life of the workers in 
1918, when for whole weeks not a piece of bread, let alone meat 
or other food, was distributed to the workers. The best times 
were then considered to be the days on which we were able to 
distribute to the workers in Leningrad and Moscow one eighth 
of a pound of black bread each, and even that was half bran. And 
that lasted not merely a month or six months, but for two whole 
years. But the workers bore it and did not lose heart; for they 
knew that better limes would come and that they would achieve 
decisive successes. Well—you see that the workers were not 
mistaken. Compare your difficulties and privations with the 
difficulties and privations which the workers endured, and you 
will see that they are not even worth talking about seriously.

What is needed to push forward the collective-farm movement 
and extend collective-farm development to the utmost?

What is needed, in the first place, is that the collective farms 
have at their disposal land fully secured to them and suitable 
for cultivation. Have you got that? Yes, you have. It is well 
known that the best lands have been transferred to the collective 
farms and have been durably secured to them. Hence, the coL 
lective farmers can cultivate and improve their land as much 
as they please without any fear that it will be taken from them 
and given to somebody else.

What is needed, secondly, is that the collective farmers have 
at their disposal tractors and machines. Have you got them? Yes, 
you have. Everyone knows that our tractor plants and agricul
tural machinery plants produce primarily and mainly for the 
collective farms, supplying them with all modern implements.

Finally, what is needed is that the Government support the 
collective-farm peasants to the utmost with men and moneys 
and that it prevent the last remnants of the hostile classes from 
disrupting the collective farms. Have you got such a government? 
Yes, you have. It is called the Workers’ and Peasants' Soviet
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Government. Name another country where the government sup
ports, not the capitalists and landlords, not the kulaks and oth
er rich, but the labouring peasants. There is not, nor has there 
ever been, another country like this in the world. Only here, in 
the Land of the Soviets, does a government exist which stands 
solidly for the workers and collective-farm peasants, for all the’ 
working people of town and country, against all the rich and the 
exploiters. (Prolonged applause.)

Hence, you have all that is needed to extend collective-farm 
development and to free yourself entirely from the old fetters.

Of you only one thing is demanded—and that is to work 
conscientiously; to distribute collective-farm incomes according 
to the amount of work done; to take good care of collective-farm 
property; to take care of the tractors and the machines; to or
ganize proper care of the horses; to fulfil the assignments of your 
Workers’ and Peasants’ state; to consolidate the collective farms 
and to oust from the collective farms the kulaks and their 
toadies who have wormed their way into them.

You will surely agree with me that to overcome these difficul
ties, i.e., to work conscientiously and to take good care of collec
tive-farm property, is not so very difficult. The more so that 
you are now working, not for the rich and not for exploiters, 
but for yourselves, for your own collective farms.

As you see, the collective-farm path, the path of socialism, 
is the only right path for the labouring peasants.

II

OUR IMMEDIATE TASK—TO MAKE
ALL THE COLLECTIVE FARMERS PROSPEROUS

Second question. What have we achieved on the new path, 
on our collective-farm path; and what do we expect to achieve 
within the next two or three years?

Socialism is a good thing. A happy, socialist life is unques
tionably a good thing; But all that is a matter of the future. The 
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main question now is not what we will achieve in the future. The 
main question is: what have we already achieved at present? 
The peasantry has taken the collective-farm path. That is very 
good. But what has it achieved on this path? What tangible 
results have we achieved by following the collective-farm path?

One of our achievements is that we have helped millions 
of poor peasants to join the collective farms. It is an achievement 
of ours that by joining the collective farms, where they have 
at their disposal the best land and the finest implements of pro
duction, millions of poor peasants have risen to the level of 
middle peasants. It is an achievement of ours that millions of 
poor peasants who formerly lived in penury have now, in the 
collective farms, become middle peasants, have attained mate
rial security. It is an achievement of ours that we have put a 
stop to the differentiation of the peasants into poor peasants 
and kulaks; that we have routed the kulaks and have helped 
the poor peasants to become masters of their own labour in the 
collective farms, to become middle peasants.

What was the situation before collective-farm development 
was launched, about four years ago? The kulaks were growing 
rich and were on the upgrade. The poor peasants were becoming 
poorer, were sinking into ruin, and falling into‘bondage to the 
kulaks. The middle peasants were trying to make the grade and 
catch up with the kulaks, but they were continually losing their 
hold, tumbling down, and swelling the ranks of the poor peasants, 
to the amusement of the kulaks. It is not difficult to see that the 
only ones to profit by this scramble were the kulaks, and perhaps, 
here and there, some of the other well-to-do peasants. Out of 
every hundred households in the rural districts you could count 
four to five kulak households, eight or ten well-to-do peasant 
households, forty-five to fifty middle-peasant households, and 
some thirty-five poor peasant households. Hence, at the lowest esti-? 
mate, thirty-five per cent of all the peasant households were poor
peasant households, compelled to bear the yoke of kulak bond
age. .This is apart from the poorer section of the middle peas
ants, representing more than half of the middle peasantry, whose 
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condition differed very little from that of the poor peasants and 
who were directly dependent upon the kulaks.

By developing collective-farm construction we have succeed
ed in abolishing this scramble and injustice; we have smashed 
the yoke of kulak bondage, brought this vast mass of poor peas
ants into the collective farms, given them material security 
there, and raised them to the level of middle peasants, having 
at their disposal collective-farm land, enjoying the privileges 
granted to collective farms and the use of tractors and agricul
tural machinery.

And what does this mean? It means that no less than 20,000,000 
of the peasant population, no less than 20,000,000 poor peasants 
have been rescued from destitution and ruin, have been rescued 
from kulak bondage, and have attained material security thanks 
to the collective farms.

This is a great achievement, comrades. It is an achievement 
such as has never been known in the world before, such as no 
other state in the world has yet scored.

These, then, are the practical, tangible results of collective
farm development, the results of the fact that the peasants have 
taken the collective-farm path.

But this is only our first step, our first achievement on the 
path of collective-farm development.

It would be wrong to think that we must stop at this first 
step, at this first achievement. No, comrades, we cannot stop 
at this achievement. In order to advance further and finally to 
consolidate the collective farms we must take the second step, 
we must secure a new achievement. What is this second step? 
It is to raise the collective farmers, both the former poor peasants 
and the former middle peasants, to a still higher level. It is to 
make all the collective farmers prosperous. Yes, comrades, pros
perous. (^Prolonged applause.)

Thanks to the collective farms we have succeeded in raising 
the poor peasants to the level of the middle peasants. That is 
very good. But it is not enough. We must now take another step 
forward, and help all the collective farmers—both the former 
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poor peasants and the former middle peasants—to rise to the 
level of prosperous peasants. This can be achieved, and we must 
achieve it at all costs. (Prolonged applause.)

We now have all that is needed to achieve this aim. At pres
ent our machines and tractors are badly utilized. Our land is 
not cultivated as well as it might be. We need only make better 
use of the machines and tractors, we need only improve the cul
tivation of the land, to increase the quantity of our produce 
twofold and threefold. And this will be quite sufficient to convert 
all our collective farmers into prosperous tillers of collective
farm fields.

What was the position in regard to the prosperous peasants 
before? In order to become prosperous a peasant had to wrong 
his neighbours; he had to exploit them; to sell to them dear and 
buy from them cheap; to hire some labourers and exploit them 
a great deal; to accumulate some capital and, having strength
ened his position, to attain the status of a kulak. This, indeed, 
explains why formerly, under individual farming, the prosper
ous peasants aroused suspicion and hatred among the poor and 
middle peasants. Now the position is different. And the condi
tions are now different, too. For collective farmers to become 
prosperous it is not at all necessary now that they wrong or ex
ploit their neighbours. And besides, it is not easy to exploit any
body now; for private ownership of land, and the renting of land 
no longer exist in our country; the machines and tractors belong- 
to the state; and people who own capital are not in fashion in the 
collective farms. There was such a fashion in the past, but it 
is gone forever. Only one thing is now needed for the collective 
farmers to become prosperous, and that is for them to work in 
the collective farms conscientiously; to make efficient use of 
the tractors and machines; to make efficient use of the draught 
cattle; to cultivate the land efficiently and to take proper care 
of the collective-farm property.

Sometimes it is said: If we are living under socialism, why 
do we have to toil? We toiled before and we are toiling now; is 
it not time we left off toiling? Such talk is fundamentally wrong, 
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comrades. It is the philosophy of loafers and not of honest work
ing people. Socialism does not in the least repudiate work. On 
lhe contrary, socialism is based on work. Socialism and work 
are inseparable from each other.

Lenin, our great teacher, said: “He who does not work, nei
ther shall he eat.” What does this mean? Against whom are 
Lenin's words directed? Against the exploiters, against those who 
do not work themselves, but compel others to work for them, and 
get rich at the expense of others. And against whom else? Against 
loafers who want to live at the expense of others. Socialism 
demands, not loafing, but that all should work conscientiously; 
that they should work, not for others, not for the rich and the 
exploiters, but for themselves, for the community. And if we 
work conscientiously, work for ourselves, for our collective farms, 
then we will succeed in a matter of two or three years in. rais
ing all the collective farmers, both the former poor peasants and 
lhe former middle peasants, to the level of prosperous peasants, 
to the level of people enjoying an abundance of produce and 
leading a fully cultured life.

This is our immediate task. This we can achieve, and must 
achieve it at all costs. [Prolonged applause.)

Ill
A FEW REMARKS

And now permit me to make a few separate remarks.
First of all about our Party members in the rural districts. 

There are members .of. the Party among you, but most of you 
are non-Party people. It is very good that there are more non
Party people than Party members present at this Congress, be
cause it is precisely the non-Party people that we must enlist 
for our work first of all. There are Communists who approach 
the non-Party collective farmers in a Bolshevik manner. But 
there are also those who are puffed up because they belong to 
the Party and keep aloof from non-Party people. This is bad and 
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harmful. The strength of the Bolsheviks, the strength of the 
Communists lies in the fact that they are able to rally millions 
of active non-Party people around our Party. We Bolsheviks 
would never have achieved the successes we have now achieved 
had we not been able to win for the Party the confidence of mil
lions of non-Party workers and peasants. And what is needed for 
this? What is needed is for the members of the Party not to iso
late themselves from the non-Party people; for the Party mem
bers not to withdraw into their Party shell, not to get puffed 
up about belonging to the Party, but to heed the voice of the 
non-Party people; not only to teach the non-Party people, but 
also to learn from them.

It must not be forgotten that Party members do not drop 
from the skies. We must remember that all Party members were 
at one time not members of the Party. Today a man does not 
belong to the Party; tomorrow he will become a- member of the 
Party. What is there to get puffed up about? Among us old Bol
sheviks there are not a few who have been working in the Party 
for 20 or 30 years. But there was a time when we, too, were not 
members of the Party. What would have -happened to us 20 or 
30 years ago had the Party members at that time domineered 
over us and would not let us come close to the Party? Perhaps 
we would then have been kept away from the Party for a num
ber of years. Yet we old Bolsheviks are not people of the least 
account in the world, comrades. {Laughter, prolonged applause.)

That is why our Party members, the present young Party 
members who sometimes turn up their noses at non-Party people, 
should remember all this, should remember that it is not prig
gishness but modesty that is the adornment of the Bolshevik.

Now a few words about the women, the women collective farm
ers. The woman question in the collective farms is a big ques
tion, comrades. I know that many of you underrate the women 
and even laugh at them. That is a mistake, comrades, à serious 
mistake. The point is not only that women comprise half the 
population. Primarily, the point is that the collective-farm 
movement has advanced a number of remarkable and capable
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women to leading positions. Look at this Congress, at the dele
gates, and you will realize that women have long since advanced 
from the ranks of the backward to the ranks of the forward. The 
women in the collective farms are a great force. To keep this 
force down would be criminal. It is our duty to bring the women 
in the collective farms forward and to make use of this great force.

Of course, not so long ago, the Soviet government had a slight 
misunderstanding with the women collective farmers. That was 
over the cow. But now this business about the cow has been set
tled, and the misunderstanding has been removed. (Prolonged ap
plause.) We have reached the position where the majority of 
the collective-farm households have a cow each. Another year 
or two will pass and there will not be a single collective farmer 
who will not have his own cow. We Bolsheviks will see to it that 
every one of our collective farmers has a cow. (Prolonged ap
plause.)

As for the women collective farmers themselves, they must 
remember the power and significance of the collective farms 
for women; they must remember that only in the collective farm 
do they have the opportunity of becoming equal with men. With
out collective farms—inequality ; in collective farms—equal rights. 
Let our comrades, the women collective, farmers, remember this 
and let them cherish the collective-farm system as the apple 
of their eye. (Prolonged applause.)

A few words about the members of the Young Communist 
League, young men and women, in the collective farms. The youth 
is our future, our hope, comrades. The youth must take oùr 
place, the place of the old people. It must carry our banner to 
final victory. Among the peasants there are not a few old people, 
borne down by the burden of the past, burdened with the habits 
and the recollections of the old life. Naturally, they are not al
ways able to keep pace with the Party, to keep pace with the 
Soviet system. Our youth is different. They are free from the 
burden of the past, and it is easiest for them to assimilate 
Lenin’s behests. And precisely because it is easiest for the youth 
to assimilate Lenin’s behests, it is their mission to give guidance 
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to the laggards and waverers. True, they Jack knowledge. 
But knowledge is a thing that can be acquired. They have not 
the knowledge today; but they will have it tomorrow. Hence, 
the task is to study and study again the principles of Leninism. 
Comrades members of the Young Communist League! Learn 
the principles of Bolshevism and lead the waverers forward! 
Talk less and work more, and your success will be assured. (Ap
plause.)

A few words about the individual farmers. Little has been 
said here about the individual farmers. But that does not mean 
that they no longer exist. No, it does not mean that. Individual 
farmers do exist, and we must not leave them out of our calcu
lations; for they are our collective farmers of tomorrow. I know 
that one section of the individual farmers has become utterly 
corrupt and has taken to profiteering. This, no doubt, explains 
why the collective farmers accept new members into the collec
tive farms with great circumspection, and sometimes do not 
accept them at all. This, of course, is quite proper, and there 
cannot be any objection to it. But there is another section of 
individual farmers, the majority, who have not taken to profit
eering and who earn their bread by honest labour. These indi
vidual farmers, perhaps, would not be averse to joining the col
lective farms. But they are hindered in this, on the one hand, 
by their hesitation as to whether the collective-farm path is the 
right path; and, on the other hand, by the bitter feelings now 
prevailing amongst the collective farmers against the individual 
farmers.

Of course, we must understand the feelings of the collective 
farmers and appreciate their attitude. During the past years 
they have often been the butt of insults and sneers on the part 
of the individual farmers. But we must not attach decisive im
portance to these insults and sneers. He is a bad leader who can
not forget an offence, and who puts his’ own feelings above the 
interests of the collective-farm cause. If you want to be leaders, 
you must be able to forget the insults to which you were subjected 
by certain individual farmers. Two years ago I received a letter 
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from a peasant woman, a widow, living in the Volga region. She 
complained that the collective farm refused to accept her as a 
member, and she demanded my support. I made inquiries at the 
collective farm. I received a reply from the collective farm stat
ing that they could not accept her because she had insulted a 
collective-farm meeting. Now, what was it all about? It seems 
that at a meeting of peasants at which the collective farmers 
called upon the individual farmers to join the collective farm, 
this very widow, in reply to this appeal, had lifted up her skirt 
and said—Here, take your collective farm! (Laughter.) Un
doubtedly she had behaved badly and had insulted the meeting. 
But should her application to join the collective farm be rejected 
if, a year later, she sincerely repented and admitted her error? 
I think that her application should not be rejected. That is what 
I wrote to the collective farm. The widow was accepted into the 
collective, farm. And what happened? It turns out that she is 
now working in the collective farm, not in the last, but in the 
front ranks. (Applause.)

This, then, is another example which shows that leaders, 
if they want to be true leaders, must be able to forget an offence 
if the interests of the cause demand it.

The same thing must be said about individual farmers 
generally. I am not opposed to the exercise of circumspection in 
accepting people into the collective farms. But I am against 
barring the path to the collective- farms to all individual farmers 
without discrimination. That is not our policy, not the Bolshe
vik policy. The collective farmers must not forget that not long 
ago they themselves were individual farmers.

Finally, a few words about the letter written by the collective 
farmers of Bezenchuk. This letter has been published, and you 
must have read it.’ It is unquestionably a good letter. It shows 
that among our collective farmers there are not a few experienced 
and intelligent organizers and agitators in the cause of collec
tive farming, who are the pride of our country. But this letter 
contains one incorrect passage with which we cannot possibly 
agree. The Bezenchuk comrades describe their work in the collec- 
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live farm as modest and all but insignificant work; while they 
describe the efforts of orators and leaders, who sometimes make 
speeches three yards long, as great and creative work. Gan we 
agree with this? No, comrades, we cannot possibly agree with 
this. The Bezenchuk comrades have made a mistake here. Per
haps they made the mistake because of their modesty. But the 
mistake does not cease to be a mistake for all that. The times 
have passed when leaders were regarded as the only makers of 
history, while the workers and peasants were not taken into ac
count. The destinies of nations and of states are now determined, 
not only by leaders, but primarily and mainly by the work
ing millions. The workers and the peasants, who work without 
fuss and noise, who build factories and mills, sink mines, lay 
railroads, build collective farms and state farms, those who 
create all the values of life, who feed and clothe the whole world — 
they are the real heroes and the creators of the new life. Ap
parently, our Bezenchuk comrades have forgotten this. It is not 
good when people overrate their strength and begin to be puffed 
up about the services they have rendered. This leads to boasting, 
and boasting is not a good thing. But it is still worse when peo
ple begin to underrate their strength and fail to see that Lheir 
“modest” and “insignificant” work is really great and creative 
work, which decides the fate of history.

I would like the Bezenchuk comrades to accept my slight 
amendment to their letter.

With this, let us conclude, comrades.
(Loud and prolonged applause and ovation. All rise and greet 

Comrade Stalin. Loud cheers. Shouts: “Long live Comrade Stalin!" 
“Hurrah for Comrade Stalin!" “Long live the advanced collective 
farmer!" “Long live our leader, Comrade Stalin!")
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I

THE CONTINUING CRISIS OF WORLD CAPITALISM 
AND THE POSITION OF THE SOVIET UNION

IN INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Comrades, more than three years have passed since the Six
teenth Congress. That is not a very long period. But it has been 
fuller in content than any other period. I do not think a single 
period in the last decade has been so rich in events as this one.

In the economic sphere these years have been years of contin
uing world economic crisis. The crisis has affected not only in
dustry, but also agriculture as a whole. The crisis has raged not 
only in the sphere of production and trade; it has also invaded 
the sphere of credit and money circulation, and has completely 
upset the established credit and currency relations among coun
tries. While formerly people here and there still debated as to 
whether there was a world economic crisis or not, now this is 
no longer a matter of debate; for the existence of the crisis and 
its devastating effects are only too obvious. Now the controversy 
centres around another question; Is there a way out of the crisis 
or not; and if there is, then what is to be done?

In the political sphere these years have been years of growing 
tension in the relations among capitalist countries as well as 
within these countries. Japan’s war on China and the occupation 
of Manchuria, which have strained relations in the Far East; the 
victory of fascism in Germany and the triumph of the idea of 
revenge, which have strained relations in Europe; the withdrawal 
of Japan and Germany from the League of Nations, which has 
given a new impetus to the growth of armaments and to the
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preparations for an imperialist war; the defeat of fascism in 
Spain, which is one more indication that the revolutionary cri
sis is maturing and that fascism is far from being durable— 
such are the most important events of the period under review. 
It is not surprising that bourgeois pacifism is breathing its 
last and that the trend towards disarmament is openly and 
definitely giving way to a trend towards armament and rear
mament.

Amid the surging waves Of economic perturbations and mil
itary-political catastrophes, the U.S.S.R, stands out alone, like a 
rock, continuing its work of socialist construction and its fight 
to preserve peace. While in the capitalist countries the economic 
crisis is still raging, the U.S.S.R, is advancing steadily both 
in the sphere of industry and in the sphere of agriculture. While 
in the capitalist countries feverish preparations are in progress 
for a new war, for a new redivision of the world and of spheres of 
influence, the U.S.S.R, is continuing its systematic and persist
ent struggle against the menace of war and for peace; and it 
cannot be said that the efforts of the U.S.S.R in this direction 
have been entirely unsuccessful.

Such is the general picture of the international situation at 
the present moment.

Let us examine the most essential data on the economic and 
political situation in the capitalist countries.

1. THE COURSE OF THE ECONOMIC CRISIS 
IN THE CAPITALIST COUNTRIES

The present economic crisis in the capitalist countries differs 
from all analogous crises, among other things, in that it is the 
longest and most protracted crisis. Formerly crises would pass 
over in one or two years; the present crisis, however, is now in 
its fifth year, devastating the economy of the capitalist countries 
year after year and using up the fat accumulated in previous 
years. It is not surprising that this is the most severe of all the 
crises that have taken place.
37-592
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How is the unprecedentedly protracted character of the pres
ent industrial crisis to be explained?

It is to be explained, first of all, by the fact that the indus
trial crisis has affected every capitalist country without excep
tion, thus making it difficult for some countries to manoeuvre 
at the expense of others.

-Secondly, it is to be explained by the fact that the industrial 
crisis has become interwoven with the agrarian crisis which has 
affected all the agrarian and seiniagrarian countries without 
exception, and this could not but make the industrial crisis 
more complicated and more profound.

Thirdly, it is to be explained by the fact that the agrarian 
crisis has grown more acute in this period, and has affected all 
branches of agriculture, including livestock farming; that it 
has brought about a deterioration of agriculture, the reversion 
from machines to hand labour, the substitution of horses for 
tractors, a sharp reduction in, and in some cases the complete 
abandonment of, the use of artificial fertilizers—all of which has 
caused the industrial crisis to become still more protracted.

Fourthly, it is to be explained by the fact that the monopo
list cartels which dominate industry strive to maintain high 
commodity prices, a circumstance which makes the crisis partic
ularly painful and hinders the absorption of commodity stocks.

Lastly—and this is the most important thing—it is to be 
explained by the fact that the industrial crisis broke out in 
the conditions of the general crisis of capitalism, when capital
ism no longer has, nor can have, either in the major countries 
or in the colonial and dependent countries, the strength and 
stability it had before the war and the October Revolu
tion; when industry in the capitalist countries is confronted 
with the heritage it received from the imperialist war in the 
shape of chronic undercapacity operation of plants, and of an 
army of millions of unemployed of which it is no longer able to 
rid itself.

These are the circumstances that have combined to give 
the present industrial crisis its extremely protracted character.
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These are also the circumstances that explain the fact that 
the crisis has not been confined to the sphere of production and 
trade, but has also affected the credit system, foreign exchange, 
the debt settlements, etc., and has broken down the traditionally 
established relations between countries and between social groups 
in the various countries.

An important part was played by the drop in commodity 
prices. Notwithstanding the resistance of the monopolist cartels, 
the drop in prices continued with elemental force, affecting pri
marily and mostly the unorganized commodity owners, viz., 
peasants, artisans, small capitalists, and only gradually and to 
à smaller degree the organized commodity owners, viz., the cap
italists united in cartels. The drop in prices made the position 
of debtors (manufacturers, artisans, peasants, etc.) intolerable, 
while, on the other hand, it placed the creditors in an unprece
dentedly privileged position. Such a situation was bound to lead, 
and actually did lead, to the mass bankruptcy of firms and of 
individual businessmen. As a result, tens of thousands of joint 
stock companies have failed in the United States, Germany, 
Great Britain and France during the past three years. The bank
ruptcy of joint stock companies was followed by a depreciation 
of currency, which slightly alleviated the position of the debtors. 
The depreciation of currency was followed by the nonpayment 
of debts, both foreign and internal, legalized by the state. The 
collapse of such banks as the Darmstadt and Dresden banks in 
Germany and the Kredit-Anstalt in Austria, and of concerns 
like Kreuger’s in Sweden, the Insull Company in the United 
States, etc., is well known to all.

Naturally, these phenomena, which shook the foundations 
of the credit system, were bound to bring in their train, and 
actually did bring about, the cessation of payments on credits 
and foreign loans, the cessation of payments on inter-Allied 
debts, the cessation of export of capital, a further decline in foreign 
trade, a further decline in the export of commodities, an inten
sification of the struggle for foreign markets, trade war between 
countries, and—dumping. Yes, comrades, dumping. 1 do not 
37*
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mean the alleged Soviet dumping about which only very recently 
certain honourable members of honourable parliaments in Europe 
and America were shouting until they were hoarse. I mean the 
real dumping that is now being practised by almost all “civi
lized” states, and about which these gallant and honourable 
members of parliaments maintain a prudent silence.

Naturally, also, these destructive phenomena accompanying 
the industrial crisis, which set in outside the sphere of produc
tion, could not but in their turn influence the course of the indus
trial crisis, aggravating it and complicating the situation still 
further.

Such is the general picture of the course of the industrial 
crisis.

Here are a few figures taken from official data, which illus
trate the course of the industrial crisis in the period under review.

VOLUME OF INDUSTRIAL OUTPUT 
(Per cent of 1929)

1929 1930 1931 1932 1933

U.S.S.R 100 129.7 161.9 184.7 201.6
U.S.A. 100 80.7 68.1 53.8 64.9
Great Britain 100 92.4 83.8 83.8 86.1
Germany 100 88.3 71.7 59.8 66.8
France 100 100.7 89.2 69.1 77.4

As you see, this table speaks for itself.
While industry in the principal capitalist countries declined 

from year to year, as compared with 1929, and began to recover 
somewhat only in 1933—though it is still far below the level 
of 1929—industry in the U.S.S.R, grew from year to year, ex
periencing an uninterrupted rise.

While industry in the principal capitalist countries at the 
end of 1933 shows on the average a reduction of 25 per cent and 
more in volume of production as compared with 1929, industrial 
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output in the U.S.S.R, has more than doubled during this period, 
i.e., it has increased more than 100 per cent. (Applause.)

Judging by this table it may seem that of these four capitalist 
countries, Great Britain is in the most favourable position. But 
that is not quite correct. If we compare industry in these countries 
with its prewar level we get a somewhat different picture.

Here is the corresponding table:

VOLUME OF INDUSTRIAL OUTPUT 
(Per cent <yf prewar level)

1913 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933

U.S.S.R 100 194,3 252.1 314.7 359.0 391.9
U.S.A. 100 170.2 137.3 115.9 91.4 110.2
Great Britain 100 99.1 91.5 83.0 82.5 85,2
Germany 100 113.0 99.8 81.0 67.6 75.4
France 100 139,0 140,0 124.0 96,1 107.6

As you see, industry in Great Britain and Germany has not 
yet come up to the prewar level, while the United States and 
France have exceeded it by several per cent, and the U.S.S.R, 
has raised,' increased its industrial output during this period 
by more than 290 per cent as compared with the prewar level. 
(Applause.)

But there is still another conclusion to be drawn from these 
tables.

While industry in the principal capitalist countries declined 
steadily after 1930, and particularly after 1931, and reached its 
lowest point in 1932, in 1933 it began to recover and pick up 
somewhat. If we take the monthly returns for 1932 and 1933 we 
find still further confirmation of this conclusion; for they show 
that, despite fluctuations of output in the course of 1933, in
dustry in these countries has revealed no tendency to drop to the 
lowest point reached in the summer of 1932i



582 J. STALIN

What does this mean?
It means that, apparently, industry in the principal capital

ist countries had already reached the lowest point of decline 
and did not return to it in the course of 1933.

Some people are inclined to ascribe this phenomenon exclu
sively to the influence of artificial factors, such as the war and 
inflation boom. There can be no doubt that the war and inflation 
boom plays no small part in it. This is particularly true in regard 
to Japan, where this artificial factor is the principal and decisive 
force stimulating a certain revival in some industries, princi
pally the war industries. But it would be a gross mistake to ex
plain everything by the war and inflation boom. Such an expla
nation would be incorrect, if only for the reason that the changes 
in industry which I have described are observed, not in separate 
and chance districts, but in all, or nearly all, the industri
al countries, including the countries with a stable currency. Ap
parently, in addition to the war and inflation boom, the inter
nal economic forces of capitalism are also operating here.

Capitalism has succeeded in alleviating the position of indus
try somewhat at the expense of the workers, by speeding them up 
and thus intensifying their exploitation; at the expense of the 
farmers, by pursuing a policy of paying the lowest prices for 
the products of their labour—foodstuffs and, partly, raw ma
terials; and at the expense of the peasants in the colonies and in 
the economically weak countries, by still further forcing down 
prices on the products of their labour, principally on raw mate
rials, and also on foodstuffs.

Does this mean that we are witnessing a transition from a 
crisis to an ordinary depression, to be followed by a new upward 
trend and industrial boom? No, it does not. At any rate, at the 
present time there is no evidence, direct or indirect, to indicate 
the approach of an industrial boom in capitalist countries. More
over, judging by all things, there can be no such evidence, at 
least in the near future. There can be no such evidence, because 
all the. unfavourable conditions which prevent industry in the 
capitalist countries from rising to any serious extent continue to 
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operate. I have in mind the fact that the economic crisis is pro
ceeding in the conditions of the continuing general crisis of capi
talism: the chronic undercapacity operation of industry; chronic 
mass unemployment; the interweaving of the industrial crisis 
with an agricultural crisis; the absence of tendencies towards a 
more or less serious renewal of fixed capital, which usually her
alds the approach of a boom, etc., etc.

Evidently, what we are witnessing is a transition from the 
lowest point of decline of industry, from the lowest point of 
the industrial crisis, to a depression—not an ordinary depres
sion, but a depression of a special kind, which does not lead to 
anew upward trend and industrial boom, but which, on the other 
hand, does not force industry back to the lowest point of decline.

2. THE GROWING TENSION IN THE POLITICAL 
SITUATION IN THE CAPITALIST COUNTRIES

A result of the protracted economic crisis has been the hither
to unprecedented tension in the political situation in capital
ist countries, both within those countries and in their mutual 
relations.

The intensified struggle for foreign markets, the abolition of 
the last vestiges of free trade, prohibitive tariffs, trade war, 
currency war, dumping, and many other analogous measures 
which demonstrate extreme nationalism in economic policy have 
strained to the utmost the relations among the various countries, 
have prepared the ground for military conflicts, and have put 
war on the order of the day as a means for a new redivision 
of the world and of spheres of influence in favour of the strong
er states.

Japan's war against China, the occupation of Manchuria^ 
Japan’s withdrawal from the League of Nations, and her advance 
in North China have made the situation still more tense. Thé 
intensified struggle for the Pacific and the growth of naval arma
ments in Japan, the United States, Great Britain and France 
are results of this increased tension.
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Germany’s withdrawal from the League of Nations and the 
spectre of revanchism have further added to the tension and have 
given a fresh impetus to the growth of armaments in Europe.

It is not surprising that bourgeois pacifism is now dragging 
out a miserable existence, and that idle talk of disarmament is 
giving way to “businesslike” talk about armament and rearma
ment.

Again, as in 1914, the parties of bellicose imperialism, the 
parties of war and revanchism are coming into the foreground.

Quite clearly things are heading for a new war.
The internal situation of the capitalist countries, in view 

of the operation of these same factors, is becoming still more tense. 
Four years of industrial crisis have exhausted the working class 
and reduced it to despair. Four years of agricultural crisis have 
utterly ruined the poorer strata of the peasantry, not only in the 
principal capitalist countries, but also—and particularly—in 
the dependent and colonial countries. It is a fact that, not
withstanding all attempts to manipulate statistics in order to 
show a drop in unemployment, the number of unemployed, ac
cording to the official figures of bourgeois institutions, reaches 
3,000,000 in Great Britain, 5,000,000 in Germany and 10,000,000 
in the United States, not to mention the other European coun
tries. Add to this the more than ten million part-time workers; 
add the millions of ruined peasants—and you will get an approxi
mate picture of the poverty and despair of the labouring masses. 
The masses of the people have not yet reached the stage when 
they are ready to storm capitalism; but the idea of storming it 
is maturing in the minds of the masses—of that there can hardly 
be any doubt. This is eloquently testified to by such facts as, 
say, the Spanish revolution which overthrew the fascist regime, 
and the expansion of the Soviet districts in China, which the 
united counterrevolution of the Chinese and foreign bourgeoisie 
is unable to stop.

This, indeed, explains why the ruling classes in the capital
ist countries are so zealously destroying or nullifying the last 
yestiges of parliamentarism and bourgeois democracy which 
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might be used by the working class in its struggle against the 
oppressors; why they are driving the Communist parties under
ground and resorting to open terrorist methods to maintain (heir 
dictatorship.

Chauvinism and preparation of war as the main elements of 
foreign policy; repression of the working class and terrorism in 
the sphere of home policy as a necessary means for strengthening 
the rear with a view to future wars—that is what is now partic
ularly engaging the minds of contemporary imperialist politicians.

It is not surprising that fascism has now become the most 
fashionable commodity among bellicose bourgeois politicians. 
I am referring not only to fascism in general, but, primarily, to 
fascism of the German type, which is wrongly called National- 
Socialism—wrongly because the most searching examination will 
fail to reveal even an atom of socialism in it.

In this connection the victory of fascism in Germany must 
be regarded not only as a symptom of the weakness of the working 
class and a result of the betrayals of the working class by the 
Social-Democratic Party, which paved the way for fascism; 
it must also be regarded as a symptom of the weakness of the 
bourgeoisie, of the fact that the bourgeoisie is no longer able to 
rule by the old methods of parliamentarism and bourgeois de
mocracy, and, as â consequence, is compelled in its home policy 
to resort to terroristic methods of rule—as a symptom of the 
fact that it is no longer able to find a way out of the present situa
tion on the basis of a peaceful foreign policy, and that, as a con
sequence, it is compelled to resort to a policy of war.

That is the situation.
As you see, things are heading towards a new imperialist war 

as a way out of the present situation.
Of course, there are no grounds for assuming that a war can 

provide a real way out. On the contrary, it will confuse the situation 
still more. More than that, it is sure to unleash revolution and 
jeopardize the very existence of capitalism in a number of coun
tries, as was the case in the course of the first imperialist war. 
And if; notwithstanding the experience of the first imperialist 
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war, the bourgeois politicians clutch at war as a drowning man 
clutches at a straw, that shows that, they have gotten into a 
hopeless mess, have reached an impasse, and are ready to rush 
headlong over the precipice.

It will do no harm, therefore, briefly to examine the plans for 
the organization of war which are now being hatched in the 
circles of bourgeois politicians.

Some think that war should be organized against one of the 
Great Powers. They think of inflicting a crushing defeat upon 
that power and of improving their own affairs at its expense. 
Let us assume that they organize such a war. What may be the 
upshot?

As is well known, during the first imperialist war it was also 
intended to destroy one of the Great Powers, viz., Germany, and 
to profit at her expense. And what was the upshot of this? They 
did not destroy Germany; but they sowed such a hatred for the 
victors in Germany, and created such a rich soil for revenge, 
that they have not been able to clear up the revolting mess they 
made even to this day, and will not, perhaps, be able to do so 
for quite some time. But they did get the smash-up of capitalism 
in Russia, the victory of the proletarian revolution in Russia, 
and—of course—the Soviet Union. What guarantee is there that 
the second imperialist war will produce “better” results for them 
than the first? Would it not be more correct to assume that 
the opposite will be the case?

Others think that war should be organized against a country 
that is weak in the military sense, but represents an extensive 
market—for example, against China, which, it is claimed, can
not even be described as a state in the strict sense of the word, 
but is merely “unorganized territory” which needs to be seized 
by strong states. They evidently want to divide her up completely 
and improve their affairs at her expense. Let us assume that they 
organize such a war. What may be the upshot?

It is well known that at the beginning of the nineteenth century 
Italy and Germany were regarded in the same light as China 
is today, i.e., they were considered “unorganized territories. 
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and not states, and they were subjugated. But what was the up
shot of this? As is well known, the upshot was wars for independ
ence waged by Germany and Italy, and the amalgamation of 
these countries into independent states. The upshot was increased 
hatred for the oppressors in the hearts of the peoples of these 
countries, the results of which have not been removed to this 
day and will not, perhaps, be removed for quite some time. The 
question arises: What guarantee is there that the same thing 
will not result from an imperialist war against China?

Still others think that war should be organized by a “superior 
race,” say, the German “race,” against an “inferior race,” prima
rily against the Slavs; that only such a war can provide a way 
out of the situation, for it is the mission of the “superior race” 
to fecundate the “inferior race” and rule over it. Let us assume 
that this queer theory, which is as far removed from science as 
the sky from earth, let us assume that this queer theory is put 
into practice. What may be the upshot?

It is well known that ancient Rome looked upon the ances
tors of the present-day Germans and French in the same way as 
the representatives of the “superior race” now look upon the Sla
vonic tribes. It is well known that ancient Rome treated them 
as an “inferior race,” as “barbarians,” destined to live in eternal 
subordination to the “superior race,” to “great Rome”; and between 
ourselves be it said, ancient Rome had some grounds for this, 
which cannot be,said of the representatives of the’“superior race” 
of today. {Thunderous applause.) But what was the upshot of this? 
The upshot was that the non-Romans, i.e., all the “barbarians,” 
united against tha common enemy and brought Rome down with a 
crash. The question arises: What guarantee is there that the claims 
of the representatives of the “superior race” of today will not lead 
to the same grievous results? What guarantee is there that the 
fascist literary politicians in Berlin will be more fortunate than 
the old and experienced conquerors in Rome? Would it not be 
more correct to assume that the opposite will be the case?

Finally, there are others who think that war should be organ
ized against the U.S.S.R. Their plan is to defeat the U.S.S.R., 
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divide up its territory, and profit at its expense. It would be a 
mistake to believe that it is only certain military circles in Japan 
who think in this way. We know that similar plans are being 
hatched in the leading political circles of certain states in Europe. 
Let us assume that these gentlemen pass from words to deeds. 
What may be the upshot?

There can hardly be any doubt that such a war would be the 
most dangerous war for the bourgeoisie. It would be the most 
dangerous war, not only because the peoples of the U.S.S.R, 
would fight to the very death to preserve the gains of the revolu
tion; it would be the most dangerous war for the bourgeoisie for 
the added reason that it would be waged not only at the fronts, 
but also behind the enemy's lines. The bourgeoisie need have 
no doubt that the numerous friends of the working class of the 
U.S.S.R, in Europe and in Asia will do their best to strike a 
blow in the rear at their oppressors who start a criminal war 
against the fatherland of the working class of all countries. And 
let not Messieurs the bourgeoisie blame us if some of the govern
ments so near and dear to them, which today rule happily “by 
the grace of God,” are missing on the morrow after such a war. 
{Thunderous applause.)

One such war against the U.S.S.R, has been waged already, 
if you remember, fifteen years ago. As is well known, the univer
sally esteemed Churchill clothed that war in a poetic formula — 
“the campaign of fourteen states.” You remember, of course, that 
that war rallied the working people of our country into one unit
ed camp of heroic warriors, who stalwartly defended their work
ers’ and peasants’ motherland against the. foreign foe. You 
know how it ended. It ended in the ejection of the invaders from 
our country and the establishment of revolutionary Councils 
of Action in Europe. It can hardly be doubted that a second war 
against the U.S.S.R, will lead to the complete defeat of the ag
gressors, to revolution in a number of countries in Europe and 
in Asia, and to the destruction of the bourgeois-landlord gov
ernments in those countries.

Such are the war plans pf the perplexed bourgeois politicians.



REPORT TO THE SEVENTEENTH CONGRESS OF THE C.P.S.U,(B.) 589

As you see, they are not distinguished either for their bril
liance or for their valour, {Applause.)

But while the bourgeoisie chooses the path of war, the working 
class in the capitalist countries, brought to despair by four years 
of crisis and unemployment, is taking the path of revolution. 
This means that a revolutionary crisis is maturing and will con
tinue to mature. And the more the bourgeoisie becomes entangled 
in its war combinations, the more frequently it resorts to terror
istic methods in its fight against the working class and the la
bouring peasantry, the more rapidly will the revolutionary crisis 
develop.

Some comrades think that, once there is a revolutionary cri
sis, the bourgeoisie is bound to be in a hopeless position; that its 
end is therefore a foregone conclusion; that the victory of the 
revolution is thus assured, and that all they have to do is to 
wait for the fall of the bourgeoisie and to draw up victorious res
olutions. This is a profound mistake. The victory of the revolu
tion never comes by itself. It must be prepared for and won. 
And only a strong proletarian revolutionary party can prepare 
for and win victory. Moments occur when the situation is revolu
tionary, when the rule of the bourgeoisie is shaken to its very 
foundations, and yet the victory of the revolution does not come, 
because there is no revolutionary party of the proletariat suffi
ciently strong and influential to lead the masses and to take pow
er. It would be unwise to believe that such “cases” cannot occur.

It will do no harm in this connection to recall Lenin’s pro
phetic words on revolutionary crises, uttered at the Second Con
gress of the Communist International:

“We have now come to the question of the revolutionary crisis as the 
basis of our revolutionary action. And here we must first of all note two 
widespread errors. On the one hand, the bourgeois economists represent this 
crisis simply as ‘unrest,’ as the English so elegantly express it. On the 
other hand, revolutionaries sometimes try. to prove that the crisis is abso
lutely hopeless. That is a mistake. There is no such thing as an absolutely 
hopeless situation. The bourgeoisie is behaving like an arrant brigand who 
has lost his head: it commits blunder after blunder, thus making the situa
tion more acute and hastening its own doom. All this is true. But it cannot 
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be ‘proved’ that there is absolutely no chance of its gulling some minority 
of the exploited with some concessions or other, or of suppressing some 
movement or uprising of some section or another of the oppressed and ex
ploited. To try to ‘prove’ beforehand that a situation is ‘absolutely’ hope
less would be sheer pedantry, or juggling with concepts and catchwords. 
In this and similar questions Lhe only real ‘proof’ is practice. The bourgeois 
system all over the world is experiencing a most profound revolutionary 
crisis. And the revolutionary parties must now ‘prove’ by their practical 
actions that they are intelligent and organized enough, are in contact enough 
with the exploited masses, are determined and skilful enough to utilize 
this crisis for a successful and victorious revolution.” (Lenin, Vol. XXV, 
pp. 340-41.)

3. THE RELATIONS BETWEEN THE U.S.S.R.
AND THE CAPITALIST STATES

It is quite easy to understand how difficult it has been for 
the U.S.S.R, to pursue its peace policy in this atmosphere which 
is poisoned with the miasma of war combinations.

In the midst of this eve-of-war frenzy which is going on in 
a number of countries, the U.S.S.R, during these years has stood 
firmly and indomitably by its position of peace: fighting against 
the menace of war; fighting to preserve peace; meeting half-way 
those countries which for one reason or another stand for the 
preservation of peace; exposing and tearing the masks from those 
who are preparing for and provoking war.

What did the U.S.S.R, rely on in this difficult and complicat
ed struggle for peace?

a) On its growing economic and political might.
b) On the moral support of the vast masses of the working 

class in every country, who are vitally interested in the preser
vation of peace.

e) On lhe prudence of those countries which for one motive 
or another are not interested in disturbing the peace, and which 
want to develop commercial relations with such a punctual 
client as the U.S.S.R.

d) Finally—on our glorious army, which stands ready to 
defend our country against attacks from without.
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It was on this basis that we began our campaign for the con
clusion with neighbouring states of pacts of nonaggression and 
of pacts defining aggression. You know that this campaign has 
been successful. As you know, pacts of nonaggression have been 
concluded not only with the majority of our neighbours in the 
West and in the South, including Finland and Poland, but also 
with such countries as France and Italy; and pacts defining 
aggression have been concluded with those same neighbouring 
states, including the Little Entente.

On this basis, also, the friendship between the U.S.S.R, and 
Turkey has been consolidated; relations between the U.S.S.R, and 
Italy have been improved and have become indisputably satisfac
tory; relations with France, Poland and other Baltic states have 
improved; relations have been restored with the U.S.A., China, etc.

Of the many facts reflecting the successes of the peace policy 
of the U.S.S.R, two facts of indisputably material significance 
should be noted and singled out.

1. I have in mind, first, the change for the better that has 
taken place recently in the relations between the U.S.S.R, and 
Poland and between the U.S.S.R, and France. As is well known, 
our relations with Poland in the past were not at all good. Rep
resentatives of our state were assassinated in Poland. Poland 
regarded herself as the barrier of the Western states against thé 
U.S.S.R. All and sundry imperialists counted on Poland as 
their vanguard in the event of a military attack upon the U.S.S.R. 
The relations between the U.S.S.R, and France were no better. 
We need only recall the facts relating to the trial of the Ramzin 
group of wreckers in Moscow to bring back the picture of the 
relations between the U.S.S.R, and France. But now those un
desirable relations are gradually beginning to disappear. They 
are giving way to other relations, which cannot be otherwise 
described than as relations of rapprochement.

It is not only that we have concluded pacts of nonaggression 
with these countries, although these pacts in themselves are of 
great importance. The point is, primarily, that the atmosphere of 
mutual distrust is beginning to be dissipated. This does not mean, 
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of course, that the incipient process of rapprochement can be 
regarded as sufficiently stable and as guarant eeing ultimate success. 
Surprises and zigzags in policy, for example in Poland, where 
anti-Soviet sentiments are still strong, cannot by far be regarded 
as precluded. But a change for the better in our relations, irrespec
tive of its results in the future, is a fact worthy of being noted and 
singled out as a factor in lhe advancement of the cause of peace.

What is the cause of this change? What stimulates it?
Primarily, the growth of the strength and might of the 

U.S.S.R.
In our times it is not the custom to give any consideration to 

the weak—consideration is given only to the strong. Besides, 
there have been some changes in the policy of Germany which 
reflect the growth of revanchist and imperialist sentiments in 
Germany.

In this connection some German politicians say that the 
U.S.S.R, has now taken an orientation towards France and 
Poland; that from an opponent of the Versailles Treaty it has 
become a supporter of that treaty, and that this change is to 
be explained by the establishment of the fascist regime in Germany. 
That is not true. Of course, we are far from being enthusiastic 
about the fascist regime in Germany. But fascism is not the issue 
here, if only for lhe reason that fascism in Italy, for example, 
has not prevented the U.S.S.R, from establishing the best rela
tions with that country. Nor is it a question of any alleged change 
in our attitude towards lhe Versailles Treaty. It is not for us, 
who have experienced the shame of the Brest-Litovsk Peace, 
to sing the praises of the Versailles Treaty. We merely do not 
agree to the world being flung into the abyss of a new war on 
account of that treaty. The same must be said of the alleged new 
orientation taken by the U.S.S.R. We never had any orientation 
towards Germany, nor have we any orientation towards Poland 
and France. Our orientation in the past and our orientation at 
the present time is towards the U.S.S.R., and towards the 
U.S.S.R., alone. (Loud applause.) And if the interests of lhe 
U.S.S.R, demand rapprochement with one country or another 
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which is not interested in disturbing peace, we take this step 
without hesitation.

No, that is not the point. The point is that Germany’s policy 
has changed. The point is that even before the present German 
politicians came into power, and particularly after they came 
into power, a contest began in Germany between two political 
lines: between the old policy, which was reflected in the well- 
known treaties between the U.S.S.R, and Germany, and the 
“new” policy, which, in the main, recalls the policy of the former 
German Kaiser, who at one time occupied the Ukraine, marched 
against Leningrad, and converted the Baltic countries into a mili
tary base for this march ; and this “new” policy is obviously gaining 
the upper hand over the old policy. The fact that the advocates 
of the “new” policy are gaining supremacy in all things, while the 
supporters of the old policy are in disfavour, cannot be regarded 
as an accident. Nor can the well-known statement made by 
Hugenberg in London, nor the equally well-known declarations 
of Rosenberg, who directs the foreign policy of the ruling party 
in Germany, be regarded as accidents. That is the point, comrades.

2. Secondly, I have in mind the restoration of normal relations 
between the U.S.S.R, and the United States of America. There 
cannot be any doubt that this act is of great significance for the 
whole system of international relations. It is not only that it 
improves the chances of preserving peace, and that it improves 
the relations between the two countries, strengthens commercial 
intercourse between them, and creates a base for their mutual 
collaboration. The point is that it is a landmark between the 
old position, when in various countries the U.S.A, was regarded 
as the bulwark for all sorts of anti-Soviet trends, and the new 
position, when that bulwark has been voluntarily removed, to 
the mutual advantage of both countries.

Such are the two main facts which reflect the successes of the 
Soviet peace policy.

It would be wrong, however, to think that everything went 
smoothly in the period under review. No, not everything went 
smoothly, by a long way.
35—592
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Recall, say, the pressure that was brought to bear upon us 
by England; the embargo on our exports, the attempt to inter
fere in our internal affairs to see how the land lies and thereby to 
test our power of resistance. True, nothing came of this attempt , 
and later the embargo was lifted; but the unpleasant taste left 
after these sallies is still felt in everything affecting the relations 
between England and the U.S.S.R., including the negotiations 
for a commercial treaty. And these sallies against the U.S.S.R, 
must not be regarded as accidental. It is well known that a cer
tain section of the British conservatives cannot live without 
such sallies. And "precisely because they are not accidental we 
must bear in mind that in the future, too, sallies will be made 
against theU.S.S.R., all sorts of menaceswill be created, attempts 
will be undertaken to damage the U.S.S.R., etc.

Nor can we lose sight of the relations between the U.S.S.R, 
arid Japan, which stand in need of very considerable improvement. 
Japan’s refusal to conclude a pact of nonaggression, of which 
Japan stands in no less need than the U.S.S.R., once again em
phasizes the fact that all is not well in the sphere of our rela
tions. The same must be said of the rupture of negotiations, con
cerning the Chinese-Eastern Railway due to no fault of the 
U.S.S.R.; and also of the outrageous actions of the Japanese 
agents on the C.E.R., the illegal arrests of Soviet employees on 
the G.E.R., etc. All this apart from the fact that one section of 
the military people in Japan, with the avowed approval of anoth
er section of the military, is openly advocating in the press the 
necessity for a war against the U.S.S.R, and the seizure of the 
Maritime Province; while the government of Japan, instead of 
calling these instigators of war to order, pretends that it has 
nothing to do with the matter. It is not difficult to understand that 
such circumstances cannot but create an atmosphère of uneasi
ness and uncertainty. Of course, we will persistently continue 
our policy of peace and will strive to bring about an improvement 
in our relations with Japan, because we want to improve these 
relations. But it does not depend entirely upon us. That is why 
we must at the same time take all measures to guard our country



REPORT TO THB SEVENTEENTH CON&RESS OF THE O.P.8.U.(B.) 595

against surprises, and be prepared to defend it in the event of 
attack. (Loud applause.)

As you see, besides successes in our peace policy we also have 
a number of negative occurrences.

Such is the situation as regards the foreign relations of the 
U.S.S.R.

Our foreign policy is clear. It is a policy of preserving peace 
and of strengthening commercial relations with all countries. 
The U.S.S.R, does not think of threatening anybody—let alone 
of attacking anybody. We stand for peace and champion the 
cause of peace. But we are not afraid of threats and are pre
pared to return the instigators of war blow for blow. (Loud ap
plause. ) Those who want peace and seek business relations with us 
will always have our support. But those who try to attack our 
country will receive a crushing repulse to teach them not to poke 
their pig snouts into our Soviet garden. (Thunderous applause.)

Such is our foreign policy. (Thunderous applause.)
The task is to continue this policy with unflagging perse

verance and consistency.

II
THE CONTINUED PROGRESS OF THE NATIONAL 

ECONOMY AND THE INTERNAL SITUATION
IN THE U.S.S.R.

I now pass to the question of the internal situation in the 
U.S.S.R.

From the point of view of the internal situation in the 
U.S.S.R, the period under review presents a picture of ever- 
increasing progress, both in the sphere of national economy and 
in the sphere of culture.

This progress has not been merely a simple quantitative 
accumulation of strength. This progress is remarkable in that it 
has introduced fundamental changes into the structure of the 
U.S.S.R., and has radically changed the face of the country.
38*
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During this period, the U.S.S.R, has become radically trans
formed and has cast off the integument of backwardness and 
medievalism. From an agrarian country it has become an indus
trial country. From a country of small individual agriculture it 
has become a country of collective, large-scale mechanized agri
culture. From an ignorant, illiterate and uncultured country it has 
become—or rather it is becoming—a literate and cultured coun
try covered by a vast network of higher, secondary and elemen
tary schools teaching in the languages of the nationalities of 
the U.S.S.R.

New industries have been created: machine-tool construction, 
automobile, tractor, chemical, motor construction, aircraft, 
harvester combines, the construction of powerful turbines and 
generators, high-grade steel, ferro-alloys, synthetic rubber, ni
trates, artificial fibre, etc., etc. {Prolonged applause.)

During this period thousands of new, up-to-date industrial 
plants have been built and put into operation. Giants like the 
Dnieprostroy, Magnitostroy, Kuznetskstroy, Ghelyabstroy, Bob- 
riki, Uralmashstroy and Krammashslroy have been built. Thou
sands of old plants have been reconstructed and provided with 
modern technical equipment. New plants have been built, and 
industrial centres created, in the national republics and in the 
border regions of the U.S.S.R.; in Byelorussia, in the Ukraine, 
in the North Caucasus, in Transcaucasia, in Central Asia, in 
Kazakhstan, in Buryat-Mongolia, in Tataria, in Bashkiria, in 
the Urals, in East and West Siberia, in the Far East, etc.

More than 200,000 collective farms and 5,000 state farms 
have been organized, with new district centres and industrial 
centres serving them.

New large Lowns, with large populations, have sprung up in 
what were formerly almost vacant spaces. The old towns and 
industrial centres have grown enormously.

The foundations have been laid for the Urals-Kuznetsk Com
bine, which unites the coking coal of Kuznetsk with the iron ore 
of the Urals. Thus, we may consider that the dream of a new met
allurgical base in the East has become a reality.
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The foundations for a powerful new oil base have been laid 
in the regions of the western and southern slopes of the Ural 
range—in the Ural region, Bashkiria and Kazakhstan.

It is obvious that the enormous capital investments of the 
state in all branches of national economy, which in the period 
under review amounted to over 60,000,000,000 rubles, have 
not been ill-spent, and are beginning to bear fruit.

As a result of these achievements the national income of the 
U.S.S.R, has increased from 29,000,000,000 rubles in 1929 to 
50,000,000,000 in 1933; whereas there has been an enormous 
decline in the national income of all capitalist countries with
out exception during this period.

It goes without saying that all these achievements and all 
this progress had to lead—and actually did lead—to the fur
ther consolidation of the internal situation in the U.S.S.R.

How was it possible for these colossal changes to take place in 
a matter of three or four years on the territory of a vast state with a 
backward technique and a backward culture? Was it not a miracle? 
It would have been a miracle had this development proceeded on 
the basis of capitalism and individual small farming. But it cannot 
be described as a miracle if we bear in mind that this develop
ment took place on the basis of expanding socialist construction.

It goes without saying that this enormous progress could take 
place only on the basis of the successful building of socialism; 
on the basis of the collective work of scores of millions of people; 
on the basis of the advantages which the socialist system of 
economy has over the capitalist and individual-peasant system.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the colossal progress in 
the economy and culture of the U.S.S.R, during the period under 
review has also signified the elimination of the capitalist ele
ments, and the relegation of individual-peasant economy to the 
background. It is a fact that the socialist system of economy in 
the sphere of industry now represents 99 per cent of the total; 
and in agriculture, according to area sown to grain crops, it 
represents 84.5 per cent of the total, whereas individual-peasant 
economy accounts for only 15,5 per cent,
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It follows, then, that capitalist economy in the U .S.S.R. has 
already been eliminated and that the individual-peasant sector in 
the countryside has been forced back to a secondary position.

At the time when the New Economic Policy was being intro
duced Lenin said that we had the elements of five forms of econ
omy in our country: 1) patriarchal economy (largely natural econ
omy); 2) small commodity production (the majority of the peasants 
who sell grain); 3) private capitalism; 4) state capitalism; 5) social
ism. Of all these forms of economy, Lenin said, the socialist form 
of economy must in the end gain the upper hand. We can now say 
that the first, the third and the fourth forms of economy no longer 
exist; the second form of economy has been forced into a secondary 
position, while the fifth form of economy—the socialist form of 
economy—now holds unchallenged sway and is the sole command
ing force in the whole national economy. (Loud prolonged applause.}

Such is the result.
This result is the basis of the stability of the internal situa

tion in the U.S.S.R., the basis of the firmness of its front and rear 
positions in the midst of the capitalist encirclement.

Let us now examine the concrete material relating to the var
ious questions of thé economic and political situation in the 
Soviet Union.

1. PROGRESS OF INDUSTRY

Of all branches of the national economy, the one that lias 
grown most rapidly is industry. During the period under review, 
i.e., since 1930, the output of our industry has more than doubled — 
namely, it has increased by 101.6 per cent; and compared with 
the prewar level it has grown almost fourfold—namely, by 
291.9 per cent.

This means that industrialization has been going on full 
steam ahead.

As a result of the rapid growth of industrialization the output 
of industry has advanced to first place in the total volume of pro
duction of the whole of our national economy.

Her? U çerresppnding tablei
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(Per cent of total, in prices of 1926-27)

PROPORTION OF INDUSTRIAL OUTPUT IN GROSS 
OUTPUT OF NATIONAL ECONOMY

1913 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933

1. Industry (without 
small industry)

2. Agriculture
42.1
57.9

54.5
45.5

61.6
38.4

66.7
33.3

70.7
29.3

70.4
29.6

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0

This means that our country has definitely and finally become 
an industrial country.

Of decisive significance for the industrialization of the country 
is the growth of the output of instruments and means of produc
tion in the gross output representing the development of industry. 
The figures for the period under review show that this item has 
become predominant in the gross output of industry.

Here is the corresponding table;

(In prices of 1926-27)

PROPORTION OF OUTPUT OF THE TWO MAIN. 
GROUPS OF LARGE-SCALE INDUSTRIES

Gross output (in billions of rubles)
1929 1930 1931 1932 | 1933

Total large-scale industry 21.0 27.5 33.9 '38.5 41.9
Of which :

Group “A”: instruments and
means of production 10.2 14.5 18.8 22.0 24.3

Group “B”: consumer goods 10.8 13.0 15.1 16.5 17.6
Per cent of ‘total

Group “A”: instruments and
. means of production 48.5 52.6 55.4 57.0 58,0
Group “B”; consumer goods 51.5 47.4 44.6 43.0 42.0 ■

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 ioo.o 100.0
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As you see, this table requires no explanation.
In our country, which is still young as regards technical devel

opment, industry has a special task to fulfil. It must reconstruct 
on a new technical basis not only itself, not only all branches 
of industry, including the light industries, the food industries, 
and the timber industry; it must also reconstruct all forms of 
transport and all branches of agriculture. It can fulfil this task, 
however, only if the machine-building industry—which is the 
main lever for the reconstruction of the national economy— 
occupies a predominant place in it. The figures for the period 
under review show that our machine-building industry has ad
vanced to the leading place in the total volume of industrial 
output.

Here is the corresponding table:

(Per cent of total)

PROPORTION OF OUTPUT OF VARIOUS BRANCHES 
OF INDUSTRY IN GROSS OUTPUT

U. S. S. R.
1913 1929 1932 1933

Coal 2.9 2.1 1.7 2.0
Coke 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.6
Oil (extraction) 1.9 1.8 1.5 1.4
Oil (refining) 2.3 2.5 2.9 2.6
Iron and steel No data 4.5 3.7 4.0
Nonferrous metals » 1.5 1.3 1.2
Machine building 11.0 14.8 25.0 26.1
Basic chemicals 0.8 0.6 0.8 0.9
Cotton textiles 18.3 15.2 7.6 7.3
Woolen textiles 3.1 3.1 1.9 1.8

This shows that our industry is developing on a sound founda
tion, and that the key to reconstruction—the machine-building 
industry—-is entirely in our hands, All that is required is that 
we use it skilfully and rationally,
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The development of our industry during this period according 
to social sectors presents an interesting picture.

Here is the corresponding table:

GROSS OUTPUT OF LARGE-SCALE INDUSTRY 
ACCORDING TO SOCIAL SECTORS 

(In prices oj 1926-27)

In millions of rubles

1929 1930 1931 1932 1933

Total output 21,025 27,477 33,903 38,464 41,968
Of which:

I. Socialized industry 20,891 27,402 No data 38,436 41,940
Of which:

a) State industry . 19,143 24,989 35,587 38,932
b) Cooperative in-

dustry 1,748 2,413 2,849 3,008
II. Private industry 134 75 »> 28 28

Per cent of total

Total output 100 100 100 100 100
Of which:

I. Socialized industry 99.4 99.7 No data 99.93 99.93
Of which:

a) State industry . 91.1 90.9 92.52 92.76
b) Cooperative in-

dustry 8.3 8.8 n 7.41 7 17
II, Private industry 0.6 0.3 0.07 0.07

From this table it is evident that we have put an end to the 
capitalist elements in industry and that the socialist system of 
economy is now the sole system, the system holding a position 
of monopoly, in our industry. (Applause.)

However, of all the achievements scored by industry in the 
period under review thç post important is the fact that it has 
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succeeded in this period in fostering and training thousands of 
new men and women, of new leaders of industry—a whole stra
tum of new engineers and technicians—hundreds of thousands 
of young skilled workers who have mastered the new technique 
and who have advanced our socialist industry. There can be no 
doubt that without these men and women industry could not 
have achieved the successes it has achieved, and of which it has 
a perfect right to be proud. The figures show that in this period 
about 800,000 more or less qualified workers have been graduated 
from factory training schools, and over 180,000 engineers and 
technicians from higher technical educational institutions, 
universities and technical schools; all of these are now work
ing in industry. If it is true that the problem of cadres is a 
most important problem of our development, then it must be 
admitted that our industry is beginning really to cope with this 
problem.

Such are the main achievements of our industry.
It would be wrong, however, to think that industry has only 

successes to record. No, it also has its defects. The principal of 
these are:

a) The continuing lag of the iron and steel industry,
b) The lack of order in the nonferrous metals industries',
e) The underestimation of the great importance of developing 

the mining of local coal for the general fuel balance of the country 
(Moscow Region, Caucasus, Urals, Karaganda, Central Asia, 
Siberia, the Far East, the Northern Territory, etc.);

d) The absence of proper attention to the question of organizing 
new centres of the oil industry in the Urals, Bashkiria, and Emba- 
districts;

e) The absence of serious concern for the development of, the 
production of consumer goods both in the light and food industries 
and in the timber industry;

f) The absence of proper attention to the question of developing 
local industry,

g) An absolutely intolerable attitude towards the question 
of improving the quality of products',
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h) The continuing backwardness in the matter of increasing 
the productivity of labour, reducing the cost of production, and 
inculcating business accounting',

i) The fact that bad organization of work and wages, lack of 
personal responsibility in work, and wage equalization have not 
yet been eliminated;

j) The fact that red tape methods of management in the econom
ic Commissariats and their departments, including the People's 
Commissariats of the light and food industries, have not yet 
been eliminated by far.

The absolute necessity for the speedy elimination of all these 
defects need hardly be explained. As you know, the iron and steel 
and nonferrous metals industries failed to fulfil their plan through
out the First Five-Year Plan period; nor have they fulfilled the 
plan of the first year of the Second Five-Year Plan period. If 
they continue to lag behind they may become a drag on indus
try and cause disruptions in its work. As to the creation of new 
centres of the coal and oil industries, it is not difficult to under
stand that unless this urgent task is fulfilled both industry and 
transport may be run aground. The question of producing con
sumer goods and of developing local industry, as well as the 
questions of improving the quality of output, of increasing the 
productivity of labour, of reducing production costs, and of 
inculcating business accounting also need no further explanation. 
As for the bad organization of work and wages, and red tape 
methods of management, the case of the Donbas and of the 
factories in the light and food industries has shown that this 
dangerous disease has affected all our industries and hinders 
their development. If it is not removed, industry will just hob
ble along.

Our immediate tasks are:
1. To maintain the present leading role of machine building 

in .the system of industries.
2. To eliminate the lag of the iron and steel industry.
3. To put the nonferrous metals industries in order.
4, To develop to the utmost the mining of local coal in all 
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the districts where it is known to be available; to develop new. coal 
fields (for example, in the Bureya District in the Far East), 
and to convert the Kuzbas into a second Donbas. (Prolonged 
applause.)

5. Seriously to tackle the job of organizing a centre of the 
oil industry in the districts on the western and southern slopes 
of the Ural range.

6. To expand the production of consumer goods in all the in
dustries controlled by the economic Commissariats.

7. To develop local Soviet industry; to give it the opportu
nity to display initiative in the production of consumer goods 
and to lend it all possible assistance in the way of raw materials 
and funds.

8. To improve the quality of manufactured goods; to discon
tinue the practice of producing incomplete sets of goods, and to 
punish all those comrades, without respect of person, who violate 
or evade the laws of the Soviet government concerning the qual
ity and completeness of sets of goods.

9. To secure a systematic increase in the productivity of 
labour, a reduction in production costs, and the inculcation of 
business accounting.

10. To put an end to lack of personal responsibility in work 
and to wage equalization.

11. To eliminate red tape methods of management in all 
the departments of the economic Commissariats, and to check 
up systematically on the fulfilment of the decisions and in
structions of the directing centres by the subordinate organ
izations.

2. PROGRESS OF AGRICULTURE

Development in the sphere of agriculture has proceeded 
somewhat differently. In the period under review progress in the 
main branches of agriculture was much slower than in industry, 
hut nevertheless more rapid than in the period when individual 
farming predominated, In livestock farming, however, there 
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was even a reverse process—a decline in the number of livestock; 
only in 1933 were symptoms of progress observed, and then only 
in hog breeding.

Apparently the enormous difficulties attending the amalgam
ation of scattered small peasant farms into collective farms, 
the difficult task of creating a large number of big grain and live
stock farms, which had to be built practically from the ground 
up, .and, in general, the period of reorganization, when individ
ual agriculture was being remodelled and put on the new, 
collective-farm basis, which required considerable time and in
volves considerable outlay—all these factors inevitably predeter
mined the slow rate of progress in agriculture, as well as the 
relatively long period of decline in the number of livestock.

In point of fact, in agriculture the period under review was 
not so much a period of rapid progress and powerful upswing as 
a period during which we created the conditions for such a prog
ress and upswing in the near future.

If we take the figures for the increase in the area under all 
crops, and separately the figures for industrial crops, we will 
get the following picture of the development of agriculture in 
the period under review.

AREA UNDER ALL CROPS IN THE U.S.S.R: 

(In millions of hectares)

1913 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933

Total crop area 105.0 118.0 127.2 136.3 134.4 129.7

Of which:
a) Grain crops 94.4 96.0 101.8 104.4 99.7 101.5
b) Industrial crops 4.5 8.8 10.5 14.0 14.9 12.0
e) Vegetables and me-

Ions 3.8 7.6 8.0 9.1 9.2 8.6
d) Fodder 2.1 5.0 6.5 8.8 10.6 7.3
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AREA UNDER INDUSTRIAL CROPS IN THE U.S.S.R. 
(In millions of hectares)

1913 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933

Cotton 0.69 1.06 1.58 2.14 2.17 2.05
Flax (long fibre) 1.02 1.63 1.75 2.39 2.51 2.40
Sugar beet 0.65 0.77 1.04 1.39 1.54 1-.21
Oil seed 2.00 5.20 5.22 7.55 7.98 5.79

These tables reflect the two main lines in agriculture:
1. The line of the greatest possible expansion of crop areas 

in the period when the reorganization of agriculture was at its 
height, when collective farms were being formed by the tens of 
thousands and were driving the kulaks from the land, seizing 
the vacated land, and taking charge of it.

2. The line of discontinuing the practice of indiscriminate 
expansion of' crop areas; the line of passing on from indiscrimi
nate expansion of crop areas to improved cultivation of the land, 
to the introduction of proper rotation of crops and fallow, to 
increasing the harvest yield and, if practice shows this to be nec
essary, to a temporary reduction in crop areas.

As is well known, the second line, the only correct line in 
agriculture, was proclaimed in 1932, when the period of reorgan
ization in agriculture was drawing to a close and thé question 
of increasing the harvest yield became one of the fundamental 
questions of the progress of agriculture.

But data of the growth of the crop areas cannot be regarded 
as a sufficient index of the development of agriculture. It some
times happens that while the crop area increases, output does 
not increase, or even declines, because cultivation of the soil has 
deteriorated, and the yield per hectare has declined. In view of 
this, data for crop areas must be supplemented with data for 
gross output.

Here is the corresponding table!
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(In millions oj centners)

GROSS OUTPUT OF GRAIN AND INDUSTRIAL 
CROPS IN THE U.S.S.R.

1913 1929 1930 1931 1932 •1933

Grain 801.0 717.4 835.4 694.8 698.7 898.0
Raw cotton 7.4 8.6 11.1 12.9 12.7 13.2
Flax fibre 3.3 3.6 4.4 5.5 5.0 5.6
Sugar beet 109.0 62.5 140.2 120.5- 65.6 90.0
Oil seeds 21.5 35.fi 36.2 51.0 45.5 46.0

It can be seen from this table that the years in which the 
reorganization of agriculture was at its height, viz., 1931 and 
1932, were the years in which the output of grain diminished most.

It can also be seen from this table that in the flax and cotton 
districts, where the reorganization of agriculture proceeded at 
aslowerpace, flax and cotton hardly suffered, and progressed more 
or less evenly and steadily, while maintaining a high level of 
development.

Thirdly, it can be seen from this table that there was only 
a slight fluctuation in the output of oil seeds, and a high level of 
development, as compared with the prewar level, was maintained, 
while in the sugar beet districts, where the reorganization of agri
culture proceeded at the most rapid rate, sugar beet farming, 
which was the last to enter the period of reorganization, suffered 
its worst decline in the last year of reorganization, viz., in 1932, 
when output dropped below the prewar level.

Lastly, it can be seen from this table that 1933, the first 
year after the completion of the reorganization period, marks 
a turning point in the development of grain and industrial crops.

This means that from now on grain crops, to begin with, and 
then industrial crops, will firmly and surely advance with giant 
strides.

It was livestock farming that suffered most in the reorganiza
tion period.

Here is the corresponding table:
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LIVESTOCK IN THE U. S. S. R.
(Million head)

1916 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933

a) Horses 35.1 34.0 30.2 26.2 19.6 16.6
b) Large cattle 58.9 68.1 52.5 47.9 40.7 38.6
e) Sheep and goats 115.2 147.2 108.8 77 7 52.1 59,6
d) Hogs 20.3 20.9 13.6 14.4 11.6 12.2

This table shows that in the period under review there was 
not an improvement, but a continual decline in the quantity 
of livestock in the country as compared with the prewar level. 
It is obvious that this table reflects, on the one hand, the fact 
that livestock farming was dominated by big kulak elements to 
a greater extent, and, on the other, the intense kulak agitation 
for the slaughter of livestock which found favourable soil in the 
years of reorganization.

Furthermore, it follows from this table that the decline in 
the number of livestock began in the very first year of reorganiza
tion (1930) and continued right up to 1933. The decline was most 
marked in the first three years; in 1933, however, the first year 
after the termination of the period of reorganization, when the 
grain crops marked an advance, the decline in the number of 
livestock reached its minimum.

Lastly, it follows from this table that the reverse process 
has already commenced in hog breeding, and that in 1933 symp
toms of direct progress were already to be seen.

■This means that the year 1934 can and must mark a 
turning point towards progress in all branches of livestock 
farming.

How did the collectivization of peasant farms develop in the 
period under review?

Here is the corresponding table:
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COLLECTIVIZATION

1929 1930 1931 1932 1933

Number of collective 
farms (thousands) . . 57.0 85.9 211.1 211.05 224.5

Number of households 
in collective farms (mil

lions) . ... 1.0 6.0 13.0 14.9 15.2
Per cent of peasant farms 

collectivized 3.9 23.6 52.7 61.5 65.0

And what was the development as regards the areas under 
grain crops according to sectors?

Here is the corresponding table:

AREAS UNDER GRAIN CROPS ACCORDING TO SECTORS 
(In millions of hectares)

Sectors 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933
Per. cent 
of total 
area in

1933

: 1. State farms 1.5 2.9 8.1 9.3 10.8 10.6
f 2. Collective farms 3.4 29.7 61.0 69.1 75.0 73.9

3. Individual peasant 
farms 91.1 69.2 35.3 21.3 15.7 15.5

Total U.S.S.R. . 96.0 101.8 104.4 99.7 101.5 100.0

What do these tables show?
They show that the period of reorganization in agriculture, 

during which the number of collective farms and the number of 
their members increased at a tempestuous pace, is now ended, 
that it was already ended in 1932.

Hence, the further process of collectivization is a process of the 
gradual absorption of the remaining individual peasant farms and 
the re-education of the individual peasants by the collective farms.
J9-59Z
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This means that the collective farms have triumphed com
pletely and irrevocably. {Loud and prolonged applause.)

They show also that the state farms and collective farms to
gether control 84.5 per cent of the total area under grain in the 
U.S.S.R.

This means that the collective farms and state farms together 
have become so great a force as to determine the fate of the whole 
of agriculture and of all its branches.

The tables further show that the 65 per cent of the peasant farms, 
which are organized in collective farms, control 73.9 per cent of the 
total area under grain; whereas all the individual farms put to
gether, representing 35 per cent of the entire peasant population, 
control only 15.5 per cent of the total area under grain crops.

If we add to this the fact that in 1933 the various deliveries 
to the state made by the collective farms amounted to more than 
1,000,000,000 poods of grain, while the individual peasants, 
who fulfilled their plan 100 per cent, delivered only about 
130,000,000 poods; whereas in 1929-30 the individual peasants 
delivered to the state about 780,000,000 poods, and the collective 
farms not more than 120,000,000 poods—then it becomes as clear 
as clear can be that during the period under review the collec
tive farms and the individual peasants have completely exchanged 
roles: The collective farms during this period have become the 
predominant force in agriculture, whereas the individual peasants 
have dropped to the position of a secondary force and are compelled 
to submit and adapt themselves to the collective-farm system.

It must be admitted that the labouring peasantry, our Soviet 
peasantry, has completely and irrevocably taken its stand under 
the red banner of socialism. (Prolonged applause.)

Let the Socialist-Revolutionary, Menshevik, and bourgeois- 
Trotskyite gossips tell old wives’ tales about the peasantry being 
counterrevolutionary by its very nature; about its being des
tined to restore capitalism in the U.S.S.R.; about its inability 
to serve as the ally of the working class in building socialism, 
and about the impossibility of building socialism in the U.S.S.R. 
The facts show that these gentlemen are slandering the U.S.S.R. 
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and the Soviet peasantry. The facts show that our Soviet peasantry 
has quit the shores of capitalism for good and is headed, in alli
ance with the working class, for socialism. The facts show that 
we have already built the foundations of socialist society in the 
U.S.S.R., and that all we have to do now is to erect the super
structures—a task which undoubtedly is much easier than that 
of budding the foundations of socialist society.

The increase in crop area and in output is not the only thing, 
however, that reflects the strength of the collective farms and 
state farms. Their strength is reflected also in the increase in the 
number of tractors at their disposal, in the growing rate of 
their use of machinery. There is no doubt that in this respect our 
collective farms and state farms have made very marked progress.

Here is the corresponding table:

(Allowance made for depreciation)

NUMBER OF TRACTORS EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE 
IN THE U.S.S.R.

Number of tractors in thousands
1929 1930 1931 [ 1932 | 1933

Total number of tractors 34.9 72.1 125.3 148.5 204.1
Of which:

a) In machine and tractor
stations 2.4 31.1 63.3 74.8 122.3

b) In state farms of all sys-
terns 9.7 27.7 51.5 64.0 81.8

Capacity in thousands hp
Total number of tractors . . . 391.4 1,003.5 1,850.0 2,225.0 3,100.0

Of which:
a) In machine and tractor sta-

tions .... 23.9 372.5 848.0 1,077.0 1,782.0
b) In state farms of all systems 123.4. 483.1 892.0 1,043.0 1,318.0^

Thus, we have 204,000 tractors with a total of 3,100,000 hp 
working for the collective farms and state farms. As you see, this 
it not a small force; it is aforce capable of pulling up all the roots

39*
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of capitalism in the countryside; it is a force twice as great as the 
number of tractors that Lenin once mentioned as a remote prospect.

As regards the number of agricultural machines in the machine 
and tractor stations and in the state farms under the People’s 
Commissariat of State Farms, the figures are given in the follow
ing tables:

IN MACHINE AND TRACTOR STATIONS

1930 1931 1932 1933

Harvester combines (thousands) 7 (units) 0.1 2.2 11.5
Internal combustion and steam 

engines (thousands) 0.1 4.9 6.2 17.6
Complex and semicomplex grain 

threshers (thousands) 2.9 27.8 37.0 50.0
Electric threshing installa

tions 168 268 551 1,283
M.T.S. repair shops 104 770 1,220 1,933
Motor trucks (thousands) . . 0.2 1.0 6.0 13.5

| Passenger automobiles (units) 17 191 245 2,800

IN STATE FARMS CONTROLLED
BY THE PEOPLE’S COMMISSARIAT OF STATE FARMS

1930 1931 1932 1933

Harvester combines (thousands) 1.7 6". 3 11:9 13.5
Internal combustion and steam 

engines (thousands) 0.3 0.7 1.2 2.5
Complex and semi comp lex grain 

threshers (thousands) 1.4 4.2 7.1 8.0
Electric installations 42 112 164 222
Repair shops

a) For capital repairs 72 133 208 302
b) For medium repairs 75 160 215 476
e) For current repairs 205 310 578 1,166

Motor trucks (thousands) 2.1 3.7 6.2 10.9
Passenger automobiles (units) 118 385 625 1,890
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I do not think these figures require explanation.
Of no little importance for the progress of agriculture was 

the formation of the Political Departments of the machine-and- 
tractor stations and state farms and the sending of qualified work
ers into agriculture. Everybody admits now that the personnel 
of the Political Departments played an extremely important part 
in improving the work of the collective farms and state farms. 
You know that during the period under review the Central Commit
tee of the Party sent more than 23,000 Communists to the rural 
districts to reinforce the cadres in agriculture. Of these, more 
than 3,000 were sent to work in the land departments, more 
than 2,000 to state farms, more than 13,000 to the Political 
Departments of the M.T.S., and over 5,000 to the Political De
partments of the state farms.

The same is to be said in regard to the task of providing new 
engineering, technical and agronomic forces for the collective 
farms and state farms. As you know, more than 111,000 workers 
of this category were sent into agriculture during the period under 
review.

During the period under review, over 1,900,000 tractor driv
ers, harvester combine drivers and operators, and automobile 
drivers were trained and sent to work by the organizations under 
the People’s Commissariat of Agriculture alone.

During the same period more than 1,600,000 chairmen and 
members of management boards of collective farms, brigade 
leaders for field work, brigade leaders for livestock raising, and 
bookkeepers were trained or received additional training.

This, of course, is not enough for our agriculture. But still, 
it is something.

As you see, the state has done all it possibly could to help 
the departments of the People’s Commissariat of Agriculture and 
of the People’s Commissariat of State Farms to direct the work 
of collective-farm and state-farm development.

Can it be said that the best use has been made of these possi
bilities?

Unfortunately, it cannot.
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To begin with, these People’s Commissariats are more infect
ed than others with the disease of red tape. Decisions are made, 
but not a thought is given to checking up on their fulfilment, 
to calling to order those who disobey the instructions and orders 
of the leading bodies, and to promoting honest and conscientious 
workers.

One would think that the existence of an enormous number 
of tractors and machines would impose upon the land departments 
the obligation to keep these valuable machines in good condition, 
to see to their timely repair, to employ them more or less effi
ciently. What is being done in this respect? Unfortunately, very 
little. The maintenance of tractors and machines is unsatisfactory. 
Repairs are also unsatisfactory, because even to this day these 
people refuse to understand that the basis of repairs is current 
and medium repairs, and not capital repairs. As for the utiliza
tion of tractors and machines, the unsatisfactory position in this 
respect is so clear and well known that it needs no proof.

One of the immediate tasks in agriculture is to introduce 
proper rotation of crops and to secure the extension of clean, fallow 
and the improvement of seeds in all branches of agriculture. 
What is being done in this respect? Unfortunately, very little 
as yet. The state of affairs in regard to grain and cotton 
seed is so muddled that it will take a long time to straighten 
things out.

One of the effective means of increasing the yield of industrial 
crops is to supply them with fertilizers. What is being done in 
this respect? Very little as yet. Fertilizers are available, but the. 
organizations of the People's Commissariat of Agriculture fail 
to get them; and when they do get them they do not take the 
trouble to'deliver them ontime to the places where they are re
quired, and to see to it that they are utilized properly.

In regard to the state farms, it must be said that they still 
fail to cope with their tasks.. I do not in the least underestimate 
the great revolutionizing role of our state farms. But if we com
pare the enormous sums the state has invested in the state farms 
with the actual results they have achieved to date, we will find an 
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enormous discrepancy with an adverse balance against the stalo 
farms. The principal reason for this discrepancy is the fact that 
our state grain farms are too unwieldy ; the directors cannot manage 
such huge farms. The farms are also too specialized, they have 
no rotation of crops and fallow land; they do not engage in live
stock breeding. Evidently, it will be necessary to split up the stale 
farms and make them less specialized. One might think that it 
was the People’s Commissariat of State Farms that raised this 
question opportunely and succeeded in solving it. But that is 
not so. The question was raised and settled on the initiative of 
people who had no connection whatsoever with the People’s Com
missariat of State Farms.

Finally, there is the problem of livestock breeding. I have 
already reported on the gravity of the situation with regard Lo 
livestock. One might think that our Land Departments would 
display feverish activity in an effort to put an end to the live
stock crisis; that they would raise the alarm and mobilize their 
people to attack the livestock problem. Unfortunately, nothing of 
the kind has happened, or is happening. Not only have they 
failed to raise the alarm about the serious livestock situation, but, 
on the contrary, they try to gloss over the question, and some
times in their reports even try to conceal from the public opinion 
of the country the real state of affairs in regard to livestock, which 
is an absolutely impermissible thing for Bolsheviks to do. To 
hope, after this, that the Land Departments will be able to bring 
livestock farming on to the highroad and raise it to its proper 
level would be building on sand. The whole Party, all our workers, 
Party and non-Party, must- take this matter in hand, bearing in 
mind that the livestock problem today is just as urgent as the 
grain problem—now successfully solved—was yesterday. There 
is no need to prove that our Soviet men and women, who have 
overcome many a serious obstacle in the path to the goal, will 
be able to overcome this obstacle as well. (Thunderous applause.)

Such is a brief and far from complete enumeration of defects 
which must be removed, and an enumeration of the tasks which 
must be fulfilled in the nearest future.
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But the matter does not end with these tasks. There are 
other tasks in agriculture, concerning which a few words must 
be said.

First of all, we must bear in mind that Lhe old division of our 
regions into industrial regions and agrarian regions has now be
come obsolete. We no longer have exclusively agrarian regions 
to supply grain, meat and vegetables to the industrial regions; 
nor have we exclusively industrial regions which can hope to 
obtain all the necessary produce from other regions. Devel
opment is leading to the point when all our regions will be 
more or less, industrial; and they will become increasingly so 
as this development proceeds. This means that the Ukraine, the 
North Caucasus, the Central Chernozem Region, and other 
formerly agrarian districts can no longer supply the industrial 
centres with as much produce as they supplied in the past 
because now they have to feed their own towns and their own 
workers, whose number will be increasing. But from this it 
follows that every region will have to develop its own agricultural 
base, so as to have its own supply of vegetables, potatoes, butter 
and milk, and, to some extent, grain and meat, if it does not 
want to get into difficulties. You know that this is quite practi
cable and is already being done.

The task is to pursue this line to the end at all costs.
Furthermore, we should note the fact that the accepted divi

sion of our regions into consuming regions and producing regions 
is also beginning to lose its hard and fast character. This year 
"consuming” regions such as the Moscow and Gorky regions deliv
ered nearly 80,000,000 poods of grain to the state. This, of course, 
is no small item. In the so-called consuming zone there are about 
5,000,000 hectares of virgin soil, covered with scrub. It is well 
known that the climate in this zone is not bad; precipitation is 
ample, and droughts unknown. If this land were cleared of scrub 
and a number of organizational measures were undertaken, it 
would be possible to obtain a vast area for grain crops, which 
at the usually high yield in these districts could supply no less 
grain for the market than is now supplied by the Lower and Middle 
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Volga. This would be a great help for Lhe industrial centres in 
Lhe north.

Evidently the task is to develop large tracts for grain crops 
in Lhe districts of the consuming zone.

Finally, there is the question of combating drought in the 
trans-Volga regions. Afforestation, the planting of forest shelter 
belts in the eastern districts of the trans-Volga is a matter of enor
mous importance. As you know, this work has been started al
ready, although it cannot be said that it is being carried on with 
sufficient intensity. Further, we must not allow the irrigation 
of the trans-Volga regions—the most important thing in combat
ing drought—to be indefinitely postponed. It is true that this 
work has been held up somewhat by certain external circumstances 
which caused a considerable diversion of forces and funds to other 
purposes. But now there is no longer any reason why this work 
should be further postponed. We cannot do without a large and 
absolutely stable grain base on the Volga which shall be independ
ent of the vagaries of the weather and which shall provide annu
ally about 200,000,000 poods of grain for the market. This is 
absolutely necessary, in view of the growth of the towns on the 
Volga, on the one hand, and of the possibility of all sorts of com
plications in the sphere of international relations, on the other.

The task is to set to work seriously to organize the irrigation 
of Lhe trans-Volga regions. (Applause.)

3. THE RISE IN THE MATERIAL AND CULTURAL STANDARD 
OF THE WORKING PEOPLE

We have thus depicted the state of our industry and agricul
ture: their development in the period under review and their 
position at the present moment.

To sum up, we have:
a) A mighty advance in production both in industry and in 

the main branches of agriculture.
b) The final victory, on the basis of this advance, of the social

ist system of economy over the capitalist system both in industry 
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and in agriculture; the socialist system has become the sole sys
tem in the whole of the national economy, and the capitalist 
elements have been forced out of all spheres of the national 
economy.

e) The final abandonment of individual small commodity 
farming by the overwhelming majority of Lhe peasants; their 
amalgamation in collective farms on the basis of collective labour 
and the collective ownership of the means of production; the com
plete victory of collective farming over individual small commod
ity farming.

d) The ever-increasing expansion of the collective farms 
through the absorption of individual peasant farms, whose num
ber is thus diminishing month by month—the individual peas
ant farms being, in fact, converted into an auxiliary force for 
the collective farms and state farms.

It goes without saying that this historic victory over the ex
ploiters could not but lead to a radical improvement in the mate
rial standard of the working people and in their conditions of 
life generally.

The elimination of the parasitic classes has led to the disap
pearance of the exploitation of man by man. The labour of the 
worker and the peasant is freed from exploitation. The incomes 
which the exploiters used to squeeze out of the labour of the 
people now remain in the hands of the working people and 
are used partly for the expansion of production and the enlistment 
of new detachments of working people in production, and partly 
for the purpose of directly increasing the incomes of the workers 
and peasants.

Unemployment, that scourge of the working class, has disap
peared. In the bourgeois countries millions of unemployed suffer 
want and privation owing to lack of work; but in ôur country there 
are no longer any workers who have no work and no earnings.

With the disappearance of kulak bondage, poverty in the 
countryside has disappeared. Every peasant, whether a collec
tive farmer or an individual farmer, now has the opportunity 
of enjoying a human existence, if only be wants to work 
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conscientiously and not to be a loafer, a tramp, or a despoiler of 
collective-farm property.

The abolition of exploitation, the abolition of unemployment 
in the towns, and the abolition of poverty in the countryside are 
such' historic achievements in the material condition of the 
working people as are beyond even the dreams of the workers and 
peasants in bourgeois countries, even in the most “democratic” 
ones.

The very appearance of our large towns and industrial centres 
has changed. An inevitable feature of the big towns in bourgeois 
countries are the slums, the so-called working-class districts on 
the outskirts of the towns—a heap of dark, damp, and dilapi
dated dwellings, mostly of the basement type, where usually the 
poor live in filth and curse their fate. The revolution in the. 
U.S.S.R, has swept the slums out of our towns. They have been 
replaced by blocks of bright and well-built workers’ houses; in 
many cases the working-class districts of our towns present a bet
ter appearance than the central districts.

The appearance of our rural districts has changed even more. 
The old type of village, with the church in the most prominent 
place, with the best houses—those of the police officer, the priest, 
and the kulaks—in the foreground, and the dilapidated huts of 
the peasants in the background, is beginning to disappear. Its 
place is being taken by the new type of village, with.its public farm 
buildings, with its clubs, radio, cinemas, schools, libraries, and crè
ches; with its trâctors, harvester combines, threshing machines, 
and automobiles. The former important personages of the village, 
the kulak-exploiter, the blood-sucking usurer, the profiteering 
merchant, the “little father” police officer, have disappeared. 
Now, the prominent personages of the village are the leading work
ers in the collective farms and stale farms, in the schools and 
clubs; the senior tractor and combine drivers, the team leaders 
in field work and livestock raising, and the best men and women 
shock workers on the collective-farm fields.

The antithesis between town and country is disappearing. The 
peasants are ceasing to regard the town as the centre of their 
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exploitation. The economic and cultural bond between town and 
country is becoming stronger. The country now receives assistance 
from the town and from urban industry in the shape of tractors, 
agricultural machinery, automobiles, workers, and funds. And the 
rural districts, too, now have their own industry, in the shape 
of the machine and tractor stations, repair shops, all sorts of 
industrial undertakings in the collective farms, small electric 
power plants, etc. The cultural gulf between town and country 
is being bridged.

Such are the main achievements of the working people in the 
sphere of improving their material conditions, their everyday 
life, and their cultural standard.

On the basis of these achievements we have the following to 
record for the period under review:

a) An increase in the national income from 35,000,000,000 
rubles in 1930 to 50,000,000,000 rubles in 1933. In view of the fact 
that the income of the capitalist elements, including concession
aires, at the present time represents less than one half of one 
per cent of the total national income, almost the whole of. the 
national income is distributed among the workers and other 
employees, the labouring peasants, the cooperative societies, 
and the state.

h) An increase in the population of the Soviet Union from 
160,500,000 at the end of 1930 to 168,000,000 at the end 
of 1933.

e) An increase in the number of workers and other'employees 
from 14,530,000 in 1930 to 21,883,000 in 1933. The number of 
manual workers increased during this period from 9,489,000 to 
13,797,000; the number of workers employed in large-scale in
dustry, including transport, increased from 5,079,000 to 6,882,000; 
the number of agricultural workers increased from 1,426,000 to 
2,519,000, and the number of workers and other employees engaged 
in trade increased from 814,000 to 1,497,000.

d) An increase in the total payroll of the workers and other 
employees from 13,597,000,000 rubles in 1930 to 34,280,000,000 
rubles in 1933.
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e) An increase in the average annual wages of industrial 
workers from 991 rubles in 1930 to 1,519 in 1933.

f) An increase in the social unsurance fund for workers and 
other employees from 1,810,000,000 rubles in 1930 to 4,610,000,000 
rubles in 1933.

g) The adoption of a seven-hour day in afl surface indus
tries.

h) State aid to the peasants in the form of 2,860 machine- 
and-tractor stations, involving an investment of 2,000,000,000 
rubles.

i) State aid to the peasants in the form of credits to the collec
tive farms amounting to 1,600,000,000 rubles.

j) State aid to the peasants in the form of seed and food Ioans 
amounting, in the period under review, to 262,000,000 poods of 
grain.

k) State aid to poorer peasants in the shape of relief from tax
ation and insurance payments amounting to 370,000,000 rubles.

As regards the cultural development of the country, we have the 
following to record for the period under review:

a) The introduction of universal compulsory elementary edu
cation throughout the U.S.S.R., and an increase in literacy among 
the population from 67 per cent at the end of 1930 to 90 per cent 
at the end of 1933.

b) An increase in the number of pupils and students attending 
schools of all grades from 14,358,000 in 1929 to 26,419,000 in.1933, 
including an increase from 11,697,000 to 19,163,000 in .the num
ber of pupils attending elementary schools, from 2,453,000 to 
6,674,000 in the number attending secondary schools, and from 
207,000 to 491,000 in the number of students attending institu
tions of higher learning.

e) An increase in the number of children receiving preschool 
education from 838,000 in 1929 to 5,917,000 in 1933.

d) An increase in the number of higher educational insti
tutions, general and special, from 91 in 1914 to 600 in 1933.

e) An increase in the number of scientific research institutes 
from 400 in 1929 to 840 in 1933.



622 J. STALIN

f) An increase in the number of clubs and similar institutions 
from 32,000 in 1929 to 54,000 in 1933.

g) An increase in the number of cinema theatres, cinema instal
lations in clubs, and travelling cinemas, from 9,800 in 1929 to 
29,200 in 1933.

h) An increase in the circulation of newspapers from 
12,500,000 in 1929 to 36,500,000 in 1933.

Perhaps it will not be amiss to point out that the number of 
workers among the students in our higher educational institutions 
represents 51.4 per cent of the total, and that of labouring peas
ants 16.5 per cent; whereas in Germany, for instance, the number 
of workers among the students in higher educational institutions in 
1932-33 represented only 3.2 per cent and that of small peasants 
only 2.4 per cent of the total.

We must note as a gratifying fact and as an indication of the 
progress of culture in the rural districts, the increased activity of 
the women collective farmers in social and organizational work. 
We know, for example, that about 6,000 women collective farmers 
are chairmen of collective farms, more than 60,000 are members of 
management boards of collective farms, 28,000 are brigade leaders, 
100,000 are team organizers, 9,000 are managers of collective-farm 
marketable livestock sectors, and 7,000 are tractor drivers.

Needless to say, these figures are incomplete; but even these 
figures are sufficient to indicate the great progress of culture in 
the rural districts. This fact, comrades, is of tremendous signif
icance. It is of tremendous significance because women represent 
half the population of our country; they represent a huge army 
of workers; and they are called upon to bring up our children, our 
future generation, that is to say, our future. That is why we must 
not permit this huge army of working people to linger in darkness 
and ignorance! That is why we must welcome the growing social 
activity of the working women and their promotion to leading 
posts as an indubitable indication of the growth of our culture. 
{Prolonged applause.)

Finally, I must point out one more fact, but of a negative char
acter. I have in mind the intolerable fact that our pedagogical 
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and medical faculties are still neglected. This is a great defect 
bordering on violation of the interestsof the state. We must remov? 
this defect without fail, and the sooner this is done the better.

4. PROGRESS IN TRADE TURNOVER 
AND THE TRANSPORT SERVICES

Thus we have:
a) An increased output of manufactured goods, including 

consumer goods.
b) An increased output of agricultural produce.
e) A growth in the requirements of the labouring masses of 

town and country and an increased demand for produce and manu
factured goods.

What is needed to coordinate these conditions and to make 
sure that the masses of consumers receive the necessary goods and 
produce?

Some comrades think that these conditions alone are sufficient 
for the economic life of the country to make rapid progress. That 
is a profound delusion. We can imagine a situation in which all 
these conditions exist; yet if the goods do not reach the consumers, 
economic life—far from making rapid progress—will, on the 
contrary, be dislocated and disorganized to its very foundations. 
It is high time we realized that in the last analysis goods are pro
duced not for the sake of producing them, but for consumption. 
Cases have occurred where we have had a fair quantity of goods 
and produce, but instead of reaching the consumer, they flowed 
for years back and forth in the bureaucratic backwaters of our 
so-called commodity-distribution network, out of reach of the con
sumers. It goes without saying that under these circumstances 
industry and agriculture lost all stimulus to increase produc
tion; the commodity-distribution network became overstocked, 
while the workers and peasants had to go without these goods and 
produce. The result was a dislocation of the economic life of the 
country, notwithstanding the fact that .goods and produce were 
available. If the economic life of the country is to make rapid 
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progress, and industry and agriculture are to have a stimulus for 
•further increasing their output, one more condition is necessary— 
namely, fully developed trade turnover between town and country, 
between the various districts and regions of the country, between 
the various branches of the national economy. The country must 
be covered with a vast network of wholesale distribution bases, 
shops and stores. There must be a ceaseless flow of goods through 
these bases, shops, and stores from the producer to the consumer. 
The state trading system, the cooperative trading system, the lo
cal industries, the collective farms, and the individual peasants 
must be drawn into this work.

This is what we call fully developed Soviet trade, trade with
out capitalists, trade without profiteers.

As you see, the expansion of Soviet trade is a very urgent 
problem, which, if not solved, will make further progress im
possible.

And yet, in spite of the fact that this truth is perfectly obvious, 
the Party had to contend in the period under review with a num
ber of obstacles which arose in the way of expanding Soviet trade 
as a result of what could briefly be described as an aberration of 
the brain among a section of the Gomniunists on the question of 
the necessity and importance of Soviet trade.

To begin with, there is still among a section of Communists 
a supercilious, contemptuous attitude towards trade in general, 
and towards Soviet trade in particular. These Communists, so- 
called, look upon Soviet trade as a matter Of secondary impor
tance, hardly worth bothering about, and regard those engaged 
in trade as being beyond salvation. Evidently, these people do 
not realize that their supercilious attitude towards Soviet trade 
does not express the Bolshevik point of view, but rather the point 
of view of shabby noblemen who are full of ambition but lack 
ammunition. (Applause.) These people do not realize that Soviet 
trade is our own, Bolshevik, work, and that the workers employed 
in trade, including those behind the counter—if only they 
work conscientiously—are doing our revolutionary, Bolshevik, 
work. (Applause.) It goes without saying that the P^rty had to
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give these Communists, so-called, a slight drubbing and throw 
their aristocratic prejudices on the refuse dump. (Prolonged 
applause.)

Then we had to overcome prejudices of another kind. I have 
in mind the Leftist chatter that has gained currency among 
a section of our functionaries to the effect that Soviet trade 
is a superseded stage; that it is now necessary to organize the di
rect exchange of products; that money will soon be abolished, be
cause it has become mere tokens; that it is unnecessary to develop 
trade, since the direct exchange of products is knocking at the 
door. It must be observed that this Leftist petty-bourgeois chatter, 
which plays into the hands of the capitalist elements who are 
striving to prevent the expansion of Soviet trade, has gained cur
rency not only among a section of our “Red professors,” but also 
among certain persons-in charge of trade. Of course, it is ridicu
lous and funny to hear these people, who are incapable of organiz
ing the very simple business of Soviet trade, chatter about their 
readiness to organize the more complicated and difficult busi
ness of a direct exchange of products. But Don Quixotes are called 
Don Quixotes precisely because they lack the most elementary 
sense of reality. These people, who are as far removed from Marx
ism as the sky is from the earth, evidently do not realize that we 
shall use money for a long time to come, right up to the time when 
the first stage of communism, i.e., the socialist stage of develop
ment, has been completed. They do not realize that money is 
the instrument of bourgeois economy which the Soviet government 
has taken over and adapted to the interests of socialism for the 
purpose of expanding Soviet trade to the utmost, and of thus 
creating the conditions necessary for the direct exchange of prod
ucts. They do not realize that the direct exchange of products 
can replace, and be the result of, only a perfectly organized system 
of Soviet, trade, of which we have not a trace as yet, and are not 
likely to have for some time. It goes without saying that in trying 
to organize developed Soviet trade our Party found it necessary 
to give a drubbing to these “Left” freaks as well, and to scatter 
their petty-bourgeois chatter to the winds.
40—592



626 J. STALIN

Furthermore, we had to overcome among the people in charge 
of trade the unhealthy habit of distributing goods mechanically; 
we had to put a stop to their indifference to the demand for var
ied assortments and to the requirements of the consumers; we 
had to put an end to the mechanical consignment of goods, to lack 
of personal responsibility in trade. For this purpose, regional 
and interdistrict wholesale distribution bases and Lens of thousands 
of new shops and booths were opened.

Furthermore, we had to put an end to the monopolistic posi
tion of the cooperative societies in the market. In this connection 
we instructed all the People’s Commissariats to start trade in the 
goods manufactured by the industries under their control; and the 
People's Commissariat of Supplies was instructed to develop an 
extensive open trade in agricultural produce. This has led, on 
the one hand, to an improvement in cooperative trade as a result 
of emulation, and, on the other hand, to a drop in market prices 
and to sounder conditions in the market,

A wide network of dining rooms was established which provide 
food at -reduced prices (“public catering”). Workers’ Supply De
partments were set up in the factories, and all those who had 
no connection with the factory were taken off the supply list; in 
the factories under the control of the People’s Commissariat of 
Heavy Industry alone, 500,000 such persons had to be removed 
from, the .list.

We have organized short term credit through a single cen
tralized bank—the State Bank, with its 2,200 district branches 
capable of financing commercial operations.

As. a result of these measures we have the following to record 
for the period under review:

a) An increase in the number of shops and trading booths 
from 184,662 in 1930 to 277,974 in 1933.

b) A newly created network of regional wholesale distribu
tion bases, numbering 1,011, and interdistrict wholesale distri
bution bases, numbering 864.

e) A newly created network of Workers’ Supply Departments, 
numbering 1,600.
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d) An increase in the number of open trade stores for the sale 
of bread, which now exist in 330 towns.

e) An increase in the number of public dining rooms, which 
at the present, time cater to 19,800,000 consumers.

f) An increase in state and cooperative trade turnover, including 
public dining rooms, from 18,900,000,000 rubles in 1930 to 
49,000,000,000 rubles in 1933.

It would be wrong, however, to think that this expansion of 
Soviet trade is sufficient to satisfy the requirements of our econ
omy. On the contrary, it has now become clearer than ever that 
the present state of trade turnover cannot satisfy our requirements. 
Hence, the task is to develop Soviet trade still further; to draw 
local industry into this trade; to increase collective-farm and 
peasant trade, and thus to achieve new and decisive successes 
in the sphere of increasing Soviet trade.

It must be pointed out, however, that we cannot restrict our
selves merely to the expansion of Soviet trade. While the devel
opment of our economy depends upon the development of the trade 
turnover, upon the development of Soviet trade, the develop
ment of Soviet trade, in its turn, depends upon the development 
of our transport system, of our railways and waterways, and also 
of automobile transport. It may happen that goods are available, 
that all the possibilities exist for expanding trade turnover, but 
the transport system cannot keep up with the development of 
trade turnover and refuses to carry thé freight. As you know, this 
happens rather often. Hence, transport is the weak spot which may 
cause a hitch, and perhaps is already causing ahitch, in the whole 
of our economy, primarily in the sphere of trade turnover.

It is true that the railway system has increased its freight 
turnover from 133,900,000,000 ton-kilometres in 1930 to 
172,000,000,000 ton-kilometres in 1933. But this is too little, 
far too little for us, for our economy.

The water transport system has increased its freight turnover 
from 45,600,000,000 ton-kilometres in. 1930 to 59,900,000,000 
ton-kilometres in 1933. But this is too little, far too little for 
our economy.
40*
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I need not mention automobile transport, in which the number 
of automobiles (trucks and passenger cars) has increased from 
8,800 in 1913 to 117,800 at the end of 1933. This is so inadequate 
for our national economy that one is ashamed to speak of it.

There can be no doubt that all these transport services could 
work ever so much better if the transport system did not suffer 
from the well-known disease called red tape methods of manage
ment. Hence, in addition to helping the transport system by pro
viding forces and funds, our task is to root out the red tape atti
tude in the administration departments of the transport system 
and to make them more efficient.

Comrades, we have succeeded in finding the correct solutions 
for the main problems of industry, and industry is now standing 
firmly on its feet. We have also succeeded in finding the correct 
solutions for the main problems of agriculture, and we can say 
quite definitely that agriculture is now also standing firmly on its 
feet. But we are in danger of losing all these achievements if trade 
turnover begins to limp and if transport becomes a fetter on our 
feet. Hence, the task of expanding trade turnover and of decisively 
improving transport is the immediate and urgent problem; and 
unless this problem is solved, further progress will be impossible.

Ill

THE PARTY

I now come to the question of the Party.
The present Congress is taking place under the flag of the com

plete victory of Leninism; under the flag of the liquidation of the 
remnants of the anti-Leninist groups.

The anti-Leninist Trotskyite group has been defeated and scat
tered. Ils organizers are now to be found in the back yards of the 
bourgeois parties abroad.

The anti-Leninist group of the Right deviationists has been 
defeated and scattered. Its organizers have long since renounced 
their views and are now trying in various ways to expiate the sins 
they committed against the Party.
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The groups of nationalist deviators have been defeated and 
scattered. Their organizers have either completely merged with 
the interventionist émigrés, or else recanted.

The majority of the adherents to these antirevolutionary 
groups had to admit that the line of the Party was correct and have 
capitulated before the Party.

At the Fifteenth Party Congress it was still necessary to prove 
that the Party line was correct and to wage a struggle against 
certain anti-Leninist groups; and at the Sixteenth Party Congress 
we had to deal the final blow to the last adherents of these groups. 
At this Congress, however, there is nothing more to prove and, 
it seems, no one to fight. Everyone now sees that Lhe line of the 
Party has triumphed. (Thunderous applause.)

The policy of industrializing the country has triumphed. 
Its results are obvious to everyone. What arguments can be ad
vanced against this fact?

The policy of eliminating Lhe kulaks and of mass collectivi
zation has triumphed. Its results are also obvious to everyone. 
What arguments can be advanced against this fact?

The experience of our country has shown that it is entirely 
possible for socialism to achieve victory in one, separate country. 
What arguments can be advanced against this fact?

It is obvious that all these successes, and primarily the vic
tory of the Five-Year Plan, have utterly demoralized and smashed 
all and sundry anti-Leninist groups.

It must be admitted that the Party today is united as it has 
never been before. (Thunderous, prolonged applause.)

1. PROBLEMS OF IDEOLOGICAL-POLITICAL LEADERSHIP

Does this mean, however, that the fight is ended, and that 
the offensive of socialism is to be discontinued as unnecessary?

No, it does not.
Does this mean that all is well in our Party; that there will 

be no more deviations, and that, therefore, we may now rest 
on our laurels?
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No, it does not.
We have defeated the enemies of Lho Party, the opportunists 

of all shades, the nationalist deviators of all types. But remnants 
of their ideology still live in the minds of individual members 
of the Party, and not infrequently they find expression. The Party 
must not be regarded as something isolated from the people who 
surround it. It lives and works in its environment. It is not 
surprising that at times unhealthy moods penetrate into the 
Party from outside. And the soil for such moods undoubtedly 
exists in our country, if only for the reason that, there still exist 
in town and country certain intermediary strata of the population 
who represent the medium that breeds such moods.

The Seventeenth Conference of our Party declared that one 
of the fundamental political tasks in connection with the ful
filment of the Second Five-Year Plan is “to overcome the survi
vals of capitalism in economic life and in the minds of people.” 
This is an absolutely correct idea. But can we say that we have 
already overcome all the survivals of capitalism in economic 
life? No, we cannot say that. Still less can we say that we have 
overcome the survivals of capitalism in the minds of people. 
We cannot say that, not only because the development of people’s 
minds lags behind their economic position, but also because 
we are still surrounded by capitalist countries which are 
trying to revive and sustain the survivals of capitalism in 
the economic life and in the minds of the people of the U.S.S.R., 
and against which we Bolsheviks must always keep our powder 
dry.

It stands to reason that these survivals cannot but create a 
favourable soil for the revival of the ideology of the defeated 
anti-Leninist groups in the minds of individual members of 
our Party. Add to this the not very high theoretical level of the 
majority of the members of our Party, the inadequate ideologi
cal work of the Party organs, and the fact that our Party workers 
are overburdened with purely practical work, which deprives 
them of the opportunity of augmenting their theoretical knowl
edge, and you will understand the origin of the confusion on a 
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number of problems of Leninism that exists in the minds of in
dividual Party members, a confusion which not infrequently 
penetrates into our press and helps to reanimate the survivals 
of the ideology of the defeated anti-Leninist groups.

That is why we cannot say that the fight is ended and that 
there is no longer any need for the policy of the socialist offensive.

A number of problems of Leninism could be taken to demon
strate how tenaciously the survivals of the ideology of the de
feated anti-Leninist groups continue to subsist in the minds of 
certain Party members.

Take, for example, the problem of building a classless so
cialist society. The Seventeenth Party Conference declared that 
we are heading for the formation of a classless socialist society. 
It goes without saying that a classless society cannot come of 
itself, spontaneously, as it were. It has to be achieved and built 
by the efforts of all the working people, by strengthening the 
organs of the dictatorship of the proletariat, by intensifying the 
class struggle, by abolishing classes, by eliminating the remnants 
of the capitalist classes, and in battles with enemies both inter
nal and. external.

The point is clear, one would think.
And' yet, who does not know that the promulgation of this 

clear and elementary thesis of Leninism has given rise to not 
a little confusion and to unhealthy sentiments among a section of 
Party members? The thesis that we are advancing towards a 
classless society—which was put- forward as a slogan—-was 
interpreted.by them to mean a spontaneous process. And they 
began to reason in this way: If it is a classless society, then we 
can relax the class struggle, we can relax the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, and. get rid of the state altogether, since it is fated 
to wither away soon in any case. They dropped into a state of 
moon-calf ecstasy, in the expectation that soon there wilLbeno 
classes, and therefore no class struggle, and therefore no cafes 
and worries, and therefore we can lay down our arms and retire— 
to sleep and to wait for the advent of a classless society. (General 
laughter.}
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There can be no doubt that this confusion of mind and these 
sentiments are as like as two peas to the well-known views of 
the Right deviationists, who believed that the old must automa
tically grow into the new, and that one fine day we shall wake 
up and find ourselves in socialist society.

As you see, remnants of the ideology of the defeated anti- 
Leninist groups can be reanimated, and have not lost their 
tenacity by far.

It goes without -saying that if this confusion of mind and 
these non,-Bolshevik sentiments obtained a hold over the majority 
of our Party, the Party would find itself demobilized and dis
armed.

Now take the question of the agricultural artel and the agri
cultural commune. Everybody admits now that under present 
conditions the artel is the only proper form of the collective-farm 
movement. And that is quite understandable: a) the artel prop
erly combines the individual, everyday interests of the collec
tive farmers with their public interests; b) the artel successfully 
adapts the individual, everyday interests to public interests, 
and thereby helps to educate the individual peasants of yesterday 
in the spirit of collectivism.

Unlike the artel, where only the means of production are 
socialized, the communes, until recently, socialized not only 
the means of production, but also the appurtenances of life of 
every member of the commune; that is to say, the members of 
a commune, unlike the members of an artel, did not individually 
own poultry, small livestock, a cow, grain, or household land. 
This means that in the commune the individual, everyday inter
ests of the members have not so much been taken into account 
and combined with the public interests as they have been 
eclipsed by the latter in the pursuit of petty-bourgeois equali
zation. It is clear that this is the weakest side of the commune. 
This really explains why communes are not widespread, why 
there are but a few score of them in existence. For the same 
reason the communes, in order to preserve their existence 
and save themselves from disruption, have been compelled to 
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abandon the system of socializing the appurtenances of life; they 
are beginning to work on the principle of the workday unit, 
and have begun to distribute grain, among their members, to 
permit their members to own poultry, small livestock, a cow, 
etc. But from this it follows that, actually, the commune has 
assumed the status of the artel. And there is nothing bad in this, 
because it is necessary in the interests of the sound development 
of the mass collective-farm movement.

This does not mean, of course, that the commune is not needed 
at all, and that it no longer represents a higher form of the col
lective-farm movement. No, the commune is needed, and, of 
course, it is a higher form of the collective-farm movement. This 
does not apply, however, to the present commune, which arose 
on the basis of undeveloped technique and of a shortage of prod
ucts, and which is itself assuming the status of the artel; it ap
plies to the commune of the future, which will arise on the basis 
of a more developed technique and of an abundance of products. 
The present agricultural commune arose on the basis of an under
developed technique and a shortage of products. This really ex
plains why it practised equalization and showed little concern 
for the individual, everyday interests of its members—as a 
result of which it is now being compelled to assume the status 
of the artel, in which the individual and public interests of the 
collective farmers are rationally combined. The future communes 
will arise out of developed and prosperous artels. The future ag
ricultural commune will arise when the fields and farms of the 
artel are replete with grain, with cattle, with poultry, with vege
tables, and all other produce; when the artels have mechanized 
laundries, modern dining rooms, mechanized bakeries, etc.; 
when the collective farmer sees that it is more to his advantage 
to receive his meat and milk from the collective farm’s meat and 
dairy department than to keep his own cow and small livestock; 
when the woman collective farmer sees that it is more to her 
advantage to take her meals in the dining room, to get her bread 
from the public bakery, and to get her linen washed in the public 
laundry, than to do all these things herself. The future commune 
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will arise on the basis of a more developed technique and of a 
more developed artel, on the basis of an abundance of products. 
When will that be? Not soon, of course. But be it will. It would 
be criminal artificially to accelerate the process of transition 
from the artel to the future commune. That would confuse the 
whole issue, and would facilitate the work of our enemies. 
The transition from the artel to the future commune must 
proceed gradually, to the extent that all the collective farmers 
become convinced that such a transition is necessary.

This is the position in regard to the question of thé artel and 
the commune.

One would think that this was clear and almost elementary.
And yet there is a fair amount of confusion on this question 

among a section of the members of the Party. There are those 
who think that in declaring the artel to be the fundamental form 
of the collective-farm movement the Party has drifted away 
from socialism, has retreated from the commune, from the higher 
form of the collective-farm movement, to a lower form. The 
question arises—why? Because, it is suggested, there is no 
equality in the artel, since differences in the requirements and 
in the individual lives of the members of the artel are preserved; 
whereas in the commune there is equality, because thé require
ments and the individual life of all its members have been made 
equal. But in the first place, there are no longer any communes 
which practise levelling, equalization in requirements and 
in individual life. Practice has shown that the communes would, 
certainly have been doomed had they not abandoned equaliza
tion and had they not actually assumed the status of artels. 
Hence, it is useless talking about what no longer exists. Secondly,, 
every Leninist knows (that is, if he is a real Leninist) that equal
ization in the sphere of requirements and individual life is a. 
piece of reactionary petty-bourgeois absurdity worthy of a prim
itive sect of ascetics, but not of a socialist society organized 
on Marxian lines; for we cannot expect all people to have the 
same requirements and tastes, and all people to live their in
dividual lives on the same model. And, finally, are not differ-
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ences in requirements and in individual life still preserved 
among the workers? Does that mean that the workers are more 
remote from socialism than the members of the agricultural 
communes?

These people evidently think that socialism calls for equali
zation, for levelling the requirements and the individual lives 
of the members of society. Needless to say, such an assumption 
has nothing in common with Marxism, with Leninism. Byequal
ity Marxism means, not equalization of individual requirements 
and individual life, but the abolition of classes, i.e., a) the equal 
emancipation of all working people from exploitation after the 
capitalists have been overthrown and expropriated; b) the equal 
abolition for all of private property in the means of production 
after they have been converted into the property of the whole 
of society; e) the equal duty of all to work according to their 
ability, and the equal right of all working people to receive 
remuneration according to the amount of work performed (so
cialist society); d) the equal duty of all to work according to 
their ability, and the equal right of all working people to receive 
remuneration according to their needs (communist society). Fur
thermore, Marxism proceeds from the assumption that people’s 
tastes and requirements are not, and cannot be, identical, equal, 
in regard to quality or quantity, either in the period of socialism 
or in the period of communism.

That is the Marxian conception of equality.
Marxism has never recognized, nor does it recognize, any 

other equality.
To draw from this the conclusion that socialism calls for 

equalization, for the levelling of the requirements of the members 
of society, for the levelling of their tastes and of their individual 
lives—-that according to the plans of the Marxists all should 
wear the same clothes and eat the same dishes in the same quan
tity—is to deal in vulgarities and to slander Marxism.

It is time it was understood that Marxism is an enemy of 
equalization. Even in the Manifesto of the Communist Party 
Marx and Engels scourged primitive utopian socialism and
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described it as reactionary because it preached “universal asceti
cism and social levelling in its crudest form.” In his Anti-Düh- 
ring Engels devoted a whole chapter to a withering criticism 
of the “radical equalitarian socialism” proposed by Diihring 
in opposition to Marxian socialism.

“The real content of the proletarian demand for equality,” said Engels, 
“is the demand for the abolition 0/ classes. Any demand, for equality which 
goes beyond lhat of necessity passes into absurdity.”

Lenin said the same thing:
“Engels was a thousand times right wrhen he wrote that to conceive equal

ity as meaning anything beyond the abolition of classes is a stupid and ab
surd prejudice. Bourgeois professors have tried to make use of the idea of 
equality to accuse us of wanting to make all men equal to one another. They 
have tried to accuse the Socialists of this absurdity, which they themselves 
invented. But in their ignorance they did not know that the Socialists—and 
precisely the founders of modern scientific socialism, Marx and Engels— 
said: equality is an empty phrase unless by equality is meant the abolition 
of classes. We want to abolish classes, and in this respect we stand for equal
ity. But the claim that we want to make all men equal to one another is an 
empty phrase and a stupid invention of intellectuals.” (Lenin’s speech “On 
Deceiving the People With Slogans About Liberty and Equality,” PFor/w, 
Vol. XXIV, pp. 293-94.)

Clear, one would think.
Bourgeois writers are fond of depicting Marxian socialism 

in the shape of the old tsarist barracks, where everything is sub
ordinated to the “principle” of equalization. But Marxists cannot 
be held responsible for the ignorance and stupidity of bourgeois 
writers.

There can be no doubt that the confusion in the minds of 
certain Party members concerning Marxian socialism, and their 
infatuation with the equalitarian tendencies of agricultural 
communes, are as like as two peas to the petty-bourgeois views 
of our Leftist blockheads, who at one time idealized the agri
cultural communes to such an extent that they even tried to set 
up communes in factories, where skilled and unskilled workers, 
each working at his trade, had to pool their wages in a common 
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fund, which was then shared out equally. You know what harm 
these infantile equalilarian exercises of our “Left” blockheads 
caused our industry.

As you see, the remnants of the ideology of the defeated anti
Party groups still display rather considerable tenacity.

It is obvious that if these Leftist views were to triumph in 
the Party, the Party would cease to be a Marxist party; and the 
collective-farm movement would be utterly disorganized.

Or take, for example, the slogan “Make all the collective 
farmers prosperous.” This slogan applies not only to collective 
farmers; it applies still more to the workers, for we want to make 
all the workers prosperous—people leading a prosperous and 
fully cultured life.

One would think that the point was clear. There would have 
been no use in overthrowing capitalism in October 1917 and 
building socialism all these years if we were not going to secure a 
life of plenty for our people. Socialism does not mean destitution 
and privation, but the abolition of destitution and privation; 
it means the organization of a prosperous and cultured life for 
all members of society.

And yet, this clear and really elementary slogan has caused 
perplexity, bewilderment, and confusion among a section of our 
Party members. Is not this slogan, they ask, a reversion to the 
old slogan, “Enrich yourselves,” that was rejected by the Party? 
If everyone becomes prosperous, they argue, and the poor cease 
to be with us, upon whom can we Bolsheviks then rely in our 
work? How can we work without the poor?

This may sound funny, but the existence of such naive and 
anti-Leninist views among a section of the members of the 
Party is an undoubted fact, which we must indeed bear in mind.

Evidently, these people do not understand that a wide gulf 
lies between the slogan “Enrich yourselves” and the slogan “Make 
all collective farmers prosperous.” In the first place, only indi~ 
vidual persons or groups can enrich themselves; whereas the 
slogan concerning a prosperous life applies not to individual 
persons or groups, but to all collective farmers. Secondly, 



638 J. STALIN

individual persons or groups enrich themselves for the purpose of 
subjugating other people and of exploiting them; whereas the 
slogan concerning a prosperous life for all collective farmers — 
with the means of production in the collective farms social
ized—precludes all possibility of the exploitation of some per
sons by others. Thirdly, the slogan “Enrich yourselves” was is
sued in the period when the New Economic Policy was in its 
initial stage, when capitalism was being partly restored, when 
the kulak was a power, when individual peasant farming predom
inated in the country and collective farming was in a rudimen
tary state; whereas the slogan “Make all collective farmers pros
perous” was issued in the last stage of NEP, when the capitalist 
elements in industry had been eliminated, the kulaks in the 
countryside crushed, individual peasant farming forced into the 
background and the collective farms had become the predominant 
form of agriculture. This is apart from the fact that the slogan 
“Make all collective farmers prosperous” is not an isolated slogan, 
but is inseparably bound up with the slogan “Make the collective 
farms Bolshevik farms.”

Is it not clear that in point of fact the slogan “Enrich your
selves” was a call for the restoration of capitalism, whereas Lhe 
slogan “Make all collective farmers prosperous” is a call to deal 
the final blow to the last remnants of capitalism by increasing the 
economic power of the collective farms and by transforming all 
collective farmers into prosperous working people? (Voices: 
"Hear, hear/”)

Is it not clear that, there is not, and cannot be, anything in 
common between these two slogans? (Voices: “Hear, hear/")

As for the argument that Bolshevik work and socialism are: 
inconceivable without the existence of the. poor, it is so stupid 
that it is embarrassing even to talk about it. The Leninists rely 
upon the poor when there exist capitalist elements and the poor 
who are exploited by the capitalists. But when the capitalist 
elements have been crushed and the poor have been emancipated 
from exploitation, the task of the Leninists is not to perpetuate-, 
and preserve poverty and the poor—the conditions for whose
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existence have already been eliminated—but to abolish poverty 
and to raise the poor to the standard of prosperity. It would 
be absurd to think that socialism can be built on the basis 
of poverty and privation, on the basis of reducing individual 
requirements and the standard of living to the level of the 
poor, who, moreover, refuse to remain poor any longer and are 
pushing their way upward to prosperity. Who wants this sort 
of socialism, so-called? This would not be socialism, but a 
caricature of socialism. Socialism can only be built up on the 
basis of a rapid growth of the productive forces of society; on 
the basis of an abundance of products and goods; on the basis 
of the prosperity of the working people, and on the basis of 
the rapid growth of culture. For socialism, Marxian socialism, 
means not cutting down individual requirements but develop
ing them to the utmost, to full bloom; not the restriction of those 
requirements or a refusal to satisfy them, but the full and all
round satisfaction of all the requirements of culturally devel
oped working people.

There can be no doubt that this confusion in the minds of 
certain members of the Party concerning the poor and prosperity 
is a reflection of the views of our Leftist blockheads, who idealize 
the poor as the eternal bulwark of Bolshevism under all conditions, 
and who regard the collective farms as the arena of fierce class 
struggle.

As you see, here too, on this question, the remnants of the 
ideology of the defeated anti-Party groups have not yet lost 
their tenacity.

It goes without saying that had such blockhead views pre
vailed in our Party, the collective farms would not have 
achieved the successes they have gained during the past two 
years, and would have disintegrated in a very short Lime.

Or take, for example, the national problem. Here, too, in the 
sphere of the national problem, just as in the sphere of other 
problems, there is a coufusion in the views of a section of the 
Party which creates a certain danger. I have spoken of the tenac
ity of the survivals of capitalism. It should be observed that the
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survivals of capitalism in people’s minds arc much more tena
cious in the sphere of the national problem than in any other 
sphere. They are more tenacious because they are able to 
disguise themselves well in national costume. Many think 
that Skrypnik’s fall was an individual case, an exception to 
the rule. This is not true. The fall of Skrypnik and his group 
in the Ukraine is not an exception. Similar aberrations are 
observed among certain comrades in other national republics 
as well.

What is the deviation towards nationalism—regardless of 
whether we are dealing with the deviation towards Great-Russian 
nationalism or with the deviation towards local nationalism? 
The deviation towards nationalism is the adaptation of the inter
nationalist policy of the working class to the nationalist policy 
of the bourgeoisie. The deviation towards nationalism reflects 
the attempts of “one’s own,” “national” bourgeoisie to undermine 
the Soviet system and to restore capitalism. The source of both 
these deviations, as you see, is the same. It is a departure from 
Leninist internationalism. If you want to keep both these devia
tions under fire, then aim primarily against this source, against 
those who depart from internationalism—regardless of whether 
we are dealing with the deviation towards local nationalism or 
with the deviation towards Great-Russian nationalism. {Loud 
applause.}

There is a controversy as to which deviation represents the 
major danger: the deviation towards Great-Russian nationalism, 
or the deviation towards local nationalism? Under present con
ditions, this is a formal, and, therefore, a pointless controversy. 
It would be absurd to attempt to give ready-made recipes suitable 
for all times and for all conditions as regards the major and the 
minor danger. Such recipes do not exist. The major danger is 
the deviation against which we have ceased to fight, thereby 
allowing it to grow into a danger to the state. {Prolonged ap
plause.}

In the Ukraine, only very recently, the deviation towards 
Ukrainian nationalism did not represent the major danger ; but 
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when we ceased to fight it and allowed it to grow to such an extent 
that it merged with Lhe interventionists, this deviation became 
the major danger. The question as to which is the major danger 
in the sphere of the national problem is determined not by futile, 
formal controversies, but by a Marxian analysis of the situation 
at the given moment, and by a study of the mistakes that have 
been committed in this sphere.

The same should be said of the Right and the “Left” devia
tions in the sphere of general policy. Here, too, as in other spheres, 
there is no little confusion in the views of certain members of 
our Party. Sometimes, while fighting against the Right deviation, 
they turn away from the “Left” deviation and relax the fight 
against it, on the assumption that it is not dangerous, or hardly 
dangerous. This is a grave and dangerous error. It is a conces
sion to the “Left” deviation which is impermissible for a member 
of the Party. It is all the more impermissible for the reason that 
of late the “Lefts” have completely slid over to the positions of 
the Rights, so that there is no longer any essential difference 
between them.

We have always said that the “Lefts” are in fact Lhe RighLs, 
only they mask their Rightness behind Left phrases. Now the 
“Lefts” themselves confirm the correctness of our statement. 
Take last year’s issues of the Trotskyite Bulletin. What do Mes
sieurs the Trotskyites demand; what do they write about; in 
what does their “Left” program express itself? They demand: 
the dissolution of the state farms because they do not pay; the 
dissolution of the majority of the collective farms because they 
are fictitious; the abandonment of the policy of eliminating the 
kulaks\ reversion to the policy of concessions, and the leasing to 
concessionaires of a number of our industrial enterprises, because 
they do not pay.

There you have lhe program of these contemptible cowards 
and capitulators—their counterrevolutionary program of re
storing capitalism in the U.S.S.R.!

What difference is there between this program and that of 
the extreme Rights? Clearly, there is none. It follows, then, that 
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the “Lefts” have openly associated themselves with the counter
revolutionary program of the Rights in order to enter into a 
bloc with them and to wage a joint struggle against the Party.

How can it be said, after this, that the “Lefts” are not dan
gerous, or hardly dangerous? Is it not clear that those who talk 
such rubbish bring grist to the mill of the sworn enemies of 
Leninism?

As you see, here too, in the sphere of deviations from Lhe line 
of the Party—regardless of whether we are dealing with devia
tions on general policy or with deviations on Lhe national prob
lem—the survivals of capitalism in people’s minds, including 
the minds of certain members of our Parly, are quite tenacious.

These, then, are a few serious and urgent problems of our 
ideological-political work on which there is lack of clarity, con
fusion, and even direct deviation from Leninism among certain 
strata of the Party. Nor are these the only problems which could 
serve to demonstrate the confusion in the views of certain members 
of the Party.

After this, can it be said that Sil is well in the Party?
Clearly, it cannot.
Our tasks in the sphere of ideological-political work are:
1. To raise the theoretical level of Lhe Party to the proper 

plane.
2. To intensify ideological work in all the organizations of 

Lhe Party.
3. To carry on unceasing propaganda of Leninism in the ranks 

of the Party.
4. To train the Party organizations and the non-Party 

active which surrounds them in the spirit of Leninist interna
tionalism.

5. Not to gloss over, but boldly to criticize the deviations of 
certain comrades, from Marxism-Leninism.

6. Systematically to expose the ideology and the remnants 
of lhe ideology of trends that are hostile to Leninism.
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2. PROBLEMS OF ORGANIZATIONAL 
LEADERSHIP

T have spoken of our successes. I have spoken of the victory 
of the Party line in the sphere of the national economy and of 
culture, rs well as in the sphere of overcoming anti-Leninist 
groups in the Party. I have spoken of the world-wide historical 
significance of our victory. But this does not mean that we have 
achieved victory everywhere and in all things, and that all our 
problems have been solved. Such successes and such victories 
never occur in real life. Plenty of unsolved problems and defects 
of all sorts still remain. We are confronted by a host of problems 
demanding solution. But it does undoubtedly mean that Lhe major 
part of the urgent problems has already been successfully solved, 
and in this sense the great victory of our Party is beyond any doubt.

But here the question arises: how was this victory brought 
about; how was it actually obtained; what fight was put up for 
it; what efforts were exerted to achieve it?

Some people think that it is sufficient to draw up a correct 
Party line, proclaim it for all to hear, state it in the form 
of general theses and resolutions, and take a vote and carry it 
unanimously for victory to come of itself, spontaneously, as it 
were. That, of course, is wrong. It is a gross delusion. Only in
corrigible bureaucrats and red-tapists can think so. As a matter 
of fact, these successes and victories did not come spontaneously, 
but as the result of a fierce struggle for the application of the Party 
line. Victory never comes of itself—it Visually has to be attained, 
Good resolutions and declarations in favour of the general 
line of the Party are only a beginning; they merely express the 
desire for victory, but not the victory itself. After the correct 
line has been laid down, after a correct solution of the problem 
has been found, success depends on how the work is organized; 
on the organization of the struggle for the application of the 
Party line; on the proper selection of personnel; on the way a 
check is kept on the fulfilment of the decisions of the leading 
bodies. Otherwise the correct line of the Party and the correct 

41*
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soln lions are in danger of being seriously prejudiced. Furthermore, 
after the correct political line has been laid down, organizational 
work decides everything, including the fate of the political line 
itself, its success or failure.

As a matter of fact, victory was achieved and won by a stern 
and systematic struggle against all sorts of difficulties that stood 
in the way of carrying out the Party line; by overcoming the dif
ficulties; by mobilizing the Party and the working class for the 
purpose of overcoming the difficulties; by organizing the struggle 
to overcome lhe difficulties; by removing inefficient executives 
and choosing better ones, capable of waging the struggle against 
difficulties.

What are these difficulties; and wherein are they lodged?
They are difficulties attending our organizational work, 

difficulties attending our organizational leadership. They are 
lodged in ourselves, in our leading people, in our organizations, 
in the apparatus of our Party, state, economic, trade union, 
Young Communist League, and all other organizations.

We must realize that the strength and prestige of our Party, 
state, economic, and all other organizations, and of their leaders, 
have grown to an unprecedented degree. And precisely because 
their strength and prestige have grown to an unprecedented degree, 
it is their work that now determines everything, or nearly every
thing. There can be no justification for references to so-called ob
jective conditions. Now that the correctness of the Party’s polit
ical line has been confirmed by the experience of a number of 
years, and that there is no longer any doubt as to the readiness 
of the workers and peasants to support this line, the part played 
by so-called objective conditions has been reduced to a minimum; 
whereas the part played by our organizations and their leaders 
has become decisive, exceptional .What does this mean? It means 
that from now on nine tenths of the responsibility for the fail
ures and defects in our work rest, not on “objective” conditions, 
but on ourselves, and on ourselves alone.

We have in our Party more' than 2,000,000 members and 
candidate members. In the Young Communist League we have
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more than 4,000,000 members and candidate members. We have 
over 3,000,000 worker and peasant correspondents. The Society 
for the Promotion of Aircraft and Chemical Defence has more 
than 12,000,000 members. The trade unions have a membership 
of over 17,000,000 million. It is to these organizations that we 
are indebted for our successes. And if, notwithstanding the ex
istence of such organizations and of such possibilities, which 
facilitate the achievement of success, we still suffer from quite 
a number of defects and not a few failures in our work, then it is 
only we ourselves, our organizational work, our bad organiza
tional leadership, that are to blame for this.

Bureaucracy and red tape in the administrative apparatus; idle 
chatter about “leadership in general” instead of real and concrete 
leadership; the functional structure of our organizations and lack of 
individual responsibility; lack of personal responsibility in work, 
and wage equalization; the absence of a systematic check upon the 
fulfilment of decisions; fear of self-criticism—these are the sources 
of our difficulties; this is where our difficulties are now lodged.

It would be naive to think that these difficulties can be over
come by means of resolutions and decisions. The bureaucrats and 
red-tapists have long become past masters in the art of demonstrat
ing their loyalty to Party and government decisions in words, and 
pigeonholing them in deed. In order to overcome these difficulties 
it was necessary to put an end to the disparity between our organiza
tional work and the requirements of the political line of the Party; 
it was necessary to raise the level of organizational leadership 
in all spheres of the national economy to the level of political 
leadership; it was necessary to see to it that our organizational 
work guarantees the practical realization of the political slogans 
and decisions of the Party.

In order to overcome these difficulties and achieve success it 
was necessary to organize the struggle to eliminate these difficul
ties; it was necessary to draw the masses of the workers and peas
ants into this struggle; it was necessary to mobilize the Party 
itself; it was necessary to purge the Party and the economic organi-> 
zations of unreliable, unstable and demoralized elements.
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What was needed for this?
We had to organize:
1. Extensive self-criticism and exposure of the defects in 

our work.
2. The mobilization of the Party, state, economic, trade union, 

and Young Communist League organizations for the struggle 
against difficulties.

3. The mobilization of the masses of the workers and peasants 
to fight for the application of the slogans and decisions of the Party 
and of the Government.

4. The extension of emulation and shock work among the 
working people.

5. A wide network of Political Departments of machine-and- 
tractor stations and state farms and the bringing of the Party 
and Soviet leadership closer to the villages.

6. The subdivision of the People’s Commissariats, head of
fices, and trusts, and the establishment of closer contact in the 
economic sphere between the leadership and the enterprises.

7. The elimination of lack of personal responsibility in work 
and the elimination of wage equalization.

8. The elimination of the “functional” system; the extension of 
individual responsibility, and a policy aiming at the abolition of 
collegium management.

9. The exercise of greater control over the fulfilment of deci
sions, while taking the line towards reorganizing the Central 
Control Commission and the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspection 
with a view to the further enhancement of the work of checking 
up on the fulfilment of decisions.

10. The transter of qualified workers from offices to posts 
that would bring them into closer contact with production.

11. The exposure and expulsion from the administrative appa
ratus of incorrigible bureaucrats and red-tapists.

12. The removal from their posts of people who violated the 
decisions of the Party and the Government, of “window-dressers” 
and windbags, and to promotion to their place of new people— 
businesslike people, capable of concretely directing the work 
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entrusted to them and of strengthening Party and state dis
cipline.

13. The purging of state and economic organizations and the 
reduction of their staffs.

14. Lastly, the purging of the Party of unreliable and demoral
ized persons.

These, in the main, are the measures which the Party has had 
to adopt in order to overcome difficulties, to raise our organiza
tional work to the level of political leadership, and in this way to 
ensure the application of the Party line.

You know that this is exactly how the Central Committee of 
the Party carried on its organizational work during the period un
der review.

In this, the Central Committee was guided by lhe brilliant 
thought uttered by Lenin to the effect that the chief thing in or
ganizational work is the choice of personnel and the keeping of 
a check on the fulfilment of decisions.

In regard to choosing lhe right people and dismissing those 
who fail to justify the confidence placed in them, I would like to 
say a few words.

Besides the incorrigible bureaucrats and red-tapists, as to 
whose removal there are no differences of opinion among us, there 
are two other types of executive who retard our work, hinder 
our work, and hold up our advance.

One ofthese types of executive is represented by people who ren
dered certain services in the past, people who have become aristo
crats, who consider that Party decisions and the Soviet laws are not 
written for them, but for fools. These are the people who do not 
consider it their duty to fulfil the decisions of the Party and of 
the Government, and who thus destroy the foundations of Party 
and state discipline. What do they count upon when they violate 
Party decisions and Soviet laws? They presume that the Soviet 
government will not have the courage to touch them, because of 
their past services. These overconceited aristocrats think that 
they are irreplaceable, and that they can violate the decisions of the 
leading bodies with iirtpunity. What is to be done with executives 
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of this kind? They must unhesitatingly be removed from their 
leading posts, irrespective of past services. (Voices: "Hear, heart"} 
They must be demoted to lower positions and this must be an
nounced in the press. (Forces: "Hear, heart"} This must be done in 
order to bring those conceited aristocrat-bureaucrats down a 
peg or two, and to put them in (heir proper place. This must be 
done in order to strengthen Party and state discipline in the 
whole of our work. (Forces: "Hear, heart" Applause.)

And now about the second type of executives. I have in mind 
the windbags, I would say, honest windbags (laughter}, people 
who are honest and loyal to the Soviet power, but who are incompe
tent as executives, incapable of organizing anything. Last year I 
had a conversation with one such comrade, a very respected com
rade, but an incorrigible windbag, capable of drowning any 
living cause in a flood of talk. Here is the conversation.

I: How are you getting on with the sowing?
He: With the sowing, Comrade Stalin? We have mobilized 

ourselves. (Laughter.)
I: Well, and what then?
He: We have put the question squarely. (Laughter.)
I: And what next?
He: There is a turn, Comrade Stalin; soon there will be a turn.

(Laughter.)
I: But still?
He: We can say that there is an indication of some progress. 

(Laughter.)
I: But for all that, how are you getting on with the sowing?
He: So far, Comrade Stalin, we have not made any headway 

with the sowing. (General laughter..)
Here you have the portrait of the windbag: They have mobi

lized themselves, they have put the question squarely, they have 
a turn and some progress, but things remain as they were.

This is exactly how a Ukrainian worker recently described the 
state of a certain organization when he was asked whether that 
organization had any definite line; “Well,” he said, “they have aline 

-all right, but they don’t seem to be doing any work.” (General 
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laughter.} Evidently that organization also has its quota of honest 
windbags.

And when such windbags are dismissed from their posts and 
are given jobs far removed from operative work, they shrug 
their shoulders in perplexity and ask: “Why have we been dis
missed? Did we not do all that was necessary to get the work 
done? Did we not organize a rally of shock workers? Did we not 
proclaim the slogans of the Party and of the Government at the 
conference of shock workers? Did we not elect the whole of the 
Political Bureau of the Central Committee to the Honorary Pre
sidium? {General laughter.} Did we not send greetings to Com
rade Stalin—what more do they want of us?” {General laughter.)

What is to be done with these incorrigible windbags? Why, 
if they were allowed to remain on operative work they would 
drown every living cause in a flood of watery and endless 
speeches. Obviously, they must be removed from leading posts 
and given work other than operative work. There is no place for 
windbags on operative work. (Voters: “Hear, heart" Applause.)

.I have already briefly reported on how the Central Committee 
handled the selection of personnel for the state and economic or
ganizations, and how it pursued the work of keeping a closer 
check on the fulfilment of decisions. Comrade Kaganovich will 
deal with this in greater detail in his report on the third item of 
the agenda of the Congress.

I would like to say a few words, however, about future work 
in connection with the task of keeping a closer check on the ful
filment of decisions.

The proper organization of the work of checking up on the 
fulfilment of decisions is of decisive importance in the fight 
against bureaucracy and red tape. Are the decisions of the lead
ing bodies carried out, or are they pigeonholed by bureaucrats 
and red-tapists? Are they carried out properly, or are they dis
torted? Is the apparatus working conscientiously and in a Bol
shevik manner, or is it working ineffectually? These things can be 
promptly found out only if a proper check is kept on the fulfil
ment of decisions. A proper check on the fulfilment of decisions is 
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a searchlight which helps to reveal how the apparatus is func
tioning at any moment, exposing bureaucrats and red-tapists 
to full view. We can say with certainty that nine tenths of our de
fects and failures are due to the lack of a properly organized sys
tem of check-up on the fulfilment of decisions. There can be no 
doubt that had there been such a system of check-up on fulfil
ment, defects and failures would certainly have been averted.

But if the work of checking up on fulfilment is to achieve its 
purpose, two conditions at least are required: first, that fulfilment 
be checked up systematically and not spasmodically; second, that 
the work of checking up on fulfilment in all sections of the Party, 
state, and economic organizations, be entrusted not to second- 
rate people, but to people with sufficient authority, to the leaders 
of the organizations concerned.

The proper organization of the work of checking up on fulfil
ment is of supreme importance for the central leading bodies. The 
organizational structure of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspec
tion does not meet the requirements of a well-functioning system 
for checking up on fulfilment of decisions. Several years ago, when 
our economic work was simpler and less satisfactory, and when 
we could count on the possibility of inspecting the work of all 
the People’s Commissariats and of all the economic organizations, 
the Workers’ and Peasants’Inspection was adequate. Butnow,when 
our economic work has expanded and has become more complicated, 
and when it is no longer necessary, or possible, to inspect it from 
one centre, the Workers’and Peasants’ Inspection must be reorgan
ized. What we need now is not an inspectorate, but the checking 
up on the fulfilment of the decisions of the centre—what we need 
now is the control over fulfilment of the decisions of the centre. 
We now need an organization that will not set itself the univer
sal aim of inspecting everything and everybody, but which can 
concentrate all its attention on the work of control, on the work of 
checking up on the fulfilment of the decisions of the central bodies 
of the Soviet power. Such an organization can be only a Soviet 
Control Commission under the Council of People’s Commissars of 
the U.S.S.R., working on the assignments of the Council of People’s 
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Commissars, and having local representatives who are independ
ent of the local authorities. And in order that this organization 
may wield sufficient authority and be able, when necessary, to take 
proceedings against any responsible executive, candidates for the 
Soviet Control Commission must be nominated by the Party Con
gress and endorsed by the Council of People’s Commissars and the 
Central Executive Committee of the U.S.S.R. I think that only 
such an organization can strengthen Soviet control and Soviet 
discipline.

As for the Central Control Commission, it is well known that 
it was set up primarily and mainly for the purpose of averting a 
split in the Party. You know that at one time there really was a 
danger of a split. You know that the Central Control Commis
sion and its organizations succeeded in averting the danger of a 
split. Now there is no longer any danger of a split. But, on the 
other hand, there is an imperative need for an organization that 
could concentrate its attention mainly on checking up on the 
fulfilment of the decisions of the Party and of its Central Commit
tee. Such an organization can be only a Party Control Commis
sion under the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. (B.), working 
on the assignments of the Party and of its Central Committee 
and having local representatives who are independent of the lo
cal organizations. It goes without saying that such a responsible 
organization must have great authority. In order that it may 
have sufficient authority, and in order that it may be able to 
take proceedings against any delinquent comrade holding a re
sponsible post, including members of the Central Committee, the 
right to elect or dismiss the members of this Commission must be 
vested only in the supreme organ of the Party, viz., the Party 
Congress. There can be no doubt that such an organization will bo 
quite capable of ensuring control over the fulfilment of the deci
sions of the central organs of the Party and of strengthening 
Party discipline.

Such is the position in regard to the questions of organizational 
leadership.

Our tasks in the sphere of organizational work are as follows:
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1. Our organizational work in the future, must, like in the past, 
be adapted to the requirements of the political line of the Party.

2. Organizational leadership must be raised to the level of po
litical leadership.

3. Organizational leadership must be made fully equal to the 
task of ensuring the realization of the political slogans and deci
sions of the Party.

* * *

I have now come to the end of my report, comrades.
What conclusions must be drawn from it?
Everybody now admits that our successes are great and extraor

dinary. In a relatively short space of time our country has been 
switched lo the basis of industrialization and collectivization. 
The First Five-Year Plan has been successfully carried out. This 
rouses a sense of pride in our workers and increases their confi
dence in their own powers.

That is all very good, of course. But successes sometimes have 
their seamy side. They sometimes give rise to certain dangers, 
which, if allowed to develop, may wreck the whole cause. There 
is, for example, the danger that some of our comrades may become 
dizzy with successes. There have been cases like that, as you 
know. There is the danger that certain of our comrades, having be
come intoxicated with success, will get swelled heads and begin 
to lull themselves with boastful songs, such as: “It’s a walkover,” 
“We can knock anybody into a cocked hat,” etc. This is not pre
cluded by any means, comrades. There is nothing more danger
ous than sentiments of this kind, for they disarm the Party and 
demobilize its ranks. If such sentiments were to gain sway in our 
Party we would be faced with the danger of all our successes being 
wrecked.

Of course, the First Five-Year Plan has been successfully car
ried out. That is true. But the matter does not, nor can it, end 
there, comrades. Before us is the Second Five-Year Plan, which 
we must also carry out, and also successfully. Y ou know that plans
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are carried out in the course of a struggle against difficulties, in 
the process of overcoming difficulties. That means that there will 
be difficulties and there will be a struggle against them. Comrades 
Molotov and Kuibyshev will tell you about the Second Five-Year 
Plan. From their reports you will see what great difficulties we will 
have to overcome in order to carry out this great plan. This means 
that we must not lull the Party, but sharpen its vigilance;we must 
not lull it to sleep, but keep it ready for action; not disarm it, but 
arm it; not demobilize it, but hold it in a state of mobilization for 
the fulfilment of the Second Five-Year Plan.

Hence, the first conclusion: We must not allow ourselves to be 
carried away by the successes achieved, and must net get swelled heads.

We have achieved successes because we have had the correct 
guiding line of the Party, and because we have been able to organ
ize the masses for the purpose of applying this line. Needless to 
say, without these conditions we would not have achieved the suc
cesses we have achieved, and of which we are justly proud. But 
it is a very rare thing for ruling parties to have a correct line and 
to be able to apply it.

Look at the countries which surround us: can you find many 
ruling parties there that have a correct line and are applying it? 
In point of fact, there are no longer any such parties in the world; 
for they are all living without prospects; they are floundering in 
the chaos of the crisis, and see no road to lead them out of the 
swamp. Our Party alone knows in what direction to steer its course', 
and it is marching forward successfully. To what does our Party 
owe its superiority? To the fact that it is a Marxian Party, a 
Leninist Party . It owes it to the fact that it is guided in its work 
by the tenets of Marx, Engels, Lenin. There cannot be any doubt 
that as long as we remain true to these tenets, as long as we 
have this compass, we will achieve successes in our work.

It is said that in some'countries in the West Marxism has al
ready been destroyed. It is said that it has been destroyed by the 
bourgeois-nationalist trend known as fascism. That is nonsense, 
of course. Only people who are ignorant of history can say such 
things. Marxism is the scientific expression of the fundamental
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interests of the working class. If Marxism is to be destroyed, the 
working class must be destroyed. And it is impossible to destroy 
the working class. More than 80 years have passed since Marxism 
came into the arena. During this time scores and hundreds of bour
geois governments have tried to destroy Marxism. But what has 
been the upshot? Bourgeois governments have come and gone, but 
Marxism remained. (Stormy applause.) Moreover, Marxism has 
achieved complete victory on one sixth of the globe—has achieved 
it in the very country in which Marxism was considered to have 
been utterly destroyed. (5 tormy applause.) It cannot be regarded as 
an accident that the country in which Marxism has fully triumphed 
is now the only country in Lhe world which knows no crises and 
unemployment, whereas in all other countries, including the 
fascist countries, crisis and unemployment have been reigning 
for four years now. No, comrades, this is not an accident. (Pro
longed applause.)

Yes, comrades, our successes are due to the fact that we have 
worked and fought under the banner of Marx, Engels, Lenin.

Hence, the second conclusion: We must remain true to the 
end to the great banner of Marx, Engels, Lenin. (Applause.)

The working class of the U.S.S.R, is strong not only because 
it has a Leninist Party that has been tried in battles; and, further, 
it is strong not only because it enjoys the support of the millions 
of the labouring peasants; it is strong also because it is supported 
and assisted by the world proletariat. The working class of the 
U.S.S.R, is part of the world proletariat, its vanguard; and our 
republic is the cherished child of the world proletariat. There can 
be no doubt that had our working class not been supported by the 
working class in the capitalist countries it would not have been 
able to retain power; it would not have secured the conditions for 
socialist construction, and, hence, would not have achieved the 
successes that it has achieved. International ties between the 
working class of the U.S.S.R, and the workers of the capitalist 
countries; the fraternal alliance between the workers of the 
U.S.S.R, and the workers of all countries—this is one of the cor
nerstones of the strength and might of the Republics of Soviets. The 
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workers in the West say that the working class of the U.S.S.R, is 
the shock brigade of the world proletariat. That is very good. It 
shows that the world proletariat is prepared to continue rendering 
all the support it can to the working class of the U.S.S.R. But 
it imposes a very serious duty upon us. It means that we must 
prove by our work that we deserve the honourable title of shock 
brigade of the proletarians of all countries. It imposes upon us the 
duty of working better and fighting better for the final victory 
of socialism in our country, for the victory of socialism in all 
countries.

Hence, the third conclusion: We must remain true to the. end 
to the cause of proletarian internationalism, to the cause of the 
fraternal alliance of the proletarians of all countries. (Applause.)

Such are the conclusions.
Long live the great and invincible banner of Marx, Engels, 

Leninl (Stormy and prolonged applause. The Congress gives Com
rade Stalin an ovation. The “International” is sung, after which 
the ovation is resumed with renewed vigour. Shouts of “Hurrah for 
Stalinl” “Long live Stalin!” “Long live the C.C. of the Party!”)



IN LIEU OF CONCLUDING REMARKS

January 31, 1934

Comrades, the debate at this Congress has revealed complete 
unity of opinion among our Party leaders on all questions of Party 
policy, one can say. As you know, no objections whatever have 
been raised against the report. Hence, it has been revealed that 
there is extraordinary ideological-political and organizational 
solidarity in the ranks of our Party. (Applause. ) The question 
arises: Is there any need, after this, for any concluding remarks? 
1 do not think there is any need for it. Permit me therefore to re
frain from making any concluding remarks. (Ovation. All the 
delegates rise to their feet. Loud cheers. A chorus of cheers: 
“Long live Stalin!" The delegates, all standing, sing the “Inter
national," after which the ovation is resumed. Shouts of “Hurrah 
for Stalin!” “Long live Stalin!" “Long live the C.C.l")



ADDRESS DELIVERED IN THE KREMLIN PALACE 
TO THE GRADUATES FROM

THE RED ARMY ACADEMIES

Muy 4, 1935

Comrades, it cannot be denied that in the last few years we 
have achieved great successes both in the sphere of construction 
and in the sphere of administration. In this connection there is 
too much talk about the services rendered by chiefs, by leaders. 
They are credited with all, or nearly all, of our achievements. 
That, of course, is wrong, it is incorrect. It is not merely a mat
ter of leaders. But it is not of this I wanted to speak today. 
I should like to say a few words about cadres, about our cadres 
in general and about the cadres of our Red Army in particular.

You know that we inherited from the past a technically back
ward, impoverished and ruined country. Ruined by four years 
of imperialist war, and ruined again by three years of civil war, 
a country with a semi-illiterate population, with a low technical 
level, with isolated industrial oases lost in a sea of dwarf peas
ant farms—such was the country we inherited from the past. The 
task was to transfer this country from medieval darkness to modern 
industry and mechanized agriculture. A serious and difficult task, 
as you see. The question that confronted us was: Either-we solve 
this problem in the sb ortcst possible time and consolidate social
ism in our country, or we do not solve it, in which case our coun
try—weak technically and unenlightened in the cultural sense — 
will lose its independence and become a stake in the game of the 
imperialist powers.

At that time our country was passing through a period of an 
appalling dearth of technique. There were not enough machines for 
industry. There were no machines for agriculture. There were no 
machines for transport. There was not that elementary technical 
base without which the reorganization of a country on industrial 

42—592



658 J. STALIN

lines is inconceivable. There were only a few of the necessary 
prerequisites for the creation of such a base. A first-class industry 
had to be built up. This industry had to be so directed as to be 
capable of technically reorganizing not only industry, but also 
agriculture and our railway transport. And to achieve this it 
was necessary to make sacrifices and to exercise the most rigorous 
economy in everything; it was necessary to economize on food, 
on schools, on textiles, in order to accumulate the funds required 
for building up industry. There was no other way of overcoming 
the dearth of technique. That is what Lenin taught us, and in this 
matter we followed in the footsteps of Lenin.

Naturally, uniform and rapid successes could not be expected 
in so great and difficult a task. In a task like this successes become 
apparent only after several years. We therefore had to arm our
selves with strong nerves, Bolshevik grit, and stubborn patience 
to overcome our. first failures and to march unswervingly towards 
the great goal, permitting no wavering or uncertainty in our ranks.

You know that that is precisely how we set about this task. But 
not all our comrades had the necessary spirit, patience and grit. 
There turned out to be people among our comrades who at the first 
difficulties began to call for a retreat. “Let bygones be bygones,” it 
is said: That, of course, is true. But man is endowed with memory, 
and in summing up the results of our work one involuntarily 
recalls the past. (Animation.) Well, then, there were comrades 
among us who were frightened by the difficulties and began to 
call on the Party to retreat. They said: “What is the good of your in
dustrialization and collectivization, your machines, your iron and 
steel industry, tractors, harvester combines, automobiles? You 
should rather have given us more textiles, bought more raw mate
rials for the production of consumer goods, and given the popu
lation more of the small things that make life pleasant. The crea
tion of an industry, and a first-class industry at that, when we are 
so backward, is a dangerous dream.”

Of course, we could have used the 3,000,000,000 rubles in 
foreign currency obtained as a result of a most rigorous economy, 
and spent on building up our industry, for importing raw materi-
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als and for increasing the output of articles of general consump
tion. That is also a “plan,” in a way. But with such a “plan”we would 
not now have a metallurgical industry, ora machine-buildingindus
try, or tractors and automobiles, or aeroplanes and tanks. We would 
have found ourselves unarmed in face of foreign foes. We would 
have undermined the foundations of socialism in our country. We 
would have fallen capt ive to the bourgeoisie, domestic and foreign.

It is obvious that a choice had to be made between two plans: 
between the plan of retreat, which would have led, and was hound 
to lead, to the defeat of socialism, and the plan of advance, 
which led and, as you know, has already brought us to the victory 
of socialism in our country.

We chose the plan of advance, and moved forward along the 
Leninist road, brushing aside those comrades as people who’could 
see more or less what was under their noses, but who closed their 
eyes to the immediate future of our country, to the future of so
cialism in our country.

But these comrades did not always confine themselves to crit
icism and passive resistance. They threatened to raise a revolt 
in the Party against thé Central Committee. More, they threatened 
some of us with bullets. Evidently, they reckoned on frightening 
us and compelling us to turn from the Leninist road. These people, 
apparently, forgot that we Bolsheviks are people of a special cut. 
They forgot that neither difficulties nor threats can frighten Bol
sheviks. They forgot that we had been trained and steeled by the 
great Lenin, our leader, our teacher, our father, who knew and tol
erated no fear in the fight. They forgot that the more the ene
mies rage and the more hysterical the foes within the Party be
come, the more ardent the Bolsheviks become for fresh struggles 
and the more vigorously they push forward.

Of course, it never even occurred to us to turn from the Lenin
ist road. Moreover, once we stood firmly on this road, we pushed 
forward still more vigorously, brushing every obstacle from our 
path. True, in pursuing this course we were obliged to handle some 
of these comrades roughly. But that cannot be helped. I must 
confess that I too had a hand in it. (Loud cheers and applause.)

42*
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Yes, comrades, we proceeded confidently and vigorously along 
the road of industrializing and collectivizing our country. And 
now we may consider that the road has been traversed.

Everybody now admits that we have achieved tremendous 
successes along this road. Everybody now admits that we already 
have a powerful, first-class industry, a powerful mechanized agri
culture, a growing and improving transport system, an organ
ized and excellently equipped Red Army.

This means that we have in the main emerged from the period 
of dearth of technique.

But, having emerged from the period of dearth of technique, 
we have entered a new period, a period, I would say, of a dearth 
of people, of cadres, of workers capable of harnessing technique, 
and advancing it. The point is that we have factories, mills, col
lective farms, state farms, a transport system, an army; we have 
technique for all this; but we lack people with sufficient experience 
to squeeze out of this technique all that can be squeezed out of 
it. Formerly, we used to say that “technique decides everything.” 
That slogan helped us to put an end to the dearth of technique and 
to create a vast technical base in every branch of activity for. the 
equipment of our people with first-class technique. That is very 
good. But il is not enough, it is not enough by far. In order to set 
technique going and to utilize it to the full, we need people who 
have mastered technique, we need cadres capable of mastering and 
utilizing this technique according to all (he rules of lhe art. 
Without people who have mastered technique, technique is 
dead. In the charge of people who have mastered technique, tech
nique can and should perform miracles. If in-our first-class mills 
and factories, in our state farms and collective farms, in our 
transport system and in our Red Army we had sufficient cadres 
capable of harnessing this technique, our country would se
cure results three and four times as great as at present. That is 
why emphasis must now be laid on people, on cadres, on workers 
who have mastered technique. That is why the old slogan, 
“Technique decides everything,” which is a reflection of a period 
already passed, a period in which we suffered from a dearth 
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of technique, must now be replaced by a new slogan, the slogan 
“Cadres decide everything.” That is the main thing now.

Can it be said that our people have fully grasped and realizedthe 
great significance of this new slogan? I would not say so. Otherwise, 
there would not have been the outrageous attitude towards people, 
towards cadres, towards workers, which we not infrequently observe 
in practice.The slogan “Cadres decide everything” demands that our 
leaders should display the most solicitous attitude towards our 
workers, “little” and “big,” no matter in what sphere they are en
gaged, training them assiduously, assisting them when they need 
support, encouraging them when they show their first successes, 
promoting them, and so forth. Yet in practice we meet in a number 
of cases with a soulless, bureaucratic, and positively outrageous at
titude towards workers. This, indeed, explains why instead of be
ing studied, and placed at (heir posts only after being studied, 
people are frequently flung about like pawns. People have learned 
to value machinery and to make reports on how many machines 
we have in our mills and factories. But I do not know of a single 
instance when a report was made with equal zest on the number 
of people we have trained in a given period, on how we have assist
ed people to grow and become tempered in their work. How is this 
to be explained? It is to be explained by the fact that we have 
not yet learned to value people, to value workers, to value cadres.

I recall an incident in Siberia, where I lived at one time in ex
ile. It was in the spring, at the time of the spring floods. About thir
ty men went to the river to pull out timber which had been carried 
away by the vast, swollen river. Towards evening they returned 
to the village, but with one comrade missing. When asked where 
the thirtieth man was, they replied indifferently that the thirtieth 
man had “remained there.” To my question, “how do you mean, re
mained there?” they replied with the same indifference, “Why 
ask—drowned, of course.” And thereupon one of them began to 
hurry away, saying, “I’ve got to go and water the mare.” When 
I reproached them with having more concern for animals than 
for men, one of them said, amid the general approval of the rest: 
“Why should we be concerned about men? We can always make 
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men. But a mare just try and make a mare.” (Animation.) 
Here you have a case, not very significant perhaps, but very char
acteristic. It seems to me that the indifference of certain of our 
leaders to people, to cadres, their inability to value people, is 
a survival of that strange attitude of man to man displayed in 
the episode in far-off Siberia that I have just related.

And so, comrades, if we want successfully to get over the dearth 
of people and to provide our country with sufficient cadres capable 
of advancing technique and setting it going, we must first of all 
learn to value people, to value cadres, to value every worker’capa- 
ble of benefiting our common cause. It is time to realize that of 
all the valuable capital the world possesses,, the most valuable 
and most decisive is people, cadres. It must be realized that under 
our present conditions “cadres decide everything.” If we have good 
and numerous cadres in industry, agriculture, transport, and the 
army—our country will be invincible. If we do not have such ca
dres—we shall be lame on both legs.

In concluding my speech, permit me to offer a toast to the health 
and success of our graduates from the Red Armÿ Academies. I 
wish them success in the work of organizing and directing the de
fence of our country.

Comrades, you have graduated from institutions of higher 
learning, in which you received your first tempering. But 
school is only a preparatory stage. Cadres receive their real tem
pering in practical work, outside school, in fighting difficulties, 
in overcoming difficulties. Remember, comrades, that only those 
cadres are any good who do not fear difficulties, who do not 
hide from difficulties, but who, on the contrary, go out to meet 
difficulties, in order to overcome them and eliminate them. It 
is only in the fight against difficulties that real cadres are 
forged. And if our army_ possesses genuinely steeled cadres in 
sufficient numbers, it will be invincible.

Your health, comrades! (Stormy applause. All rise. Loud cheers 
for Comrade Stalin.)



SPEECH AT THE FIRST ALL-UNION 
CONFERENCE OF STAKHANOVITES

November 17, 1935

1. THE SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE STAKHANOV MOVEMENT

Comrades, so much has been said at this conference about the 
Stakhanovites, and it has been said so well, that there is really 
very little left for me to say. But since I have been called on to 
speak, I will have to say a few words.

The Stakhanov movement cannot be regarded as an ordinary 
movement of working men and women. The Stakhanov movement 
is a movement of working men and women which will go down in 
the history of our socialist construction as one of its most glorious 
pages.

Wherein lies the significance of the Stakhanov move
ment?

Primarily, in the fact that it is the expression of a new wave of 
socialist emulation, a new and higher stage of socialist emulation. 
Why new, and why higher? Because the Stakhanov movement, as 
an expression of socialist emulation, contrasts favourably with the 
old stage of socialist emulation. In the past, some three years 
ago, in the period of the first stage of socialist emulation, social
ist emulation was not necessarily associated with modern tech
nique. At that time, in fact, we had hardly any modern tech
nique. The present stage of socialist emulation, the Stakhanov 
movement, on the other hand, is necessarily associated with modern 
technique. The Stakhanov movement would be inconceivable 
without a new and higher technique. We have before us people 
like Comrades Stakhanov, Busygin, Smetanin, Krivonos, Pronin, 
the Vinogradovas, and many others, new people, working men and 
women, who have completely mastered the technique of their 
jobs, have harnessed it and driven ahead. There were no such
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people, or hardly any such people, some three years ago. These are 
new people, people of a special type.

Further, the Stakhanov movement is a movement of working 
men and women which sets itself the aim of surpassing the present 
technical standards, surpassing the existing designed capacities, 
surpassing the existing production plans and estimates. Surpassing 
them—because these standards have already become antiquated 
for our day, for our new people. This movement is breaking down 
the old views on technique, it is shattering the old technical stand
ards, the old designed capacities, and the old production plans, 
and demands the creation of new and higher technical standards, 
designed capacities, and production plans. It is destined to pro
duce a revolution in our industry. That is why the Stakhanov 
movement is at bottom a profoundly revolutionary movement.

It has already been said here that the Stakhanov movement, as 
an expression of new and higher technical standards, is a model 
of that high productivity of labour which only socialism can give, 
and which capitalism cannot give. That is absolutely true. Why 
was it that capitalism smashed and defeated feudalism? Because 
it created higher standards of productivity of labour, it enabled 
society to procure an incomparably greater quantity of products 
than could be procured under the feudal system; because it made 
society richer. Why is it that socialism can, should, and certainly 
will defeat the capitalist system of economy? Because it can fur
nish higher models of labour, a higher productivity of labour, 
than the capitalist system of economy; because it can provide 
society with more products and can make society richer than the 
capitalist system of economy.

Some people think that- socialism can be consolidated by a 
certain equalization of people’s material conditions, based on a 
poor man’s standard of living. That is not true. That is a petty- 
bourgeois conception of socialism. In point of fact, socialism can 
succeed only on the basis of a high productivity of labour, higher 
than under capitalism, on the basis of an abundance of products 
and of articles of consumption of all kinds, on the basis of a pros
perous and cultured life for all members of society. But if 
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socialism is to achieve this aim and make our Soviet society 
the most prosperous of all societies, our country must have a pro
ductivity of labour which surpasses that of the foremost capital
ist countries. Without this we cannot even think of securing 
an abundance of products and of articles of consumption of all 
kinds. The significance of the Stakhanov movement lies in the 
fact that it is a movement which is smashing the old technical 
standards, because they are inadequate, which in a number of 
cases is surpassing the productivity of labour of the foremost capi
talist countries, and is thus creating the practical possibility of 
further consolidating socialism in our country, the possibility of 
converting our country into the most prosperous of a*ll  countries.

But the significance of the Stakhanov movement does not end 
there. Its significance lies also in the fact that it is preparing the 
conditions for the transition from socialism to communism.

The principle of socialism is that in a socialist society each 
works according to his abil ity and receives articles of consumption, 
not according to his needs, but according to the work he performs 
for society. This means that the cultural and technical level of 
the working class is as yet not a high one, that the antithesis 
between mental and physical labour still exists, that the produc
tivity of labour is still not high enough to ensure an abundance 
of articles of consumption, and, as a result, society is obliged to 
distribute articles of consumption not in accordance with the 
needs of its members, but in accordance with the work they 
perform for society.

Communism represents a higher stage of development. The prin
ciple of communism is that in a communist society each works 
according to his abilities and receives articles of consumption, not 
according to the work he performs, but according to his needs as 
a culturally developed individual. This means that the cultural 
and technical level of the working class has become high enough 
to undermine the basis of the antithesis between mental labour 
and physical labour, that the antithesis between mental labour 
and physical labour has already disappeared, and that produc
tivity of labour has reached such a high level that it can provide 
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an absolute abundance of articles of consumption, and as a result 
society is able to distribute these articles in accordance with the 
needs of its members.

Some people think that the elimination of the antithesis be
tween mental labour and physical labour can be achieved by means 
of à certain cultural and technical equalization of mental and 
manual workers by lowering the cultural and technical level of 
engineers and technicians, of mental workers, to the level of av
erage skilled workers. That is absolutely incorrect. Only petty- 
bourgeois windbags can conceive communism in this way. In real
ity the elimination of the antithesis between mental labour and 
physical lalfour can be brought about only by raising the cultural 
and technical level of the working class to the level of engineers 
and technical workers. It w’ould be absurd to think that this is 
unfeasible. It is entirely feasible under the Soviet system, where 
the productive forces of the country have been freed from the fet
ters of capitalism, where labour has been freed from the yoke of 
exploitation, where the working class is in power, and where the 
younger generation of the working class has every opportunity of 
obtaining an adequate technical education. There is no reason 
to doubt that only such a rise in the cultural and technical lev
el of the working class can undermine the basis of the antithesis 
between mental labour and physical labour, that only this can en
sure the high level of productivity of labour and the abundance 
of articles of consumption which are necessary in order to begin 
the transition from socialism to communism.

In this connection, the Stakhanov movement is significant 
for the fact that it contains the first beginnings—still feeble, it is 
true, but nevertheless the beginnings—of precisely such a rise in 
the cultural and technical level of the working class of our country.

And, indeed, look at our comrades, the Stakhanovites, more 
closely. What type of people are they? They are mostly young or 
middle-aged working men and women, people with culture and tech
nical knowledge, who show examples of precision and accuracy in 
work, who are able to appreciate the time factor in work and who 
have learned to count not only the minutes, but also the seconds. 
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The majority of them have taken the technical minimum courses 
and are continuing their technical education. They are free of the 
conservatism and stagnation of certain engineers, technicians and 
business executives, they are marching boldly forward, smashing 
the antiquated technical standards and creating new and higher 
standards; they are introducing amendments into the designed 
capacities and economic plans drawn up by the leaders of our in
dustry; they often supplement and correct what the engineers and 
technicians have to say, they often teach them and impel them 
forward, for they are people who have completely mastered the 
technique of their job and who are able to squeeze out of technique 
the maximum that can be squeezed out of it. Today the Stakhano
vites are still few in number, but who can doubt that tomorrow 
there will be ten times more of them? Is it not clear that the 
Stakhanovites are innovators in our industry, that the Stakhanov 
movement represents the future of our industry, that it contains 
the seed of the future rise in the cultural and technical level of the 
working class, that it opens to us the path by which alone can be 
achieved those high indices of productivity of labour which are 
essential for the transition from socialism to communism and for 
the elimination of the antithesis between mental labour and 
physical labour?

Such, comrades, is the significance of the Stakhanov movement 
for our socialist construction.

Did Stakhanov and Busygin think of this great significance of 
the Stakhanov movement when they began to smash the old 
technical standards? Of course not. They had their own worries— 
they were trying to get their enterprises out of difficulties and to 
overfulfil the economic plan. But in seeking to achieve this aim 
they had to smash the old technical standards and to develop a 
high productivity of labour, surpassing that of the foremost 
capitalist countries. It would be ridiculous, however, to think 
that this circumstance can in any way detract from the great 
historical significance of the movement of the Stakhanovites.

The same may be said of those workers who first organized the 
Soviets of Workers’ Deputies in our country in 1905. They never 
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thought, of course, that the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies would 
become the foundation of the socialist system. They were only 
defending themselves against tsarism, against the bourgeoisie, 
when they created the Soviets of Workers’ Deputies. But this 
circumstance in no way contradicts the unquestionable fact 
that the movement for lhe Soviets of Workers’ Deputies be
gun in 1905 by Lhe workers of Leningrad and Moscow led in 
the end to the rout of capitalism and the victory of socialism 
on one sixth of the globe.

2. THE ROOTS 
OF THE STAKHANOV MOVEMENT

We now stand at the cradle of the Stakhanov movement, at its 
source.

Certain characteristic features of the Stakhanov movement 
should be noted.

What first of all strikes the eye is the fact that this movement 
began somehow of itself, almost spontaneously, from below, with
out any pressure whatsoever from the administrators of our en
terprises. More than that—this movement in a way arose and be
gan to develop in spite of the administrators of our enterprises, 
even in opposition to them. Comrade Molotov has already told you 
what troubles Comrade Musainsky, the Archangelsk sawmill 
worker, had to go through when he worked out new and higher 
technical standards, in secret from the administration, in secret 
from the inspectors. The lot of Stakhanov himself was no belter, 
for in his progress he had to defend himself not only against cer
tain officials of the administration, but also against certain 
workers, who jeered and. hounded him because of his “newfangled 
ideas.” As to Busygin, we know that he almost paid for his “new
fangled ideas” by losing his job at the factory, and it was only 
the intervention of the shop superintendent, Comrade Sokolin- 
sky, that helped him to remain at the factory.

So you see, if there was any kind of action at all on the 
part of the administrators of our enterprises, it was not to help 



SPEECH AT FIRST ALL-UNION CONFERENCE OF STAKHANOVITES GG9

the Stakhanov movement but to hinder it. Consequently, the Sta
khanov movement arose and developed as a movement coming 
from below. And just because it arose of itself, just because it 
comes from below, it is the most vital and irresistible movement of 
the present day.

Mention should further be made of another characteristic 
feature of the Stakhanov movement. This characteristic feature 
is that the Stakhanov movement spread over the whole of our 
Soviet Union not gradually, but at an unparalleled speed, like a 
hurricane. How did it begin?Stakhanov raised the technical stand
ard of out put of coal five or six times, if not more. Busygin and 
Smetanin did the same—one in the sphere of machine building 
and the other in the shoe industry. The newspapers reported these 
facts. And suddenly, the flames of the Stakhanov movement en
veloped the whole country. What was the reason? How is it that 
the Stakhanov movement has spread so rapidly? Is it perhaps be
cause Stakhanov and Busygin are great organizers, with wide 
contacts in the regions and districts of the U.S.S.R., and they or
ganized this movement themselves? No, of course not! Is it per
haps because Stakhanov and Busygin have ambitions of becoming 
great figures in our country, and they themselves carried the sparks 
of the Stakhanov movement all over the country? That is also not 
true. You have seen Stakhanov and Busygin here. They spoke at 
this conference.They are simple, modest people, without the slight
est ambition to acquire the laurels of national figures. It even 
seems to me that they are somewhat, embarrassed by Lhe scope the 
movement has acquired, beyond all their expectations. And if, 
in spite of this, lhe match thrown by Stakhanov and Busygin was 
sufficient to start a conflagration, that means that the Stakha
nov movement is absolutely ripe. Only a movement that is abso
lutely ripe, and is awaiting just a jolt in order to burst free— 
only such a movement can spread with such rapidity and grow 
like a rolling snowball.

How is it to be explained that the Stakhanov movement proved 
to be absolutely ripe? What are the causes for its rapid spread? 
What are the roots of the Stakhanov movement?
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There are al least four such causes.
1. The basis for the Stakhanov movement was first and fore

most the radical improvement in the material welfare of the 
workers. Life has improved, comrades. Life has become more 
joyous. And when life is joyous, work goes well. Hence the high 
rales of output. Hence the heroes and heroines of labour. 
That, primarily, is the root of the Stakhanov movement. If there 
had been a crisis in our country, if there had been unemploy
ment—that scourge- of the working class—if people in our coun
try lived badly, drably, joylessly, we should have had nothing 
like the Stakhanov movement. (Applause.) Our proletarian revo
lution is the only revolution in the world which had the opportu
nity of showing the people not only political results but also mate
rial results. Of all workers’ revolutions, we know only one which 
managed to achieve power. That was the Paris Commune. But it 
did not last long. True, it endeavoured to smash the fetters of 
capitalism; but it did not have time enough to smash them, and 
still less to show the people the beneficial material results of rev
olution. Our revolution is the only one which not only smashed 
the fetters of capitalism and brought the people freedom, but also 
succeeded in creating the material conditions of a prosperous life 
for the people. Therein lies the strength and invincibility of our 
revolution. It is a good thing, of course, to drive out the capital
ists, to drive out lhe landlords, to drive out the tsarist hench
men, to seize power and achieve freedom. That is very good. But, 
unfortunately, freedom alone is not enough, by far. If there is a 
shortage of bread, a shortage of butter and fats, a shortage of 
textiles, and if housing conditions are bad, freedom will not carry 
you very far. It is very difficult, comrades, to live on freedom alone. 
(Shouts of approval. Applause.)In order to live well and joyously, 
the benefits of political freedom must be supplemented by material 
benefits. It is a distinctive feature of our revolution that it brought 
the people not only freedom, but also material benefits and the 
possibility of a prosperous and cultured life. That is why life has 
become joyous in our country, and that is the soil from which the 
Stakhanov movement sprang.
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2. The second source of the Stakhanov movement is the fact 
that there is no exploitation in our country. People in our country 
do not work for exploiters, for the enrichment of parasites, but for 
themselves, for their own class, for their own, Soviet society, where 
power is wielded by the best members of the working class. That 
is why labour in our country has social significance, and is a mat
ter of honour and glory. Under capitalism labour bears a private 
and personal character. You have produced more—well, then re
ceive more, and live as best you can. Nobody knows you, or wants 
to know you. You work for the capitalists, you enrich them? 
Well, what do you expect? That is what they hired you for, to en
rich the exploiters. If you do not agree with that, join the ranks of 
the unemployed and get along as best you can—we shall find 
others who are more tractable. That is why people’s labour is not 
valued very highly under capitalism. Under such conditions, of 
course, there can be no room for a Stakhanov movement. But 
things are different under the Soviet system. Here the working 
man is held in esteem. Here he works not for the exploiters, but 
for himself, for his class, for society. Here the working man can
not feel neglected and alone. On the contrary, the man who 
works feels himself a free citizen of his country, a public figure, 
in a way. And if he works well and gives society his best— 
he is a hero of labour, and is covered with glory. Obviously, 
the Stakhanov movement could have arisen only under such 
conditions.

3. We must regard as the third source of the Stakhanov move
ment the fact that we have a modern technique. The Stakhanov 
movement is organically bound up with the modern technique. 
Without the modern technique, without the modern mills and 
factories, without the modern machinery, the Stakhanov movement 
could not have arisen. Without modern technique, technical stand
ards might have been doubled or trebled, but not more. And if 
the Stakhanovites have raised technical standards five and six 
times, that means that they rely entirely on the modern tech
nique. It thus follows that the industrialization of our country, 
the reconstruction of our mills and factories, the introduction
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of modern technique and modern machinery, was one of the causes 
(hat gave rise to the Stakhanov movement.

4. But modern technique alone will not carry you very far. 
You may have first-class technique, first-class mills and factories, 
but if you have not the people capable of harnessing that tech
nique, you will find that your technique is just bare technique. For 
modern technique to produce results, people are required, cadres 
of working men and women capable of taking charge of the tech
nique and advancing it. The birth and growth of the Stakhanov 
movement means that such cadres have already appeared among 
the working men and women of our country. Some two years ago 
the Party declared that in building new mills and factories and 
supplying our enterprises with modern machinery, we had per
formed only half of the job. The Party then declared that enthusi
asm for the construction of new factories must be supplemented by 
enthusiasm for mastering these factories, that only in this way 
could the job be completed. It is obvious that the mastering of 
this new technique and the growth of new cadres have been pro
ceeding during these two years. It is now clear that we already 
have such cadres. It is obvious that without such cadres, without 
these new people, we would never have had a Stakhanov move
ment. Hence the new people, working men and women, who have 
mastered the new technique constitute the force that has shaped 
and advanced the Stakhanov movement.

Such are the conditions that gave rise to and advanced the 
Stakhanov movement.

3. NEW PEOPLE—NEW TECHNICAL 
STANDARDS

1 have said that the Stakhanov movement developed not gradu
ally, but like an explosion, as if it had broken through some sort 
of dam. It is obvious that it had to overcome certain barriers. 
Somebody was hindering it, somebody was holding it back; and 
then, having gathered strength, the Stakhanov movement broke 
through these barriers and swept over the country.
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What was wrong? Who exactly was hindering it?
It was the oldlechnical standards, and the people behind these 

standards, that were hindering it. Several years ago our engineers, 
technical workers, and business managers drew up certain techni
cal standards, adapted to the technical backwardness of our work
ing men and women. Several years have elapsed since then. During 
this period people have grown and acquired technical knowledge. 
But the technical standards have remained unchanged. Of course, 
these standards have now proved out of date for our new people. 
Everybody now abuses the existing technical standards. But, aft
er all, they did not fall from the skies. And the point is not that 
these technical standards were set too low at the time when they 
were drawn up. The point is primarily that now, when these stand
ards have already become antiquated, attempts are made to defend 
them as modern standards. People cling to the technical backward
ness of our working men and women, guiding themselves by this 
backwardness, basing themselves on this backwardness, and mat
ters finally reach a pitch when people begin to pretend backward
ness. But what is to be done if this backwardness is becoming a 
thing of the past? Are we really going to worship our backward
ness and turn it into an icon, a fetish? What is tobe done if thework- 
ing men and women have already managed to grow and to gain 
technical knowledge? What is to be done if the old technical stand
ards no longer correspond to reality, and our working men and 
women have already managed in practice to exceed them five or 
tenfold? Have we ever taken an oath of loyalty to our backward
ness? It seems to me we have not, have we, comrades? {General 
laughter.) Did we ever assume that our working men and women 
would remain backward forever? We never did, did we? {General 
laughter.) Then what is the trouble? Will we really lack the cour
age to smash the conservatism of certain of our engineers and 
technicians, to smash the old traditions and standards and allow 
free scope to the new forces of the working class?

People talk about science. They say that the data of science, 
the data contained in technical handbooks and instructions, con
tradict the demands of the Stakhanovites for new and higher 

43—592
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technical standards. But what kind of science are they talking 
about? The data of science have always been tested by practice, by 
experience. Science which has severed contact with practice, with 
experience—what sort of science is that? If science were the thing 
it is represented to be by certain of our conservative comrades, 
it would have perished for humanity long ago. Science is called 
science just because it does not recognize fetishes, just because it 
does not fear to raise its hand against the obsolete and antiquated, 
and because it lends an attentive ear to the voice of experience, 
of practice. If it were otherwise, we would have no science at all; 
we would have no astronomy, say, and would still have to get 
along with the outworn system of Ptolemy; we would have no 
biology, and would still be comforting ourselves with the legend of 
the creation of man; we would have no chemistry, and would 
still have to get along with the auguries of the alchemists.

That is why I think that our engineers, technical workers, and 
business managers, who have already managed to fall a fairly 
long distance behind the Stakhanov movement, would do well if 
they ceased to cling to the old technical standards and readjusted 
their work in a real scientific manner to the new way, the Sta
khanov way.

Very well, we shall be told, but what about technical standards 
In general? Does industry need them, or can we get along without 
any standards at all?

Some say that we no longer need any technical standards. 
That is not true, comrades. More, it is stupid. Without technical 
standards; planned economy is impossible. Technical standards 
are, moreover, necessary in order to help the masses who have fall
en behind to catch up with the more advanced. Technical stand
ards are a great regulating force which organizes the masses of 
the workers in the factories around the advanced elements of 
the working class. We therefore need technical standards; not 
those, however, that now exist, but higher ones.

Others say that we need technical standards, biit that they must 
immediately be raised to the level of the achievements of people 
like Stakhanov, Busygin, the Vinogradovas, and the others. That 
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Is also not true. Such standards would be unreal at the present time, 
since working men and women with less technical knowledge than 
Stakhanov and Busygin could not fulfil these standards. We need 
technical standards somewhere between the present technical 
standards and those achieved by people like Stakhanov and Busy
gin. Take, for example, Maria Demchenko, the well-known “five- 
hundreder” in sugar beet. She achieved a harvest of over 500 cent
ners of sugar beet per hectare. Can this achievement be made the 
standard yield for the whole of sugar beet production, say, in the 
Ukraine? No, it cannot. It is too early to speak of that. Maria 
Demchenko secured over 500 centners from one hectare, whereas 
the average sugar beet harvest this year in the Ukraine, f or instance, 
is 130 or 132 centners per hectare. The difference, as you see, is not 
a small one. Can we set the standard of sugar beet yield at 400 or 
300 centners? Every expert in this field says that this cannot be 
done yet. Evidently, the standard yield per hectare for the Ukraine 
in 1936 must be set at 200 or 250 centners. And this is not a low 
standard, for if it were fulfilled it might give us twice as much 
sugar as we got in 1935. The same must be said of industry. Sta
khanov exceeded the existing standard of output ten times or even 
more, I believe. To declare this achievement the new technical 
standard for all pneumatic drill operators would be unwise. Ob
viously, a standard must be set somewhere between the existing 
technical standard and that achieved by Comrade Stakhanov.

One thing, at any rate, is clear: the present technical standards 
no longer correspond to reality; they have fallen behind and bes- 
come a brake on our industry; and in order that there shall be 
no brake on our industry, they must be replaced by new, higher 
technical standards. New people, new times—new technical 
standards.

4. IMMEDIATE TASKS

What are our immediate tasks from the standpoint of thè 
interests of the Stakhanov movement?

In order not to be diffuse, let us reduce the matter to two 
immediate tasks.
43*
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First. The task is to help the Stakhanovites further to develop 
the Stakhanov movement and to spread it in all directions 
throughout all the regions and districts of the U.S.S.R. That, 
on the one hand. And on the other hand, the task is to curb all 
those elements among the business managers, engineers, and 
technical workers who obstinately cling to the old, do not want 
to advance, and systematically hinder the development of the 
Stakhanov movement. The Stakhanovites alone, of course, can
not spread the Stakhanov movement in its full scope over the 
whole face of our country. Our Party organizations must take 
a hand in this matter and help the Stakhanovites to consummate 
the movement. In this respect the Donets regional organization 
has undoubtedly displayed great initiative. Good work is being 
done in this direction by the Moscow and Leningrad regional 
organizations. But what about the other regions? They, ap
parently, are still "getting started.” For instance, we somehow 
hear nothing, or very little, from the Urals, although, as you 
know, the Urals is a vast industrial centre. The same must be 
said of Western Siberia and the Kuzbas, where, to all appear
ances, they have not yet managed to “get started.” However, 
we need have no doubt that our Party organizations will take a 
hand in this matter and help the Stakhanovites to overcome 
their difficulties. As to the other aspect of the matter—the 
curbing of the obstinate conservatives among the business 
managers, engineers and technical workers—things will be 
a little more complicated. We shall have in the first place to 
persuade these conservative elements in industry, persuade them 
in a patient and comradely manner, of the progressive nature of 
the Stakhanov movement and of the necessity of readjusting 
themselves to the Stakhanov way. And if persuasion does not 
help, more vigorous measures will have to be adopted. Take, 
for instance, the People’s Commissariat of Railways. In the cen
tral apparatus of that Commissariat there was until recently a 
group of professors, engineers, and other experts—among them 
Communists—who assured everybody that a commercial speed 
of 13 or 14 kilometres per hour was a limit that could not be 
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exceeded without contradicting “the science of railway operation.” 
This was a fairly authoritative group, who preached their views 
by word of mouth and in print, issued instructions to the various 
departments of the People’s Commissariat of Railways, and in 
general were the “dictators of opinion” in the traffic departments. 
We, who are not experts in this sphere, basing ourselves on the 
suggestions of a number of practical workers on the railways, 
on our part assured these authoritative professors that 13 or 
14 kilometres could not be the limit, and that if matters were 
organized in a certain way this limit could be extended. In reply, 
this group, instead of heeding the voice of experience and prac
tice and revising their attitude to the matter, launched into a 
fight against the progressive elements on the railways and still 
further intensified the propaganda of their conservative views. 
Of course, we had to give these esteemed individuals a light 
tap on the jaw and very politely remove them from the central 
apparatus of the People’s Commissariat of Railways. {Applause.) 
And what is the result? We now have a commercial speed of 
18 and 19 kilometres per hour. {Applause.) It seems to me, com
rades, that at the worst we shall have to resort to this method 
in other branches of our national economy as well—that is, of 
course, if the stubborn conservatives do not cease interfering and 
putting spokes in the wheels of the Stakhanov movement.

Second. In the case of those business executives, engineers 
and technicians who do not want to hinder the Stakhanov move
ment, who sympathize with this movement, but have not yet 
been able to readjust themselves and assume the lead of the 
Stakhanov movement, the task is to help them readjust them
selves and take the lead of the Stakhanov movement. I must 
say, comrades, that we have quite a few such business executives, 
engineers and technicians. And if we help these comrades, there 
will undoubtedly be still more of them.

I think that if we fulfil these tasks, the Stakhanov movement 
will develop to its full scope, will embrace every region and 
district of our country, and will show us miracles of new achieve' 
pients,
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5. A FEW MORE WORDS

A few words regarding the present conference, regarding its 
significance. Lenin tanght us that only such leaders can be real 
Bolshevik leaders as know not only how to teach the workers 
and peasants but also how to learn from them. Certain Bolshe
viks were not pleased with these words of Lenin’s. But history 
has shown that Lenin was one hundred per cent right in this 
field also. And, indeed, millions of working people, workers and 
peasants, labour, live and struggle. Who can doubt that these 
people do not live in vain, that, living and struggling, these 
people accumulate vast practical experience? Can it be doubted 
that leaders who scorn this experience cannot be regarded as real 
leaders? Hence, we leaders of the Party and the Government 
must not only teach the workers, but also learn from them. 
I shall not undertake to deny that you, the members of the pres
ent conference, have learned something here at this conference 
from the leaders of our Government. But neither can it be denied 
that we, the leaders of the Government, have learned a great deal 
from you, the Stakhanovites, the members of this conference. Well, 
comrades, thanks for the lesson, many thanks! (Loud applause.)

Finally, two words about how it would be fitting to mark 
this conference. We here in the presidium have conferred and 
have decided that this conference between the leaders of the gov
ernment and the leaders of the Stakhanov movement must be 
marked in some way. Well, we have come to the decision that 
a hundred or a hundred and twenty of you will have to be recom
mended for the highest distinction.

Voices: Quite right. (Loud applause.)
Stalin: If you approve, comrades, that is what we shall do.
(The conference gives to Comrade Stalin a stormy enthusiastic 

ocation. Thunderous cheers and applause. Greetings are shouted to 
Comrade Stalin, the leader of the Party, from all parts of the 
hall. The three thousand members of the conference join in singing 
the 'proletarian hymn, the “International”)



ON THE DRAFT CONSTITUTION 
OF THE U.S.S.R.

Report Delivered at the Extraordinary 
Eighth Congress of Soviets of the U.S.S.R., 

November 25, 1936

Comrade Stalin's appearance on the rostrum is 
greeted by all present with loud and prolonged cheers. 
All rise. Shouts from all parts of the hall: “Hurrah 
for Comrade Stalin!” “Long live Comrade Stalin!” “Long 
live the Great Stalin!” “Hurrah for the great genius, 
Comrade Stalin!” “Vivat!” “Rot Front!” “Glory to 
Comrade Stalin!”

I

FORMATION OF THE CONSTITUTION COMMISSION 
AND ITS TASKS

Comrades, the Constitution Commission, whose draft has been 
submitted for consideration to the present Congress, was formed, 
as you know, by special decision of the Seventh Congress of 
Soviets of the U.S.S.R. This decision was adopted on Febru
ary 6, 1935. It reads:

“1. To amend the Constitution of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
in the direction of:

“a) further democratizing the electoral system by replacing not entirely 
equal suffrage by equal suffrage, indirect elections by direct ejections, and 
the open ballot by the secret ballot;

“b) giving more precise definition to the social and economic basis of 
the Constitution by bringing the Constitution into conformity with the 
present relation of class forces in the U.S.S.R, (the creation of a new, 
socialist industry, the demolition of the kulak class, the victory of the col
lective-farm system, the consolidation of socialist property as the basis of 
Soviet society, and so on).

"2. To enjoin the Central Executive Committee of thp Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics to elect a Constitution Commission which shall be
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instructed to draw up an amended text of the Constitution in accordance 
with the principles indicated in Clause 1 and to submit it for approval to a 
Session of the Central Executive Committee of the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics.

“3. To conduct the next ordinary elections of the organs of Soviet power 
in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the basis of the new electoral 
system.”

This was on February 6, 1935. The day after this decision 
was adopted, i.e., February 7, 1935, the First Session of the 
Central Executive Committee of the U.S.S.R, met and, 
in pursuance of the decision of the Seventh Congress of 
Soviets of the U.S.S.R., set up a Constitution Commission 
consisting of 31 persons. It instructed the Constitution Com
mission to prepare a draft of an amended Constitution of 
the U.S.S.R.

Such were the formal grounds and instructions of the supreme 
body of the U.S.S.R, on the basis of which the work of the Con
stitution Commission was to proceed.

Thus, the Constitution Commission was to introduce changes 
in the Constitution now in force, which was adopted in 1924, 
taking into account the changes in the direction of socialism 
which have been brought about in the life of the U.S.S.R, in 
the period from 1924 to the present day.

II

CHANGES IN THE LIFE OF THE U.S.S.R.
IN THE PERIOD FROM 1924 TO 1936

What are the changes in the life of the U.S.S.R, that have 
been brought about in the period from 1924 to 1936 and which 
the Constitution Commission was to reflect in its Draft Con
stitution?

What is the essence of these changes?
What was the situation in 1924?
That was the first period of the NEP, when the Soviet power 

permitf.gd a. pertain revival pf capitalism while taking all rnea§- 
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ures to develop socialism; when it calculated on securing, in 
the course of competition between the two systems of economy, 
the capitalist system and the socialist system, the preponder
ance of the socialist system over the capitalist system. The task 
was to consolidate the position of socialism in the course of this 
competition, to achieve the elimination of the capitalist ele
ments, and to consummate the victory of the socialist system 
as the fundamental system of the national economy.

Our industry, particularly heavy industry, presented an 
unenviable picture at that time. True, it was being gradually 
restored, but it had not yet raised its output to anywhere near the 
prewar level. It was based on the old, backward, and insufficient 
technique. Of course, it was developing in the direction of social
ism. The socialist sector of our industry at that time accounted 
for about 80 per cent of the whole. But the capitalist sector 
still controlled no less than 20 per cent of industry.

Our agriculture presented a still more unsightly picture. 
True, the landlord class had already been eliminated, but, on 
the other hand, the agricultural capitalist class, the kulak class, 
still represented a fairly considerable force. On the whole, agri
culture at that time resembled a boundless ocean of small indi
vidual peasant farms with backward, medieval technical equip
ment. In this ocean there existed, in the form of isolated small 
dots and islets, collective farms and state farms which, strictly 
speaking, were not yet of any considerable significance in our 
national economy. The collective farms and state farms were 
weak, while the kulak was still strong. At that time we spoke 
not of eliminating the kulaks, but of restricting them.

The same must be said about our country’s trade turnover. The 
socialist sector in trade turnover represented some 50 or 60 per 
cent, not more, while all the rest of the field was occupied by 
merchants, profiteers, and other private traders.

Such was the picture of our economy in 1924.
What is the situation now, in 1936?
At that time we were in the first period of the NEP, the 

beginning of NEP, the period of a certain revival of capitalism; 
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now, however, we are in the last period of NEP, the end of 
NEP, the period of the complete liquidation of capitalism in all 
spheres of the national economy.

Take the fact, to begin with, that during this period our 
industry has grown into a gigantic force. Now it can no longer be 
described as weak and technically ill-equipped. On the contrary, 
it is now based on new, plentiful, modern technical equipment, 
with a powerfully developed heavy industry and an even more 
developed machine-building industry. But the most important 
thing is that capitalism has been banished entirely from the 
sphere of our industry, while the socialist form of production 
now holds undivided sway in the sphere of our industry. The 
fact that in volume of output our present socialist industry 
exceeds prewar industry more than sevenfold cannot be regard
ed as a minor detail.

In the sphere of agriculture, instead of the ocean of small 
individual peasant farms, with their poor technical equipment, 
and a strong kulak influence, we now have mechanized produc
tion, conducted on à scale larger than anywhere else in the world, 
with up-to-date technical equipment, in the form of an all-em
bracing system of collective farms and state farms. Everybody 
knows that the kulak class in agriculture has been eliminated, 
while the sector of small individual peasant farms, with its 
backward, medieval technical equipment, now occupies an insig
nificant place; its share in agriculture as regards crop area does 
not amount to more than two or three per cent. We must not 
overlook the fact that the collective farms now have at their dis
posal 316,000 tractors with a total of 5,700,000 horsepower, and, 
together with the state farms, over 400,000 tractors, with a total 
of 7,580,000 horsepower.

As for the trade turnover in the country, the merchants 
and profiteers have been banished entirely from this sphere. All 
trade turnover is now in the hands of the state, the cooperative 
societies, and the collective farms. A new Soviet trade—trade 
without profiteers, trade without capitalists—has arisen and 

developed.
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Thus the complete victory of the socialist system in all 
spheres of the national economy is now a fact.

And what does this mean?
It means that the exploitation of man by man has been 

abolished, eliminated, while the socialist ownership of the 
instruments and means of production has been established as 
the unshakable foundation of our Soviet society. (Prolonged 
applause.)

As a result of all these changes in the sphere of the national 
economy of the U.S.S.R., we now have a new, socialist economy, 
which knows neither crises nor unemployment, which knows 
neither poverty nor ruin, and which provides our citizens with 
every opportunity to lead a prosperous and cultured life.

Such, in the main, are the changes which have taken place in 
the sphere of our economy during the period from 1924 to 1936.

In conformity with these changes in the economy of the 
U.S.S.R., the class structure of our society has also changed.

The landlord class, as you know, had already been eliminated 
as a result of the victorious conclusion of the Civil War. As for 
the other exploiting classes, they have shared the fate of the land
lord class. The capitalist class in the sphere of industry has 
ceased to exist. The kulak class in the sphere of agriculture has 
ceased to exist. And the merchants and profiteers in the sphere of 
trade have ceased to exist. Thus all the exploiting classes have 
now been eliminated.

There remains the working class.
There remains the peasant class.
There remains the intelligentsia.
But it would be a mistake to think that these social 

groups have undergone no change during this period, that they 
have remained the same as they were, say, in the period of cap
italism.

Take, for example, the working class of the U.S.S.R. By 
force of habit, it is often called the proletariat. But what is the 
proletariat? The proletariat is a class bereft of the instruments 
and means of production, under an economic system in which 
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the instruments and moans of production belong to the capital
ists and in which the capitalist class exploits the proletariat. 
The proletariat is a class exploited by the capitalists. But in our 
country, as you know, the capitalist class has already been 
eliminated, and the instruments and means of production have 
been taken from the capitalists and transferred to the state, the 
leading force of which is the working class. Consequently, there is 
no longer a capitalist class which could exploit the working class. 
Consequently, our working class, far from being bereft of the 
instruments and means of production, on the contrary, possesses 
them jointly with the whole people. And since it possesses them, 
and the capitalist class has been eliminated, all possibility of 
the working class being exploited is precluded. This being the 
case, can our working class be called a proletariat? Clearly, it 
cannot. Marx said that if the proletariat is to emancipate itself, 
it must crush the capitalist class, take the instruments and means 
of production from the capitalists, and abolish the conditions 
of production which give rise to the proletariat. Can it be said 
that the working class of the U.S.S.R, has already brought 
about thèse conditions for its emancipation? Unquestionably, 
it can and must be said. And what does this mean? This means 
that the proletariat of the U.S.S.R, has been transformed into 
an entirely new class, into the working class of the U.S.S.R., 
which has abolished the capitalist economic system, which has 
established the socialist ownership of the instruments and means 
of production and is directing Soviet society along the road to 
communism.

As you see, the working class of the U.S.S.R, is an entirely 
new working class, a working class emancipated from exploita
tion, the like of which the history of mankind has never known 
before.

Let us pass on to the question of the peasantry. It is custom
ary to say that the peasantry is a class of small producers, 
with its members atomized, scattered over the face of the land, 
delving away in isolation on their small farms with their back
ward technical equipment; that they are slaves to private 
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property and are exploited with impunity by landlords, kulaks, 
merchants, profiteers, usurers, and the like. And, indeed, in cap
italist countries the peasantry, if we take it in the mass, is pre
cisely such a class. Can it be said that our present-day peasantry, 
the Soviet peasantry, taken in the mass, resembles that kind of 
peasantry? No, that, cannot be said. There is no longer such a 
peasantry in our country. Our Soviet peasantry is an entirely new 
peasantry. In our country there are no longer any landlords 
and kulaks, merchants and usurers who could exploit the peas
ants. Consequently, our peasantry is a peasantry emancipated 
from exploitation. Further. Our Soviet peasantry, its over
whelming majority, is a collective-farm peasantry, i.e., it bases 
its work and wealth not on individual labour and on backward 
technical equipment, but on collective labour and up-to-date 
technical equipment. Finally, the economy of our peasantry 
is based, not on private property, but on collective property, 
which has grown up on the basis of collective labour.

As you see, the Soviet peasantry is an entirely new peasantry, 
the like of which the history of mankind has never known before.

Lastly, let ns pass on to the question of the intelligentsia, to 
the question of engineers and technicians, of workers on the 
cultural front, of employees in general, and so on. The intelli
gentsia, too, has undergone great changes during this period. It 
is no longer the old hidebound intelligentsia which tried to place 
itself above classes, but which actually, taken in the mass, served 
the landlords and the capitalists. Our Soviet intelligentsia is 
an entirely new intelligentsia, bound up by its very roots to the 
working class and the peasantry. In the first place, the compo
sition of the intelligentsia has changed. People who come from 
the nobility and the bourgeoisie constitute but a small portion 
of our Soviet intelligentsia; 80 to 90 per cent of the Soviet intelli
gentsia are people who have come from the working class, from 
the peasantry, or from other strata of the working population. 
Finally, the very nature of the activities of the intelligentsia 
has changed. Formerly it had to serve the wealthy classes, for 
it had no alternative. Today it must serve the people, for there 
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are no longer any exploiting classes. And that is precisely why 
it is now an equal member of Soviet society, in which, side by 
side with the workers and peasants, pulling together with them, 
it is engaged in building the now, classless, socialist society.

As you see, it is an entirely new, working intelligentsia, the 
like of which you will not find in any other country on earth.

Such are the changes which have taken place during this pe
riod as regards the class structure of Soviet society.

What do these changes signify?
Firstly, they signify that the dividing lines between the work

ing class and the peasantry, and between these classes and the 
intelligentsia, are being obliterated, and that the old class exclu
siveness is disappearing. This means that the distance between 
these social groups is steadily diminishing.

Secondly, they signify that the economic contradictions be
tween these social groups are declining, are becoming obliterated.

And lastly, they signify that the political contradictions 
between them are also declining and becoming obliterated.

Such is the position in regard to the changes in the class 
structure of the U.S.S.R.

The picture of the changes in the social life of the U.S.S.R, 
would be incomplete without a few words about the changes in 
yet another sphere. I have in mind the sphere of nalianal rela
tionships in the U.S.S.R. As you know, within the Soviet Union 
there are about sixty nations, national groups and nationalities. 
The Soviet state is a multinational state. Clearly, the question 
of thé relations among the peoples of the U.S.S.R, cannot but be 
of prime importance for us.

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, as you know, was 
formed in 1922, at the First Congress of Soviets of the U.S.S.R. 
It was formed on the principles of equality and voluntary affilia
tion of the peoples of the U.S.S.R. The Constitution now in force, 
adopted in 1924, was the first Constitution of the U.S.S.R. That 
was the period when relations among the peoples had not yet 
been properly adjusted, when survivals of distrust towards the 
Great-Russians had not yet disappeared, and when centrifugal 
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forces still continued to operate. Under those conditions it was 
necessary to establish fraternal cooperation among the peoples 
on the basis of economic, political, and military mutual aid by 
uniting them in a single, federal, multinational state. The 
Soviet power had a very clear conception of the difficulties attend
ing this task. It had before it the unsuccessful experiments of 
multinational states in bourgeois countries. It had before it the 
experiment of old Austria-Hungary, which ended in failure. 
Nevertheless, it resolved to make the experiment of creating a 
multinational state, for it knew that a multinational state which 
has arisen on the basis of socialism is bound to stand any and 
every test.

Since then fourteen years have elapsed. A period long enough 
to test the experiment. And what do we find? This period has 
shown beyond a doubt that the experiment of forming a multi
national state based on socialism has been completely successful. 
This is an unquestionable victory of the Leninist national policy. 
{Prolonged applause.)

How is this victory to be explained?
The absence of exploiting classes, which are the principal 

organizers of strife between nations; the absence of exploitation, 
which cultivates mutual distrust and kindles nationalist passions; 
the fact that power is in the hands of the working class, which 
is the foe of all enslavement and the true vehicle of the ideas of 
internationalism; the actual practice of mutual aid among the 
peoples in all spheres of economic and social life; and, finally, 
the flourishing of the national culture of the peoples of the 
U.S.S.R., culture which is national in form and socialist in con
tent—all these and similar factors have brought about a radical 
change in the aspect of the peoples of the U.S.S.R.; their feeling 
of mutual distrust has disappeared, a feeling of mutual friend
ship has developed among them, and thus real fraternal coopera
tion among the peoples has been established within the system 
of a single federal state.

As a result, we now have a fully formed multinational social
ist state, which has stood all tests, and whose stability might
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■well be envied by any national state in any part of the world. 
(Loud applause.)

Such are the changes which have taken place during this pe
riod in the sphere of national relationships in the U.S.S.R.

Such is the sum total of changes which have taken place in 
the sphere of the economic and social-political life of the U.S.S.R, 
in the period from 1924 to 1936.

Ill

THE PRINCIPAL SPECIFIC FEATURES 
OF THE DRAFT CONSTITUTION

How are all these changes in the life of the U.S.S.R, reflected 
in the Draft of the new Constitution?

In other words; What are the principal specific features of 
the Draft Constitution submitted for consideration to the present 
Congress?

The Constitution Commission was instructed to amend the 
text of the Constitution of 1924. The work of the Constitution 
Commission has resulted in a new text of the Constitution, a 
Draft of a new Constitution of the U.S.S.R. In drafting the new 
Constitution, the Constitution Commission proceeded from the 
premise that a constitution must not be confused with a program. 
This means that there is an essential difference between a pro
gram and a constitution. Whereas a program speaks of that which 
does not yet exist, of that which has yet to be achieved and 
won in the future, a constitution, on the contrary, must speak of 
that which already exists, of that which has already been 
achieved and won now, at the present time. A program deals 
mainly with the future, a constitution with the present.

Two examples by way of illustration.
Our Soviet society has already, in the main, succeeded in 

achieving socialism; it has created a socialist system, i.e., it 
has brought about what Marxists in other words call the first, 
or lower, phase of communism. Hence, in the main, we have 
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already achieved the first phase of communism, socialism. 
{Prolonged applause.) The fundamental principle of this phase of 
communism is, as you know, the formula: “From each accord
ing to his ability, to each according to his work.” Should our 
Constitution reflect this fact, the fact that socialism has been 
achieved? Should it be based on this achievement? Unquestion
ably, it should. It should, because for the U.S.S.R, socialism is 
something already achieved and won.

But Soviet society has not yet reached the higher phase of 
communism, in which the ruling principle will be the formula: 
“From each according to his ability, to each according to his 
needs,” although it sets itself the aim of achieving the higher 
phase of communism in the future. Can our Constitution be 
based on the higher phase of communism, which does not yet 
exist and which has still to be achieved? No, it cannot, because 
for the U.S.S.R, the higher phase of communism is something 
that has not yet been realized, and which has to be realized in 
the future. It cannot, if it is not to be converted into a program or 
a declaration of future achievements.

Such are the limits of our Constitution at the present histor
ical moment.

Thus, the Draft of the new Constitution is a summary of the 
path that has been traversed, a summary of the gains already 
achieved. In other words, it is the registration and legislative 
embodiment of what has already been achieved and won in 
actual fact. {Loud applause.)

That is the first specific feature of the Draft of the new Consti
tution of the U.S.S.R.

Further. The constitutions of bourgeois countries usually 
proceed from the conviction that the capitalist system is immu
table. The main foundation of these constitutions consists of the 
principles of capitalism, of its main pillars: the private owner
ship of the land, forests, factories,-works, and other instruments 
and means of production; the exploitation of man by man and the 
existence of exploiters and exploited; insecurity for the toiling 
majority at one pole of society, and luxury for the nontoiling 
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but secure minority at the other pole, etc., etc. They rest on these 
and similar pillars of capitalism. They reflect them, they embody 
them in law.

Unlike the former, the Draft of the new Constitution of the 
U.S.S.R, proceeds from the fact that the capitalist system has 
been liquidated, and that the socialist system has triumphed in 
the U.S.S.R. The main foundation of the Draft of the new Consti
tution of the U.S.S.R, is the principles of socialism, whose main 
pillars are things that have already been achieved and realized: 
the socialist ownership of the land, forests, factories, works and 
other instruments and means of production; the abolition of 
exploitation and of exploiting classes; the abolition of poverty 
for the majority and of luxury for the minority; the abolition of 
unemployment; work as an obligation and an honourable duty 
for every able-bodied citizen, in accordance with the formula: 
“He who does not work, neither shall he eat”; the right to work, 
i.e., the right of every citizen to guaranteed employment; the 
right to rest and leisure; the right to education, etc., etc. The 
Draft of the new Constitution rests on these and similar pillars 
of socialism. It reflects them, it embodies them in law.

Such is the second specific feature of the Draft of the new 
Constitution.

Further. Bourgeois constitutions tacitly proceed from the 
premise that society consists of antagonistic classes, of classes 
which own wealth and classes which do not own wealth; that no 
matter what party comes into power, the guidance of society by 
the state (the dictatorship) must be in the hands of the bourgeoi
sie; that a constitution is needed for the purpose of consolidating 
a social order desired by and beneficial to the propertied classes.

Unlike bourgeois constitutions, the Draft of the new Con
stitution of the U.S.S.R, proceeds from the fact that there are 
no longer any antagonistic classes in society; that society consists 
of two friendly classes, of workers and peasants; that it is these 
classes, the labouring classes, that are in power; that the guidance 
of society by the state (the dictatorship) is in the hands of 
the working class, the most advanced class in society; that a 
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constitution is needed for the purpose of consolidating a social 
order desired by and beneficial to the working people.

Such is the third specific feature of the Draft of the new Con
stitution.

Further. Bourgeois constitutions tacitly proceed from the 
premise that nations and races cannot have equal rights, that 
there are nations with full rights and nations without full rights, 
and that, in addition, there is a third category of nations or races, 
for example in the colonies, which have even fewer rights than 
the nations without full rights. This means that, at bottom, all 
these constitutions are nationalistic, i.e., constitutions of ruling 
nations.

Unlike these constitutions, the Draft of the new Constitution 
of the U.S.S.R, is, on the contrary, profoundly internationalistic. 
It proceeds from the premise that all nations and races have 
equal rights. It proceeds from the fact that neither difference in 
colour or language, cultural level or level of political development, 
nor any other difference between nations and races, can serve as 
grounds for justifying national inequality of rights. It proceeds 
from the proposition that all nations and races, irrespective of 
their past and present position, irrespective of their strength 
or weakness, should enjoy equal rights in all spheres of the eco
nomic, social, political and cultural life of society.

Such is the fourth specific feature of the Draft of the new 
Constitution.

The fifth specific feature of the Draft of the new Constitution 
is its consistent and thoroughgoing democratism. From the stand
point of democratism bourgeois constitutions may be divid
ed into two groups: One group of constitutions openly denies, or 
actually nullifies, the equality of rights of citizens and democrat
ic liberties. The other group of constitutions readily accepts, 
and even advertises, democratic principles, but at the same 
time it makes reservations and provides for restrictions which 
utterly mutilate these democratic rights and liberties. They speak 
of equal suffrage for all citizens, but at the same time limit it 
by residential, educational, and even property qualifications.

44*



6Ô2 J. STALIN

They speak of equal rights for citizens, but at the same time they 
make the reservation that this does not apply to women, or 
applies to them only in part. And so on and so forth.

What distinguishes the Draft of the new Constitution of the 
U.S.S.R, is the fact that it is free from such reservations and re
strictions. For it, there exists no division of citizens into active 
and passive ones; for it, all citizens are active. It does not recog
nize any difference in rights as between men and women, “resi
dents” and “nonresidents,” propertied and nonpropertied, edu
cated and uneducated. For it, all citizens have equal rights. It is 
not property status, not national origin, not sex, nor office, but 
personal ability and personal labour, that determines the posi
tion of every citizen in society.

Lastly, there is still one more specific feature of the Draft of 
the new Constitution. Bourgeois constitutions usually confine 
themselves to stating the formal rights of citizens, without bother
ing about the conditions for the exercise of these rights, about 
the opportunity of exercising them, about the means by which 
they can be exercised. They speak of the equality of citizens, 
but forget that there cannot be real equality between employer 
and workman, between landlord and peasant, if the former pos
sess wealth and political weight in society while- the latter are 
deprived of both—if the former are exploiters while the latter 
are exploited. Or again: they speak of freedom of speech, assembly, 
and the press, but forget that all these liberties may be merely a 
hollow sound for the working class, if the latter cannot have 
access to suitable premises for meetings, good printing shops, 
a sufficient quantity of printing paper, etc.

What distinguishes the Draft of the new Constitution is 
the fact that it does not confine itself to stating the formal rights 
of citizens, but especially stresses the guarantees of these rights, 
the means by which these rights can be exercised. It does not 
merely proclaim equality of rights for citizens, but ensures it 
by giving legislative embodiment to the fact that the regime of 
exploitation has been abolished, to the fact that the citizens 
have been emancipated from all exploitation. It does not merely 
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proclaim the right to work, but ensures it by giving legislative 
embodiment to the fact that there are no crises in Soviet society, 
and that unemployment has been abolished. It does not merely 
proclaim democratic liberties, but legislatively ensures them by 
providing definite material resources. It is clear, therefore, that 
the democratism of the Draft of the new Constitution is not the 
“ordinary” and “universally recognized” democratism in the ab
stract, but socialist democratism.

These are the principal specific features of the Draft of the 
new Constitution of the U.S.S.R.

This is the way the Draft of the new Constitution reflects the 
progress and changes that have been brought about in the eco
nomic and social-political life of the U.S.S.R, in the period from 
1924 to 1936.

IV

BOURGEOIS CRITICISM
OF THE DRAFT CONSTITUTION

A few words about bourgeois criticism of the Draft Constitution.
The question of the attitude of the foreign bourgeois press 

towards the Draft Constitution is undoubtedly of some interest. 
Inasmuch as the foreign press reflects the public opinion of the 
various sections of the population of bourgeois countries, we 
cannot ignore the criticism that that press is directing at the 
Draft Constitution.

The first reaction of the foreign press to the Draft Constitu
tion was expressed in a definite tendency—to hush up the Draft 
Constitution. I am referring here to the most reactionary press, 
the fascist press. This group of critics thought it best simply 
to hush up the Draft Constitution and to pretend that there is 
no such draft, and never has been. It may be said that silence is 
not criticism. But that is not true. The method of keeping silent, 
as a special method of ignoring things, is also a form of criti
cism—a stupid and ridiculous form, it is true, but a form of 
criticism, for all that. {General laughter and applause.) But 
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their method of keeping silent did not work. In the end they were 
obliged to open the valve and to inform the world that, sad 
though it may be, a Draft Constitution of the U.S.S.R, does 
exist, and not only does it exist but it is beginning to exercise a 
pernicious influence on people’s minds. Nor could it be other
wise; for, after all, there is such a thing as public opinion in the 
world, there is the reading public, living people, who want to 
know the facts, and it is quite impossible to hold them in the vise 
of deception for long. Deception does not carry one far. .. .

The second group of critics admits that there really is such a 
thing as a Draft Constitution, but considers that the draft is not 
of much interest, because it is really not a Draft Constitution but 
a scrap of paper, an empty promise, intended as a manoeuvre to 
deceive people. And they add that the U.S.S.R, could not pro
duce a better draft, because the U.S.S.R, itself is not a state, 
but only a geographical concept (general laughter), and since it 
is not a state, its Constitution cannot be a real constitution. 
A typical representative of this group of critics is, strange as 
this may appear, the German semiofficial organ, Deutsche Dip- 
lomatisch-Politische Korrespondenz. This journal bluntly declares 
that the Draft Constitution of the U.S.S.R, is an empty promise, 
a fraud, a “Potemkin village.” It unhesitatingly declares that 
the U.S.S.R, is not a state, that the U.S.S.R, “is nothing more nor 
less than a strictly defined geographical concept” (general laugh
ter), and that in view of this, the Constitution of the U.S.S.R, 
cannot be regarded as a real constitution.

What can one say about such critics, so-called?
In one of his tales the great Russian writer Shchedrin portrays 

a pigheaded bureaucrat, very narrow-minded and obtuse, but 
self-confident and zealous to the extreme. After this bureaucrat 
had established “order and tranquillity” in the region “under his 
charge,” having exterminated thousands of its inhabitants and 
burned down scores of towns in the process, he looked around 
him, and on the horizon espied America—a country little known, 
pf course, where, it appears, there are liberties of some sort or 
other which serve to agitate the people, and where the state is 
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administered in a different way. The bureaucrat espied America 
and became indignant: What country is that, how did it get 
there, by what right doesit exist? (General laughter and applause.) 
Of course, it was discovered accidentally several centuries ago, 
but couldn’t it be shut up again so that it should never be heard 
of again? (General laughter.) Thereupon he wrote an order: “Shut 
America .up again!” (General laughter.)

It seems to me that the gentlemen of the Deutsche Diploma- 
tisch-Politische Korrespondenz and Shchedrin’s bureaucrat are 
as like as two peas. (General laughter and applause.) The U.S.S.R, 
has long been an eyesore to these gentlemen. For nineteen years 
the U.S.S.R, has stood like a beacon, spreading the spirit of 
emancipation among the working class all over the world and 
rousing the fury of the enemies of the working class. And it turns 
out that this U.S.S.R, not only exists, but is even growing; is 
not only growing, but is even flourishing; and is not only flour
ishing, but is even composing a draft of a new Constitution, a 
draft which is stirring the minds and inspiring the oppressed 
classes with new hope. (Applause.) How can the gentlemen of 
the German semiofficial organ be anything but indignant after 
this? What sort of country is that?—they howl; by what right 
does it exist? (General laughter.) And if it was discovered in 
October 1917, why can't it be shut up so that it should never be 
heard of again? Thereupon they resolved: Shut the U.S.S.R, up 
again; proclaim publicly that the U.S.S.R., as a state, does not 
exist, that the U.S.S.R, is nothing but a mere geographical con
cept! (General laughter.)

In writing his order to shut America up again, Shchedrin’s 
bureaucrat, despite all his obtuseness, evinced some sense of 
reality by adding to himself: “However, it seems that same is 
not in my power.” (Roars of laughter and applause.) I do not 
know whether the gentlemen of the German semiofficial organ 
are endowed with sufficient intelligence to suspect that—while, 
of course, they can “shut up” this or that country on paper— 
speaking seriously, however, “same is not in their power. .. .” 
(Roars of laughter and stormy applause.)
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As for the Constitution of the U.S.S.R, being an empty pro
mise, a “Potemkin village,” etc., I would like to refer to a number 
of established facts which speak for themselves.

In 1917 the peoples of the U.S.S.R, overthrew the bourgeoi
sie and established the dictatorship of the proletariat, established 
the Soviet power. This is a fact, not a promise.

Further, the Soviet power eliminated the landlord class and 
transferred to the peasants over 150,000,000 hectares of former 
landlord, government, and monasterial lands, over and above 
the lands which were already in the possession of the peasants. 
This is a fact, not a promise.

Further, the Soviet power expropriated the capitalist class, 
took away their banks, factories, railways, and other instruments 
and means of production, declared these to be socialist property, 
and placed at the head of these enterprises the best members of the 
working class. This is a fact, not a promise. {Prolonged applause.)

Further, having organized industry and agriculture on new, 
socialist lines, with a new technical base, the Soviet power has 
today attained a position where agriculture in the U.S.S.R, is 
producing one and a half times as much as was produced in pre
war times, where industry is producing seven times more than was 
produced in prewar times, and where the national income has 
increased fourfold compared with prewar times. All these are 
facts, not promises. {Prolonged applause.)

Further, the Soviet power has abolished unemployment, has 
introduced the right to work, the right to rest and leisure, the 
right to education, has provided better material and cultural 
conditions for the workers, peasants and intelligentsia, and has 
ensured the introduction of universal, direct and equal suffrage 
with secret ballot for its citizens. All these are facts, not promises. 
{Prolonged applause.)

Finally, the U.S.S.R, has produced the Draft of a new Con
stitution which is not a promise but the registration and legis
lative embodiment of these generally known facts, the registra
tion and legislative embodiment of what has already been 
achieved and won.
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One may ask: In view of all this, what can all the talk of the 
gentlemen of the German semiofficial organ about “Potemkin 
villages” amount to but an attempt on their part to conceal 
from the people the truth about the U.S.S.R., to mislead the 
people, to deceive them.

Such are the facts. And facts, it is said, are stubborn things. 
The gentlemen of the German semiofficial organ may say; So 
much the worse for the facts. (Laughter.) But then, we can answer 
them in the words of the well-known Russian proverb: “There is 
no telling what a fool will do.” (Laughter and prolonged applause.)

The third group of critics are not averse to recognizing certain 
merits in the Draft Constitution; they regard it as a good thing; 
but, you see, they doubt very much whether a number of its 
principles can be applied in practice, because they are convinced 
that these principles are generally impracticable and must remain 
a dead letter. They, to put it mildly, are sceptics. Such sceptics 
are to be found in all countries.

It must be said that this is not the first time we have met 
them. When the Bolsheviks took power in 1917 the sceptics said: 
The Bolsheviks may not be bad fellows, but nothingwill come of 
their government; they will fail. Actually, it turned out, how
ever, that it was not the Bolsheviks who failed, but the sceptics.

During the Civil War and foreign intervention this group of 
sceptics said: The Soviet power is not a bad thing, of course, but 
Denikin and Kolchak, plus the foreigners, will, we venture to 
say, come out on top. Actually, it turned out, however, that the 
sceptics were wrong again in their calculations.

When the Soviet government published the First Five-Year 
Plan the sceptics again appeared on the scene saying: The Five- 
Year Plan is a good thing, of course, but it is hardly feasible; the 
Bolsheviks’ Five-Year Plan is not likely to succeed. The facts 
proved, however, that once again the sceptics had bad luck: 
the Five-Year Plan was carried out in four years.

The same must be said about the Draft of the new Constitu
tion and the criticism levelled against it by the sceptics. No 
sooner was the draft published than this group of critics again 
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appeared on the scene with their gloomy scepticism and their 
doubts as to the practicability of certain principles of the Con
stitution. There is not the slightest ground for doubt that in this 
case, too, the sceptics will fail, that they will fail today as they 
have failed more than once in the past.

The fourth group of critics, in attacking the Draft of the new 
Constitution, characterize it as a “swing to the Right,” as the 
“abandonment of the dictatorship of the proletariat," as the 
“liquidation of the Bolshevik regime.” “The Bolsheviks have 
swung to the Right, that is a fact,” they declare in a chorus of 
different voices. Particularly zealous in this respect are certain 
Polish newspapers, and also some American newspapers.

What can one say about these critics, so-called?
If the broadening of the basis of the dictatorship of the working 

class and the transformation of the dictatorship into a more 
flexible, and, consequently, a more powerful system of guidance of 
society by the state is interpreted by them not as strengthening 
the dictatorship of the working class but as weakening it, or 
even abandoning it, then it is legitimate to ask: Do these gentle
men really know what the dictatorship of the working class means?

If the legislative embodiment given to the victories of social
ism, the legislative embodiment given to the successes of indus
trialization, collectivization and democratization is represented 
by them as a “swing to the Right,” then it is legitimate to ask: 
Do these gentlemen really know the difference between left and 
right? [General laughter and applause.)

There can be no doubt that these gentlemen got muddled up 
in their criticism of the Draft Constitution, and, in their muddle, 
they confuse right with left.

One cannot help recalling, in this connection, the “wench” 
Pelageya in Gogol’s Dead Souls. Gogol relates that Pelageya 
offered to act as guide to Chichikov’s coachman, Seliphan; but not 
knowing the right side of the road from the left, she got muddled 
up, and got into an embarrassing situation. It must be admitted 
that, notwithstanding all their pretensions, the intelligence of 
our critics in the Polish newspapers is not much above that of 
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the “wench” Pelageya in Dead Souls. (Applause.} If you remember, 
the coachman Seliphan thought fit to chide Pelageya for con
fusing right with left and said to her: “Oh, you, dirty legs . . vou 
don’t know which is right and which is left.” It seems to me that 
our luckless critics should be chided in the same way: “Oh, yon, 
sorry critics . you don’t know which is right and which is left.” 
(Prolonged applause.)

Finally, there is yet another group of critics. While the last 
mentioned group accuses the Draft Constitution of abandoning 
the dictatorship of the working class, this group, on the contrary, 
accuses it of not changing anything in-the existing position in 
the U.S.S.R., of leaving the dictatorship of the working class in
tact, of not granting freedom to political parties and of preserv
ing the present leading position of the Communist Party in the 
U.S.S.R. And this group of critics maintains that the absence of 
freedom for parties in the U.S.S.R, is a symptom of the violation 
of the principles of democratism.

I must admit that the Draft of the new Constitution does pre
serve the regime of the dictatorship of the working class, just 
as it also preserves unchanged the present leading position of the 
Communist Party of the U.S.S.R. (Loud applause.) If the esteemed 
critics regard this as a flaw in the Draft Constitution, that is only 
to be regretted. We Bolsheviks regard it as a merit of the Draft 
Constitution. (Loud applause.)

As to freedom for various political parties, we adhere to 
somewhat different views. A party is a part of a class, its most 
advanced part. Several parties, and, consequently, freedom for 
parties, can exist only in a society in which there are'antagonistic 
classes whose interests are mutually hostile and irreconcilable — 
in which there are, say, capitalists and workers, landlords and 
peasants, kulaks and poor peasants, etc. But in the U.S.S.R, 
there are no longer such classes as the capitalists, the landlords, 
the kulaks, etc. In the U.S.S.R, there are only two classes, workers 
and peasants, whose interests—far from being mutually hostile— 
are, on the contrary, friendly. Hence, there is no ground in the 
U.S.S.R, for the existence of several parties, and, consequently 
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for freedom for these parties. In the U.S.S.R, there is ground only 
for one party, the Communist Party. In the U.S.S.R, only one 
party can exist, the Communist Party, which courageously de
fends the interests of the workers and peasants to the very end. 
And that it defends the interests of these classes not at all badly, 
of that there can hardly be any doubt. (Loud applause.)

They talk of democracy. But what is democracy? Democracy 
in capitalist countries, where there are antagonistic classes, is, in 
the last analysis, democracy for the strong, democracy for the 
propertied minority. In the U.S.S.R., on the contrary, democracy 
is democracy for the working people, i.e., democracy for all. But 
from this it follows that the principles of democratism are vio
lated, not by the Draft of the new Constitution of the U.S.S.R., 
but by the bourgeois constitutions. That is why I think that the 
Constitution of the U.S.S.R, is the only thoroughly democratic 
Constitution in the world.

Such is the position with regard to the bourgeois criticism of 
the Draft of the new Constitution of the U.S.S.R.

V

AMENDMENTS AND ADDENDA 
TO THE DRAFT CONSTITUTION

Let us pass on to the amendments and addenda to the Draft 
Constitution proposed by citizens during the nation-wide dis
cussion of the draft.

The nation-wide discussion of the Draft Constitution, as you 
know, produced a fairly large number of amendments and addenda. 
These have all been published in the Soviet press. In view of the 
great variety of amendments and the fact that they are not all 
of equal value, they should, in my opinion, be divided into three 
categories.

The distinguishing feature of the amendments in the first 
category is that they deal not with constitutional questions but 
with questions which come within the scope of the current legis- 
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Jative work of the future legislative bodies. Certain questions 
concerning social insurance, some questions concerning collective- 
farm development, some questions concerning industrial develop
ment, financial questions—such are the subjects with which these 
amendments deal. Evidently the authors of these amendments 
were not clear as to the difference between constitutional questions 
and questions of current legislation. That is why they strive to 
squeeze as many laws as possible into the Constitution, thus tend
ing to convert the Constitution into something in the nature of 
a code of laws. But a constitution is not a code of laws. A consti
tution is the fundamental law, and only the fundamental law. A 
constitution does not preclude but presupposes current legislative 
work on the part of the future legislative bodies. A constitution 
provides the juridical basis for the future legislative activities 
of these bodies. Therefore, amendments and addenda of this kind, 
which have no direct bearing on the Constitution, should, in my 
opinion, be referred to the future legislative bodies of the country.

To the second category should be assigned those amendments 
and addenda which strive to introduce into the Constitution ele
ments of historical references, or elements of declarations con
cerning what the Soviet power has not yet achieved and what it 
should achieve in the future. To describe in the Constitution the 
difficulties the Party, the working class, and all the working people 
have overcome during the long years of struggle for the'victory 
of socialism; to indicate in thé Constitution the ultimate goal of 
the Soviet movement, i.e., the building of a complete communist 
society—such are the subjects with which these amendments 
deal, in different variations. I think that such amendments and 
addenda should also be set aside as having no direct bearing on 
the Constitution. The Constitution is the registration and legis
lative embodiment of the gains that have already been achieved 
and secured. Unless we want to distort this fundamental character 
of the Constitution, we must refrain from filling it with historical 
references to the past, or with declarations concerning the future 
achievements of the working people of the U.S.S.R. For this we 
have other means and other’ documents.
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Finally, to the third category should be assigned amendments 
and addenda which have a direct bearing on the Draft Constitution.

A large number of amendments in this category are simply 
a matter of wording. They could therefore be referred to the Draft
ing Commission of the present Congress which I think the Con
gress will set up, with instructions to decide on the final text of 
the new Constitution.

As for the rest of the amendments in the third category, they 
are of greater material significance, and, in my opinion, a few 
words should be said about them.

1. First of all about the amendments to Article 1 of the Draft 
Constitution. There are four amendments. Some propose that we 
substitute for the words “state of workers and peasants” the words 
“state of working people.” Others propose that we add the words 
“and working intelligentsia” to the words “state of workers and 
peasants.” A third group proposes that we substitute for the words 
“state of workers and peasants” the words “state of all the races 
and nationalities inhabiting the territory of the U.S.S.R.” A fourth 
group proposes that we substitute for the word “peasants” the 
words “collective farmers” or “toilers of socialist agriculture.”

Should these amendments be adopted? I think they should 
not.

What does Article 1 of the Draft Constitution speak of? It 
speaks of the class composition of Soviet society. Can we, Marxists, 
ignore the question of the class composition of our society in the 
Constitution? No, we cannot. As we know, Soviet society consists 
of two classes, workers and peasants. And it is of this that Article 
1 of the Draft Constitution speaks. Consequently, Article 1 of 
the Draft Constitution properly reflects the class composition of 
our society. It may be asked: What about the working intelli
gentsia? The intelligentsia has never been a class, and never can 
be a class—it was and remains a stratum, which recruits its 
members from among all classes of society. In the old days the 
intelligentsia recruited its members from the ranks of the nobility, 
of the bourgeoisie, partly from the ranks of the peasantry, and only 
to a very inconsiderable extent from the ranks of the workers.
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In our day, under the Soviets, the intelligentsia recruits its mem
bers mainly from the ranks of the workers and peasants. But no 
matter where it may recruit its members, and what character it 
may bear, the intelligentsia is nevertheless a stratum and not a 
class.

Does this circumstance infringe upon the rights of the working 
intelligentsia? Not in the least! Article 1 of the Draft Constitu
tion deals not with the rights of the various strata of Soviet 
society, but with the class composition of that society. The 
rights of the various strata of Soviet society, including the rights 
of the working intelligentsia, are dealt with mainly in Chap
ters X and XI of the Draft Constitution. It is evident from 
these chapters that the workers, the peasants, and the work
ing intelligentsia enjoy entirely equal rights in all spheres of 
the economic, political, social, and cultural life of the country. 
Consequently, there can be no question of an infringement upon 
the rights of the working intelligentsia.

The same must be said of the nations and races comprising the 
U.S.S.R. In Chapter II of the Draft Constitution it is stated that 
the U.S.S.R, is a free union of nations possessing equal rights. 
Is it worth while.repeating this formula in Article 1 of the Draft 
Constitution, which deals not with the national composition of 
Soviet society, but with its class composition? Clearly it is not 
worthwhile. As to the rights of the nations and races comprising 
the U.S.S.R., these are dealt with in Chapters II, X, and XI of 
the Draft Constitution. From these chapters it is evident that 
the nations and races of the U.S.S.R, enjoy equal rights in all 
spheres of the economic, political, social, and cultural life of the 
country. Consequently, there can be no question of an infringe
ment upon national rights.

It would also be wrong to substitute for the word “peasant” 
the words “collective farmer” or “toiler of socialist agriculture.” 
In the first place, besides the collective farmers, there are still 
over a million households of noncollective farmers among the 
peasantry. What is to be done about them? Do the authors of this 
amendment propose to strike them off the books? That would be
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unwise. Secondly, the fact that the majority of the peasants have 
started collective farming doos not mean that they have already 
ceased to be peasants, that they no longer have their personal 
economy, their own households, etc. Thirdly, for the word “work
er” we would then have to substitute the words “toiler of social
ist industry,” which, however, the authors of the amendment for 
some reason or other do not propose. Finally, have the working 
class and the peasant class already disappeared in our country? 
And if they have not disappeared, is it worth while deleting from 
our vocabulary the established names for them? Evidently, what 
the authors of the amendment have in mind is not present society, 
but future society, when classes will no longer exist and when 
the workers and peasants will have been transformed into toilers 
of a homogeneous communist society. Consequently, they are ob
viously running ahead. But in drawing up a constitution one must 
not proceed from the future, but from the present, from what 
already exists. A constitution should not and must not run ahead.

2. Then follows an amendment to Article 17 of the Draft 
Constitution. The amendment proposes that we completely, delete 
from the Constitution Article 17, which reserves to the Union Re
publics the right of free secession from the U.S.S.R. I think that 
this proposal is a wrong one and therefore should not be adopted 
by the Congress. The U.S.S.R, is a voluntary union of Union 
Republics with equal rights. To delete from the Constitution the 
article providing for the right of free secession from the U.S.S.R, 
would be to violate the voluntary character of this union. Can 
we agree to this step? I think that we cannot and should not agree 
to it. It is said that there is not a single Republic in the U.S.S.R, 
that would want to secede from the U.S.S.R., and that therefore 
Article 17 is of no practical importance. It is, of course, true that 
there is not a single Republic that would want to secede from the 
U.S.S.R. But this does not in the least mean that we should not 
fix in the Constitution the right of Union Republics freely to secede 
from the U.S.S.R. In the U.S.S.R, there is not a single Union 
Republic that would want to subjugate another Union Republic. 
But that does not in the least mean that we ought to delete from
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the Constitution of the U.S.S.R, the article dealing with the 
equality of rights of the Union Republics.

3. Then there is a proposal that we add a new article to Chapter 
II of the Draft Constitution, to the following effect: that on 
reaching the proper level of economic and cultural development 
Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republics may be raised to the sta
tus of Union Soviet Socialist Republics. Can this proposal be adopt
ed? I think that it should not be adopted. It is a wrong proposal 
not only because of its content, but also because of the condition 
it lays down. Economic and cultural maturity can no more be 
urged as grounds for transferring Autonomous Republics to the 
category of Union Republics than economic or cultural backward
ness can be urged as grounds for leaving any particular Republic 
in the list of Autonomous Republics. That would not be a Marxist, 
not a Leninist approach. The Tatar Republic, for example, re
mains an Autonomous Republic, while the Kazakh Republic is 
to become a Union Republic; but that does not mean that from 
the standpoint of cultural and economic development the Ka
zakh Republic is on a higher level than the Tatar Republic. The 
very opposite is the case. The same can be said, for example, 
of the Volga German Autonomous Republic and the Kirghiz 
Union Republic, of which the former is on a higher cultural and 
economic level than the latter, although it remains an Autono
mous Republic.

What are the grounds for transferring Autonomous Republics 
to the category of Union Republics?

There are three such grounds.
First, the republic concerned must be a border republic, not 

surrounded on all sides by U.S.S.R, territory. Why? Because since 
the Union Republics have the right to secede from theU.S.S.R., 
a republic, on becoming a Union Republic, must be in a position 
logically and actually to raise the question of secession from the 
U.S.S.R. And this question can be raised only by a republic 
which, say, borders on some foreign state, and, consequently, is 
not surrounded on all sides by U.S.S.R, territory. Of course, none 
of our Republics would actually raise the question of seceding 
45—592
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from theU.S.S.R. But since the right to secede from the U.S.S.R, 
is reserved to the Union Republics, it must be so arranged that 
this right does not become a meaningless scrap of paper. Take, 
for example, the Bashkir Republic or the Tatar Republic. Let us 
assume that these Autonomous Republics are transferred to the 
category of Union Republics. Could they logically and actually 
raise the question of seceding from the U.S.S.R.? No, they could 
not. Why? Because they are surrounded on all sides by Soviet 
Republics and regions, and, strictly speaking, they have nowhere 
to go to if they secede from theU.S.S.R. {Laughter and applause.) 
Therefore, it would be wrong to transfer such Republics to the 
category of Union Republics.

Secondly, lhe nationality which gives its name to a given So
viet Republic must constitute a more or less compact majority 
within that republic. Take the Crimean Autonomous Republic, 
for example. It is a border Republic, but the Crimean Tatars do 
not constitute the majority in that Republic; on the contrary, they 
are a minority. Consequently, it would be wrong and illogical to 
transfer the Crimean Republic to the category of Union Repub
lics.

Thirdly, lhe republic must not have too small a population; 
it should have a population of, say, not less but more than a mil
lion, at least. Why? Because it would be wrong to assume that a 
small Soviet Republic with a very small population and a small 
army could hope to maintain its existence as an independent state. 
There can hardly be any doubt that the imperialist beasts of prey 
would soon lay hands on it.

I think that unless these three objective grounds exist, it 
would be wrong at the present historical moment to raise the 
question of transferring any particular Autonomous Republic 
to the category of Union Republics.

4. Next it is proposed to delete from Articles 22, 23, 24, 25, 
26, 27, 28 and 29 the detailed enumeration of the administrative 
territorial division of the Union Republics into territories and re
gions. I think that this proposal is also unacceptable. There are 
people in the U.S.S.R, who are always ready and eager to go on 
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tirelessly recarving the territories and regions and thus cause 
confusion and uncertainty in our work. The Draft Constitution 
puts a check on those people. And that is a very good thing, be
cause here, as in many other things, we need an atmosphere of 
certainty, we-need stability and clarity.

5. The fifth amendment concerns Article 33. The creation of 
two Chambers is regarded as inexpedient, and it is proposed that 
the Soviet of Nationalities be abolished. I think that this amend
ment is also wrong. A single-chamber system would be better 
than a dual-chamber system if the U.S.S.R, were a single-nation 
state. But the U.S.S.R, is not a single-nation state. The U.S.S.R., 
as we know, is a multinational state. We have a supreme body in 
which are represented the common interests of all the working 
people of the U.S.S.R, irrespective of nationality. This is the 
Soviet of the Union. But in addition to common interests, the 
nationalities of the U.S.S.R, have their particular, specific in
terests, connected with their specific national characteristics. Can 
these specific interests be ignored? No, they cannot. Do we need 
a special supreme body to reflect precisely these specific interests? 
Unquestionably, we do. There can be no doubt that without such 
a body it would be impossible to administer a multinational state 
like the U.S.S.R. Such a body is the second Chamber, the Soviet 
of Nationalities of the U.S.S.R.

Reference is made to the parliamentary history of European 
and American states; it is pointed out that the dual-chamber 
system in these countries has produced only negative results — 
that the second chamber usually degenerates into a centre of reac
tion and a brake on progress. All that is true. But this is due to 
the fact that in those countries there is no equality between the 
two chambers. As we know, the second chamber is not infrequently 
granted more rights than the first chamber, and, moreover, as 
a rule the second chamber is constituted undemocratically, its 
members not infrequently being appointed from above. Undoubt
edly, these defects will be obviated if equality is established 
between the chambers and if the second chamber is constituted as 
democratically as the first.
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6. Further, an addendum to the Draft Constitution is proposed 
calling for an equal number of members in both Chambers. I 
think that this proposal might he adopted. In my opinion, it has 
obvious political advantages, for it emphasizes the equality of 
the Chambers.

7. Next comes an addendum to the Draft Constitution which 
proposes that the members of the Soviet of Nationalities be elect
ed by direct vote, as in the case of the members of the Soviet of 
the Union. 1 think that this proposal might also be adopted.True, 
it may create certain technical inconveniences during elections; 
but, on the other hand, it would be of great political advantage, 
for it would enhance the prestige of the Soviet of Nationalities.

8. Then follows an addendum to Article 40, proposing that 
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet be granted the right to pass 
provisional acts of legislation. I think that this addendum is 
wrong and should not be adopted by the Congress. It is time we 
pul an end to a situation in which not one but a number of bodies 
legislate. Such a situation runs counter to the principle that laws 
should be stable. And we need stability of laws now more than ever. 
Legislative power in the U.S.S.R, must be exercised only by one 
body, the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R.

9. Further, an addendum is proposed to Article 48 of the 
Draft Constitution, demanding that the President of the Pre
sidium of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R, be elected not 
by the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R but by the whole pop
ulation of the country. I think this addendum is wrong, because 
it runs counter to the spirit of our Constitution. According to 
the system of our Constitution there must not be an individual 
president in the U.S.S.R., elected by the whole population on 
a par with the Supreme Soviet, and able to put himself in oppo
sition to the Supreme Soviet. The president in the U.S.S.R, is 
a collegium, it is the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet, includ
ing the President of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet, elect-- 
ed, not by the whole population, but by the Supreme Soviet, 
and accountable to the Supreme Soviet. Historical experience 
shows that such a structure of the supreme bodies is the most 
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democratic, and safeguards the country against undesirable 
contingencies.

10. Then follows an amendment to the same Article 48. It 
reads as follows: the number of Vice-Presidents of the Pre
sidium of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R, to be increased to 
eleven, one from each Union Republic. I think that this amendment 
might be adopted, for it would be an improvement and would 
only enhance the prestige of the Presidium of the Supreme So
viet of the U.S.S.R.

11. Then follows an amendment to Article 77. It calls for 
the organization of a new All-Union People’s Commissariat — 
the People’s Commissariat of the Defence Industry. I think that 
this amendment should likewise be accepted (applause), for the 
time has arrived to separate our defence industry and have a 
corresponding People’s Commissariat for it. It seems to me that 
this would only improve the defence of our country.

12. Next follows an amendment to Article 124 of the Draft 
Constitution, demanding that the article be changed to provide 
for the prohibition of the performance of religious rites. I think 
that this amendment should be rejected as running counter to 
the spirit of our Constitution.

13. Finally, there is one other amendment of a more or less 
materia] character. I am referring to an amendment to Article 
135 of the Draft Constitution. It proposes that ministers of re
ligion, former Whiteguards, all the former rich, and persons not 
engaged in socially useful occupations be disfranchised, or, at all 
events, that the franchise of people in this category be restricted 
to the right to elect, but not to be elected. I think that this amend
ment should .likewise be rejected. The Soviet power disfran
chised the nonworking and exploiting elements not for all time, 
but temporarily, up to a certain period. There was a time when 
these elements waged open war against the people and actively 
resisted the Soviet laws. The Soviet law depriving" them of the 
franchise was the Soviet power’s reply to this resistance.- Quite 
some time has elapsed.since then. During this period we have 
succeeded in abolishing the exploiting classés, and the Soviet 
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power has become an invincible force. Has not the time arrived 
for us to revise this law? I think it has. It is said that this is dan
gerous, as elements hostile to the Soviet power, some of the former 
Whiteguards, kulaks, priests, etc., may worm their way into 
the supreme governing bodies of the country. But what is there 
to be afraid of? If you are afraid of wolves, keep out of the woods. 
(Laughter and loud applause). In the first place, not all the for
mer kulaks, Whiteguards and priests are hostile to the Soviet, 
power. Secondly, if the people in some place or other do elect hos
tile persons, that will show that our propaganda work has been 
very badly organized, and we shall fully deserve such a disgrace; 
if, however, our propaganda work is conducted in a Bolshevik 
way, the people will not let hostile persons slip into the supreme 
governing bodies. This means that we must work and not whine 
(loud applause), we must work and not wait to have everything 
put before us ready-made by official order. As far back as 1919, 
Lenin said that the time was not far distant when the Soviet 
power would deem it expedient to introduce universal suffrage 
without any restrictions. Please note: without any restrictions. 
He said this at a time when foreign military intervention had 
not yet been overcome, and when our industry and agriculture 
were in a desperate condition. Seventeen years have elapsed 
since then. Comrades, is it not time we carried out Lenin's be
hest? I think it is.

Here is what Lenin said in 1919 in his Draft Program of the 
Communist Party of Russia (Bolsheviks). Permit me to read it:

“Tlie Russian Communist Party must explain to the masses of the work
ing people, in order to avoid a wrong generalization of transient historical 
needs, that the disfranchisement of a section of citizens does not in the 
Soviet Republic affect, as has been the case in the majority of bourgeois- 
democratic republics, a definite category of citizens disfranchised for life, 
but applies only to the exploiters, only to those who, in violation of the 
fundamental laws of the Socialist Soviet Republic, persist in defending 
their position as exploiters, in preserving capitàlist relationships. Conse
quently, in the Soviet Republic, on the one hand, every day of added strength 
for socialism and diminution in the number of those who have objective 
possibilities of remaining exploiters or of preserving capitalist relationships, 
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automatically reduces the percentage of disfranchised persons. In Russia 
at the present time this percentage is hardly more than two or three per 
cent. On the other hand, in the not distant future the cessation of foreign 
invasion and the completion of the expropriation of the expropriators may, 
under certain conditions, create a situation in which the proletarian state 
power will choose other methods of suppressing the resistance of the exploi
ters and will introduce universal suffrage without any restrictions* (Lenin 
Vol. XXIV, p. 94.)

* My italics.— J,St.

That is clear, I think.
Such is the position with regard to the amendments and ad

denda to Lhe Draft Constitution of the U.S.S.R.,

VI

THE SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE NEW CONSTITUTION

OF THE U.S.S.R.

Judging by the results of the nation-wide discussion, which 
lasted nearly five months, it may be presumed that the Draft 
Constitution will be approved by the present Congress. (Loud ap
plause passing into an ovation. All rise.)

In a few days’ time the Soviet Union will have a new, so
cialist Constitution, built on the principles of fully developed 
socialist democratism.

It will be an historical document dealing in simple and con
cise terms, almost in the style of minutes, with the facts of the 
victory of socialism in the U.S.S.R., with the facts of the eman
cipation of the working people of the U.S.S.R, from capitalist 
slavery, with the facts of the victory in the U.S.S.R, of full 
and thoroughly consistent democracy.

It will he a document testifying to the fact that what millions 
of honest people in capitalist countries have dreamed of and 
still dream of has already been realized in the U.S.S.R. (Loud 
■applause.)
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It will be a document testifying to the fact that what has 
been realized in the U.S.S.R is fully possible of realization in 
other countries also. {Loud applause.)

But from this it follows'that the international significance 
of the new Constitution of the U.S.S.R can hardly be exaggerated.

Today, when the turbid wave of fascism is bespattering the 
socialist movement of the working class and besmirching the 
democratic aspirations of the best people in the civilized world, 
the new Constitution of the U.S.S.R, will be an indictment 
against fascism, declaring that socialism and democracy are in
vincible. {Applause.) The new Constitution of the U.S.S.R, will 
give moral assistance and real support to all those who are 
today fighting fascist barbarism. {Loud applause.)

Still greater is the significance of the new Constitution of 
the U.S.S.R, for the peoples of the U.S.S.R. While for the 
peoples of capitalist countries the Constitution of the U.S.S.R, 
will have the significance of a program of action, it is significant 
for the peoples of the U.S.S.R, as the summary of their strug
gles, a summary of their victories in the struggle for the emanci
pation of mankind. After the path of struggle and privation that 
has been traversed, it gives pleasure and happiness to have our 
Constitution, which treats of the fruits of our victories. It gives 
pleasure and happiness to know what our people fought for and 
how they achieved this victory of world-wide historical impor
tance. It gives pleasure and happiness to know that the blood 
our people shed so plentifully was not shed in vain, that it has 
produced results. {Prolonged applause.) This arms our working 
class, our peasantry, our working intelligentsia spiritually. It 
impels them forward and rouses, a sense of legitimate pride. It 
increases confidence in our strength and mobilizes us for fresh 
struggles for the achievement of new victories of communism. 
{Thunderous ovation. All rise. A thunderous “Hurrah!" Shouts 
from all parts of the hall: “Long live Comrade Stalin!" All stand 
and sing the “International" after which the ovation is resumed. 
Shouts of “Long live our leader, Comrade Stalin, Hurrah!")



DIALECTICAL AND HISTORICAL
MATERIALISM

(September 1938)

Dialectical materialism is the world outlook of the Marxist- 
Leninist Party. It is called dialectical materialism because its 
approach to the phenomena of nature, its method of studying 
and apprehending them, is dialectical, while its interpretation 
of the phenomena of nature, its conception of these phenomena, 
its theory, is materialistic.

Historical materialism is the extension of the principles of 
dialectical materialism to the study of social life, an application 
of the principles of dialectical materialism to the phenomena 
of the life of society, to the study of society and of its history.

When describing their dialectical method, Marx and Engels 
usually refer to Hegel as the philosopher who formulated the 
main features of dialectics. This, however, does not mean that 
the dialectics of Marx and Engels is identical with the dialectics 
of Hegel. As a matter of fact, Marx and Engels took from the 
Hegelian dialectics only its “rational kernel,” casting aside its 
Hegelian idealistic shell, and developed dialectics further so 
as to lend it a modem scientific form.

“My dialectic method,” says Marx, “is not only different from the He
gelian, but is its direct opposite. To Hegel, ... the process of thinking, which, 
under the name of ‘the Idea’ he even transforms into an independent sub
ject, is the demiurgos (creator) of the real world, and the real world is only 
the external, phenomenal form of ‘the Idea.' With me, on the contrary, the 
ideal is nothing else than the material world reflefcted by the human mind, 
and translated into forms of thought,” (K. Marx, Preface to the Second Ger
man edition of Volume I of Capital,)

When describing their materialism, Marx and Engels usually 
refer to Feuerbach as the philosopher who restored materialism
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to its rights. This, however, does Hot mean that the materialism of 
Marx and Engels is identical with Feuerbach’s materialism. As 
a matter of fact, Marx and Engels took from Feuerbach’s mate
rialism its “inner kernel,” developed it into a scientific-philo
sophical theory of materialism and cast aside its idealistic and 
religious-ethical encumbrances. We know that Feuerbach, although 
he was fundamentally a materialist, objected to the name mate
rialism. Engels more than once declared that “in spite of the” 
materialist “foundation,” Feuerbach “remained. . . bound by the 
traditional idealist fetters,” and that “the real idealism of Feuer
bach becomes evident as soon as we come to his philosophy of reli
gion and ethics.” (K.Marx and F.Engels, Vol. XIV,pp.652-54.)

Dialectics comes from the Greek dialego, to discourse, to 
debate. In ancient times dialectics was the art of arriving at 
the truth by disclosing the contradictions in the argument of an 
opponent and overcoming these contradictions. There were phi
losophers in ancient times who believed that the disclosure of 
contradictions in thought and the clash of opposite opinions was 
the best method of arriving at the truth. This dialectical method 
of thought, later extended to the phenomena of nature, devel
oped into the dialectical method of apprehending nature, which 
regards the phenomena of nature as being in constant movement 
and undergoing constant change, and the development of nature 
as the result of the development of the contradictions in nature, 
as the result of the interaction of opposed forces in nature.

In its essence, dialectics is the direct opposite of metaphysics.
1) The principal features of the Marxist dialectical method 

are as follows:
a) Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics does not regard nature 

as an accidental agglomeration of things, of phenomena, uncon
nected with, isolated from, and independent of, each other, but 
as a connected and integral whole, in which things, phenomena 
are organically connected with, dependent on, and determined 
by, each other.

The dialectical method therefore holds that no phenomenon 
in nature can be understood if taken by itself, isolated from 
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surrounding phenomena, inasmuch as any phenomenon in any 
realm of nature may become meaningless to us if it is not con
sidered in connection with the surrounding conditions, but di
vorced from them; and that, vice versa, any phenomenon can be 
understood and explained if considered in its inseparable con
nection with surrounding phenomena, as one conditioned by sur
rounding phenomena.

b) Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics holds that nature is 
not a state of rest and immobility, stagnation and immutability, 
but a state of continuous movement and change, of continuous 
renewal and development, where something is always arising 
and developing, and something always disintegrating and dying 
away.

The dialectical method therefore requires that phenomena 
should be considered not only from the standpoint of their inter
connection and interdependence, but also from the standpoint 
of their movement, their change, their development, their coming 
into being and going out of being.

The dialectical method regards as important primarily not 
that which at the given moment seems to be durable and yet 
is already beginning to die away, but that which is arising and 
developing, even though at the given moment it may appear 
to be not durable, for the dialectical method considers invincible 
only that which is arising and developing.

“All nature,” says Engels, “from the smallest thing to the biggest, from 
grains of sand to suns, from protista (the primary living cells —J. St.) to 
man, has its existence in eternal coming into being and going out of being, 
in a ceaseless flux, in unresting motion and change.” (Ibid., p. 484.)

Therefore, dialectics, Engels says, “takes things and their 
perceptual images essentially in their interconnection, in their 
concatenation, in their movement, in their rise and disappear
ance.” (K. Marx and F. Engels, Vol. XIV, p. 23.)

e) Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics does not regard the 
process of development as a simple process of growth, where 
quantitative changes do not lead to qualitative changes, but as 
a development which passes from insignificant and imperceptible 
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quantitative changes to open, fundamental changes, to quali
tative changes; a development in which the qualitative changes 
occur not gradually, but rapidly and abruptly, taking the form 
of a leap from one state to another; they occur not accidentally 
but as the natural result of an accumulation of imperceptible 
and gradual quantitative changes.

The dialectical method therefore holds that the process of 
development should be understood not as movement in a circle, 
not as a simple repetition of what has already occurred, but as 
an onward and upward movement, as a transition from an old 
qualitative state to a new qualitative slate, as a development 
from the simple to the complex, from the lower to the higher:

“Nature,” says Engels, “is the test of dialectics, and it must be said for 
modern natural science that it has furnished extremely rich and daily in
creasing materials for this test, and has thus proved that in the last analy
sis nature’s process is dialectical and not metaphysical, that it does not move 
in an eternally uniform and constantly repeated circle, but passes through 
a real history. Here prime mention should be made of Darwin, who dealt a 
severe blow to the metaphysical conception of nature by proving that the 
organic world of today, plants and animals, and consequently man too, is 
all a product of a process of development that has been in progress for mil
lions of years.” (Ibid., p. 23.)

Describing dialectical development as a transition from quan
titative changes to qualitative changes, Engels says:

“In physics... every change is a passing of quantity into quality, as a 
result of a quantitative change of some form of movement either inherent 
in a body or imparted to it. For example, the temperature of water has at 
first no effect on its liquid state; but as the temperature of liquid water 
rises or falls, a moment arrives when this state of cohesion changes and the 
water is converted in one case into steam and in the other into ice.... A definite 
minimum current is required to make a platinum wire glow; every metal 
has its melting temperature;' every liquid has a definite freezing point and 
boiling point at a given pressure, as far as we are able with the means at 
our disposal to attain the required temperatures; Anally, every gas has its 
critical point at which, by proper pressure and cooling, it can be converted 
into a liquid state.... What are known as the constants of physics (the point 
at which one state passes into another.—J. St.) are in most cases nothing 
but designations for the nodal points at which a quantitative (change); 
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increase or decrease of movement causes a qualitative change in the state 
of the given body, and at which, consequently, quantity is transformed into 
quality.” (Ibid., pp. 527-28.)

Passing to chemistry, Engels continues:
“Chemistry may be called the science of the qualitative changes which 

take place in bodies as tJie effect of changes of quantitative composition. 
This was already known to Hegel.... Take oxygen: if the molecule contains 
three atoms instead of the customary two, we get ozone, a body definitely 
distinct in odour and reaction from ordinary oxygen. And what shall we say 
of the different proportions in which oxygen combines with nitrogen or 
sulphur, and each of which produces a body qualitatively different from all 
other bodies!” (Ibid., p. 528.)

Finally, criticizing Dühring, who scolded Hegel for all he 
was worth, but surreptitiously borrowed from him the well- 
known thesis that the transition from the insentient world to 
the sentient world, from the kingdom of inorganic matter to the 
kingdom of organic life, is a leap to a new state, Engels says:

“This is precisely the Hegelian nodal line of measure relations, in which, 
at certain definite nodal points, the purely quantitative increase or decrease 
gives rise to a qualitative leap, for example, in the case of water which is 
heated or cooled, where boiling point and freezing point are the nodes at 
which—under normal pressure—the leap to a new aggregate state takes 
place, and where consequently quantity is transformed into quality.” (Ibid., 
pp. 45-46.)

d) Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics holds that internal 
contradictions are inherent in all things and phenomena of 
nature, for they all have their negative and positive sides, 
a past and a future, something dying away and something 
developing; and that the struggle between these opposites, 
the struggle between the old and the new, between that which 
is dying away and that which is being born, between that which 
is disappearing and that which is developing, constitutes the 
internal content of the process of development, the internal 
content of the transformation of quantitative changes into qual
itative changes.

The dialectical method therefore holds that the process of 
development from the lower to the higher takes place not as a 
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harmonious unfolding of phenomena, but as a disclosure of the 
contradictions inherent in things and phenomena, as a “struggle” 
of opposite tendencies which operate on the basis of these con
tradictions.

“In its proper meaning,” Lenin says, “dialectics is the study of the con
tradiction within, the very essence 0/ things." (Lenin, Philosophical Note
books, p. 263.)

And further:
“Development is the ‘struggle’ of opposites.” (Lenin, Vol. XIII, p. 301.)

Such, in brief, are the principal features of the Marxist dia
lectical method.

It is easy to understand how immensely important is the ex
tension of the principles of the dialectical method to the study 
of social life and the history of society, and how immensely im
portant is the application of these principles to the history of 
society and to the practical activities of the party of the prole
tariat.

If there are no isolated phenomena in the world, if all phe
nomena are interconnected and interdependent, then it is clear 
that every social system and every social movement in history 
must be evaluated not from the standpoint of “eternal justice” 
or some other preconceived idea, as is not infrequently done by 
historians, hut from the standpoint of the conditions which gave 
rise to that system or that social movement and with which they 
are connected.

The slave system would be senseless, stupid and unnatural 
under modern conditions. But under the conditions of a disin
tegrating primitive communal system, the slave system is a 
quite understandable and natural phenomenon, since it repre
sents an advance on the primitive communal system.

The demand for a bourgeois-democratic republic when tsar
dom and bourgeois society existed, as, let us say, in Russia in 
1905, was a quite understandable, proper and revolutionary de
mand, for at that time a bourgeois republic would have meant 
a step forward. But now, under the conditions of the U.S.S.R., 
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the demand for a bourgeois-democratic republic would be a sense
less and counterrevolutionary demand, for a bourgeois republic 
would be a retrograde step compared with the Soviet republic.

Everything depends on the conditions, time and place.
It is clear that without such a historical approach to social 

phenomena, the existence and development of the science of 
history is impossible, for only such an approach saves the science 
of history from becoming a jumble of accidents and an agglom
eration of most absurd mistakes.

Further, if the world is in a state of constant movement and 
development, if the dying away of the old and the upgrowth of 
the new is a law of development, then it is clear that there can 
be no “immutable” social systems, no “eternal principles” of private 
property and exploitation, no “eternal ideas” of the subjugation 
of the peasant to the landlord, of the worker to the capitalist.

Hence, the capitalist system can be replaced by the social
ist system, just as at one time the feudal system was replaced 
by the capitalist system.

Hence, we must not base our orientation on the strata of so
ciety which are no longer developing, even though they at pres
ent constitute the predominant force, but on those strata which 
are developing and have a future before them, even though they 
at present do not constitute the predominant force.

In the eighties of the past century, in the period of the strug
gle between the Marxists and the Narodniks, the proletariat in 
Russia constituted an insignificant minority of the population, 
whereas the individual peasants constituted the vast majority 
of the population. But the proletariat was developing as a class, 
whereas the peasantry as a class was disintegrating. And just be
cause the proletariat was developing as a class the Marxists 
based their orientation on the proletariat. And they were not 
mistaken, for, as we know, the proletariat subsequently grew 
from an insignificant force into a first-rate historical and polit
ical force.

Hence, in order not to err in policy, one must look forward, 
not backward.
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Further, if the passing of slow quantitative changes into rap
id and abrupt qualitative changes is a law of development, then 
it is clear that revolutions made by oppressed classes are a quite 
natural and inevitable phenomenon.

Hence, the transition from capitalism to socialism and the 
liberation of the working class from the yoke of capitalism,cannot 
be effected by slow changes, by reforms, but only by a qualita
tive change of the capitalist system, by revolution.

Hence, in order not to err in policy, one must be a revolu
tionary, not a reformist.

Further, if development proceeds by way of the disclosure 
of internal contradictions, by way of collisions between opposite 
forces on the basis of these contradictions and so as to overcome 
these contradictions, then it is clear that the class struggle of the 
proletariat is a quite natural and inevitable phenomenon.

Hence, we must not cover up the contradictions of the capi
talist system, but disclose and unravel them; we must not try 
to check the class struggle but carry it to its conclusion.

Hence, in order not to err in policy, one must pursue an un
compromising proletarian class policy, not a reformist policy 
of harmony of the interests of the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, 
not a compromisers’ policy of “the growing of capitalism into 
socialism.”

Such is the Marxist dialectical method when applied to so
cial life, to the history of society.

As to Marxist philosophical materialism, it is fundamentally 
the direct opposite of philosophical idealism.

2) The principal features of Marxist philosophical material
ism are as follows:

a) Contrary to idealism, which regards the world as the embod
iment of an “absolute idea,” a “universal spirit,” “consciousness,” 
Marx’s philosophical materialism holds that the world is by 
its very nature material, that the multifold phenomena of the 
world constitute different forms of matter in motion, that inter
connection and interdependence of phenomena, as established 
by the dialectical method, are a law of the development of 
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moving matter, and that the world develops in accordance with 
the laws of movement of matter and stands in no need of a “uni
versal spirit.”

“The materialistic outlook on nature,” says Engels, “means no more 
than simply conceiving nature just as it exists, without any foreign admix
ture.” (K. Marx and F. Engels, Vol. XIV, p. 651.)

Speaking of the materialist views of the ancient philosopher 
Heraclitus, who held that “the world, the all in one, was not 
created by any god or any man, but was, is and ever will be a 
living flame, systematically flaring up and systematically dying 
down,” Lenin comments: “A very good exposition of the rudiments 
of dialectical materialism.” (Lenin, Philosophical Notebooks, 
p. 318.)

b) Contrary to idealism, which asserts that only our conscious
ness really exists, and that the material world, being, nature, 
exists only in our consciousness, in our sensations, ideas and per
ceptions, the Marxist philosophical materialism holds that matter, 
nature, being, is an objective reality existing outside and inde
pendent of our consciousness; that matter is primary, since it 
is the source of sensations, ideas, consciousness, and that conscious
ness is secondary, derivative, since it is a reflection of matter, 
a reflection of being; that thought is a product of matter which 
in its development has reached a high degree of perfection, name
ly, of the brain, and the brain is the organ of thought; and 
that therefore one cannot separate thought from matter without 
committing a grave error. Engels says:

“The question of the relation of thinking to being, the relation of spir
it to nature is the paramount question of the whole of philosophy.... The 
answers which the philosophers gave to this question split them into two 
great camps. Those who asserted the primacy of spirit to nature ... com
prised the camp of idealism. The others, who regarded nature as primary, 
belong to the various schools of materialism." (K. Marx, Selected Works, 
Vol. I,p. 329.)

And further:
“The material, sensuously perceptible world to which we ourselves 

belong is the only, reality.... Our consciousness and thinking, however 

46—592
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suprasensuous they may seem, are the product of a material, bodily organ, 
the brain. Matter is not a product of mind, hut mind itself is merely the 
highest product of matter.” (Ibid., p. 332.)

Concerning the question of matter and thought, Marx says:

“It is impossible to separate thought -from matter that thinks. Matter is 
the subject of all changes.” (Ibid., p. 302.)

Describing Marxist philosophical materialism, Lenin says:

“Materialism in general recognizes objectively real being (matter) as 
independent of consciousness, sensation, experience.... Consciousness is only 
the reflection of being, at best an approximately true (adequate, perfectly 
exact) reflection of it.” (Lenin, Vol. XIII, pp. 266-67.)

And further:

— “Matter is that which, acting upon our sense-organs, produces sen
sation; matter is the objective reality given to us in sensation.... Matter, 
nature, being, the physical—is primary, and spirit, consciousness, sensa
tion, the psychical—is secondary.” (Ibid., pp. 119-20.)

— “The world picture is a picture of how matter moves and of how 
'matter thinks.'" (Ibid., p. 238.)

— “The brain is the organ of thought." (Ibid., p. 125.)

c) Contrary to idealism, which denies the possibility of know
ing the world and its laws, which does not believe in the au
thenticity of our knowledge, does not recognize objective truth, 
and holds that the world is full of “things-in-thcmselves” that 
can never be known to science, Marxist philosophical material
ism holds that the world and its laws are fully knowable, that our 
knowledge of the laws of nature, tested by experiment and prac
tice, is authentic knowledge having the validity of objective 
truth, and that there are no things in the world which are unknow
able, but only things which are as yet not known, but which will 
be disclosed and made known by the efforts of science and practice.

Criticizing the thesis of Kant and other idealists that the world 
is unknowable and that there are “things-in-themselves” which 
are unknowable, and defending the well-known materialist thesis 
that our knowledge is authentic knowledge, Engels writes:
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“The most telling refutation of this as of all other philosophical crotch- 
ets is practice, namely, experiment and industry. If we are able to prove 
the correctness of our conception of a natural process by making it our
selves, bringing it into being out of its conditions and making it serve our own 
purposes into the bargain, then there is an end to the Kantian ungraspable 
‘thing-in-itself.’ The chemical substances produced in the bodies of plants 
and animals remained ..such ‘things-in-themselves’ until organic chemistry 
began to produce them one after another, whereupon the ‘thing-in-itself 
became a thing for us, as, for instance, alizarin, the colouring matter of the 
madder, which we no longer trouble to grow in the madder roots in the 
field, but produce much more cheaply and simply from coal tar. For three 
hundred years the Copernican solar system was a hypothesis with a hundred, 
a thousand or ten thousand chances to one in its favour, but still always 
a hypothesis. But when Leverrier, by means of the data provided by this sys
tem, not only deduced the necessity of the existence of an unknown planet, 
but also calculated the position in the heavens which this planet must neces
sarily occupy, and when Galle really found this planet, the Copernican sys
tem was proved.” (K. Marx, Selected Works, Vol. I, p 330.)

Accusing Bogdanov, Bazarov, Yushkevich and the other fol
lowers of Mach of fideism (a reactionary theory, which prefers 
faith to science) and defending the well-known materialist thesis 
that our scientific knowledge of the laws of nature is authentic 
knowledge, and that the laws of science represent objective 
truth, Lenin says:

“Contemporary fideism does not at all reject science; all it rejects is the 
‘exaggerated claims’ of science, to wit, its claim to objective truth. If objec
tive truth exists (as the materialists think), if natural science, reflecting 
the outer world in human ‘experience,’ is alone capable of giving us objec
tive truth, then all fideism is absolutely refuted.” (Lenin, Vol. XIII, p. 102.)

Such, in brief, are the characteristic features of the Marxist 
philosophical materialism.

It is easy to understand how immensely important is the ex
tension of the principles of philosophical materialism to the study 
of social life, of the history of society, and how immensely im
portant is the application of these principles to the history of so
ciety and to the practical aclivilics of the party of the proletariat.

If the connection between the phenomena of nature and their 
interdependence are laws of the development of nature, it follows,

46*
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loo, that the connection and interdependence of the phenomena 
of social life are laws of the development of society, and not 
somelliing accidental.

Hence, social life, the history of society, ceases to be an ag
glomération of “accidents,” for the history of society becomes a 
development of society according to regular laws, and the study 
of the history of society becomes a science.

Hence, the practical activity of the party of the proletariat 
must not be based on the good wishes of “outstanding individuals,” 
not on the dictates of “reason,” “universal morals,” etc., but on 
the laws of development of society and on the study of these laws.

Further, if the world is knowable and our knowledge of the 
laws of development of nature is authentic knowledge, having 
the validity of objective truth, it follows that social life, the 
development of society, is also knowable, and that the data of 
science regarding the laws of development of society are authen
tic data having the validity of objective truths.

Hence, the science of the history of society, despite all the 
complexity of the phenomena of social life, can become as precise 
a science as, let-us say, biology, and capable of making use of 
the laws of development of society for practical purposes.

Hence, the party of the proletariat should not guide itself in 
its practical activity by casual motives, but by the laws of devel
opment of society, and by practical deductions from these laws.

Hence, socialism is converted from a dream of a better future 
for humanity into a science.

Hence, the bond between science and practical activity, be
tween theory and practice, their unity, should be the guiding star 
of the party of the proletariat.

Further, if nature, being, the material world, is primary, and 
consciousness, thought, is secondary, derivative; if the material 
world represents objective reality existing independently of the 
consciousness of men, while consciousness is a reflection of this 
objective reality, it follows that the material life of society, its 
being, is also primary, audits spiritual life secondary, derivative, 
and that the material life of society is an objective reality exist
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ing independently of the will of men, while the spiritual 
life of society is a reflection of this objective reality, a reflection 
of being.

Hence, the source of formation of the spiritual life of society 
the origin of social ideas, social theories, political views and po
litical institutions, should not be sought for in the ideas, theories, 
views and political institutions themselves, but in the conditions 
of the material life of society, in social being, of which these ideas, 
theories, views, etc., are the reflection.

Hence, if in different periods of the history of society differ
ent social ideas, theories, views and political institutions are 
to be observed; if under the slave system we encounter certain 
social ideas, theories, views and political institutions, under 
feudalism others, and under capitalism others still, this is not 
to be explained by the “nature,” the “properties” of the ideas, theo
ries, views and political institutions themselves but by the dif
ferent conditions of the material life of society at different periods 
of social development.

Whatever is the being of a society, whatever are the condi I ions 
of material life of a society, such are the ideas, theories, politi
cal viewrs and political institutions of that society.

In this connection, Marx says:

“It is not the consciousness of men that determines their being, but, on 
the contrary, their social being that determines their consciousness.” 
(K. Marx, Selected Works, Vol. I, p. 269.)

Hence, in order not to err in policy, in order not to find itself 
in the position of idle dreamers, the party of the proletariat must 
not base its activities on abstract “principles of human reason,” 
but on the concrete conditions of the material life of society, as 
the determining force of social development; not on the good 
wishes of “great men,” but on the real needs of development of 
the material life of society.

The fall of the Utopians, including the Narodniks, Anarchists 
and Socialist-Revolutionaries, was due, among other things, to 
the fact that they did not recognize the primary role which the 
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conditions of lhe material life of society play in the development 
of society, and, sinking to idealism, did not base their practical 
activities on the needs of the development of the material life 
of society, but, independently of and in spite of these needs, on 
“ideal plans” and “all-embracing projects” divorced from the 
real life of society.

The strength and vitality of Marxism-Leninism lies in the 
fact that it does base its practical activity on the needs of the 
development of the material life of society and never divorces 
itself from the real life of society.

It does not follow from Marx’s words, however, that social 
ideas, theories, political views and political institutions are of 
no significance in the life of society, that they do not reciprocal
ly affect social being, the development of the material conditions 
of the life of society. We have been speaking so far of the origin 
of social ideas, theories, views and political institutions, of lhe 
way they arise, of the fact that the spiritual life of society is a 
reflection of the conditions of its material life. As regards the 
significance of social ideas, theories, views and political institu
tions, as regards their role in history, historical materialism, far 
from denying them, stresses the important role and significance 
of these factors in the life of society, in its history.

There are different kinds of social ideas and theories. There 
are old ideas and theories which have outlived their day and 
which serve the interests of the moribund forces of society. Their 
significance lies in the fact that they hamper the development, 
the progress of society. Then there are new and advanced ideas 
and theories which serve the interests of the advanced forces of 
society. Their significance lies in the fact that they facilitate the 
development, the progress of society; and their significance is 
the greater the more accurately they reflect the needs of devel
opment of the material life of society.

New social ideas and theories arise only after the development 
of the material life of society has set new tasks before society. But 
once they have arisen they become a most potent force which fa
cilitates the carrying out of the new tasks set by the development 
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of the material life of society, a force which facilitates the prog
ress of society. It is precisely here that the tremendous organiz
ing, mobilizing and transforming value of new ideas, new theo
ries, new political views and new political institutions manifests 
itself. New social ideas and theories arise precisely because they 
are necessary to society, because it is impossible to carry out the 
urgent tasks of development of the material life of society with
out their organizing, mobilizing and transforming action. Aris
ing out of the new tasks set by the development of the material 
life of society, the new social ideas and theories force their way 
through, become the possession of lhe masses, mobilize and or
ganize them against the moribund forces of society, and thus 
facilitate the overthrow of these forces, which hamper the develop
ment of the material life of society.

Thus social ideas, theories and political institutions, having 
arisen on the basis of the urgent tasks of the development of the 
material life of society, the development of social being, them
selves then react upon social being, upon the material life of so
ciety, creating the conditions necessary for completely carrying 
out the urgent tasks of the material life of society, and for ren
dering its further development possible.

In this connection, Marx says:

“Theory becomes a material force as soon as it has gripped the masses.” 
(K. Marx and F. Engels, Vol. I, p. 406.)

Hence, in order to be able to influence the conditions of ma
terial life of society and to accelerate their development and their 
improvement, the party of the proletariat must rely upon such 
a social theory, such a social idea as correctly reflects the needs 
of development of the material life of society, and which is 
therefore capable of setting into motion broad masses of the peo- 
pie and of mobilizing them and organizing them into a great 
army of the proletarian party, prepared to smash thé reactionary 
forces and to clear the way for the advanced forces of society.

The fall of the “Economists” and Mensheviks was due, among- 
other things, to the fact that they did not recognize the mobilizing,. 
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organizing and transforming role of advanced theory, of advanced 
ideas and, sinking to vulgar materialism, reduced the role of 
these factors almost to nothing, thus condemning the Party to 
passivity and inanition.

The strength and vitality of Marxism-Leninism is derived 
from the fact that it relies upon an advanced theory which cor
rectly reflects the needs of development of the material life of 
society, that it elevates theory to a proper level, and that it 
deems it its duty to utilize every ounce of the mobilizing, or
ganizing and transforming power of this theory.

That is the answer historical materialism gives to the question 
of the relation between social being and social consciousness, be
tween the conditions of development of material life and the de
velopment of the spiritual life of society.

3) Historical Materialism.
It now remains to elucidate the following question: what, 

from the viewpoint of historical materialism, is meant by the 
“conditions of material life of society” which in the final analy
sis determine the physiognomy of society, its ideas, views, polit
ical institutions, etc.?

What, after all, are these “conditions of material life of socie
ty,” what are their distinguishing features?

There can be no doubt that the concept “conditions of material 
life of society” includes, first of all, nature which surrounds so
ciety, geographical environment, which is one of the indispen
sable and constant conditions of material life of society and 
which, of course, influences the development of society. What 
role does geographical environment play in the development of 
society? Is geographical environment the chief force determining 
the physiognomy of society, the character of the social system of 
man, the transition from one system to another?

Historical materialism answers this question in the negative.
Geographical environment is unquestionably one of the con

stant and indispensable conditions of development of society and, 
of course, influences the development of society, accelerates or 
retards its development, But its influence is not the determining 
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influence, inasmuch as the changes and development of society 
proceed at an incomparably faster rate than the changes and de
velopment of geographical environment. In the space of three 
thousand years three different social systems have been succes
sively superseded in Europe: the primitive communal system, 
the slave system and the feudal system. In the eastern part of 
Europe, in the U.S.S.R., even four social systems have been 
superseded. Yet during this period geographical conditions in 
Europe have either not changed at all, or have changed so slightly 
that geography takes no note of them. And that is quite natural. 
Changes in geographical environment of any importance require 
millions of years, whereas a few hundred or a couple of thousand 
years are enough for even very important changes in the system 
of human society.

It follows fr;om this that geographical environment cannot 
be the chief cause, the determining cause of social development, 
for that which remains almost unchanged in the course of tens of 
thousands of years cannot be the chief cause of development of 
that which undergoes fundamental changes in the course of a 
few hundred years.

Further, there can be no doubt that the concept “conditions 
of material life of society” also includes growth of population, 
density of population of one degree or another, for people are an 
essential element of the conditions of material life of society, and 
without a definite minimum number of people there can be no 
material life of society. Is not growth of population the chief 
force that determines the character of the social system of man?

Historical materialism answers this question too in the nega
tive.

Of course, growth of population does influence the develop
ment of society, does facilitate or retard the development of 
society, but it cannot be the chief force of development of society, 
and its influence on the development of society cannot be the 
determining influence because, by itself, growth of population 
does not furnish the clue to the question why a given social system 
is replaced precisely by such end such a new system and not by 
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another, why the primitive communal system is succeeded pre
cisely by the slave system, the slave system dy the feudal system, 
and the feudal system by the bourgeois system, and not by some 
other.

If growth of population were the determining force of social 
development, then a higher density of population would be bound 
to give rise to a correspondingly higher type of social system. But 
we do not find this to be the case. The density of population in 
China is four times as great as in the U.S.A., yet the U.S.A, 
stands higher than China in the scale of'social development, for in 
China a semifeudal system still prevails, whereas the U.S.A, 
has long ago reached the highest stage of development of capital
ism. The density of population in Belgium is 19 times as great as 
in the U.S.A., and 26 times as great as in the U.S.S.R. Yet the 
U.S.A, stands higher than Belgium in the scale of social develop
ment; and as for the U.S.S.R., Belgium lags a whole historical 
epoch behind this country, for in Belgium the capitalist system 
prevails, whereas the U.S.S.R, has already done away with 
capitalism and has set up a socialist system.

It follows from this that growth of population is not, and can
not be, the chief force of development of society, the force which 
determines the character of the social system, the physiognomy 
of society.

a) What, then, is the chief force in the complex of conditions 
of material life of society which determines the physiognomy of 
society, the character of the social system, the development of 
society from one system to another?

This force, historical materialism holds, is the method of 
procuring the means of life necessary for human existence, the 
mode of production of material values—food, clothing, footwear, 
houses, fuel, instruments of production, etc.—which are indis
pensable for the life and development of society.

In order to live, people must have food, clothing, footwear, 
shelter, fuel, etc.; in order to have these material values, people 
must produce them; and in order to produce them, people must 
have the instruments of production with which food, clothing, 
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footwear, shelter, fuel, etc., are produced; they must be able to 
produce these instruments and to use them.

The instruments of production wherewith material values 
are produced, the people who operate the instruments of produc
tion and carry cn the production of material values thanks to a 
certain production experience and labour skill—all these elements 
jointly constitute the productive forces of society.

But the productive forces are only one aspect of production, 
only one aspect of the mode of production, an aspect that express
es the relation of men to the objects and forces of nature which 
they make use of for the production of material values. Another 
aspect of production, another aspect of the mode of production, 
is the relation of men to each other in the process of production, 
men’s relations of production. Men carry on a struggle against 
nature and utilize nature for the production of material values 
not in isolation from each other, not as separate individuals, but 
in common, in groups, in societies. Production, therefore, is at 
all times and under all conditions social production. In the pro
duction of material values men enter into mutual relations of 
one kind or another within production, into relations of pro
duction of one kind or another. These may be relations of coop
eration and mutual help between people who are free from ex
ploitation; they may be relations of domination and subordina
tion; and, lastly, they may be transitional from one form of rela
tions of production to another. But w'hatever the character of 
the relations of production may be, always and in every sys
tem, they constitute just as essential an element of production 
as the productive forces of society.

“In production," Marx says, “men not only act on nature but also on onè 
another. They produce only by cooperating in a certain way and mutually 
exchanging their activities. In order to produce, they enter into definite 
connections and relations -with one another and only within these social con
nections and relations does their action on nature, does production, take 
place.” (K. Marx and F. Engels, Vol. V, p. 429.)

Consequently, production, the mode of production, embraces 
both the productive forces of society and men’s relations of 
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production, and is thus the embodiment of their unity in the process 
of production of material values.

b) The first feature of production is that it never stays at one 
point for a long time and is always in a state of change and devel
opment, and that, furthermore, changes in the mode of produc
tion inevitably call forth changes in the whole social system, 
social ideas, political views and political institutions—they call 
forth a reconstruction of the whole social and political order. 
At different stages of development people make use of different 
modes of production, or, to put it more crudely, lead different 
manners of life. In the primitive commune there is one mode of 
production, under slavery there is another mode of production, 
under feudalism a third mode of production, and so on. And, 
correspondingly, men’s social system, the spiritual life of men, 
their views and political institutions also vary.

Whatever is the mode of production of a society, such in the 
main is the society itself, its ideas and theories, its political 
views and institutions.

Or, to put it more crudely, whatever is man’s manner of life, 
such is his mariner of thought.

This means that the history of development of society is above 
all the history of the development of production, the history of 
the modes of production, which succeed each other in the course 
of centuries, the history of the development of productive forces 
ànd of people’s relations of production.

Hencer the history of social development is at the same time 
the.history of the producers of material values themselves, the 
history, of the labouring masses, who are the chief force in the proc
ess of production, and who. carry on the production of material 
values necessary for the existence of society.

Hence, if historical science is to be a real science, it can no 
longer reduce the history of social development to the actions of 
kings and generals, to the actions of “conquerors” and “subjuga
tors” of states, but must above all devote itself to the history of 
the producers of materia] values, the history of the labouring 
masses, the. history of peoples,
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Hence, the clue Lo the study of the laws of history of society 
must not be sought in men’s minds, in the views and ideas of 
society, but in the mode of production practised by society in 
any given historical period; it must be sought in the economic life 
of society.

Hence, the prime task of historical science is to study and 
disclose the laws of production, the laws of development of the 
productive forces and of the relations of production, the laws of 
economic development of society.

Hence, if the party of the proletariat is to be a real party, it 
must above all acquire a knowledge of the laws of development 
of production, of the laws of economic development of society.

Hence, if it is not to err in policy, the party of the proletariat 
must both in drafting its program and in its practical activities 
proceed primarily from the laws of development of production, 
from the laws of economic development of society.

e) The second feature of production is that its changes and de
velopment always begin with changes and development of the 
productive forces, and in the first place, with changes and devel
opment of the instruments of production. Productive forces are 
therefore the most mobile and revolutionary element of produc
tion. First the productive forces of society change and develop, 
and then, depending on these changes and in conformity with them, 
men’s relations of production, their economic relations, change. 
This, however, does not mean that the relations of production 
do not influence the development of the productive forces and 
that the latter are not dependent on the former. While their de
velopment is dependent on the development of the productive 
forces, the relations of production in their turn react upon the 
development of the productive forces, accelerating or retarding it. 
In this connection it should be noted that the relations of pro
duction cannot for too long a time lag behind and be in a state of 
contradiction to the growth of the productive forces, inasmuch 
as the productive forces can develop in full measure Only when 
the relations of production correspond to the character, the state 
of the productive forces and allow full scope for their development.
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Therefore, however much the relations of production may lag 
behind the development of the productive forces, they must, 
sooner or later, come into correspondence with—and actually do 
come into correspondence with—the level of development of the 
productive forces, the character of the productive forces. Other
wise we would have a fundamental violation of the unity of the 
productive forces and the relations of production within the sys
tem of production, a disruption of production as a whole, a crisis 
of production, a destruction of productive forces.

An instance in which the relations of production do not cor
respond to the character of lhe productive forces, conflict with 
them, is the economic crises in capitalist countries, where private 
capitalist ownership of the means of production is in glaring 
incongruity with the social character of the process of production, 
with the character of the productive forces. This results in econom
ic crises, which lead to the destruction of productive forces. 
Furthermore, this incongruity itself constitutes the economic 
basis of social revolution, the purpose of which is to destroy the 
existing relations of production and to create new relations 
of production corresponding to the character of the productive 
forces.

In contrast, an instance in which the relations of production 
completely correspond to the character of the productive forces 
is the socialist national economy of the U.S.S.R., where the so
cial ownership of the means of production fully corresponds to the 
social character of the process of production, and where, because 
of this, economic crises and the destruction of productive forces 
are unknown.

Consequently, the productive forces are not only the most 
mobile and revolutionary element in production, but are also 
the determining element in the development of production.

Whatever are the productive forces such must he the relations 
of production.

While the state of the productive forces furnishes the answer 
to the question—with what instruments of production do men 
produce the material values they need?—the slate of the rela- 
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lions of production furnishes the answer to another question — 
who owns the means of production (the land, forests, waters, min
eral resources, raw materials, instruments of production, pro
duction premises, means of transportation and communication, 
etc.), who commands the means of production, whether the whole 
of society, or individual persons, groups, or classes which utilize 
them for the exploitation of other persons, groups or classes?

Here is a rough picture of the development of productive 
forces from ancient times to our day. The transition from crude 
stone tools to the bow and arrow, and the accompanying transi
tion from the life of hunters to the domestication of animals and 
primitive pasturage; the transition from stone tools to metal tools 
(the iron axe, the wooden plough fitted with an iron coulter, etc.), 
with a corresponding transition to tillage and agriculture; a 
further improvement in metal tools for the working up of ma
terials, the introduction of the blacksmith’s bellows, the intro
duction of pottery, with a corresponding development of handi
crafts, the separation of handicrafts from agriculture, the develop
ment of an independent handicraft industry and, subsequently, 
of manufacture; the transition from handicraft tools to machines 
and the transformation of handicraft and manufacture into ma
chine industry; the transition to the machine system and the rise 
of modern large-scale machine industry—such is a general and 
far from complete picture of the development of the productive 
forces of society in the course of man’s history. It will be clear 
that the development and improvement of the instruments of 
production was effected by men who were related to production, 
and not independently of men; and, consequently, the change 
and development of the instruments of production was accompa
nied by a change and development of men, as the most important 
element of the productive forces, by a change and development of 
their production experience, their labour skill, their ability to 
handle the instruments of production.

Tn conformity with the change and development of the produc
tive forces of society in the course of history, men’s relations of 
production, their economic relations also changed and developed.
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Five main types of relations of production are known to 
history: primitive communal, slave, feudal, capitalist and so
cialist.

The basis of Lhe relations of production under the primitive 
communal system is that the means of production are socially 
owned. This in the main corresponds to the character of the pro
ductive forces of that period. Stone tools, and, later, the bow and 
arrow, precluded the possibility of men individually combating 
the forces of nature and beasts of prey. In order to gather the fruits 
of the forest, to catch fish, to build some sort of habitation, men 
were obliged to work in common if they did not want to die of 
starvation, or fall victim to beasts of prey or to neighbouring 
societies. Labour in common led to the common ownership of the 
means of production, as well as of the fruits of production. Here 
the conception of private ownership of the means of production 
did not yet exist, except for the personal ownership of certain 
implements of production which were at the same time means 
of defence against beasts of prey. Here there was no exploitation, 
no classes.

The basis of the relations of production under the slave sys
tem is that the slaveowner owns the means of production; he also 
owns the .worker in production—the slave, whom he can self, 
purchase, or kill as though he were an animal. Such relations of 
production in the main correspond to the state of the productive 
forces of that period. Instead of stone tools, men now have metal 
tools at their command; instead of the wretched and primitive 
husbandry of the hunter, who knew neither pasturage nor tillage, 
there now appear pasturage, tillage, handicrafts, and a division 
of labour between these branches of production. There appears 
the possibility of the exchange of products between individuals 
and between societies, of the accumulation of wealth in the 
hands of a few, the actual accumulation of the means of production 
in the hands of a minority, and the possibility of subjugation of 
lhe majority by a minority and the conversion of the majority 
into slaves. Here we no longer find the common and free labour 
of all members of society in the production process—here there
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prevails the forced labour of slaves, who are exploited by (he 
nonlabouring slaveowners. Here, therefore, there is no common 
ownership of the means of production or of the fruits of produc
tion. It is replaced by private ownership. Here the slaveowner 
appears as the prime and principal property owner in the full 
sense of the term.

Rich and poor, exploiters and exploited, people with full 
rights and people with no rights, and a fierce class struggle be
tween them—such is the picture of the slave system.

The basis of the relations of production under the feudal sys
tem is that the feudal lord owns the means of production and does 
not fully own the worker in production—the serf, whom the 
feudal lord can no longer kill, but whom he can buy and sell. 
Alongside of feudal ownership there exists individual ownership 
by the peasant and the handicraftsman of his implements of pro
duction and his private enterprise based on his personal labour. 
Such relations of production in the main correspond to the state 
of the productive forces of that period. Further improvements in 
the smelting and working of iron; the spread of the iron plough 
and the loom; the further development of agriculture, horticul
ture, viniculture and dairying; the appearance of manufactories 
alongside of the handicraft workshops—such are the character
istic features of the state of the productive forces.

The new productive forces demand that the labourer shall 
display some kind of initiative in production and an inclina
tion for work, an interest in work. The feudal lord therefore 
discards the slave, as a labourer who has no interest in work and 
is entirely without initiative, and prefers to deal with the serf, 
who has hjs own husbandry, implements of production, and a 
certain interest in work essential for thé cultivation of the land 
and for the payment in kind of a part of his harvest to the 
feudal lord.

Here private ownership is further developed. Exploitation is 
nearly as severe as it was under slavery—it is only slightly miti
gated. A class struggle between exploiters and exploited is the 
principal feature of the feudal system.

47—592
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The basis of the relations of production under the capitalist 
system is that the capitalist owns the means of production, but 
not the workers in production—the wage labourers, whom the 
capitalist can neither kill nor sell because they are personally 
free, but who are deprived of means of production and, in order 
not to die of hunger, are obliged to sell their labour power to the 
capitalist and to bear the yoke of exploitation. Alongside of cap
italist property in the means of production, we find, at first on 
a wide scale, private property of the peasants and handicraftsmen 
in the means of production, these peasants and handicraftsmen 
no longer being serfs, and their private property being based on 
personal labour. In place of the handicraft workshops and manu
factories there appear huge mills and factories equipped with 
machinery. In place of the manorial estates tilled by the primi
tive implements of production of the peasant, there now appear 
large capitalist farms run on scientific lines and supplied with 
agricultural machinery.

The new productive forces require that the workers in pro
duction shall be better educated and more intelligent than the 
downtrodden and ignorant serfs, that they be able to understand 
machinery and operate it properly. Therefore, the capitalists 
prefer to deal with wage-workers, who are free from the bonds of 
serfdom and who are educated enough to be able properly to 
operate machinery.

But having developed productive forces to a tremendous 
extent, capitalism has become enmeshed in contradictions which 
it is unable to solve. By producing larger and larger quantities 
of commodities, and reducing their prices, capitalism intensifies 
competition, ruins the mass of small and medium private owners, 
converts them into proletarians and reduces their purchasing 
power, with the result that it becomes impossible to dispose of 
the commodities produced. On the other hand, by expanding 
production and concentrating millions of workers in huge mills 
and factories, capitalism lends the process of production a social 
character and thus undermines its own foundation, inasmuch as 
the social character of the process of production demands the 
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social ownership of the means of production; yet the means of 
production remain private capitalist property, which is incom
patible with the social character of the process of production.

Th ese irreconcilable contradictions between the character 
of the productive forces and the relations of production make 
themselves felt in periodical crises of overproduction, when the 
capitalists, finding no effective demand for their goods owing 
to the ruin of the mass of the population which they themselves 
have brought about, are compelled to burn products, destroy manu
factured goods, suspend production, and destroy productive 
forces at a time when millions of people are forced to suffer un
employment and starvation, not because there are not enough 
goods, but because there is an overproduction of goods.

This means that the capitalist relations of production have 
ceased to correspond to the state of productive forces of society 
and have come into irreconcilable contradiction with them.

This means that capitalism is pregnant with revolution, whose 
mission it is to replace the existing capitalist ownership of the 
means of production by socialist ownership.

This means that the main feature of the capitalist system is a 
most acute class struggle between the exploiters and the exploited."

The basis of the relations of production under the socialist 
system, which so far has been established only in the U.S.S.R., 
is the social ownership of the means of production. Here there, are 
no longer exploiters and exploited. The goods produced are dis
tributed according to labour performed, on the principle: “Ha 
who does not work, neither shall he eat.” Here the mutual rela
tions of people in the process of production are marked by com
radely cooperation and the socialist mutual assistance of workers 
who are free from exploitation. Here the relations of production 
fully correspond to the state of productive forces, for the social 
character of the process of production is reinforced by the social 
ownership of the means of production.

For this reason socialist production in the U.S.S.R, knows 
no periodical crises of overproduction and their accompanying 
absurdities.
47*
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For this reason, Lhe productive forces here develop aL an ac
celerated pace, for lhe relations of production that correspond to 
them offer full scope for such development.

Such is the picture of the development of men’s relations of 
production in the course of human history.

Such is the dependence of the development of the relations 
of production on the development of the productive forces of so
ciety, and primarily, on the development of the instruments of 
production, the dependence by virtue of which the changes and 
development of lhe productive forces sooner or later lead to cor
responding changes and development of the relations of production.

"The use and fabrication of instruments of labour,”* says Marx, “al
though existing in the germ among certain species of animals, is specifically 
characteristic ■ of the human labour-process, and Franklin therefore defines 
man as a tool-making animal. Relics of by-gone instruments of labour pos
sess the same importance for the investigation of extinct economical forms 
of society, as do fossil bones for the determination of extinct species of ani
mals. It is not the articles made, but how they are made, and by what in
struments, that enables us to distinguish different economical epochs. In
struments of labour not only supply a standard of the degree of development 
to which human labour has attained, but they are also indicators of the 

■social conditions under which that labour is carried on.” (K. Marx, Capi
tal, Vol. I, 1935, p. 121.)

* By “instruments of labour” Marx has in mind primarily instruments of 
production.— J.St.

And further:
— “Social relations are closely bound up with productive forces. In 

acquiring new productive forces men change their mode of production; and 
in changing their mode of production, in changing the way of earning their 
living, they change all their social relations. The hand-mill gives you society 
with the feudal lord; the steam-mill, society with the industrial capitalist.” 
(K.. Marx and F. Engels, Vol. V, p. 364.)

— “There is a continual movement of growth in productive forces, of 
destruction in social relations, of formation in ideas; the only immutable 
thing is the abstraction of movement." (Ibid., p. 364.)

Speaking of historical materialism as formulated in lhe Com
munist Manifesto, Engels says:
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"Economic production and the structure of society of every historical 
epoch necessarily arising therefrom constitute Lhe foundation for the polit
ical and intellectual history of that epoch; consequently ever since the 
dissolution of the primeval communal ownership of land all history has 
been a history of class struggles, of struggles between exploited and exploit
ing, between dominated and dominating classes at various stages of social 
development; this struggle, however, has now reached a stage where the 
exploited and oppressed class (the proletariat) can no longer emancipate 
itself from the class which exploits and oppresses it (the bourgeoisie), with
out at the same time forever freeing the whole of society from exploitation, 
oppression and class struggles.” (Engels’ Preface to the German edition of 
the Manifesto.)

d) The third feature of production is that the rise of new pro
ductive forces and of the relations of production corresponding to 
them does not take place separately from the old system, after 
the disappearance of the old system, but within the old system; 
it Lakes place not as a result of the deliberate and conscious ac
tivity of man, but spontaneously, unconsciously, independently 
of the will of man. It takes place spontaneously and independent
ly of the will of man for two reasons.

Firstly, because men are not free to choose one mode of pro
duction or another, because as every new generation enters life 
it finds productive forces and relations of production already 
existing as the result of the work of former generations, owing 
to which it is obliged at first to accept and adapt itself to every
thing it finds ready-made in the sphere of production in order to 
be able to produce material values.

Secondly, because, when improving one instrument of pro
duction or another, one element of the productive forces or another, 
men do not realize, do not understand or stop to reflect what 
social results these improvements will lead to, but only think of 
their everyday interests, of lightening their labour and. of securing 
some direct ànd tangible advantage for themselves.

When, gradually and gropingly, certain members of primitive 
communal society passed from the use of stone tools to the use 
of iron tools, they, of course, did not know and did not stop to re
flect what social results this innovation would lead to; they did 
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not understand or realize that, the change to metal tools meant a 
revolution in production, that it would in the long run lead to 
the slave system. They simply wanted to lighten their labour 
and secure an immediate and tangible advantage; their conscious 
activity was confined within the narrow bounds of this every
day personal interest.

When, in the period of the feudal system, the young bourgeoi
sie of Europe began to erect, alongside of the small guild work
shops, large manufactories, and thus advanced the productive 
forces of society, it, of course, did not know and did not stop to 
reflect what social consequences this innovation would lead to; it 
did not realize or understand that this “small” innovation would 
lead to a regrouping of social forces which was to end in a revolu
tion both against the power of kings, whose favours it so highly 
valued, and against the nobility, to whose ranks its foremost 
representatives not infrequently aspired. It simply wanted to 
lower the cost of producing goods, to throw larger quantities 
.of goods on the markets of Asia and of récently discovered Amer
ica, and to make bigger profits. Its conscious activity was 
confined within the narrow bounds of this commonplace prac
tical aim.

When the Russian capitalists, in conjunction with foreign 
capitalists, energetically implanted modern large-scale machine 
industry in Russia, while leaving tsardom intact and turning the 
peasants over to the tender mercies of the landlords, they, of 
course, did not know and did not stop to reflect what social con- 
senquences this extensive growth of productive forces w’ould lead 
to; they did not realize or understand that this big leap in the 
realm of the productive forces of society would lead to a regroup
ing of social forces that would enable the proletariat to effect 
a union with the peasantry and to bring about a victorious social
ist revolution. They simply wanted to expand industrial pro
duction to" the limit, to gain control of the huge home market, 
to become monopolists, and to squeeze as much profit as possible 
out of the national economy. Their conscious activity did not 
extend beyond their commonplace, strictly practical interests.
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Accordingly, Marx says:

“In the social production of their life (that is, in the production of the 
material values necessary to the life of men—J. St.), men enter into definite 
relations that are indispensable and independent * of their will, relations of 
production which correspond to a definite stage of development of their ma
terial productive forces.” (K. Marx, Selected Works, Vol. I, p. 269.)

* My italics.— J .St.

This, however, does not mean that changes in the relations 
of production, and the transition from old relations of production 
to new relations of production proceed smoothly, without 
conflicts, without upheavals. On the contrary, such a transition 
usually takes place by means of the revolutionary overthrow of 
the old relations of production and the establishment of new rela
tions of production. Up to a certain period the development of 
the productive forces and the changes in the realm of the relations 
of production proceed spontaneously, independently of the will 
of men. But that is so only up to a certain moment, until the new 
and developing productive forces have reached a proper state of 
maturity. After the new productive forces have matured, the 
existing relations of production and their upholders—the rul
ing classes—become that “insuperable” obstacle which can only 
be removed by the conscious action of the new classes, by the 
forcible acts of these classes, by revolution. Here there stands 
out in bold relief the tremendous role of new social ideas, of new 
political institutions, of a new political power, whose mission 
it is to abolish by force the old relations of production. Out of 
the conflict between the new productive forces and the old rela
tions of production, out of the new economic demands of society, 
there arise new social ideas; the new ideas organize and mobilize 
the masses; the masses become welded into a new political army 
create a new revolutionary power, and make use of it to abol
ish by force the old system of relations of production, and to 
firmly establish the new system. The spontaneous process of de
velopment yields place to the conscious actions of men, peaceful 
development to violent upheaval, evolution to revolution.
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“The proletariat,” says Marx, “during its contest with the bourgeoisie 
is compelled, by the force of circumstances, to organize itself as a class... 
by means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling class, and, qs such, 
sweeps away by force the old conditions of production.” {Manifesto of the 
Communist Party, 1938, p. 52.)

And further:
— “The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degrees, 

all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralize all instruments of production 
in the hands of the State, i.e., of the proletariat organized as the ruling 
class; and to increase the total of productive forces as rapidly as possible.” 
{Ibid., p. 50.)

— “Force is the midwife of every old society pregnant with a new one.” 
(Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, 1935, p. 603.)

Here is the formulation—a formulation of genius—of the 
essence of historical materialism given by Marx in 1859 in his 
historic Preface to his famous book, Critique of Political Econ
omy:

“In the social production of their life, men enter into definite relations 
that are indispensable and independent of their will, relations of production 
which correspond to a definite stage of development of their material pro
ductive forces. The sum total of these relations of production constitutes the 
economic structure of society, the real foundation, on which rises a legal and 
political superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social 
consciousness. The mode of production of material life conditions the social, 
political and intellectual life process in general. It is not the consciousness 
of men that determines their being, but, on the contrary, their social being 
that determines their consciousness. At a certain stage of their development, 
the material productive forces of society come in conflict with the existing 
relations of production, or—what is hut a legal expression for the same 
thing—with the property relations within which they have been at work 
hitherto. From forms of development of the productive forces these relations 
turn into their fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution. With the 
change of the economic foundation the entire immense superstructure is more 
or less rapidly transformed. In considering such transformations a distinc
tion should always be made between the material transformation of the 
economic conditions of production, which can be determined with the preci
sion of natural science, and the legal, political, religious, esthetic or philo
sophic—in short, ideological forms in which men become conscious of this 
conflict and fight it out. Just as our opinion of an individual is not based on 
what he thinks of himself, so can we not judge of such à period of trans
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formation by its own consciousness; on the contrary, this consciousness 
must be explained rather from the contradictions of material life, from the 
existing conflict between the social productive forces and the relations of 
production. No social order ever perishes before all the productive forces 
for which there is room in it have developed; and new, higher relations of 
production never appear before the material conditions of their existence 
have matured in the womb of the old society itself. Therefore mankind 
always sets itself only such tasks as it can solve; since, looking at the mat
ter more closely, it will always be found that the task itself arises only when 
the material conditions for its solution already exist or are at least in 
the process of formation." (K. Marx, Selected Works, Vol. I, pp. 269-70.)

Such is Marxist materialism as applied to social life, to 
the history of society.

Such are the principal features of dialectical and historical 
materialism.
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I

THE SOVIET UNION AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Comrades, five years have elapsed since the Seventeenth Party 
Congress. No small period, as you see. During this period the world 
has undergone considerable changes. States and countries, and 
their mutual relations, are now in many respects totally altered.

What changes exactly have taken place in this period in the 
international situation? In what way exactly has the external 
and internal position of our country changed?

For the capitalist countries this period was one of very pro
found perturbations in both the economic and political spheres. 
In the economic sphere these were years of depression, followed, 
from the beginning of the latter half of 1937, by a period of new 
economic crisis, of a new decline of industry in the United States, 
Britain and France—consequently, these were years of new eco
nomic complications. In the political sphere they were years of 
serious political conflicts and perturbations. A new imperialist 
war is already in its second year, a war waged over a huge terri
tory stretching from Shanghai to Gibraltar, and involving over 
500,000,000 people. The map of Europe, Africa and Asia is being 
forcibly redrawn. The entire postwar system, the so-called peace 
regime, has been shaken to its foundations.

For the Soviet Union, on the contrary, these were years of 
growth and prosperity, of further economic and cultural progress, 
of further growth of political and military might, of struggle for 
the preservation of peace throughout the world.

Such is the general picture.
Let us now examine the concrete data illustrating the changes 

in the international situation.
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1. NEW ECONOMIC CRISIS IN THE CAPITALIST COUNTRIES. 
INTENSIFICATION OF THE STRUGGLE FOR MARKETS AND SOURCES

OF RAW MATERIAL, AND FOR A NEW REDIVISION 
OF THE WORLD

The economic crisis which broke out in the capitalist countries 
in the latter half of 1929 lasted until the end of 1933. After that 
the crisis passed into a depression, and was then followed by a 
certain revival, a certain upward trend of industry. But this 
upward trend of industry did not develop into a boom, as is usual
ly the case in a period of revival. On the contrary, in the latter 
half of 1937 a new economic crisis began which seized first of all 
the United States and then Britain, France and a number of 
other countries.

The capitalist countries thus found themselves faced with 
a new economic crisis before they had even recovered from the 
ravages of the recent one.

This circumstance naturally led to an increase of unemploy
ment. The riumber of unemployed in capitalist countries, which 
had fallen from 30,000,000 in 1933 to 14,000,000 in 1937, has now 
again risen to 18,000,000 as a result of the new crisis.

A distinguishing feature of the new crisis is that it differs in 
many respects from the preceding one, and, moreover, differs for 
the worse and not for the better.

Firstly, the new crisis did not begin after an industrial boom, 
as was the case in 1929, but after a depression and a certain re
vival, which, however, did not develop into a boom. This means 
that the present crisis will be more severe and more difficult to 
cope with than the previous crisis.

Further, the present crisis has broken out not in time of peace, 
but at a time when a second imperialist war has already begun; 
when Japan, already in the second year of her war with China, 
is disorganizing thé immense Chinese market and rendering it 
almost inaccessible to the goods of other countries; when Italy 
and Germany have already placed their national economies on a 
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war fooling, squandering their reserves of raw material and for
eign currency for this purpose; and when all the other big capi
talist powers are beginning to reorganize themselves on a war 
footing. This means that capitalism will have far less resources 
at its disposal for a normal recovery from the present crisis than 
during the preceding one.

Lastly, as distinct from the preceding crisis, the present crisis 
is not universal, but as yet involves chiefly the economically 
powerful countries which have not yet placed themselves on a 
war economy basis. As regards the aggressive countries, such as 
Japan, Germany and Italy, who have already reorganized their 
economies on a war footing, they, because of the intense develop
ment of their war industry, are not yet experiencing a crisis of 
overproduction, although they are approaching it. This means 
that by the time the economically powerful, nonaggressive coun
tries begin to emerge from the phase of crisis the aggressive coun
tries, having exhausted their reserves of gold and raw material 
in the course of the war fever, are bound to enter a phase of very 
severe crisis.

This is clearly illustrated, for example, by the figures for the 
visible gold reserves of the capitalist countries.

VISIBLE GOLD RESERVES OF TJIE CAPITALIST COUNTRIES 

(In millions of former gold dollars)

End of 1936 September 1938

Total 12,980 14,301
U.S.A. 6,649 8,126
Britain 2,029 2,396
France 1,769 1,435
Holland 289 595
Belgium 373 318
Switzerland 387 407
Germany 16 17

' Italy 123 124
Japan 273 97
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This table shows that the combined gold raserves of Germany, 
Italy and Japan amount to less than the reserves of Switzerland 
alone.

Here are a few figures illustrating the state of crisis of industry 
in the capitalist countries during the past five years and the trend 
of industrial progress in the U.S.S.R.

VOLUME OF INDUSTRIAL OUTPUT COMPARED WITH 1929 
(1929 = 100)

1934 1935 1936 1937 1938

U.S.A. 66.4 75.6 88.1 92.2 72.0
Britain 98.8 105.8 115.9 123.7 112.0
France 71.0 67.4 79 3 82.8 70.0
Ita ly 80.0 93.8 87.5 99.6 96.0
Germany 79.8 94.0 106.3 117.2 125 0
Japan 128 7 141.8 151.1 170.8 165.Ô
U.S.S.R. 238.3 293.4 382.3 424.0 477.0

This table shows that the Soviet Union is the only country in 
I he world where crises are unknown and where industry is con
tinuously on the upgrade.

This table also shows that a serious economic crisis has already 
begun and is developing in the United Stales, Britain and France.

Further, this table shows that in Italy and Japan, who placed 
their national economies on a war footing earlier than Germany, 
the downward course of industry already began in 1938.

Lastly, this table shows that in Germany, who reorganized 
her economy on a war footing later than Italy and Japan, industry 
is still experiencing a certain upward trend—although a small 
one, it is true—as was the case in Japan and Italy until recently.

There can be no doubt that unless something unforeseen occurs, 
German industry must enter the same downward path as Japan 
and Italy have already taken. For what does placing the economy 
of a country on a war footing mean? It means giving industry a 
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.one-sided, war direction; developing to the utmost the production 
of goods necessary for war and not for consumption by the popu
lation; restricting to the utmost the production and, especially, 
the sale of articles of general consumption—and, consequently, 
reducing consumption by the population and confronting the coun
try with an economic crisis.

Such is the concrete picture of the trend of the new economic 
crisis in the capitalist countries.

Naturally, such an unfavourable turn of economic affairs 
could not but aggravate relations among the powers. The preceding 
crisis had already mixed the cards and sharpened the struggle 
for markets and sources of raw materials. The seizure of Manchu
ria and North China by Japan, the seizure of Abyssinia by Italy— 
all this reflected the acuteness of the struggle among the powers. 
The new economic crisis was bound to lead, and is actually lead
ing, to a further sharpening of the imperialist struggle. It is no 
loûger a question of competition in the markets, of a commercial 
war, of dumping. These methods of struggle have long been rec
ognized as inadequate. It is now a question of a new redivision 
of the world, of spheres of influence and colonies, by military 
action.

Japan tried to justify her aggressive actions with the argument 
that she had been cheated when the Nine-Power Pact was conclud
ed and had not been allowed to extend her territory at the expense 
of China, whereas Britain and France possess vast colonies. 
Italy recalled that she had been cheated during the division of the 
spoils after the first imperialist war and that she must recompense 
herself at the expense of the spheres of influence of Britain and 
France. Germany, who had suffered severely as a result of the 
first imperialist war and the Peace of Versailles, joined forces 
with Japan and Italy and demanded an extension of her territory 
in Europe and the return of the colonies of which the victors in 
the first imperialist war had deprived her.

Thus the bloc of three aggressive states came to be formed.
A new redivision of the world by means of war became immi

nent.
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2. INCREASING ACUTENESS OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
POLITICAL SITUATION. COLLAPSE OF THE POSTWAR 

SYSTEM OF PEACE TREATIES. BEGINNING OF A NEW 
IMPERIALIST WAR

Here is a list of the most important events during the period 
under review which marked the beginning of a new imperialist war. 
In 1935 Italy attacked and seized Abyssinia. In the summer of 
1936 Germany and Italy organized military intervention in Spain, 
Germany entrenching herself in the north of Spain and in Spanish 
Morocco, and Italy in the south of Spain and in the Balearic 
Islands. In 1937, having seized Manchuria, Japan invaded North 
and Central China, occupied Peking, Tientsin and Shanghai and 
began to oust her foreign competitors from the occupied zone. 
In the beginning of 1938 Germany seized Austria, and in the 
autumn of 1938 the Sudeten region of Czechoslovakia. At the 
end of 1938 Japan seized Canton, and at the beginning of 1939 the 
Island of Hainan.

Thus the war, which has stolen so imperceptibly upon the 
nations, has drawn over 500,000,000 people into its orbit and has 
extended its sphere of action over a vast territory, stretching 
from Tientsin, Shanghai and Canton, through Abyssinia, to 
Gibraltar.

After the first imperialist war the victor states, primarily 
Britain, France and the United States, set up a new regime in the 
relations between countries, the postwar peace regime. The main 
props of this regime were the Nine-Power Pact in the Far East, 
and the Versailles and a number of other treaties in Europe. 
The League of Nations was set up to regulate relations between 
countries within the framework of this regime, on the basis of a 
united front of states, of collective defence of the security of 
states. However, three aggressive states, and the new imperialist 
war launched by them, upset the entire system of this postwar 
peace regime. Japan tore up the Nine-Power Pact, and Ger
many. and Italy the Versailles Treaty. In order to have 
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their hands free, these three slates withdrew from lhe League 
of Nations.

The new imperialist war became a fact.
Il is not so easy in our day suddenly to break loose and plunge 

straight into war without regard for treaties of any kind or for 
public opinion. Bourgeois politicians know this quite well. So 
do the fascist rulers. That is why the fascist rulers decided, before 
plunging into war, to mould public opinion to suit their ends, 
that is, to mislead it, to deceive it.

A military bloc of Germany and Italy against lhe interests 
of Britain and France in Europe? Bless us, do you call that a 
bloc? “We” have no military bloc. All “we” have is an innocuous 
“Berlin-Rome axis”; that is, just a geometrical equation for an 
axis. (Laughter.)

A military bloc of Germany, Italy and Japan against the inter
ests of lhe United Slates, Britain and France in the Far East? 
Nothing of the kind! “We” have no military bloc. All “we” have 
is an innocuous “Berlin-Rome-Tokyo triangle”; that is, a slight 
penchant for geometry. (General laughter.)

A war against the interests of Britain, France, the United 
States? Nonsense! “We” are waging war on lhe Comintern, not 
on these states. If you don’t believe it, read the “anti-Comintern 
pact” concluded between Italy, Germany and Japan.

That is how Messieurs the aggressors thought to mould public 
opinion, although it was not hard to see how preposterous 
this clumsy game of camouflage was; for it is ridiculous to 
look for Comintern “hotbeds” in the deserts of Mongolia, in 
the mountains of Abyssinia, or in the wilds of Spanish Morocco. 
(Laughter.)

But war is inexorable. It cannot be hidden under any guise. 
For no “axes,” “triangles” or “anti-Comintern pacts” can hide the 
fact that in this period Japan has seized a vast stretch of territory 
in China, that Italy has seized Abyssinia, that Germany has 
seized Austria and the Sudeten region, that Germany and Italy 
together have seized Spain—and all this in defiance of the inter
ests of the nonaggressive states. The war remains a war; the 
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military bloc of aggressors remains a military bloc; and the 
aggressors remain aggressors.

It is a distinguishing feature of the new imperialist war that 
it has not yet become a universal, a world war. The war is being 
waged by aggressor slates, who in every way infringe upon the 
interests of the nonaggressive states, primarily Britain, France 
and the U.S.A., while the latter draw back and retreat, making 
concession after concession to the aggressors.

Thus we are witnessing an open redivision of the world and 
spheres of influence at the expense of the nonaggressive states, 
without the least attempt at resistance, and even with a certain 
connivance, on their, part.

Incredible, but true.
To what are we to attribute this one-sided and strange 

character of the new imperialist war?
How is it that the nonaggressive countries, which possess such 

vast opportunities, have so easily and-without resistance aban
doned their positions and their obligations to please the ag
gressors?

Is it to be att ributed to the weakness of the nonaggressive states? 
Of course not! Combined, the nonaggressive, democratic states 
are unquestionably stronger than the fascist states, both economi
cally and militarily.

To what then are we to attribute the systematic concessions 
made by these states to the aggressors?

It might, be attributed, for example, to the fear that a revolu
tion might break out if the nonaggressive states were to go to war 
and the war were to assume world-wide proportions. The bour
geois politicians know, of course, that the first imperialist world 
war led to the victory of the revolution in one of lhe largest 
countries. They are afraid that a second imperialist world 
war may also lead to the victory of the revolution in one or 
several countries.

But at present this is not lhe sole or even the chief reason. The 
chief reason is that lhe majority of the nonaggressive countries, 
particularly Britain and France, have rejected the policy of 
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collective security, the policy of collective resistance to aggres
sors, and have taken up a position of nonintervention, a position 
of “neutrality.”

Formally speaking, the policy of nonintervention might be 
defined as follows: “Let each country defend itself against the 
aggressors as it likes and as best it can. That is not our affair. 
We shall trade both with the aggressors and with their victims.” 
But actually speaking, the policy of nonintervention means con
niving at aggression, giving free rein to war, and, consequently, 
transforming the war into a world war. The policy of noninter
vention reveals an eagerness, a desire, not to hinder the aggres
sors in their nefarious work: not to hinder Japan, say, from 
embroiling herself in a war with China, or, better still, with the 
Soviet Union; not to hinder Germany, say, from enmeshing 
herself in European affairs, from embroiling herself in a war 
with the Soviet Union; to allow all the belligerents to sink 
deeply into the mire of war., to encourage them surreptitiously 
in this; to allow them to weaken and exhaust one another; and 
then, when they have become weak enough» to appear on the 
scene with fresh strength, to appear, of course, “in the interests 
of peace,” and to dictate conditions to the enfeebled belli
gerents.

Cheap and easy!
Take Japan, for instance. It is characteristic that before Japan 

invaded North China all the influential French and British news
papers shouted about China’s weakness and her inability to 
offer resistance, and declared that Japan with her army could 
subjugate China in two or three months. Then the European 
and American politicians began to watch and wait. And then, 
when Japan commenced military operations, they let her have 
Shanghai, the vital centre of foreign capital in China; they let 
her have Canton, a centre of Britain’s monopoly influence in 
South China; they let her have Hainan, and they allowed her to 
surroimd Hongkong. Does not this look very much like encour
aging the aggressor? It is as though they were saying: “Embroil 
yourself deeper in war; then we shall see.”
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Or take Germany, for instance. They let her have Austria, 
despite the undertaking to defend her independence; they let her 
have the Sudeten region; they abandoned Czechoslovakia to her 
fate, thereby violating all their obligations; and then they began 
to lie vociferously in the press about “the weakness of the Russian 
army,” “the demoralization of the Russian air force,” and “riots” 
in the Soviet Union, egging on the Germans to march farther east, 
promising them easy pickings, and prompting them: “Just start 
war on the Bolsheviks, and everything will be all right.” It 
must be admitted that this too looks very much like egging on and 
encouraging the aggressor.

The hullabaloo raised by the British, French and American' 
press over the Soviet Ukraine is characteristic. The gentlemen of 
the press there shouted until they were hoarse that the Germans 
were marching on the Soviet Ukraine, that they now had what 
is called the Carpathian Ukraine, with a population of some seven 
hundred thousand, and that not later than this spring the Ger
mans would annex the Soviet Ukraine, which has a population 
of over thirty million, to this so-called Carpathian Ukraine. It 
looks as if the object of this suspicious hullabaloo was to incense 
the Soviet Union against.Germany, to poison the atmosphere and 
to provoke a conflict with Germany without any visible grounds.

It is quite possible, of course, that there are madmen in Ger
many who dream of annexing the elephant, that is, the Soviet 
Ukraine, to the gnat, namely, the so-called Carpathian Ukraine. 
If there really are such lunatics in Germany, rest assured that 
we shall find enough strait jackets for them in our country. 
(Thunderous applause.) But if we ignore the madmen and turn 
to normal people, is it not clearly absurd and foolish seriously to 
talk of annexing the Soviet Ukraine to this so-called Carpathian 
Ukraine? Imagine: the gnat comes to the elephant and says per
kily: “Ah, brother, how sorry I am for you.. . . Here you are with
out any landlords, without any capitalists, with no national op
pression, without any fascist bosses. Is that a way to live?... 
I look at you and I can’t help thinking that there is no hope for 
you unless you annex yourself to me. ... (General laughter.)
48*
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Well, so be it: I allow you to annex your tiny domain Lo my 
vast territories. .” {General laughter and applause.)

Even more characteristic is Lhe fact that certain European 
and American politicians and pressmen, having lost patience 
waiting for “the march on the Soviet Ukraine,” are themselves 
beginning to disclose what is really behind Lhe policy of nonin
tervention. They are saying quite openly, putting it down in 
black on white, that the Germans have cruelly “disappointed” 
them, for instead of marching farther east, against the Soviet 
Union, they have turned, you see, to the west and are demanding 
colonies. One might think that the districts of Czechoslovakia 
were yielded to Germany as the price of an undertaking to launch 
war on the Soviet Union, but that now Lhe Germans are refusing 
to meet their bills and are sending them to Hades.

Far he it from me to moralize on the policy of nonintervention, 
to talk of treason, treachery and so on. It would be naive to preach 
morals to people who recognize no human morality. Politics are 
politics, as the old, Case-hardened bourgeois diplomats say. It 
must be remarked, however, that the big and dangerous political 
game started by the supporters of the policy of nonintervention 
may end in serious fiasco for them.

Such is the true face of the now prevailing policy of noninter
vention.

Such is the political situation in the capitalist countries.

3. THE SOVIET UNION 
AND THE CAPITALIST COUNTRIES

The war has created a new situation with regard to the rela^- 
Lions between countries. It has enveloped them in an atmosphere 
of alarm and uncertainly. By undermining the basis of the 
postwar peace regime and overriding the elementary principles 
of international law, it has cast doubt on the value of interna
tional treaties and obligations. Pacifism and disarmament schemes 
are dead and buried. Feverish arming has taken their place. 
Everybody is arming, small states and big states, including 
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primarily those which practise the policy of nonintervention. 
Nobody believes any longer in Lhe unctuous speeches which claim 
that the Munich concessions to the aggressors and the Munich 
agreement opened a new era of “appeasement.” They are disbe
lieved even by the signatories to the Munich agreement, Britain 
and France, who are increasing their armaments no less than 
other countries.

Naturally, the U.S.S.R, could not ignore these ominous devel
opments. There is no doubt that any war, however small, started 
by the aggressors in any remote corner of the world constitutes a 
danger to the peace-loving countries. All the more serious then is 
the danger arising from the new imperialist war, which has 
already drawn into its orbit over five hundred million people in 
Asia, Africa and Europe. In view of this, while our country is un
swervingly pursuing a policy of maintaining peace, it is at the 
same time working very seriously to increase the preparedness 
of our Red Army and our Red Navy.

At the same time, in order to strengthen its international 
position, lhe Soviet Union decided to take certain other steps. 
At the end of 1934 our country joined the League of Nations, con
sidering that despite its weakness the League might nevertheless 
serve as a place where aggressors could be exposed, and as a cer
tain instrument of peace, however feeble, that might hinder the 
outbreak of war. The Soviet Union considers that in alarming 
times like these even so weak an international organization as 
the League of Nations should not be ignored. In May 1935 a treaty 
of mutual assistance against possible attack by aggressors was 
signed between France and the Soviet Union. A similar treaty 
was simultaneously concluded with Czechoslovakia. In March 
1936 the Soviet Union concluded a treaty of mutual assistance 
with the Mongolian People’s Republic. In August 1937 the Soviet 
Union concluded a pact of nonaggression with the Chinese 
Republic.

It was in such difficult international conditions that the'So-viet 
Union pursued its foreign policy of upholding the cause of peace.

The foreign policy of the Soviet Uni°n is clear and explicit,
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1. We stand for peace and the strengthening of business rela
tions with all countries. That is our position; and we shall adhere 
to this position as long as these countries maintain like relations 
with the Soviet Union, and as long as they make no attempt to 
trespass on the interests of our country.

2. We stand for peaceful, close and friendly relations with 
all the neighbouring countries which have common frontiers with 
the U.S.S.R. That is our position; and we shall adhere to this 
position as long as these countries maintain like relations with 
the Soviet Union, and as long as they make no attempt to tres
pass, directly or indirectly, on the integrity and inviolability of 
the frontiers of the Soviet state.

3. We stand for the support of nations which are the vic
tims of aggression and are fighting for the independence of their 
country.

4. We are not afraid of the threats of aggressors, and are ready 
to return two blows for every one delivered by warmongers who 
attempt to violate our Soviet frontiers.

Such is the foreign policy of the Soviet Union. (Loud and 
prolonged applause.)

In its foreign policy the Soviet Union relies upon:
1. Its growing economic, political and cultural might;
2. The moral and political unity of our Soviet society;
3. The mutual friendship of the nations of our country;
4. Its Red Army and Red Navy;
5. Its policy of peace;
6. The moral support of the working people of all countries, 

who are vitally concerned in the preservation of peace;
7. The good sense of the countries which for one reason or 

another have no interest in the violation of peace.

* « *
The tasks of the Party in the sphere of foreign policy are:
1. To continue the policy of peace and of strengthening busi- 

pass .relations with all countries;
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2. To be cautious and not allow our country to be drawn into 
conflicts by warmongers who are accustomed to have others pull 
the chestnuts out of the fire for them;

3. To strengthen the might of our Red Army and Red Navy 
to the utmost;

4. To strengthen the international bonds of friendship with 
the working people of all countries, who are interested in peace 
and friendship among nations.

II

INTERNAL AFFAIRS OF THE SOVIET UNION

Let us now pass to the internal affairs of our country.
From the standpoint of its internal situation, the Soviet 

Union, during the period under review, presented a picture of 
further progress of its entire economic life, a rise in culture, and 
growth of the political might of the country.

In the sphere of economic development, the most important 
result in the period under review is the completion of the recon
struction of industry and agriculture on the basis of new, modern 
technique. There are no more or hardly any more old plants in 
our country, with their backward technique, and hardly any 
old peasant farms, with their antediluvian equipment. Our indus
try and agriculture are now based on new, up-to-date technique. 
It may be said without exaggeration that from the standpoint 
of technique of production, from the standpoint of the degree of 
saturation of industry and agriculture with new machinery, our 
country is more advanced than any other country, where the old- 
machinery acts as a fetter on production and hampers the intro
duction of new techniques.

In the sphere of the social and political development of the 
country, the most important achievement in the period under 
review is that the remnants of the exploiting classes have been 
completely eliminated, that the workers, peasants and intellec
tuals have been welded into' one common front of the working 
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people, that the moral and political unity of Soviet society has 
been strengthened, that the friendship among the nations of our 
country has become closer, and that as a result of all this, the 
political life of our country has been completely democratized 
and a new Constitution created. No one will dare deny that our 
Constitution is the most democratic in the world, and that the 
results of the elections to the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R., 
as well as to the Supreme Soviets of the Union Republics, are the 
most indicative.

The result of all this is a completely stable internal situation 
and a solid power in the country such as any government in 
the world might envy.

Let us examine the concrete data illustrating the economic 
and political situation of our country.

1. FURTHER PROGRESS OF INDUSTRY
AND AGRICULTURE

a) Industry. During the period under review our industry 
presented a picture of uninterrupted progress. This progress was 
reflected not only in an increase of output generally, but, and 
primarily, in the flourishing state of socialist industry, on the one 
hand, and the doom of private industry, on the other.

Here is a table which illustrates this: [See p. 761—Ed.]
This table shows that during the period under review the output 

of our industry more than doubled, and that, moreover, the whole 
increase in output was accounted for by socialist industry.

Further, this table shows that the only system of industry in 
the U.S.S.R, is the socialist system.

Lastly, this table shows that the utter doom of private in
dustry is a fact which even a blind man cannot now deny.

The doom of private industry must not be regarded as a thing 
of chance- It perished, firstly, because the socialist economic 
system is superior to the capitalist system,; and, secondly, be
cause the socialist economic system made it possible for us to re
equip in a few year? the whole of our socialist industry on new and
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up-to-date technical lines. This is a possibility which the capi
talist economic system does not and cannot offer. It is a fact that, 
from the standpoint of technique of production, from the stand
point of the degree of saturation of industry with modern machin
ery, our industry holds first place in the world.

If we take the rate of growth of our industry, expressed in 
percentages of the prewar level, and compare it with the rate of 
growth of industry in the principal capitalist countries, we get 
the following picture:

(In 1913-38)

GROWTH OF INDUSTRY IN THE U.S.S.R. 
AND THE PRINCIPAL CAPITALIST COUNTRIES

1913 1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938

U.S.S.R. 100.0 380.5 457.0 562.6 732.7 816.4 908.8
U.S.A. 100.0 108.7 112.9 128.6 149.8 156.9 120.0
Britain 100.0 87.0 97.1 104.0 114.2 121.9 113.3
Germany 100.0 75.4 90.4 105.9 118.1 129.3 131.6
France 100.0 107.0 99.0 94.0 98.0 101.0 93.2

This table shows that our industry has grown more than 
ninefold as compared with prewar, whereas the industry of the 
principal capitalist countries continues to mark time round about 
the prewar level, exceeding the latter by only 20 or 30 per cent.

This means that as regards rate of growth our socialist industry 
holds first place in the world.

Thus we find that as regards technique of production and 
rate of growth of our industry, we have already overtaken and 
outstripped the principal capitalist countries.

In what respect are we lagging? We are still lagging economi
cally, that is, as regards the volume of our industrial output per 
head of the population. In Ï938 we produced about 15,000,000 
tons of pig iron; Britain produced 7,00(1,000 tons. It might seem 
that we are better off than Britain. But if we divide this 
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number of tons by the number of population we shall find that 
the output of pig iron per head of the population in 1938 was 
145 kilograms in Britain, and only 87 kilograms in the U.S.S.R. 
Or, further: in 1938 Britain produced 10,800,000 tons of steel 
and about 29,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity, whereas 
the U.S.S.R, produced 18,000,000 tons of steel and over 
39,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours^ of electricity. It might seem that 
we are better off than Britain. But if we divide this number of 
tons and kilowatt-hours by the number of population we shall 
find that in 1938 in Britain the output of steel per head of the 
population was 226 kilograms and of electricity 620 kilowatt- 
hours, whereas in the U.S.S.R, the output of steel per head of 
the population was only 107 kilograms, and of electricity only 
233 kilowatt-hours.

What is the reason for this? The reason is that our population 
is several times larger than that of Britain, and hence our 
requirements are greater: the Soviet Union has a population of 
170,000,000, whereas Britain has a population of not more 
than 46,000,000. The economic power of a country’s industry is 
not expressed by the volume of industrial output in general, 
irrespective of the size of population, but by the volume of in
dustrial output taken in direct reference to the amount consumed 
per head of the population. The larger a country’s industrial 
output per head of the population, the greater is its economic 
power; and, conversely, the smaller the output per head of the. 
population, the less is the economic power of the country and 
of its industry. Consequently, the larger a country’s popula
tion, the greater is the need for articles of consumption, 
and hence the larger should be the industrial output of the 
country.

Take, for example, the output of pig iron. In order to outstrip 
Britain economically in respect to production of pig iron, 
which in 1938 amounted in that country to 7,000,000 tons, 
we must increase our annual output of pig iron to 25,000,000 tons. 
In order economically to outstrip Germany, which in 1938 pro
duced 18,000,000 top? of pig iron in all, we must raise our annual 
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output to 40,000,000 or 45,000,000 tons. And in order to outstrip 
the U.S.A, economically—not as regards the level of 1938, 
which was a year of crisis, and in which the U.S.A, produced 
only 18,800,000 tons of pig iron, but as regards the level of 1929, 
when the U.S.A, was experiencing an industrial boom and when 
it produced about 43,000,000 tons of pig iron—we must raise 
our annual output of pig iron to 50,000,000 or 60,000,000 tons.

The same must be said of the production of steel and rolled 
steel, of the machine-building industry, and so on, inasmuch as 
these branches of industry, and all others too, depend in the long 
run on the production of pig iron.

We have outstripped the principal capitalist countries as 
regards technique of production and rate of industrial develop
ment. That is very good, but it is not enough. We must outstrip 
them economically as well. We can do it, and we must do it. 
Only if we outstrip the principal capitalist countries economically 
can we reckon upon our country being fully saturated with con
sumer goods, on having an abundance of products, and on being 
able to make the transition from the first phase of communism to 
its second phase.

What do we require to outstrip the principal capitalist coun
tries economically? First of all, we require the earnest and indom
itable desire to move ahead and the readiness to make sacri
fices and considerable capital investments for the utmost expan
sion of our socialist industry. Have we these requisites? We 
undoubtedly have! Further, we require a high technique of pro
duction and a high rate of industrial development. Have we 
these requisites? We undoubtedly have! Lastly, we require time. 
Yes, comrades, time. We must build new factories. We must 
train new cadres for industry. But that requires time, and no lit
tle time at that. We cannot outstrip the principal capitalist 
countries economically in two or three years. It will require rather 
more than that. Take, for example, pig iron and its production, 
How much time do we require to outstrip the principal capitalist 
countries economically in regard to the production of pig iron? 
When the second five-year plan was being drawn up, certain mem
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bers of Lhe former personnel of the State Planning Commission 
proposed that Lhe annual output of pig iron towards Lhe end of 
the second five-year plan should be fixed in the amount of sixty 
million tons. That means that they assumed the possibility of 
an average annual increase in pig iron production of ten million 
tons. This, of course, was sheer fantasy, if not worse. Inci
dentally, it was not only in regard to the production of pig iron 
that these comrades indulged their fantasy. They considered, for 
example, that during the period of the second five-year plan the 
annual increase of population in the U.S.S.R, should amount 
to three or four million persons, or even more. That was also 
fantasy, if not worse. But if we ignore these fantastic dreamers 
and come down to reality, we may consider quite feasible an 
average annua] increase in the output of pig iron of two or two 
and a half million Lons, bearing in mind the present state of tech
nique of iron smelting. The industrial history of the principal 
capitalist countries, as well as of our country, shows that such 
an annual rate of increase involves a great strain, but is quite 
feasible.

Hence, we require time, and no little time at that, in order 
to outstrip the principal capitalist countries economically. And 
the higher our productivity of labour becomes, and the more 
our technique of production is perfected, the more rapidly shall 
we be able to accomplish this cardinal economic task, the 
more shall we be able to reduce the period of its accomplish
ment.

b) Agriculture. Like the development of industry, the devel
opment of agriculture during the period under review has followed 
an upward trend. This upward trend is expressed not only 
in an increase of agricultural output, but, and primarily, in the 
growth and consolidation of socialist agriculture on the one hand, 
and thè downfall of individual peasant farming on the other. 
Whereas the grain area of the collective farms increased from 
75,000,000 hectares in 1933 to 92,000,000 in 1938, the grain area 
of the individual peasant farmers dropped in this period from 
15,700,000 hectares to 600,000 hectares, or to 0.6 per cent of the 
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total grain area. I will not mention the area under industrial 
crops, a branch in which individual peasant farming has been 
reduced to nil. Furthermore, it is well known that the collective 
farms now unite 18,800,000 peasant households, or 93.5 per cent 
of all the peasant households, aside from the collective fisheries 
and mixed industrial and agricultural artels.

This means that the collective farms have been firmly estab
lished and consolidated, and that the socialist system of farming 
is now our only form of agriculture.

If w’e compare the areas under all crops during the period under 
review7 with the crop areas in the prerevolutionary period, we 
observe the following picture of growth:

AREAS UNDER ALL CROPS IN THE U.S.S.R.
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1913 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938

Total crop area . 105.0 131.5 132.8 133.8 135.3 136.9 130.4
Of which:

a) Grain . 94.4 104.7 103.4 102.4 104.4 102.4 108.5
b) Industrial 4.5 10.7 10.6 10.8 11.2 11.0 244.4
e) Vegetable 3.8 8.8 9.9 9.8 9.0 9.4 247.4
d) Fodder 2.1 7.1 8.6 10.6 10.6 14.1 671.4

This table shows that we have an increase in area for 
all cultures, and above all for fodder, industrial crops, and 
vegetables.

This means that our agriculture is becoming more high
grade and productive, and that a solid foundation is being pro
vided for the increasing application of proper crop rotation.

The way our collective farms and state farms have been in
creasingly supplied with tractors, harvester combines and other 
machines during the period under review is shown by the fol
lowing tablesi



REPORT TO THE EIGHTEENTH CONGRESS Of THE C.P.S.U.(B.) 767

1. TRACTORS EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE IN THE U.S.S.R.

1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938
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agricultural un
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All tractors 3,209.2
I 
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8,385.0 9,256.2 288.4

Of which:
a) In machine and 

tractor stations 1,758.1 2,753.9 4,281.6 5,856.0 6,679.2 7,437.0 423.0
b) In state farms 

and auxiliary 
agricultural un
dertakings 1,401.7 1,669.5 1,861.4 1,730.7 1,647.5 1,751.8 125.0

2. TOTAL HARVESTER COMBINES AND OTHER MACHINES 
EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE IN THE U.S.S.R.

(In thousands; at end o/ year)
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Harvester combines 
Internal combustion and

25.4 32.3 50.3 87.8 128.8 153.5 604.3

steam engines 48.0 60 9 69.1 72.4 77.9 83.8 174.6
Complex and semicom
plex grain threshers 120.3 121 9 120.1 123.7 126.1 130.8 108.7
Motor trucks 26.6 40,3 63.7 96.2 144.5 195.8 736.1
Automobiles (units) 3,991 5,533 7,555 7,630 8,156 9,594 240.4
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If in addition to these figures, we bear in mind that in the 
period under review the number of machine and tractor sta
tions increased from 2,900 in 1934 to 6,350 in 1938, it may 
be safely said, on the basis of all these facts, that the recon
struction of our agriculture on the foundation of a new and 
up-to-date machine technique has in the main already been 
completed.

Our agriculture, consequently, is not only run on the largest 
scale, is not only the most mechanized in the world, and therefore 
produces the largest surplus for the market, but is also more fully 
equipped with modern machinery than the agriculture of any 
other country.

If we compare the harvests of grain and industrial crops dur
ing the period under review with the prerevolutionary period, 
we get the following picture of growth:

GROSS PRODUCTION OF GRAIN AND INDUSTRIAL CROPS 
IN THE U.S.S.R.

In millions of centners
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Grain 801.0 894.0 901.0 827.3 1,202.9 949.9 118.6
Raw cotton 7.4 11.8 17.2 23.9 25.8 26.9 363.5
Flax fibre 3.3 5.3 5.5 5.8 5.7 5.46 165.5
Sugar beet 109.0 113.6 162.1 168.3 218.6 166.8 153.0
Oil seed 21.5 36.9 42.7 42.3 51.1 46.6 216.7

From this table it can be seen that despite the drought in the 
eastern and southeastern districts in 1936 and 1938, and despite 
the unprecedentedly large harvest in 1913, the gross production 
of grain and industrial crops during the period under review 
steadily increased as compared with 1913.

Of particular interest is the question of the amount of grain 
marketed by the collective farms and state farms as compared 
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with their gross harvests. Comrade Nemchinov, the statistician, 
has calculated that of a gross grain harvest of 5,000,000,000 poods 
in prewar times, only about 1,300,000,000 poods were marketed. 
Thus the marketed proportion of the grain crop in those days was 
26 per cent. Comrade Nemchinov computes that in the years 
1926-27, for example, the proportion of marketed produce to 
gross harvest was about 47 per cent in the case of collective and 
state farming, which is large-scale farming, and about 12 per cent 
in the case of individual peasant farming. If we approach the 
matter more cautiously and assume the amount of marketed 
produce in the case of collective and state farming in 1938 to be 
40 per cent of the gross harvest, we find that in that year our 
socialist grain farming was able to release, and actually 
did release, about 2,300,000,000 poods of grain for the mar
ket, or 1,000,000,000 poods more than was marketed in pre
war times.

Consequently, the high proportion of produce marketed con
stitutes an important feature of state and collective farming, and 
is of cardinal importance for the food supply of our country.

It is this feature of the collective farms and state farms that 
explains the secret why our country has succeeded so easily and 
rapidly in solving the grain problem, the problem of producing 
an adequate supply of market grain for this vast country.

It should be noted that during the last three years annual 
grain deliveries to the state have not dropped below 1,600,000,000 
poods, while sometimes, as for example in 1937, they reached 
1,800,000,000 poods. If we add to this about 200,000,000 poods 
or so of grain purchased annually by the state, as well as several 
hundred million poods sold by collective farms and farmers 
directly in the market, we get in all the total of grain released 
by the collective farms and state farms already mentioned.

Further, it is interesting to note that during the last three 
years the base of market grain has shifted from the Ukraine, 
which was formerly considered the granary of our country, to 
the north and the east, that is, to the R.S.F.S.R. We know that 
during the last two or three years grain deliveries in the Ukraine 
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have amounted in all to about 400,000,000 poods annually, 
whereas in the R.S.F.S.R. the grain deliveries during these years 
have amounted to 1,100,000,000 or 1,200,000,000 poods annually.

That is how things stand with regard to grain farming.
As regards livestock farming, considerable advances have 

been made during the past few years in this, the most backward 
branch of agriculture, as well. True, in the number of horses and 
in sheep breeding we are still below the prerevolutionary level; 
but as regards cattle and hog breeding we have already passed 
the prerevolutionary level.

Here are the figures:

(In millions)
TOTAL HEAD OF LIVESTOCK IN THE U.S.S.R.
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Horses 35.8 16.6 15.7 15.9 16.6 16.7 17.5 48.9 105.4
Cattle 60.6 38.4 42.4 49.2 56.7 57.0 63.2 104.3 164.6
Sheep and 

goats 121.2 50.2 51.9 61.1 73,7 81.3 102.5 84.6 204.2
Hogs 20.9 12.1 17.4 22.5 30.5 22,8 30,6 146.4 252.9

There can be no doubt that the lag in horse breeding and 
sheep breeding will be remedied in a very short period.

e) Trade turnover and transport. The progress in industry and 
agriculture was accompanied by an increase in the trade turnover 
of the country. During the period under review the number of 
state and cooperative retail stores increased by 25 per cent. State 
and cooperative retail trade increased by 178 per cent. Trade 
in the collective-farm markets increased by 112 per cent.

Here is the corresponding table:



TRADE TURNOVER

1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938
1938 

compared 
with 1933 
(per cent)

1. State and cooperative 
retail stores and 
booths —at end of year 285,355 286,236 268,713 289,473 327,361 356,930 125.1

2. State and cooperative 
retail trade, including 
public catering (in 
millions of rubles) 49,789.2 61,814.7 81,712.1 106,760.9 125,943.2 138,574.3 278.3

3. Trade in collective
farm markets (in mil
lions of rubles) . . 11,500.0 14,000.0 14,500.0 15,607.2 17,799.7 24,399.2 212.2

4. Regional wholesale de
partments of the Peo
ple’s Commissariats of 
the Food Industry, 
Light Industry, Heavy 
Industry, Timber In
dustry, and Local In
dustry of the Union 
Republics—at end of 
year 718 836 1,141 1,798 1,912 1,99'i 277.7
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It is obvious that trade turnover in the country could not 
have so developed without a certain increase in freight traffic. 
And indeed during the period under review freight traffic increased 
in all branches of transport, especially rail and air. There was an 
increase in water-borne freight, too, but with considerable fluctua
tions, and in 1938, it is to be regretted, there was even a drop 
in water-borne freight as compared with the previous year.

Here is the corresponding tables

FREIGHT TRAFFIC

1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938
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38
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Railways (in 
millions of 
ton-kilome
tres) . . 169,500 205,700 258,100 323,400 354,800 369,100 217.7

River and ma
rine transport 
(in millions 
of ton-kilo
metres) k . . 50,200 56,500 68,300 72,300 70,100 66,000 131.5

Civil air fleet 
(in thousands 
of ton-kilo
metres) 3,100 6,400 9,800 21,900 24,900 31,700 1,022.6

There can be no doubt’that the comparative lag in water trans
port in 1938 will be remedied in 1939.
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2. FURTHER RISE IN THE MATERIAL AND CULTURAL 
STANDARD OF THE PEOPLE

The steady progress of industry and agriculture could not 
but lead, and has actually led, to a new rise in the material and 
cultural standard of the people.

The abolition of exploitation and the consolidation of the 
socialist economic system, the absence of unemployment, with 
its attendant poverty, in town and country, the enormous expan
sion of industry and the steady growth in the number of workers, 
the increase in the productivity of labour of the workers and 
collective farmers, the securement of the land to the collective 
farms in perpetuity, and the vast number of first-class tractors 
and agricultural machines supplied to the collective farms— 
all this has created effective conditions for a further rise in the 
standard of living of the workers and peasants; In its turn, the 
improvement in| the standard of living of the workers and peasants 
has naturally led to an improvement in the standard of living 
of the intelligentsia, who represent a considerable force in our 
country and serve the interests of the workers and the peasants.

Now it is no longer a question of finding room in industry for 
unemployed and homeless peasants who have been set adrift 
from their villages and live in fear of starvation—of giving them 
jobs out of charity. The time has long gone by when there were 
such peasants in our country. And that is a good thing, of course, 
for it testifies to the prosperity of our countryside. If anything, it 
is now a question of asking the collective farms to comply with 
our request and to release, say, about 1,500,000 young collective; 
farmers annually for the needs of our expanding industry; -The 
collective farms, which have already become prosperous, should1 
bear in mind that if we do not get this assistance from them it' 
will be very difficult to continue the expansion of our industry,- 
and that if we do not expand our industry we shall not be5afelÿ 
to satisfy the peasants’ growing demand for consumer goods; 
The collective farms are quite able to meet this request of ours, 
since the abundance of machinery in the collective farms releases 
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a portion of the rural workers, who, if transferred to industry, 
could be of immense service to our whole national economy.

As a result, we have the following indications of the improve
ment in the standard of living of the workers and peasants 
during the period under review:

1. The national income rose from 48,500,000,000 rubles in 
1933 to 105,000,000,000 rubles in 1938;

2. The number of factory and office workers rose from a little 
over 22,000,000 in 1933 to 28,000,000 in 1938;

3. The total annual payroll rose from 34,953,000,000 rubles 
to 96,425,000,000 rubles;

4. The average annual wages of industrial workers, which 
amounted to 1,513 rubles in 1933, rose to 3,447 rubles in 1938;

5. The total monetary incomes of the collective farms rose 
from 5,661,900,000rubles in 1933 to 14,180,100,000 rubles in 1937;

6. The average amount of grain received per collective-farm 
household in the grain-growing regions rose from 61 poods in 
1933 to 144 poods in 1937, exclusive of seed, emergency seed 
stocks, fodder for the collectively-owned cattle, grain deliveries, 
and payments in kind for.work performed by the machine and 
tractor stations;

7. State budget appropriations for social and cultural services 
rose from 5,839,900,000 rubles in 1933 to 35,202,500,000 rubles 
in 1938.

As regards the cultural standard of the people, its rise was 
commensurate with the rise in the standard of living.

From the standpoint of the cultural development of the peo
ple, the period under review has been marked by a veritable cul
tural revolution. The introduction of universal compulsory ele
mentary education in the languages of the various nationalities 
of the U.S.S.R., the increasing number of schools and scholars 
of all grades, the increasing number of college-trained experts, 
and the creation and growth of a new intelligentsia, a Soviet 
intelligentsia—such is the general picture of the cultural ad
vancement of our people.

Here are the figures;
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Unit of 
measurement 1933-34 1938-39 1938-39 compared 

with 1933-34

Number of pupils and students of all grades 
Of which:

thousands 23,814 33,965.4 142.6%

In elementary schools 17,873.5 21,288.4 119.1%
In secondary schools (general and special) 5,482.2 12,076.0 220.3%
In higher educational institutions
Number of persons engaged in all forms of

458.3 601.0 131.1%

study in the U.S.S.R. — 47,442.1 —
Number of public libraries 40.3 70.0 173.7%
Number of books in public libraries millions 86.0 126.6 147.2%
Number of clubs thousands 61.1 95.6 156.5%
Number of theatres
Number of cinema installations (excluding

units 587 790 134.6%

narrow-film)
Of which:

27,467 30,461 110.9%

With sound equipment
Number of cinema installations (excluding

498 15,202 31 times

narrow-film) in rural districts 
Of which:

17,470 18,991 108.7%

With sound equipment 24 6,670 278 times
Annual newspaper circulation millions 4,984.6 7,092.4 142.3%
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2) number of schools built in the u.s.s.r. 
IN 1933-38

In towns and 
hamlets

In rural 
localities Total

1933 326 3,261 3,587
1934 577 3,488 4,065
1935 533 2,829 3,362
1936 1,505 4,206 5,711
1937 730 1,323 2,053
1938 583 1,246 1,829

Total (1933-38) 4,254 16,353 20,607

3) YOUNG SPECIALISTS GRADUATED FROM HIGHER 
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS IN 1933-38 

(In thousands)

1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938

Total for U.S.S.R, (exclusive 
of military specialists) 34.6 49.2 83.7 97.6 104.8 106.7

1. Engineers for industry and 
building 6.1 14.9 29.6 29.2 27.6 25.2-

2. Engineers for transport and 
communications 1.8 4,0 7.6 6.6 7.0 6.1

3. Agricultural engineers, ag
ronomists, veterinarians and 
zootechnicians 4.8 .6.3 8.8 10.4 11.3 10.6

4. Economists and jurists . . 2.5 2.5 5.0 6.4 5.0 5.7
5. Teachers of secondary schools, 

workers’ faculties, tech
nical schools, and other edu
cational workers, including 
art workers 10.5 7.9 12.5 21.6 31.7 35.7

6. Physicians, pharmacists, and 
physical culture instructors 4.6 2.5 7.5 9.2 12 3 13 67. Other specialities 4.3 11.1 12.7 14.2 9.9 9.8
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As a result of this immense cultural work a numerous new, 
Soviet intelligentsia has arisen and developed in our country, 
an intelligentsia which has emerged from the ranks of the working 
class, peasantry and Soviet employees, which is of the flesh and 
blood of our people, has never known the yoke of exploitation, 
hates exploiters, and is ready to serve the peoples of the 
U.S.S.R, faithfully and devotedly.

I think that the rise of this new, socialist intelligentsia of 
the people is one of the most important results of the cultural 
revolution in our country.

3. FURTHER CONSOLIDATION 
OF THE SOVIET SYSTEM

One of the most important results of the period under review 
is that it has led to the further internal consolidation of the coun
try, to the further consolidation of the Soviet system.

Nor could it be otherwise. The firm establishment of the so
cialist system in all branches of national economy, the progress 
of industry and agriculture, the rising material standard of the 
working people, the rising cultural standard of the masses and 
their increasing political activity—all this, accomplished under 
the guidance of the Soviet government, could not but lead to 
the further consolidation of the Soviet system.

The feature that distinguishes Soviet society today from any 
capitalist society is that it no longer contains antagonistic, hos
tile classes; that the exploiting classes have been eliminated, 
while the workers, peasants and intellectuals, who make up 
Soviet society, live and work in friendly collaboration. Where
as capitalist society is torn by irreconcilable antagonisms be
tween workers and capitalists and between peasants and land
lords—resulting in its internal instability—Soviet society, lib
erated from the yoke of exploitation, knows no such antago
nisms, is free of class conflicts, and presents a picture of friendly 
collaboration between workers, peasants and intellectuals. It 
is this community of interest which has formed the basis for 
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the development of such motive forces as the moral and political 
unity of Soviet society, the mutual friendship of the nations of 
the U.S.S.R., and Soviet patriotism. It has also been the basis 
for the Constitution of the U.S.S.R, adopted in November 
1936, and for the complete democratization of the elections to 
the supreme organs of the country.

As to the elections to the supreme organs, they were a magnifi
cent demonstration of that unity of Soviet society and of that 
friendship among the nations of the U.S.S.R, which constitute 
the characteristic feature of the internal situation of our country. 
As we know, in the elections to the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R, 
in December 1937, nearly 90,000,000 votes, or 98.6 per cent of 
the total ballot, were cast for the Communist and non-Party 
bloc, while in the elections to the Supreme Soviets of the Union 
Republics in June 1938, 92,000,000 votes, or 99.4 per cent of 
the total ballot, were cast for the Communist and non-Party bloc.

There you have the basis of the stability of the Soviet system 
and the source of the inexhaustible strength of Soviet government.

This means, incidentally, that in case of war, the rear and 
front of our army, by reason of their homogeneity and inherent 
unity, will be stronger than those of any other country, a fact 
which foreign lovers of military conflicts would do well to re
member.

Certain foreign pressmen have been talking drivel to the 
effect that the purging of Soviet organizations of spies, assassins 
and wreckers like Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Yakir, Tukha
chevsky, Rosengolts, Bukharin and other fiends has “shaken” 
the Soviet system and caused its “demoralization.” All this cheap 
drivel deserves is laughter and scorn. How can the purging of 
Soviet organizations of noxious and hostile elements shake and 
demoralize the Soviet system? The Trotsky-Bukharin bunch, 
that handful of spies, assassins and wreckers, who kowtowed to 
the foreign world, who were possessed by a slavish instinct to 
grovel before every foreign bigwig and were ready to serve 
him as spies—that handful of individuals who did not under
stand that the humblest Soviet citizen, being free from the fet
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ters of capital, stands head and shoulders above any high-placed 
foreign bigwig whose neck wears the yoke of capitalist slavery— 
of what use that miserable band of venal slaves, of what value 
can they be to the people, and whom can they “demoralize”? 
In 1937 Tukhachevsky, Yakir, Uborevich and other fiends were 
sentenced to be shot. After that, the elections to the Supreme 
Soviet of the U.S.S.R, were held. In these elections, 98.6 per 
cent of the total vote was cast for Soviet government. At the 
beginning of 1938 Rosengolts, Rykov, Bukharin and other fiends 
were sentenced to be shot. After that, the elections to the Su
preme Soviets of the Union Republics were held. In these elec
tions 99.4 per cent of the total vote was cast for Soviet govern
ment. Where are the symptoms of “demoralization,” we would 
like to know, and why was this “demoralization” not reflected 
in the results of the elections?

To listen to these foreign drivellers one would think that if 
the spies, assassins and wreckers had been left at liberty to wreck, 
murder and spy without let or hindrance, the Soviet organiza
tions would have been far sounder and stronger. (Laughter.) 
Are pot these gentlemen giving themselves away too soon by so 
insolently defending the-cause of spies, assassins and wreckers?

Would it not be truer to say that the weeding out of spies, 
assassins and wreckers from our Soviet organizations was bound 
to lead, and did lead, to the further strengthening of these or
ganizations?

What, for instance, do the events at Lake Hassan show, if 
not that the weeding out of spies and wreckers is the surest means 
of strengthening our Soviet organizations?

* * *

The tasks of the Party in the sphere of internal policy are:
1. To promote the further progress- of our industry, rise of 

productivity of labour, and perfection of the technique of produc
tion, in order, having already outstripped the principal capital
ist countries in technique of production and rate of industrial 
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development, to outstrip them economically as well in the next 
ten or fifteen years.

2. To promote the further progress of our agriculture and 
stock breeding so as to achieve in the next three or four years 
an annual grain harvest of 8,000,000,000 poods, with an average 
yield of 12-13 centners per hectare; an average increase in the 
harvest of industrial crops of 30-35 per cent; and an increase 
in the number of sheep and hogs by 100 per cent, of cattle by about 
40 per cent, and of horses by about 35 per cent.

3. To continue to improve the material and cultural standards 
of the workers, peasants and intellectuals.

4. Steadfastly to carry into effect our socialist Constitution; 
to complete the democratization of the political life of the coun
try; to strengthen the moral and political unity of Soviet society 
and fraternal collaboration among our workers, peasants and intel
lectuals; to promote the friendship of the peoples of the U.S.S.R, 
to the utmost, and to develop and cultivate Soviet patriotism.

5. Never to forget that we are surrounded by a capitalist 
world; to remember that the foreign espionage services will 
smuggle spies, assassins and wreckers into our country; and, re
membering this, to strengthen our socialist intelligence service 
and systematically help it to defeat and eradicate the enemies 
of the people.

Ill

FURTHER STRENGTHENING OF THE C.P.S.U.(B.)

From the standpoint of the political line and day-to-day prac
tical work, the period under review was one of complete victory 
for the general line of our Party. {Loud and prolonged applause.)

The principal achievements demonstrating the correctness 
of the policy of our Party and the correctness of its leadership are 
the firm establishment of the socialist system in the entire na
tional economy, the completion of the reconstruction of industry 
and agriculture on the basis of modern technique, the fulfilment 
of the Second Five-Year Plan in industry ahead, of time, the 
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increase of the annual grain harvest to a level of 7,000,000,000 
poods, the abolition of poverty and unemployment, and the 
rising material and cultural standard of the people.

In the face of these imposing achievements, the opponents 
of the general line of our Party, all the various “Left” and “Right” 
trends, all the Trotsky-Pyatakov and Bukharin-Rykov renegades 
were forced to creep into their shells, to tuck away their hackneyed 
“platforms” and go under cover. Lacking the manhood to submit 
to the will of the people, they preferred to merge with the Men
sheviks, Socialist-Revolutionaries and fascists, to become the 
tools of foreign espionage services, to hire themselves out as spies, 
and to commit themselves to help the enemies of the Soviet Union 
to dismember our country and to restore capitalist slavery in it.

Such was the inglorious end of the opponents of the line of 
our Party, who finished up as enemies of the people.

Having smashed the enemies of the people and purged the 
Party and Soviet organizations of renegades, the Party became 
still more strongly united in its political and organizational work 
and rallied even more solidly around its Central Committee. 
{Stormy applause. All the delegates rise and cheer the speaker. 
Shouts of “Hurrah for Comrade Stalin!” “Long live Comrade 
Stalinl” “Hurrah for the Central Committee of our Party!”)

Let us examine the concrete facts illustrating the develop
ment of the internal life of the Party and its organizational and 
propaganda work during the period under review.

1. MEASURES TO IMPROVE THE COMPOSITION OF THE PARTI. 
DIVISION OF ORGANIZATIONS. CLOSER CONTACT

BETWEEN THE LEADING PARTI BODIES 
AND THE WORK OF THE LOWER BODIES

The strengthening of the Party and of its leading bodies dur
ing the period under review proceeded chiefly along two lines: 
along the line of regulating the composition of the Party, eject
ing unreliable elements and selecting the best elements, and 



782 J. STALIN

along the line of dividing up the organizations, reducing their 
size, and bringing the leading bodies closer to the concrete, day- 
to-day work of the lower bodies.

At the Seventeenth Party Congress 1,874,488 Party members 
were represented. Comparing this figure with the number of 
Party members represented at the preceding congress, the Six
teenth Party Congress, we find that in the interval between these 
two congresses 600,000 new members joined the Party. The Party 
could not but feel that such a mass influx into its ranks in the 
conditions prevailing in 1930-33 was an unhealthy and undesir
able expansion of its membership. The Party knew that not only 
honest and loyal people were joining its ranks, but also chance 
elements and careerists, who were seeking to utilize the badge 
of the Party for their own personal ends. The Party could not 
but know that its strength lay not only in the size of its member
ship, but, and above all, in the quality of its members. The 
question accordingly arose of regulating the composition of the 
Party. It was decided to continue the purge of Party members 
and candidate members begun in 1933; and the purge actually 
was continued until May 1935. It was further decided to suspend 
the admission of new members into the Party; and it actually 
was suspended until September 1936, the admission of new mem
bers being resumed only on November 1, 1936. Further, in con
nection with the dastardly murder of Comrade Kirov, which 
showed that there were no few suspicious elements in the Party, 
it was decided to undertake a verification of the records of Party 
members and an exchange of old Party cards for new ones, both 
these measures being completed only in September 1936. Only 
after this was the admission of new members and candidate mem
bers into the Party resumed. As a result of all these measures, the 
Party succeeded in weeding out chance, passive, careerist and 
directly hostile elements, and in culling the staunchest and most 
loyal. It cannot be said that the purge was not accompanied by 
grave mistakes. There were unfortunately more mistakes than-' 
might have been expected. Undoubtedly, we shall have no need 
to resort to the method of mass purges any more. Nevertheless, 
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the purge of 1933-36 was unavoidable and on the whole its re
sults were beneficial. The number of Party members represented 
at this, the Eighteenth Congress, is about 1,600,000, which is 
270,000 less than were represented at the Seventeenth Congress. 
But there is nothing bad in that. On the contrary, it is all to the 
good, for the Party is strengthened by purging its ranks of 
dross. Our Party is now somewhat smaller in membership, but 
on the other hand it is better in quality.

That is a big achievement.
As regards improvement of the Party’s day-to-day leadership 

by bringing it closer to the work of the lower bodies and by mak
ing it more concrete, the Party came to the conclusion that the 
best way to make it easier for the Party bodies to guide the organ
izations and to make the leadership itself concrete, alive and 
practical was to divide up the organizations, to reduce their size. 
People’s Commissariats as well as the administrative organiza
tions of the various territorial divisions, that is, the Union 
Republics, territories, regions, districts, etc., were divided up. 
The result of the measures adopted is that instead of 7 Union 
Republics, we now have 11; instead of 14 People’s Commissariats 
of the U.S.S.R, we have 34; instead of 70 territories and regions 
we have 110; instead of 2,559 urban and rural districts we have 
3,815. Correspondingly, within the system of leading Party 
bodies, we now have 11 central committees, headed by the Cen
tral Committee of the C.P.S.U.(B.), 6 territorial committees, 
104 regional committees, 30 area committees, 212 city commit
tees, 336 city district committees, 3,479 rural district commit
tees, and 113,060 primary Party organizations.

It cannot be said that the dividing of organizations will stop 
there. Most likely it will be carried further. But, however that may 
be, it is already yielding good results both in improving the day-to- 
day leadership of the work and in bringing the leadership itself 
closer to the concrete work of the lower bodies. I need not mention 
that this dividing up of organizations has made it possible to 
promote hundreds and thousands of new people to leading posts.

That, too, is a big achievement.
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2. SELECTION, PROMOTION AND ALLOCATION 
OF CADRES

Regulating the composition of the Party and bringing the 
leading bodies closer to the concrete work of the lower bodies 
was not, and could not be, the only means of further strength
ening the Party and its leadership. Another means adopted in the 
period under review was a radical improvement in the training 
of cadres, in the work of selecting, promoting and allocating 
cadres and of testing them in the process of work.

The Party cadres constitute the commanding staff of the 
Party; and since our Party is in power, they also constitute the 
commanding staff of the leading organs of state. After a correct 
political line has been worked out and tested in practice, the 
Party cadres become the decisive force in the leadership exercised 
by the Party and the state. A correct political line is, of course, 
the primary and most important thing. But that in itself is not 
enough. A correct political line is not needed as a declaration, but 
as something to be carried into effect. But in order to carry a 
correct political line into effect, we must have cadres, people 
who understand the political line of the Party, who accept it as 
their own line, who are prepared to carry it into effect, who are 
able to put it into practice and are capable of answering for it, 
defending it and fighting for it. Failing this, a correct politi
cal line runs the risk of being purely nominal.

And here arises the problem of properly selecting cadres and 
fostering them, of promoting new people, of correctly allocating 
cadres, and testing them by work accomplished.

What is meant by properly selecting cadres?
Properly selecting cadres does not mean just gathering around 

one a lot of deps and subs, setting up an office and issuing order 
after order. (Laughter.) Nor does it mean abusing one’s powers, 
switching scores and hundreds of people back and forth from one 
job to another without rhyme or reason and conducting endless 
“reorganizations.” (Laughter.)

Proper selection of cadres means:
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Firstly, valuing cadres as the gold reserve of the Party and 
the state, treasuring them, respecting them.

Secondly, knowing cadres, carefully studying their individual 
merits and shortcomings, knowing in what post the capacities 
of a given worker are most likely to develop.

Thirdly, carefully fostering cadres, helping every promising 
worker to advance, not grudging time on patiently “bothering” 
with such workers and accelerating their development.

Fourthly, boldly promoting new and young cadres in time, 
so as not to allow them to stagnate in their old posts and grow 
stale.

Fifthly, allocating workers to posts in such a way that each 
feels he is in the right place, that each may contribute to our com
mon cause the maximum his personal capacities enable him to 
contribute, and that the general trend of the work of allocating 
cadres may fully answer to the demands of the political line for 
the carrying out of which this allocation of cadres is designed.

Particularly important in this respect is the bold and timely 
promotion of new and young cadres. It seems to me that our 
people are not quite clear on this point yet. Some think that 
in selecting people we must chiefly rely on the old cadres. Others, 
on the contrary, think that we must chiefly rely on young cadres. 
It seems to me that both are mistaken. The old cadres, of course, 
are a valuable asset to the Party and the state. They possess what 
the young cadres lack, namely, tremendous experience in leader
ship, a steeled knowledge of Marxist-Leninist principles, knowl
edge of affairs, and a capacity for orientation. But, firstly, there are 
never enough old cadres, there are far less than required, and they 
are already partly going out of commission owing to the operation 
of the laws of nature. Secondly, part of the old cadres are some
times inclined to keep a too persistent eye on the past, to cling to 
the past, to stay in the old rut and fail to observe the new in 
life. This is called losing the sense of the new. It is a very serious 
and dangerous shortcoming. As to the young cadres, they, of 
course, have not the experience, the schooling, the knowledge of 
affairs and the capacity of orientation of the old cadres. But, 
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firstly, the young cadres constitute the vast majority; secondly, 
they are young, and as yet are not subject to the danger of going 
out of commission; thirdly, they possess in abundance the sense 
of the new, which is a valuable quality in every Bolshevik work
er; and, fourthly, they develop and acquire knowledge so rapid
ly, they press upward so eagerly, that the time is not far off when 
they will overtake the old fellows, take their stand side by side 
with them, and become worthy of replacing them. Consequently, 
the point is not whether we should rely on the old cadres or the 
new, but rather that we should steer for a combination; a union 
of the old and the young cadres in one common symphony of 
leadership of the Party and the state. {Prolonged applause.)

That is why we must boldly and in good time promote young 
cadres to leading posts.

One of the important achievements of the Party during the 
period under review in the matter of strengthening the Party 
leadership is that, when selecting cadres, it has successfully 
pursued, from top to bottom, just this course of combining old 
and young workers.

Data in the possession of the Central Committee of the Party 
show that during the period under review the Party succeeded 
in promoting to leading state and Party posts over 500,000 young 
Bolsheviks, members of the Party and people standing close to 
the Party, over 20 per cent of whom were women.

What is our task now?
Our task now is to concentrate the work of selecting cadres, 

from top to bottom, in the hands of one body and to raise it to 
a proper, scientific, Bolshevik level.

This entails putting an end to the division of the work of 
studying, promoting and selecting cadres among various depart
ments and sectors and concentrating it in one body.

This body should be the Cadres Administration of the Central 
Committee of the C.P.S.U.(B.) and a corresponding cadres de
partment in each of the republican, territorial and regional 
Party organizations,



REPORT TO THE EIGHTEENTH CONGRESS OF THE C.P.S.U. (B.) 787

8. PARTY PROPAGANDA. MARXIST-LENINIST TRAINING 
OF PARTÏ MEMBERS AND PARTY CADRES

There is still another sphere of Party work, a very important 
and very responsible one, in which the work of strengthening the 
Party and its leading bodies has been carried on during the 
period under review. I am referring to Party propaganda and agita
tion, oral and printed, the work of training the Party membersand 
Party cadres in the spirit of Marxism-Leninism, the work of raising 
the political and theoretical level of the Party and its workers.

There is hardly need to dwell on the cardinal importance of 
Party propaganda, of Lhe Marxist-Leninist training of our person
nel. I am referring not only to Party personnel. I am also refer
ring to the personnel of the Young Communist League, trade 
union, trade, cooperative, economic, stale, educational, mili
tary and other organizations. The work of regulating the composi
tion of the Party and of bringing the leading bodies closer to the 
activities of the lower bodies may be organized satisfactorily; 
the work of promoting, selecting and allocating cadres may also 
be organized satisfactorily; but, with all this, if our Party prop
aganda for some reason or other goes lame, if the Marxist-Lenin
ist training of our cadres begins to languish, if our work of rais
ing the political and theoretical level of these cadres flags, and 
the cadres themselves cease on account of this to show interest 
in the prospect of our further progress, cease to understand the 
truth of our cause and are transformed into narrow plodders with 
no outlook, blindly and mechanically carrying out instructions 
from above—then our entire state and Party work must inevi
tably languish. It must be accepted as an axiom that the higher 
the political level and the Marxist-Leninist understanding of 
the workers in any branch of state or Party work, the better and 
more fruitful will be the work itself, and the more effective the 
results of the work; and, vice versa, the lower the political lev
el and Marxist-Leninist understanding of the workers, the greater 
will be the likelihood of disruption and failure in the work, of the 
workers themselves becoming shallow and deteriorating into paltry
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plodders, of their degenerating altogether. It may be confidently 
staled that if we succeeded in training the cadres in all branches 
of our work ideologically, and in schooling them politically, to 
such an extent as to enable them easily to orientate themselves 
in the internal and international situation; if we succeeded in 
making them quite mature Marxists-Leninists capable of solving 
the problems involved in the guidance of the country without 
serious error, we would have every reason to consider nine 
tenths of our problems already settled. And we certainly can 
accomplish this, for we have all the means and opportunities 
for doing so.

The training and moulding of our young cadres usually pro
ceeds in each particular branch of science or technology along 
the line of specialization. That is necessary and expedient. There 
is no reason why a man who specializes in medicine should at 
the same time specialize in physics or botany, or vice versa. JBut 
there is one branch of science which Bolsheviks in all branches 
of science are in duty bound to know, and.that is the Marxist- 
Leninist science of society, of the laws of social development, 
of the laws of development of the. proletarian revolution, of the 
laws of development of socialist construction, and of the victory 
of communism. For a man who calls himself a Leninist cannot be 
considered a real Leninist if he shuts himself up in his special
ity, in mathematics, botany or chemistry, let us say, and sees 
nothing beyond that speciality. A Leninist cannot be just a spe
cialist in his favourite science; he must also be a political and 
public worker, keenly interested in the destinies of his country, 
acquainted with the laws of social development, capable of 
applying these laws, and striving to be an active participant in 
the political guidance of the country. This, of course, will be 
an additional burden on specialists who are Bolsheviks. But it 
will be a burden more than compensated for by its results.

The task of Party propaganda, the task of the Marxist-Lenin
ist training of cadres, is to help our cadres in all branches of 
work to become versed in the Marxist-Leninist science of the laws 
of social development.
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Measures for improving the work of propaganda and of the 
Marxist-Leninist training of cadres have been discussed many 
times by the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.(B.) jointly 
with propagandists from various regional Party organizations. 
The publication, in September 1938, of the History of the 
C.P.S.U.(B.)—Short Course was taken into account in this 
connection. It was ascertained that the publication of the History 
of the C.P.S.U.(B.) had given a new impetus to Marxist-Leninist 
propaganda in our country. The results of the work of the Central 
Committee of the C.P.S.U.(B.) have been published in its deci
sion “On the Organization of Party Propaganda in Connection 
with the Publication of the History of the C.P.S.U.(B.)—Short 
Course."

On the basis of this decision and with due reference to the de
cisions of the Plenum of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.(B.) 
of March 1937 on “Defects in Party Work,” the Central Committee 
of the C.P.S.U.(B.) has outlined the following major measures 
for eliminating the defects in Party propaganda and improving 
the Marxist-Leninist training of Party members and Party cadres:

1. To concentrate the work of Party propaganda and agita
tion in one body and to merge the propaganda and agitation 
departments and the press departments into a single Propagan
da and Agitation Administration of the Central Committee of the 
C.P.S.U.(B.), and to organize corresponding propaganda and agi
tation departments in each republican, territorial and regional 
Party organization;

2. Recognizing as incorrect the infatuation for the system of 
propaganda through study circles, and considering the method of 
individual study of the principles of Marxism-Leninism by Party 
members to be more expedient, to centre the attention of the 
Party on propaganda through the press and on the organization 
of a system of propaganda by lectures;

3. To organize one-year Courses of Instruction for our lower 
cadres in each regional centre;

4, To organize two-year Lenin Schools for our middle cadres 
in a number of centres of the country;
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5. To organize a Highcr-Schoo] of Marxism-Leninism under 
the auspices of the Central Committee of the G.P.S.U.(B.) with 
a three-year course for the training of highly-qualified Party 
theoreticians;

6. To set up one-year Courses of Instruction for propagandists 
and journalists in a number of centres of the country;

7. To set up in connection with the Higher School of Marxism- 
Leninism six-month Courses of Instruction for teachers of Marxism- 
Leninism in the higher educational establishments.

There can be no doubt that the implementation of these meas
ures, which are already being carried out, although not yet suffi
ciently, will soon yield beneficial results.

4. SOME QUESTIONS OF THEORY

Another of the defects of out propagandist and ideological 
work is the absence of full clarity-among our comrades on cer
tain theoretical questions of vital practical importance, the ex
istence of a certain amount of confusion on these questions. I 
refer to the question of the state in general, and of our socialist 
state in particular, and to the question of our Soviet intelligentsia.

It is sometimes asked: “We have abolished the exploiting 
classes; there are no longer any hostile classes in the country; 
there is nobody to suppress; hence there is no more need for the 
state; it must die away.—Why then do we not help our socialist 
state to wither away? Why do we not strive to put an end to it? 
Is it not time to get rid of the state, as so much lumber?”

Or again: “The exploiting classes have already been abolished 
in our country; socialism has in the main been built; we are ad
vancing towards communism. Now, the Marxist doctrine of the 
state says that there is to be no state under communism.—Why 
then do we not help our socialist state to wither away ? Is it not 
time we relegated the state to the museum of antiquities?”

These questions show that those who ask them have conscien
tiously memorized certain tenets of the doctrine of Marx and 
Engels about the state. But they also show that these comrades
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have not grasped the essential meaning of this doctrine; that 
they do not realize in what historical conditions the various te
nets of this doctrine were elaborated; and, what is more, that 
they do not understand present-day international conditions, 
have overlooked the capitalist encirclement and the dangers it 
entails for Lhe socialist country. These questions not only betray 
an underestimation of the capitalist encirclement, but also an 
underestimation of the role and significance of the bourgeois 
states and their organs, which send spies, assassins and wreckers 
into our country and are waiting for a favourable opportunity 
to attack it by armed force. They likewise betray an underestima
tion of the role and significance of our socialist state and of its 
military, penal and intelligence organs, which are essential 
for the defence of Lhe Land of Socialism from foreign attack. 
It must be confessed that Lhe comrades mentioned are not the 
only ones guilty of this underestimation. All the Bolsheviks, 
all of us without exception, to a certain extent sin in this respect. 
Is it not surprising that we learned about Lhe espionage and con
spiratorial activities of Lhe Trotskyite and Bukharinite ringlead
ers only quite recently, in 1937 and 1938, although, as the evi
dence shows, these gentry were in the service of foreign espionage 
organizations and carried on conspiratorial activities from the very 
first days of the October Revolution? How could wre have failed 
to notice so grave a matter? How are we to explain this blunder? 
The usual answer to this question is that we could not possibly' 
have assumed that these people could have fallen so low. But 
that is no explanation, still less is it a justification: for theblun- 
der was a blunder. How is this blunder to be explained? It is to 
be explained by an underestimation of the strength and significance 
of the mechanism of the bourgeois states surrounding us and of 
their espionage organs, which endeavour to take advantage of 
people’s weaknesses, their vanity, their slackness of will, to 
enmesh them in their espionage nets and use them to surround 
the organs of the Soviet state. It is to be explained by an under
estimation of the role and significance of the mechanism 
of our socialist state and of its intelligence service, by an 
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underestimation of the importance of this intelligence service, 
by the twaddle that an intelligence service in the Soviet state 
is an unimportant trifle, and that the Soviet intelligence serv
ice and the Soviet state itself will soon have to be relegated 
to the museum of antiquities.

What could have given rise to this underestimation?
It arose owing to the fact that certain of the general tenets of 

the Marxist doctrine of the state were incompletely elaborated 
and were inadequate. It received currency owing to our unpardon- 
ably heedless attitude to matters pertaining to the theory of the 
state, in spite of the fact that we have had twenty years of practi
cal experience in state affairs which provides rich material for 
theoretical generalizations, and in spite of the fact that, given 
the desire, we have every opportunity of successfully filling this 
gap in theory. We have forgotten Lenin’s highly important injunc
tion about the theoretical duties of Russian Marxists, that it 
is their mission to further develop the Marxist theory. Here is 
what Lenin said in this connection;

“We do not regard Marxist theory as something completed and invio
lable; on the contrary, we are convinced that it has only laid the cornérstone 
of the science which Socialists must further advance in all directions if they 
■wish to keep pace with life. We think that an independent elaboration of the 
Marxist theory is especially essentia] for Russian Socialists, for this theory 
provides only general guiding principles, which, in particular, are applied 
in England differently from France, in France differently from Germany, and 
in Germany differently from Russia.” (Lenin, Vol. II, p. 492.)

Consider, for example, the classical formulation of the theory 
of the development of the socialist state given by Engels:

“As soon as there is no longer any class of society to be held in subjec
tion; as soon as, along with class domination and the struggle for individual 
existence based on the anarchy of production hitherto, the collisions and 
excesses arising from these have also been abolished, there is nothing more 
to be repressed which would make a special repressive force, a state, neces
sary . The first act in which the state really conies forward as the repre
sentative of society as a whole—the taking possession of the means of pro
duction in the name of society—is at the same time its last independent act 
as a state. The interference of the state power in social relations becomes 
superfluous tn one sphere after another, and then ceases of itself. The 
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government of persons is replaced by the administration of things and the 
direction of the processes of production. The state is not ‘abolished/ it 
withers away." (F. Engels, Anti-Dühring, Partizdat, 1933, p. 202.)

Is this proposition of Engels’ correct?
Yes, it is correct, but only on one of two conditions: a) if we 

study the socialist state only from the angle of the internal devel
opment of a country, abstracting ourselves in advance from the 
international factor, isolating, for the convenience of investiga
tion, the country and the state from the international situa
tion; or b) if we assume that socialism is already victorious 
in all countries, or in the majority of countries, that a socialist 
encirclement exists instead of a capitalist encirclement, that 
there is no more danger of foreign attack, and that there is no 
more need to strengthen the army and the state.

Well, but what if socialism has been victorious only in one 
separate country, and if, in view of this, it is quite impossible to 
abstract oneself from international conditions—what then? 
Engels’ formula does not furnish an answer to this question. As 
a matter of fact, Engels did not set himself this question, and 
therefore could not have given an answer to it. Engels proceeds 
from the assumption that socialism has already been victorious 
more or less simultaneously in all countries, or in a majority of 
countries. Consequently, Engels is not here investigating any 
specific socialist state of any particular country, but the develop
ment of the socialist state in general, on the assumption that 
socialism has been victorious in a majority of countries—accord
ing to the formula: “Assuming that socialism is victorious in 
a majority of countries,Jwhat changes must the proletarian, social
ist state undergo?” Only this general and abstract character 
of the problem can explain why in his investigation of the ques
tion of the socialist state Engels completely abstracted himself 
from such a factor as international conditions, the international 
situation.

But it follows from this that Engels’ general formula about 
the destiny of the socialist state in general cannot be extended to 
the particular and specific case of the victory of socialism in one 
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separate country, a country which is surrounded by a capitalist 
world, is subject to the menace of foreign military attack, cannot 
therefore abstract itself from the international situation, and 
must have at its disposal a well-trained army, well-organized 
penal organs, and a strong intelligence service, consequently, 
must have its own state, strong enough to defend lhe conquests 
of socialism from foreign attack.

We cannot expect the Marxian classics, separated as they were 
from our day by a period of 45 or 55 years, to have foreseen each 
and every zigzag of history in the distant future in every separate 
country. It would be ridiculous to expect the Marxian classics to 
have elaborated for our benefit ready-made solutions for each and 
every theoretical problem that might arise in any particular country 
50 or lOO.years afterwards,so that we, the descendants of the Marxian 
classics, might calmly doze at the fireside and munch ready-made 
solutions. (General laughter.) But we can and should expect the 
Marxists-Leninists of our day not to confine themselves to learning 
by rote a few general tenets of Marxism; to delve deeply into the 
essence of Marxism; to learn to take account of the experience 
gained in the 20 years of existence of the socialist state in our coun
try; and, lastly, utilizing this experience and basing themselves 
on the essence of Marxism, to learn to apply the various general 
tenets of Marxism concretely, to lend them greater precision and 
improve-them. Lenin wrote his famous book, The State and Rev
olution, in August 1917, that is, a few months before the October 
Revolution and the establishment of the Soviet state. Lenin 
considered it the main task of this book to defend Marx’s and 
Engels’ teaching on the state from distortion and vulgarization 
by the opportunists. Lenin was preparing to write a second vol
ume of The State and Revolution, in which he intended to sum 
up the principal lessons of the experience of the.Russian revo
lutions of 1905 and 1917. There can be no doubt that Lenin in
tended in the second volume of his book to elaborate and to fur
ther develop the theory of the state on the basis of the experi
ence gained during the existence of Soviet power in our coun
try. Death, however, prevented him from carrying this task 
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into execution. But what Lenin did not manage to do should 
be done by his disciples. {Loud applause.)

The state arose because society split up into antagonistic 
classes; it arose in order to keep in check the exploited majority in 
the interests of the exploiting minority. The instruments of state 
power became concentrated mainly in the army, the penal 
organs, the intelligence service, the prisons. Two basic functions 
characterize the activity of the state: at home (the main function), 
to keep in check the exploited majority; abroad (not the main 
function), to extend the territory of its class, the ruling clasSj at 
the expense of the territory of other states, or to defend the terri
tory of its own state from attack by other states. Such was the 
case in slave society and under feudalism. Such is the case under 
capitalism.

In order to overthrow capitalism it was necessary not only 
to remove the bourgeoisie from power, not only to expropriate 
the capitalists, but also to smash entirely the bourgeois state 
machine, its old army, its bureaucratic officialdom and its police 
force, and to substitute for it a new, proletarian form of state, a 
new, socialist state. And that, as we know, is exactly what the 
Bolsheviks did. But it does not at all follow that the new, prole
tarian state may not retain certain functions of the old state, mod
ified to suit the requirements of the proletarian state. Still less 
does it follow that the forms of our socialist state must remain 
unchanged, that all the original functions of our state must 
be fully retained in future. As a matter of fact, the forms of our 
state are changing and will continue to change in line with 
the development of our country and with the changes in the 
international situation.

Lenin was absolutely right when he said;

“The forms of bourgeois states are extremely varied, but their essence 
is the same: all these states, whatever their form, in the final analysis are 
inevitably the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. The transition from capital
ism to communism certainly cannot but yield a great abundance and 
variety of political forms, but the essence will inevitably be the same- 
the dictatorship of the proletariat." (Lenin, Vol. XXI, p. 393.)
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Since the October Revolution, our socialist state has in its 
development passed through two main phases.

The first phase was the period from the October Revolution 
to the elimination of the exploiting classes. The principal task in 
that period was to suppress the resistance of the overthrown 
classes, to organize the defence of the country against the attack 
of the interventionists, to restore industry and agriculture, and 
to prepare the conditions for the elimination of the capitalist 
elements. Accordingly, in this period our state performed two main 
functions. The first function was to suppress the overthrown 
classes within the country. In this respect our state bore a superfi
cial resemblance to previous states, whose functions had also been 
to suppress recalcitrants, with the fundamental difference, how
ever, that our state suppressed the exploiting minority in the inter
ests of the labouring majority, while previous states had sup
pressed the exploited majority in the interests of the exploiting 
minority. The second function was to defend the country from 
foreign attack. In this respect it likewise bore a superficial resem
blance to previous states, which also undertook the armed defence 
of their countries, with the fundamental difference, however, 
that our state defended from foreign attack the gains of the la
bouring majority, while previous states in such cases defended 
the wealth and privileges of the exploiting minority. Our state 
had yet a third function: this was economic and organizational 
work and cultural and educational work performed by our state 
bodies with the purpose of developing the young shoots of the 
new, socialist economic system and re-educating the people in 
the spirit of socialism. But this new function did not attain 
any considerable development in that period.

The second phase was the period from the elimination of the 
capitalist elements in town and country to the complete, victory 
of the socialist economic system and the adoption of the new 
Constitution. The principal task in this period was to organize 
socialist economy throughout the country and to eliminate thé 
last remnants of the capitalist elements, to organize a cultural 
revolution, and to organize a thoroughly modern army for the 
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defence of the country. And the functions of our socialist state 
changed accordingly. The function of military suppression inside 
the country ceased, died away; for exploitation had been abol
ished, there were no more exploiters left, and so there was no 
one to suppress. In place of this function of suppression the state 
acquired the function of protecting socialist property from 
thieves and pilferers of the property of the people. The function 
of armed defence of the country from foreign attack fully re
mained; consequently, the Red Army and the Navy also fully re
mained, as did the penal organs and the intelligence service, 
which are indispensable for the detection and punishment of 
the spies, assassins and wreckers sent into our country by for
eign intelligence services. The function of the state organs as 
regards economic and organizational work, and cultural and 
educational work, remained and was developed to the full. Now 
the main task of our state inside the country lies in peaceful 
economic and organizational work, and cultural and education
al work. As for our army, penal organs, and intelligence serv
ice, their edge is no longer turned to the inside of the country 
but to the outside, against external enemies.

As you see, we now have an entirely new, socialist state, one 
without precedent in history and differing considerably in form 
and functions from the socialist state of the first phase.

But development cannot stop there. We are moving ahead, 
towards communism. Will our state remain in the period of commu
nism also?

Yes, it will, if the capitalist encirclement is not liquidated, 
and if the danger of foreign military attack is not eliminated, 
although naturally, the forms of our state will again change 
in conformity with the change in the situation at home and 
abroad.

No, it will not remain and will wither away if the capitalist 
encirclement is liquidated and is replaced by a socialist encircle
ment.

That is how the question stands with regard to the socialist 
state.
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The second question is that of the Soviet intelligentsia.
On this question, too, as on the question of the state, there is 

a certain unclearness and confusion among Party members.
In spite of the fact that the position of the Party on the ques

tion of the Soviet intelligentsia is perfectly clear, there are still 
current in our Party views hostile to the Soviet intelligentsia 
and incompatible with the Party position. As you know, those 
who hold these false views practise a disdainful and contemptuous 
attitude towards the Soviet intelligentsia and regard it as a force 
alien and even hostile to the working class and the peasantry. 
True, during the period of Soviet development the intelligentsia 
has undergone a radical change both in composition and status. 
It has become closer to the people and is honestly collaborating 
with it, in which respect it differs fundamentally from the old, 
bourgeois intelligentsia. But this apparently means nothing to 
these comrades. They go on harping on the old tune and wrongly 
apply to the Soviet intelligentsia views and attitudes which were 
justified in the old days when the intelligentsia was in the service 
of the landlords and capitalists.

In the old prerevolutionary days, under capitalism, the intelli
gentsia consisted primarily of members of the propertied classes— 
noblemen, manufacturers, merchants, kulaks and so on. Some mem
bers of the intelligentsia were sons of small tradesmen, petty 
officials, and even of peasants and workingmen, but they did 
not and could not play a decisive part. The intelligentsia as a 
whole depended for their livelihood on the propertied classes 
and ministered to them. Hence it is easy to understand the mis
trust, often bordering on hatred, with which the revolutionary ele
ments of our country and above all the workers regarded the intel
lectuals. True, the old intelligentsia produced some courageous 
and revolutionary individuals or handfuls of individuals who 
adopted the standpoint of the working class and completely 
threw in their lot with the working class. But such people were all 
too few among the intelligentsia, and they could not change the 
complexion of the intelligentsia as a whole.

But the position with regard to the intelligentsia has radically 
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changed since the October Revolution, since the defeat of the 
foreign armed intervention, and especially since the victory of 
industrialization and collectivization, when lhe abolition of 
exploitation and the firm establishment of the socialist economic 
system made it effectively possible to give the country a new 
Constitution and to put it into effect. The most influential and 
highly-qualified section of the old intelligentsia broke away from 
lhe main body in the very first days of lhe October Revolution, 
proclaimed war on the Soviet government, and joined the ranks of 
the saboteurs. They met with well-deserved punishment for this; 
they were smashed and dispersed by the organs of Soviet power. 
Subsequently the majority of those that survived were recruited by 
the enemies of our country as wreckers and spies, and thus expunged 
themselves by their own deeds from the ranks of the intellectuals. 
Another section of the old intelligentsia, less qualified but more 
numerous, continued for a long time to temporize, waiting for 
“better days”; but then, apparently giving up hope, decided to go 
and serve and live in harmony with the Soviet government. The 
greater part of this group of the old intelligentsia are getting 
well on in years and are beginning to go out of commission. 
A third section of the old intelligentsia, mainly comprising its rank 
and file, and still less qualified than the section just mentioned, 
joined forces with the people and supported the Soviet government. 
They needed to perfect their education, and they set about doing 
so in our universities. But parallel with this painful process of 
differentiation and break-up of the old intelligentsia there was 
going on a rapid process of formation, mobilization and mustering 
of forces of a new intelligentsia. Hundreds of thousands of young 
people from the ranks of the working class, the peasantry and the 
working intelligentsia entered the universities and technical col
leges, from which they emerged to reinforce the attenuated ranks 
of the intelligentsia. They infused fresh blood into it and animated 
it with a new, Soviet spirit. They radically changed the whole as
pect of the intelligentsia, moulding it in their own form and 
image. The remnants of the old intelligentsia were dissolved in 
the new, Soviet intelligentsia, the intelligentsia of the people.
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There thus arose a new, Soviet intelligentsia, intimately bound 
up with the people and, for the most part, ready to serve them 
faithfully and loyally.

As a result, we now have a numerous, new, popular, socialist 
intelligentsia, fundamentally different from the old, bourgeois 
intelligentsia both in composition and in social and political 
character.

The old theory about the intelligentsia, which taught that it 
should be distrusted and combated, fully applied to the old 
prerevolutionary intelligentsia, which served the landlords and 
capitalists. That theory is now out-of-date and does not fit 
our new, Soviet intelligentsia. A new theory is needed for our 
new intelligentsia, one teaching the necessity for a cordial 
attitude towards it, solicitude and respect for it, and coopera
tion with it in the interests of the working class and the peas
antry.

That is clear, I should think.
It is therefore all the more astonishing and strange that after 

all these fundamental changes in the status of the intelligentsia, 
there should be people in our Party who attempt to apply the 
old theory, which was directed against the bourgeois intelligent
sia, to our new, Soviet intelligentsia, which is basically a social
ist intelligentsia. These people, it appears, assert that workers 
and peasants who until recently were working in Stakhanov fash
ion in the factories and collective farms and who were then sent 
to universities to be educated, thereby ceased to be real people 
and became second-rate people. So we are to conclude that educa
tion is a pernicious and dangerous thing. {Laughter.) We want 
all our workers and peasants to be cultured and educated, and we 
shall achieve this in time. But in the opinion of these queer com
rades, this purpose harbours a grave danger; for when the workers 
and peasants become cultured and educated they may face the 
danger of being classified as second-rate people. {General laughter.) 
The possibility is not precluded that these queer comrades may 
in time sink to the level of extolling backwardness, ignorance, 
benightedness and obscurantism. It would be quite in the nature 
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of things. Theoretical vagaries never have led, and never can 
lead, to any good.

Such is the position with regard to our new, socialist intelli
gentsia.

❖ * *

Our tasks in respect to the further strengthening of the Party 
are:

1. To systematically improve the composition of the Party, 
raising the ideological level of its membership, and admit
ting into its ranks, by a process of individual selection, only 
tried and tested comrades who are loyal to the cause of com
munism.

2. To establish closer contact between the leading bodies and 
the work of the lower bodies, so as to make their work of leader
ship more practical and specific and less confined to meetings and 
offices.

3. To centralize the work of selecting cadres, to train them 
carefully and foster them, to study the merits and demerits of 
workers thoroughly, to promote young workers boldly and adapt 
the selection and allocation of cadres to the requirements of the 
political line of the Party.

4. To centralize Party propaganda and agitation, to extend 
the propaganda of the ideas of Marxism-Leninism, and to raise 
the theoretical level and improve the political schooling of our 
cadres.

* * *

Comrades, I am now about to conclude my report.
T have sketched in broad outline the path traversed by our 

Party during the period under review. The results of the work 
of the Party and of its Central Committee during this period 
are well known. There have been mistakes and shortcomings in 
our work. The Party and the Central Committee did not conceal 
them and strove to correct them. There have also been important 
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successes and big achievements, which must not however be al
lowed to turn our heads.

The main outcome is that the working class of our country, 
having abolished the exploitation of man by man and firmly 
established the socialist system, has proved to the world the 
truth of its cause. That is the main outcome, for it strengthens 
confidence in the power of the working class and in the inevi
tability of its ultimate victory.

The bourgeoisie of all countries asserts that the people cannot 
get along without capitalists and landlords, without merchants 
and kulaks. The working class of our country has proved in prac
tice that the people can get along perfectly well without exploiters.

The bourgeoisie of all countries asserts that the working 
class, having destroyed the old bourgeois system, will be inca
pable of building anything new to replace the old. The working 
class of our country has proved in practice that it is quite capable 
not only of destroying the old system but jof building a new and 
better system, a socialist system, a system, moreover, to which 
crises and unemployment are unknown.

The bourgeoisie of all countries asserts that the peasantry is 
incapable of taking the path of socialism. The- collective-farm 
peasants of our country have proved in practice that they can do 
so quite successfully.

The chief endeavour of the bourgeoisie of all countries and of 
its reformist hangers-on is to kill in the working class faith in its 
own strength, faith in the possibility and inevitability of its 
victory, and thus to perpetuate capitalist slavery. For the bour
geoisie knows that if capitalism has not yet been overthrown and 
still continues to exist, it owes this not to its own merits, but to 
the fact that the proletariat still has not enough faith in the possi
bility of its victory. It cannot be said that the efforts of the 
bourgeoisie in this respect have been altogether unsuccessful. It 
must be confessed that the bourgeoisie and its agents among the 
working class have to some extent succeeded in poisoning the 
minds of the working class with the virus of doubt and disbelief. 
If the successes of the working class of our country, if its fight and 
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victory serve to rouse the spirit of the working class in the capi
talist countries and to strengthen its faith in its own power and 
in its victory, then our Party may say that its work has not been 
in vain. And there need be no doubt that this will be the case. 
(Loud and prolonged applause.)

Long live our victorious working class! (Applause.)
Long live our victorious collective-farm peasantry! (Ap

plause.)
Long live our socialist intelligentsia! (Applause.)
Long live the great friendship of the nations of our country! 

(Applause.)
Long live the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bol

sheviks). (Applause.)
(The delegates rise and hail Comrade Stalin with loud and 

stormy cheers. Cries of-. "Long live Comrade Stalin!" “Hurrah for 
our great Stalin!" "Hurrah for our beloved Stalin!")
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