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PUBLISHER'S NOTE TO THE RUSSIAN EDITION

The present, eleventh, edition of Problems of Leninism differs
from the tenth edition in that it includes a pumber of more recent
works which are, relatively, of greater importance at the present
moment, namely:

1) Address to the Graduates from the Red Army Academies
(delivered in the Kremlin, May 4, 1935).

2) Speech at the First All-Union Conference of Stakhanov-
ites (November 17, 19395).

3) On the Draft Constitution of the U.S.S.R. (Report de-
livered at the Extraordinary Eighth Congress of Soviets of the
U.S.8.R., November 25, 1936).

4) Dialectical and Historical Materialism (written by Com-
rade Stalin for the History of the C.P.S.U.(B.}) — Short Course
in September 1938).

5) Report to the Eighteenth Congress of the C.P.S.U.(B.)
on the work of the Central Committee (delivered March 10, 1939).

In order not to unduly increase the size of the boaok, the pres-
ent edition omits the “Interview with the First American Labour
Delegation,” the “Report of the Central Committee to the Six-
teenth Congress of the C.P.5.U.(B.)” and the “Interview with
the English Author H. G. Wells,” which appeared in the tenth

edition.
These changes were made with the consent of the author.

State Publishing House
of Political Literature
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THE FOUNDATIONS OF LENINISM

Lectures 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 .offer
a concise synopsis of the foundations of Leninism. Nevertheless,
I consider it useful to give this synopsis, in order Lo 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 Marxzism is, of course, the basis of his
world oullook. 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 goneral treasury of Marxism and that is naturally connect-
ed with his name. Only in this sense will I speak in my lectures
of the.foundalions of Leniaism.

And so, what is Leninism?

Some say that Leninism is the application of Marxism to the
conditions that are peculiar to the situation in Rnssia. 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 amasterly way. But if Leninism were only:
the application of Marxism to the conditions that are peculiar to
Russia it would be a purely nalional and only anational,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 internationa) phe-
nomenon rooted in the whole of inlernationa) development. That
is why I think Lhis definition suffers [rom one-sidedness.

Others say that Leninism is the revival of the revolutionary
elements of Marxism of the forlies of the nineteenth century, as
distinet from the Marxism of subsequent years, when, it iz 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 thal even Lhis
tolally inadequate and unsatisfactory definition contains a par-
ticle of truth. This particle of truth is that Lentn 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-
1sm is that Leninism not only restored Marxism, hut also took
a step forward, developing Marxism [urther under the new condi-
tions of capitalism and of the class struggle of Lhe proletarial.

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 Lhe proletarian revolution in gemeral, the theory and
taclics of the dictalorship of the proletariat in particular. Marx
and Engels pursued their activities in the prerevolutionary period
(we have the prolelarian 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 yel an immediate practical inevitability, But
Lenin, the disciple of Marx and Engels, pursued his activities
in \he period of developed imperialism, in the period of the un-
folding proletarian revolution, when the proletarian revolution,
bad 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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Bul this specific feature of Leninism is due Lo two causes: firstly,
Lo the fact that Leninism emerged from the proletarian revolution,
(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 essenlial preliminary condition for a successful fight against
capitalism. It must not be forgotten that between Marx and Engels,
on the onehand, 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.

1
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 cdlled imperialism “moribund capitalism.” Why? Be-
cause imperialism carries the contradictions of capitalism to
their last bounds, to the extreme limit, beyond which revolition
begins. Of these contradictions, there are threé which must be
regarded as the most important.

The first contradiction is the contradiction beétween labour and
¢apital. Imperialism is the omnipotence of the monopolist trusts
and syndicates, of the banks and the financial oligarchy, in the
industrial countries. In the fight against this omnipotence, the
customary methods of the working class—trade unions and
cooperatives, parliamentary parties dnd the parliaméntary strug-
gle—have proved to be totally inadequate. Either place yourself
at the mercy of capitdl, 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 impoerialism puts before the vast masses of the proletar-
tat. 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 Lerritory, 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 capilalists 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 ol Lhe position of capitalism in general, to the accel-
eration of the advent of the proletarian revolution and to the prac-
tical necessity ol 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 inbuman oppression
of hundreds of millions of people inhabiting vast colonies and de-
pendent countries. The purpose of this expleitation 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 1a
all colonies and dependent countries without ezception clearly
testifies to this fact. This circumstance is of importance for the
proletariat inasmuch as il sapsradically 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 imperialis, 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 birthplace 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 “mililary-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 of Western
imperialism, not only in the sense that it gave iree entry to for-
eign capital, which controlled such basic branches of Russia’s na-
tional economy as the fuel and metalturgical industries, bul also
in the sense that it could supply the Western imperialists wilh
millions of soldiers. Remember Lhe Russian army, fourteen mil-
lion strong, which shed ils blood on Lhe imperialist fronts Lo sale-
guard the staggering profils ol the British and French capital-
ists.

Further. Tsarism was not only the watchdog of imperialism
in Lhe east of Furope, buy, inaddition, it was the agent of West-
ern imperialism for squeezing out of the population hundreds
of millions by way of interest on loans oblLained in Paris and Lon-
don, Berlin and Brussels.

Finally, tsarism was a most faithful ally of WesLern imperial-
ism in the partition of Turkey, Persia, China, ctc. 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 rosg,
against tsarism had o 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.
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Meanwhile, in Russia a tremendous popular revolution was
rising, headed by Lhe 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 reveolution could
nol stop halfway, that in the event of success it was bound to
advance [urther and raise the banner of revolt against imperial-
ism ?

That is why Russia was bound to become the focus of the
conlradictions of imperialism, not only in the sense that it was in
Russia that these contradictions were revealed most plainly, in
view of thetr particularly repulsive and particularly intolerable
character, and not only because Russia was a highly important
prop ol Western imperialism, connecting Western finance capital
wilh the colonies in the East, but also because Russia was tho
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 (Lthe 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 Lhat 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 Cermany 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 Communis?
Manifesto:

“The Communists turn their attention chiefly to Germany, because that
country ison the evo of a bonrgeois revalution that is bound to be carried out
under more advanced conditions of European civilization, and with amuch
more developed proletariat, tban that of England was in the seventeentb,
and of France in the eighteenth century, and because the bourgeois revolu-

tion ip 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 bourgeois 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 1hie
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 1302, when
the Russian revolution was still'in an embryomic state, Lenin
wrote the prophetic words in his pamphlet What I's To Be Done?:
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“History has now confronted us (i.e., the Russian Marxists—J. §¢.)
with an immediate lask which is Lhcmest revolutionary of all the imme-

diate tasks that confront the proletarial of any country,”

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

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

As we know, the course of the revelution 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 taclics of the proletar-
ian revolution?

Is it surprising that Lenin, Lhe 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 bétween Marx and Engels, on Lhe 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 aclual domination.
Formally, the Second International was headed by “faithful”
Marxists, by the “orthodox”—Kautsky and others. Actually,
however, Lthe main work of the Second International followed the
line of opportunism. The opporlunists adapled themselves Lo the
bourgeoisie because of Lheir adaptive, petfy-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 hore, as in other citations from the works of V. I. Lenin,
is to the Third Russian Edition of the Woarks of V. I. Lenin.—Ed.
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“peace within the party.” Thns the link belween 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 (he relatively peaceful development of
capitalism, (he prewar period, so Lo speak, when (he 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, when legal
forms of struggle were lauded Lo the skies, and when iL 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 revolulion,
about the dictatorship of the proletariat, about the revolulionary
education of the masses.

Instead of an integral revolutionary theory, there were con-
tradictory Lheoretical 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
reb 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 adopled,
but only to be pigeonholed.

Instead of the party being trained and taught correct revolu-
tionary-lactics on the basis of its own mistakes, there was astud-
ied evasion of vexed questions, which wereglossed over and veiled.

For the sake of appearances, of course, there was no objectioh
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
methed 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 f(ighting were proving obviously inadequate and
impotent in face of the omnipotence of finance capilal.

It became necessary to overhaul the entire activity of the
Second Inlernational, its entire method of work, and to drive
oul 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 capilalism. 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 lesting of Lhe theoretical dogmas of the Second
International in the crucible of the revolutionary struggle of the
masses, in lhe crucible of living practice—that is to say, the res-
toration of the broken unily 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 fesiing 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 werk 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
be prepared for the proletarian revolution.

Fourtbly, 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 genuino 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 Lhesel

First dogma: concerning the conditions for the seizure of pow-
er by the proletariat. The opporlunists 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 theorstical or practical, that can bear out
this absurd thesis. Lel 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 conld 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 Lhe 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 mot 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
cadras must first be trained under capitalist conditions, and only
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then can power be Laken. 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 Lo 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 asubstitute 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 bas 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? Whers and when bave
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 poli¢-
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 prolelarial on Lhe eve of storming the
citadels of capitalism? Why then the philistine Jamentations over
the disturbance of Lhe normal course of economic life and over
Lhe coffers of the tradeunions? 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 nol 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 ulterly rotten are the political.praclices 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 il threatened the imperialists with all the horrors of in-
surrection if they should dare tostart a war, and with the menac-
ing slogan “war against war.” But who does not remember that
‘some time after, om the very eve of ithe 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 Interma-
tional during the war to understand the utter baseness of the op-
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portunist polilicians and Lhe full grandeur of the method of
Leninism,

I cannot relrain from gquoting 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 Sccond International, K. Kautsky, Lo judge par-
ties not by their deeds, but by their paper slogans and documents:

“Kautsky is pursuing a typically petly-hourgeois, philistine policy
by prelending that. putting forward a siogan allersthbe position. The en-
tire histery of bourgeois democracy refutes this illusion; the hourgeois dem-
ocrats have always advanced and still advance all sorts of ‘slogans’ in or-
der ta deceive the people. The point is to fesi their sincerity, to compare
their words with their deeds, not to be satisfied with idealistic or charlatan
phrases, hut to gel down to class reality) (See Vol. XXI1II, p. 377.)

There is no need to menLion Lhe fear the parties of the S¢cond
Internalional have of self-criticism, their habit of concealing
their mistakes, of glossing over vexed questions, of covering up
their shorlcomings by a deceptive show of well-being which
blunts living thought and prevents the Parly from deriving rev-
clutionary 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 altitude of a political party towards its own mistakes is one of the
most important and surest ways ol judging how carnest the party is and how
it in practice fulfils its obligations towards its class and the toiling messes.
Frankly admitting a mistake, ascertaining the reasons for it, analyzing
the circumstances which gave rise to it, and thoroughly discussing the means
ol correcting it—tbat is tbe 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 be wrote
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on this subject as far back as 1904, iu his pamphlel Onre Step For-
ward, when our Party was still weak and small:

“They (i.e., the opponents of the Marxists—J S¢.} 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 aur
Party, and to use them for their own ends. The Russian Social-Democrats
are already sleeled enough in batlle not Lo be perturbed by these pinpricks
and to continue, in spite of them, their work of sell-criticism and ruthless
exposure of their own shortcomings, which will unquestionably and inevi-
tably be overcome as the working-class movement grows.” {Sce 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.

I
THEORY

From this theme I take three questions:

a) the importance of theory for the proletarian movement,

b) criticism of the “theory” of spontaneity,

¢) 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 rumns counter to the whole
spirit of Leninism and is franght wilk 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 palh 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. S&
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“The role of vanguard fighter can be falfilled 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 Parly has come true, this thesis of Leanin's ac-
quires special force and special importance.

Perhaps the most striking expression of the great imporiance
which Lenin attached to theory is the [act that noune other than
Lenin undertook the very serious lask of generalizing, on the ba-
sis of materialist philosophy, the most important ackiievements of
science from the lime of Engels down to his own Lime, as well as
of subjecting to comprehensive criticism the antimalterialistic
trends among Marxists. Eungels said that “malerialism must as-
sume a new aspect with every new greal 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
Lo make a serious attempt to undertake such a task.

2) Criticism of the “theory” of spontaneily, 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” 1o capitalism; it is wholly in favour

of the “line of least resistance.” The theory of spontaneily is the
ideology of trade unionism.

The theory of worshipping spontaneity is decidedly opposed
to giving the spontansous 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



TIE FOUNDATIONS OF LENINISM 33

ol political consciousness, Lo Lhe Parly leading the movement;
it is in [avour of Lhe polilically conscious elements of the move-
ment nol hindering the movement from Laking ils own course;
it is in favour of Lbe Parly only heeding the spontaneous movement
and dragging at the tail of it. The theory of spontaneily is the
theory of belittling the role of the conscious element in the move-
ment, the ideology of “khvostism,” Lhe logical basis of all oppor-
lunism.

In practice this Ltheory, which appeared on the scene even
before the first revolulion in Russia, led ils 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 {or Lhe 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 I'skra 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 Ieading part in the revolution.

But the theory of worshipping spontaneily 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 Socond 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 alter
cveryone has become sick and Lired 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 Co. 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, i3 “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 ior the creation of tru-
ly revolutionary parties in the West.

3) The theory of the préletarian 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
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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 capitalistcountries 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 {inancial
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 huge 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 growtli 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 revolu-
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tiounary proletarial and the front of colontal emancipation. (See
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 aunit-
ed world front of revolution against Lhe world front of imperi-
alism is inevitable.

Lenin combines all these conclusions into one general conclu-
sion that “imperialism is the eve of the socialisi 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 thestate of world economy; for in-
dividual countries and individual national economies have
ceased to be seli-sufficient units, have become links in a single
chain called world economy; for the old “culturcd” 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 iw
individual countries, or, to be more precise, in ome 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 witbin this system of some coun-
tries that are not sufficiently developed industrially cannot serve

* My ilalics.—J. St.
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as an insuperable obstacle to Lhe revolution, {f 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 Lhe proletarian
revolution in ope 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 Lhe 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, rot recessarily
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 impertalist 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 revolu-
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tion. 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 a 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 canpot 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 countrles 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, hasbeen definitely drawn into the general maelstrom
of the world revolutionary movement.” (See Vol. XXVII, pp. 415-18.)

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 capiLalism is more dGVeloped, 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-
lLion statistical estimales 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-
pational, who have not uanderstood imperialism and who fear
revolution like the plague.

To proceed. The heroes of the Second International asserted
(and continue Lo 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 caleulated
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 the ¢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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thal the forner must pass into the latter. The history of Lhe 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-democralic
revolution and the socialist revolution as two links in the same

chain, as a single and integral picture of tho sweep of the Russian
revolution:

“T'he proletariat must carry to completion the democratic revolution,
by allying to itself the mass of the peasantry in order to crush &y 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 ir order to crish
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 Jskra-ists present o marrowly in all their arguments and
resolutions ahout the sweep of the revalution.” (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 Zwo
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 abhsolutely 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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Furthor, I might refer to Lenin’s well-known arlicles “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 amovement 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, thcn  then the revolutionary con-
flagration will spread all over Eurcope; 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 inte
Russia and will convert an epoch of a few revelutionary years into an epoch
of several revolutionary decades...” (Jbid., p. 191))

I might further refer Lo a well-known article by Lenin pub-
lished in November 1315, in which he writes:

“The proletariat is fighting, and will fight valianlly, 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-feude! ‘imperialism’ (=tsarism}. And the proletariat will imme-
diately” bake advantage of this Jiberation 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 aboat the socialist revo-
lution in alliance with the proletarians of Europe.” (See Vol. XV1I1, p. 318.)

Finally, I might refer to the well-known passage in Lenin’s
pamphlet The Proletarian Rovolution and the Renegade Kauisky,
where, referring to the above-quoted passage in T'we Tactics on
the sweep of the Russian revolution, he arfives 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 monarcby, against the landlords, against the
medieval regime (and to that extent the revolution remains bourgeois,
bourgepis-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 bhecomes
a socialist one. To attempt to raise an artificial Cliinese Wall between the
first and second, to separate them by anything else than the degree of prepar-
ednoss 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, T think.

Very well, we may be teold; 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 strengthofthe 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 fo 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 seridom 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 nninterruptedness, for Lenin
bimself maintained the point of view of uninterrupted revolution,
but because they underestimated the 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 “permanenl” revelution 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 poted 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 epumerating a number of revolu-
tionary-democratic demands which he calls upon the Commu-
nists to win:

“While the democratic petty bourgecis 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 interesi 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 bas conquered state power,
and the association of proletarians, not only in ome country butin all the
dominant countries of the world, bas advanced so far that competition
among the proletarians of these countries hasceased 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 o 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 erownred 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 irn line with that

Proposition.,
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It follows, then, that our Russian “permanentisis” have not
only underestimated Lhe 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 Len 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 proletariatand 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-
¢le “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 bhourgeois 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 prool of this. At the same
time, however, it must be borne in mind that the overthrow of the
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bowrgeoisie can be suceessfully accomplished ouly whei cerlain

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 amental law of revolution, which h as beenconfirmed by al) r v-
olutioms, 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 ‘iower closses’
do not want the old way, and when the ‘upper classes' cannot carry on in
the old wey—only then can revolution triumph. This {ruth may be ex-
pressed in other words: revolution is impossible without a nation-wide erisis
(offecting both the exploited and the exploiters).® It {ollows 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 govérnmental
crisis, which draws even the most backward masses into politics  weakens
the government and makes it possible for the revolutionaries to overtbrow

it rapidly.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 222.)

But the overthrow of the power of thebourgeoisie 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 revolulion which has been victo-

* My italics.—J &t
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rious in one country must regard itself not as a self-sufficient en-
tity, but asan 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 ulmost possiblein
one country f o r 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;

¢) 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 revelution 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 bourgeoigie, to
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maintain its viclory and to push forward to the final vieclory of
socialism unless, at a certain stage in ils 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, il does not. The seizure of
power is only the beginning. For many reasons, the hourgeoisie that
is overthrown in one country remains for a long time stronger than
the proletariat which bhas 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 lig-
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;

¢) 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 capitalismr to communism,” says Lenin, “represents
an entire historical epoch. Until this epoch bas terminated, the exploiters
inevitably cherish Lhe hope of restoration, and this kope is converted into
attempts at restoralion. 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 behall
of their families, wbo 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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«comnion’ labour...). 1 the Lraia of the capitalist exploiters {oliow the broad
masses of Lhie pelly baurgeoisie, with regard to whom decades of historical
experience of all countrics lestify that they vacillate and hesitate, one
day marching behind the prolctariat and thy next day taking fright al the
difficullies of the revolution; that they become panic-stricken at the first
deleal or scmidefeat of thc workers, grow nervous, rush aboul, snivel,
and run from one camp into Lhe other.” (See Vol. XXI1I, p. 355.)

The bourgeoisic has ils grounds for_making attempts at resto-
ration, becanse for a long time after ils overthrow it remains
stronger than the proletarial which has overthrown it.

“If the exploiters aro defeated in one countiry only,” says Lenin, “and
this, of course, is lhe typical case, since a simultaneous revolution in

a number of countries is a rare exception, they still remain stronger than
the exploited.” (Fbid., 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 tbhe ex-
ploiters inevitably retain a number of great practical advantages: they still
have money (it is impossible to abolish money all ab once); some movabice
property—often fairly considerable; they still have various connections,
habits of organization and management, knowledge of all the *secrets’ (cus-
loms, methods, means and possibilities) of management, superior edncation,
close connections with the higher technical personnel (who live dand think
like the bourgeoisie), incomparably greater experience in the art of war (this
is very important), and so on, and so forth.” (See Vol. XXI1{,"p. 354.)

Thirdly, “in the force of habit, in the strength of small production. For,
vofortunately, small production is still very, very widospread in the world,

and small production engenders capitalism and the bourgeoisie continuously,
daily, bourly, spontancously, and on a mass scale”  for “Lbe abolition of
classes roeans not only driving out the landlords and capitalists—tbat we
accomplished with comparative case—it also meauns zbolishing 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.” (Sce 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 blocdless, violent and peaceful, military and economic, educational and
administrative—against the forces and traditions of the old society.”

(/bid., 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 fifleen, 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. 508.)
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
cmployees, officials and bourgecis 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 ol the Virgin Mary, at the bidding
of aslogan, resolution or dectee, but only in the course of a long and difficuit
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mass struggle against mass petty-bourgeois influences.” (See Vol. XXV,
pp. 248 and 247.)

2) The dictatership of the proletariat as the rule of the prole-
tariat over the bourgenisie. From (he foregoing it is evident
that Lhe dictalorship of the proletariat is not a mere change of
personalities in the government, a change of the “cabinet,” ete.,
leaving the old economic and political order intact. The Menshe-
viks and opportunists of all countries, who fear dictatorship
like fire and in their [right subsiitute 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 ihese 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. Capilal needs such governments
as a screen when it finds it inconvenient, unprofitable, difficult
to oppress and exploit the masses wilhout the aid of a screen.
Of course, the appearance of such governments is a symptom that
“over there” (i.e., in the capitalist camp) all 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 ol 1877-
18. Thore was heavy fighting at_the Shipka Pass, but tsarist Headquarters
in their communiques reported: “All quiet at the Sbipka Pass”—T'r.
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it is the state of Lhe 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 Lthe 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 difierence 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 econclusion: 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
ts democratic in a new way (for * the proletarians and the
nonpropertied in general) and dictatorial in a new way, (against *
the bourgeoisie).” (See Vol. XXI, p. 393.) The talk of Kautsky
and Co. 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. &t.
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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 Lhe
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 Lhe 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 capilalism 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 bureaucraiic 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 Marz and Engels ip &
preface to the Communist Manifesto.— The task of the proletarian revolution
is“... no longer, as before, to trensler the bureaucratic-military machine
from one hand to amother, bu: to smash iL..—tibis is the preliminary

condition for every real people’s revolution on the continent,” says Marx in
bis letter to Kugelmann in 1874.
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Marx’s qualifying phrase about thecontinent gave the oppor-
tunists and Mensheviks of all countries a pretext for clamouring
that Marx had thus conceded the possibilily 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 forly years, when the situation in these
countries had radically changed, when imperialism bad 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, bave 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 cordition for every real people’s revolution’ is the
smashing, thoedestruction of the ‘ready-made state machinery’
{perfected in those countries, between 1914 and 1917, up to the ‘European’
geueral 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”
Lo 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 [or 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 revola-
tionary struggle of the masses, of the political aclions 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 Lhemselves, i.e., they are the most democratic and therefore
the most authoritative organizations of Lhe masses, whick 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 deslruction 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, inlo 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 esseace 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 capitalisls and land-
lords are now the “permanent and svle 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 demoeratic administration of the state.”* (See Lenin, Vol.

XXIV, p. 13.)

Tbat 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 collaboratton, 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 the 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.”
(1bid.)

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.)
A
THE PEASANT QUESTION
From this theme I take four questions:
a) the presentation of the question;

b) the peasantry during the bourgeois-democratic revolution;
c) 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 peasaniry, of ils
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 Marxisls
began piecisely 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 of 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-



THE FOUNDATIONS OF LENINISM 59

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 prolelariat 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 exhansted, or not; and if not, s 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 wasduring 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 alfirmative, 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 bourgeots-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
{rom the influence of the liberal bourgeoisie, the peasantry’s deser-
tion of the Cadels, its furn 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
peither 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 lile 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.

¢) 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 tyraonny 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 ol 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 eand, 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 Lhe necessity of submittingto
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 Rlussian 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-
olutiorn. 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 furn 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-
olationaries (petty-bourgecis democracy) and the Bolsheviks
(proletarian democracy)for the peasantry, to win over themajority
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of the peasantry. The outcome of this struggle was decided by
the coalition period, the Kereusky 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 outery 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 Lhe 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 greal 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 etther land or liberty; that the Mensheviks and Socialist-
Revolulionaries 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 Lo the proper road was the power of the Soviets.
The further prolongation of he war merely confirmed the truth
of this lesson, spurred on the revolution, and drove millions of
peasants and soldiers Lo rally directly around the proletarianrev-
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 Lthe 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) T he peasantry after the consolidation of Soviet power. Whereas
before, tn 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. Stremgthen 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-

unally lowering the Lax in kind, {o 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 peasabtry is a peasantry—it
consists of small producers, and therefore cannot be of use in
organizing the foundations of socialist produciion,

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 peasaniry 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 bas 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 bourgecis revolution fought under the leadership of
the liberal bourgeoisie, which received land at the bands 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
\earnt to appreciate its political [riendship 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 Seo-
cialist Party has become a matter of the not too distant future,”
that “in order 1o conquer political power this Party must first go
from the towns {¢ the country, must become a power in the ¢oun-
tryside.” {See Engels, The Peasant Quesiion, 1922 ed.) He wrote

this in the nineties of the last century, having in mind the West-
erh 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 sncceeded in gain-
ing in the countryside an influence and backing the like of which
our Weslern 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 thbe side of the small peasant; we shall do everything
at all permissible o make his lot more bearable, 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 be 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.
Tbe 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
valil capitalist production has developed everywbere to its utmost conse-
quences, until the last smail handicrafisman 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 ol capitalist economy,
be viewed only as money thrown away, but it is nevertheless an excelient
investment because it will effect a perbaps 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.” (fbid.)

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 com pletely 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
agriculiure in the West. There, agriculture is developing along
the ordinary lines of capitalism, under conditions of profound
differentiation among the peasantry, with large landed estales
aud private capitalist latifundia at one extrcme 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 cooperalives,
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.

Ot 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 orgamization 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 dumestic
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 lurned over to him (be 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 leadersbip 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 apd which from
& 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 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 roalize,
and apply in our practical work, the fact that the social system which we
must now give more than usual assistance is the cooperative system. But
jt must be assisted in the real sense of the word, l.e., it will not be enough
lo_interpret assistance lo_mean assistance for any kind of cooperative trade;
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by assistance we muslL mcan assistance for cooperative lrade in which reatly
large masses of the population really iake part) (1bid., p. 393.}

What do all these facts prove?

That the sceptics arc wrong.

That Leninism is right in regarding the masses of labouring
peasants as the reserve of Lhe 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 Lhe dictalorship of the prole-
tariat that necessary foundation without which the transition Lo
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 of 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 pertod 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 guestion was usually confined to a nar-
row cirele 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 unegqual 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-
tiona) oppression in its most savage and cruel form usually re-
mained outside of their field of vision. They hesitated to put whiteg
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and black, “civilized” and “uncivilized” on the same plane. Two
or three meaningless, lukewarm resolutions, which carefully
cvaded the question of liberating the colonies—that was all the
leaders of Lhe Second International could boast of. Now we can
say that Lhis duplicity and half-heartedness in dealing with the
national question has been brought to an end. Leninism laid bare
this crying mcongrult.y, 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 guestion with the question of the colonies. The national
question was. thereby transformed from a particular and inier-
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 sofar asto 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
anpexations 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 am-
nexations by interpreting the right to self-determinatiom 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 bands of the social-chauvinists
during the imperialist war, into an instrument for exposing al}
imperialist aspirations and chauvinist mach;_patwns into -an
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instrument for the political education of the masses in Lhe spiril
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 aboul
the “equality of nations”—ihat was the stock-in-trade of the
parties of the Second International, which glossed over the fact
that “equality of nations” under imperialism, wheve one group
of nations (a minority} lives by exploiting another group of na-
tions, is sheer mockery of the oppressed pations. Now we can
say that this bourgeois-juridical point of view on the national
question has been exposed. Leninism brought the national gues-
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 referm-
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 ravolution, and that the road fo victory of the
revolution in the West lies through the 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 exhausied, 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-
onial countries 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 aclively 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 Lo strengthen and preserve it. Cases 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 gquestion; 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 Czechg
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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
pational 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.

Thesame 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 asis the possiblereactionary character of certain
particular national movements. The revolutionary character of
anational 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 existonce 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 examiple, Kerensky and Tsereteli, Renaude! 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, évery 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 the 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;

¢) the revolutjonary struggle of the oppressed peoples in the
dependent and colonial countries against imperialism is the only
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road that leads to Lheir 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;

¢) 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 mave-
ment into a common front against the common enemy, against
imperialism;

§) 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 impessible
unless the proletariat of the oppressor nations renders direct and
determined support to the liberation movement of the oppressed
peoples agaimst 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 nalions 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 & consequence of
imperialist oppression and colonial exploitation, and the tendency
towards closer economic relations among nations, which arcse

as a result of the formation of a world market apd a world eco.
nomic 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 Dations, breakdown ol national barriers, creation of the international
unity of capital, of economic life in general, of politics, science, ete.

“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 {wo 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 colomial 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, continucus 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 of closer 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 bave been victorious in Russia, and Kolchak and Denikin
would not have been ¢rushed, bad 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 had first of all to break the fetters of Russian
imperialism and free these peoples from the yoke of nalional op-
pression.

Without this it would have been impossible to consclidate
Soviet power, to implant real intetnationalism 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 il is inconceivable that the proletar-
iat of the oppressed nations can maintain an independent policy
and 1ts 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 pations 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 interpationalism:

“Can such education ...be 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 opposile 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 I being for ‘amalgamation’ with Galicia, Wilhelm 11 for ‘amsalga-
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 Lhe oppressing countries must necessarily consist in their advocating and
npholding freedom of secession for oppressed countries. Without this there
can be no internationalism. It is our right and duty to treat every Social-
Demacrat of an oppressing nation whe 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: ‘voluatary
union’ of nations. He may, without violating his duties as an international-
ist, be in favour of either the political independence of bis nation or its
inclusion in a neighbouring state X, Y, Z, etc. But in all cases he musl
fight @gainst small-nation narrow-mindedness, isolationism and aloofness,
he must fight [or the recognition of the whole and the general, for the subor-
dination of Lbe interests of the particular to the interests of the general.

“People who have not gone thoroughly into the quéstion think there is
a ‘contradiction’ in Social-Democrats of oppressing nations insisting on
*freedom of secession,” while Social-Democrals 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 te ihis goal.”

(Ses Vol. XIX, pp. 261-62.)

Vi1
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;

¢) 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 (he
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-
mentacism as the predominant form of the class struggle. Ques-
Lions of great class conflicts, of preparing the proletariat for rev-
olutionary clashes, of the means of achieving the dictatorship
of the prolelariat, did not seem to be on the order of Lhe day at
that time. The task was confined to utilizing all means of legal
development for the purpose of forming and training Lhe prole-
tarian armies, Lo utilizing parliamentarism in conformily with
the conditions under which the status of the proletariat remained,
and, as it seemed, had toremain, that of an opposition. It scarce-
ly needs proof that in such a period and with such a conception
of the tasks of Lhe proletariat there could he neither an integral
strategy nor any elaborated factics. 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 timo the tactics of utilizing parliamentary forms
of struggle, but that it overcstimated 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 Dy
the proletariat, the period of proletarian revolaution, 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 siruggle and of organization, parliamentary
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and extraparliamenlary (lactics), had quite clearly manifested
themselves—only in this period could an integral strategy and
elaborated lactics 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 Lactics
and strategy that had been suppressed by the opportunists of the
Second International. But Lenin did not confine himself to re-
storing pacticular 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 Kantshy, “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-
lermination 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
afler the October Revolution it entered a third one. Our stralegy
changed accordingly.

First stage. 1903 to February 1917. Objective: to overthrow
tsarism and completely wipo 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 lsarism. 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 revolulion, by allying Lo iLself the
mass of the peasantry in order to crush by force the resistance of
Lhe autocracy and Lo paralyze the instability of the bourgeoisie.”
(See Lenin, Vol. VIII, p. 96.)

Second stage. March 1917 toQctober 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 cempromise 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 tocrush by force the resistance of the hourgeoisie 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 therevo-
lation: the dictatorship of the proletariat in ome 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 forees: 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 forcesof the revolution and their
reserves. [t changes with the passing of the revolution from one
stage to another, but remains basically unchanged tbroughout
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,
ete. 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 revelution.
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.

(1]
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In the period from 1907 to 1912 the Party was compelled Lo
resort Lo tactics of retreat; for we then experienced a decline in
the revolulionary movement, the ebb of the revolution, and Lac-
tics necessarily had to take this fact into consideration. The forms
of struggle, as well as Lhe [orms of organization, changed accord-
ingly: instead of the boycowt 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 politicai
strikes— partial economic strikes, or simply a lull in activities.
Of course, the Parly 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 taclics changed dozens of times, whereas
the strategic plans remained uncharged.

Tactics deal with the forms of struggle and the forms of organ-
ization of the proletariat, with tkeir 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 be:

direct: a) the peasantry and in general the intermediate strata
of the population within the country; b) the proletariat of neigh-
bouring countries; c} 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-
letdrian classes within the country, which can be utilized by the
proletariat to weaken the enemy and to stremgthen 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.



THR FOUNDATIONS OF LENINISM 85

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 thesecond category, whose significance is not always
clear, it must be said that sometimes they are of prime importance
for the progress of the revolultion. One can hbardly 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 Lo 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 alf
these reserves for the achievement of the main objéct of the revo-
lution at the.given stage of its development.

What does making proper use of reserves mean?

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

Firstly. The concentration of the main [orces of the revolution
at the enemy’s most .vulnerable spot at the decisive 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 vul‘r@rgplg;
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spot at thal time was the war. Undoubtedly, il was on this gques-
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 Lhe soldiers’ committees at the {ront.
The outcome of the reveclution 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 insurrcction, but when beginning il firmly realize
that you must go to the end.

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

“3) Once the insurrection bas begun, you must act with the grealest
determinatior, and by all means, without [ail, take the offensive. ‘The de-
fensive i5 the dedtb of every armed rising.’

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

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

Secondly. The selection of the moment for the decisive blow,
of the moment {or 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 the end, the reserves are prepared to support the vanguard, and
maximum consternation reigns in the ranks of the enemy.

The decisive battle, says Lénin, 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 sulficiently weakened themselves in
a struggle which is beyond their strength”; if “(2) all the vacillating, waver-
ing, unstable, intermediate elements—tbe petty bourgeoisie, the petty-
bourgeois democrata 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 bankruptey”; if “(3) among the proletariat a
mass sentimenl in favour of supporting the most determined, supremely bold,
revolutionary action against the bourgeoisie bas arisen and begun vigorously
to grow. Then revolution is indeed ripe; then, indced, if we have correctly
gauged all the conditions indicated above  and if we have chosen the mo-
ment rightly. our victory is assured.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 229))

The manner in which the Oclober 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 tempao,” 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 Lhe 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 Sowets
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 hlow against the vanguard and
to retain the reserves for the latter.

“The revolutionary parties,” says Lenin, “must complete their educa-
tion. They bave learned to attack. Now they bave to realize that this knowl-
edge must be supplemented with the kngwledge 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 botb how to attack and how to retreat properly.” (See Vol. XXV,
p. 177)

The object of this strategy is to gain time, to discupt 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 a1 the present moment from both warring im-
perialist groups, we take advantage of their mutual enmity and warlare,
which hinder them from making a deal against us, and for a certain period
have our hands free to advance and to consolidate the socialist revolution.”
(S¢e Vol, XXI1, p. 498)

“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 thie forces of international imperiatism ” (See Vol, XX VI, p. 7.)

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

b} Tactical leadership. Tactical leadership is a part of stra-
tegic leadership, subordinated to the tasks and the requirements
of the Yatter, 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
suCeess.

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 Cadets
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and the hegemony of the proletariai 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 ils influence among
the broad masses of the peasanis 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 vet 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 Kerensky 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.

“Yictory 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 taien np a position either of direct support
of the vanguard, or at least of benevolent neutrality towards it  would
be not mevely loily bat acrime. And in order that actually the whole class,
that actually the hroad masses of the working people and those oppressed
by cepital may {ake up snch a position, propaganda and agitation alone are
not enough. For this the masses must have their own political experience.
Such is the fundamental law ol 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 higbly
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 allernative to a dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, in order lo 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 apd organizations had not yet been linked togeth-
er, when amateurishness and the parochial outlook of the circles
were coiroding 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 suc-
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cessful 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 Lthe
conditions of NEP production without sale is fatal for indus-
try; because industry can be expanded only by the expansion of
sales as a result of developing trade: because only alter 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 ¢an 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 no! 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 cbain which one must grasp with all
one’s might in order to keep hold of the whole chain and to prepare firmly
for Lhe transition to the next link. ...

“At the present time  this link is the revival of internal trede under
proper state regulation {direction). Trade—that is the ‘link’ in the histor-
ical chain of events, in the transitional forms of our socislist.construction

in 1924-22, ‘which we must grasp with all our might.'..." {Sea Vol. XXVII,
p- 82}

Such are the principal conditions which ensure correct tacli-
cal leadership.

6) Rejormism 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 {or the overthrow of the internationsl hourgeoisie,®
8ays Lenin, “a war which is a hundred times more difficult, protracted and
complicated thap the most stubborp of ordinary wars between states, and ta
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refuse beforehand to manoeuvre, to utilize the conilict 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 hitherlo inaccessible moun-
tain, we were to refuse beforehand ever to move in zigzags, ever to retrace
our steps, ever to abandon the course ance selected and to try others? (See
Vol. XXV, p. 210.)

Obviously, therelore, 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 arc everything, while revolutionary
work is something incidental, something just to talk about, mere
eyewash. That is why, with reformist taclics 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
coiiditions 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 wuse 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
ol imperialism, under the dictatorship of the proletariat. Under
certain conditions, in a cerlain 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 bis well-known article “The [mportance 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 Lhis 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 Lhe 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 bourgecis rule, reforms were a
by- product. of revolution, now, uwader the dictatorship of the
prolet.anat. 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 gatms.

“Only Marxism,” says Lenin, “hss precisely and correctly defined the
relation of reforms o revolution. However, Marx was able to see this relation
oply from one aspect, namely, under the conditions preceding the first to
any extent permsnent and lasting victory of the proletariat, if only in 2
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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iatb.... Alter the viclory of the proletariat, if only in asingle counlry, 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 philosopby and politics of Marxism.... After the victory (while still
remaining a ‘by-product’ on an international scale) they (i.e., reforms—
J. St.) ave, 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 islacking for the
revolutionary accomplishment of tbis or that tramsition. Victory creates
such a ‘reserve of strength’ that it is possihle to hold out even in a forced
retreat, to hold out hoth materially and morally.” (Sce 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-
guired afterwards, under conditions of open revolutionary clashes.
Defending the Second International against attacks made upon
it, Kaulsky 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 importani steps during the
war, daring 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
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the parly al Lhat Lime was really an appendage and subsidiary
of the parliamentary group. IL scarcely needs proof Lthat under such
circumstances and wilh such a party at the helm there could be no
question of preparing the proletariat for revolulion.

But matters have changed radically with the dawn of the new
period. The new period is one of open class collisions, of revolu-
Lionary action by the proletariat, of proletartan revolution, a pe-
riod when forces are being directly mustered for Lhe 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 (he proletarians of neighbouring countries; of estab-
lishing (irm ties with Lhe liberation movement in the colonies
and dependent countries, ete., ete. 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 Lo 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 state of affairs,

Hence the necessity for a new party, a militant. party, a revo-
lutionary party, one bold enough Lo lead the prolctarians in the
struggle for power, sufficiently experienced to find its bearings
amidst the complex conditions of arevolutionary situation, and
sufficiontly 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 party?

1) The Party as the advanced detachment of Lthe working class.
The Party must be, ficst of all, the advanced detachment of the
working class. The Party must absorb all the hest elements of the
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working class, their experience, their revolutionary spirit, their
selfless devotion Lo the cause of the proletariat. But in order that
it may really be the advanced detachment, the Party must be
armed with revolulionary 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 cannol be a real
parly 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 il is unable to overcome the inertia and the political
indifference of Lhe 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 Lool 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 tradeunionism
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 condilions 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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Lthe proletariat can serve as Lhis General Stafi. 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 al the same time be a detachment of the ¢lass, part of the
class, closely bound up with it by all Lhe fibres of its being. The
distinclion 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 prolelariat conlinue Lo be replenished with former
members of other classes, as long as the working class as a whole
is not in a position Lo rise Lo 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-Parly masses, if these masses do
not accepl, 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 nol 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 whosé approval no new member
was accepted. This (act shows that the broad masses of non-Party
workers regard our Party as their Parly, as a Party near and dear
to Lhem, in whose expansion and comsolidation .they are vitally
interested and Lo whose leadership they volunlarily entrust their
destiny. It scarcely needs proof that without these intangible
moral threads which conpect Lhe Party with the non-Party masses,

the Party could not have become the decisive force of its class.

The Party is an inseparable part of the working class,

“We,” says Lenin, “are We Parly of a class, and therefore almost the
whole elass (and in times of war, in Lhe period of eivil war, the whole class)
should - act under the leadership of our Party, should adhere to our Party
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as closely as possible. But it would be Manilovism* and ‘khvostism' to think
that at any Lime under capitalism almost the whole class, or the whole class,
would be 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 lbat under capilalism even the trade union organizations
(which are more primitive and more comprebensihle to the undeveloped
strata) are unable to embrace almost the whole, or the whole, working class.
To forget Lhe distinction between the advanced detachment and the whole
of the masses which gravitate towards it, to forget the conslant duoty of Lhe
advanced detachmenl to raise ever wider strata to this most advanced level,
means merely to deceive oneself, Lo shul one’s eyes to the immeasity of our
tasks, and to narrow down these tasks.” (See Vol. VI, pp. 205-06.)

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 siruggle of the class il must
at the same time be the organized deltachment 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 muslL lead Lhe proletarial in the
offensive when the situation calls for an offensive; il must lead
the proletariat so as Lo escape the blow of a powerfu]l enemy when
the situation calls for retreat; it must imbue Lhe millions of unor-
ganized non-Party workers with the spirit of discipline and system
in the struggle, with the spirit of organization avd endurance.
But the Party can fulfil these tasks only if it is itself the embodi-
ment ol discipline and organization, if it is itseli 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 Partly is the organized detacbment 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
Party Rules, in which the Party is regarded as the sum totfal

* Manilovism—smug complacency, fulile daydreamiog; {rom tbe
landowner Manilov, a character in Gogol's Dead Souls.—~T'r.

7
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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
Lo this formulation as early as 1903, proposed to substitute for it
a “system” of seli-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 auy one of the Party organizations. It
scarcely needs proof that had this singular “sysltem” 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

bave 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
bimsell a Party member.” What is the use of this vaguencss? A wide exten-
sion of the ‘title.’ 1ts harm is that it introduces a disorgenizing idea, the con-
fusing of class and Party.” (See Vol. VI, p. 211.)

But the Parly is not merely the sum fotal of Party organiza-
tions. The Parly is at thesame 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 mewmbers of the
Party. Without these conditions the Party cannot be asingle organ-
ized whole capable of exercising systemalic and organized lead-
etship in the struggle of the working class.

“Formerly,” says Lenin, “our Party was not a [ormally 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 submiiting 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 “hureaucracy,” “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 impossihle without
putting these principles into effect. Leninism in questions 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 amarchism is particularly characteristic of the Rus
sian nihilist. He thinks of the Party organization as a monstrous ‘factory’;
be regards the subordination of the part to the whole and of the minority
to the majority as ‘serfdom’..., division of lahour 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 burcaucrat 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 comsent; you are
acting in a grossly mechanical way because you plead the ‘mechanical’
majority at the Party Congress and pay no heed te 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.)

3) The Party as the highest form of class organization of the
proletariat. The Party is the organized detachment of the working

* The “gang” here referred to i3 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. §t.
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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 organizalions,
without which it cannol wage a successful struggle against capital;
irade unions, cooperatives, factory organizations, parliamentary
groups, non-Party women's associations, the press, cullural 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. Fhe overwhelming majority of these orgamizations
are non-Party, and only some of them adbere directly to Lhe Par-
ty, or constitute offshoots from it. All these organizations, under
cerlain conditions, are absolulely 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 besaid that each of these organiza-
tions carries on its work in its own special field, and that thércfore
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 malke 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 bave 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 organizalions,
trade unions, cooperatives, etc., should be officially subordinated
to the Party leadership. It only means that the members of Lhe
Party who belong to these organizations and are doubtlessly in-
fluential in them should doall 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 solated 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 dietatorship of the pro-
letariat. The Party is the highest form of organization of the pro-
letariat. The Party is the principal geiding 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 insérument in the hands of the
proletariat for achieving the dictalorship when that has not yet
been achieved and for consolidating and expanding Lhe dictator-
ship when it has already been achieved. The Parly could not have
risen so high in importance and could not have exerted its influ-
ence over all other forms of organization of Lhe proletariat, if the
latter had not been confronted wilh Lhe queslion of power, if
tbe conditions of imperialism, the inevitability of wars, and the
existence of a crisis had not demanded Lhe conceniralion of all the
forces of the proletariat at one point, the gathering of all the
threads of Lhe revolutionary movement in one spot in order Lo over-
throw the bourgeoisie and to achieve the dictatovship 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 proletlariat, and of centralizing
the leadership of Lhe entire movement during the progress of the

struggle, the proletariat in Russia could not have established its
revolutionary dictatorship.

But the prolelariat needs the Party not ouly 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, “Lhat Lhe Bol-
sheviks could nothave maintained themselves in power for Lwo-and-a-half
months, let alone two-and-a-hall years, witbout the strictest, truly iron
discipline in our Party, and without the fullest and unreserved support of
the latter by tho whole mass of the working class,that is, by all its thinking,
homest, self-sacrificing and influential elements, capable of leading or
ol carrying with them the backward strata.” {See Vol. XXV, p. 173.)

Now, what does Lo “maintain” and “expand” the dictatorship
mean? It means imbuing the millions of proletarians with the
gpirit 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 habils; it means enhancing the organizing work
of the proletarians in re-educating and remoulding the petty-
bourgeois strata; it means helping the masses ol the proletarians
to educale Lhemselves as a force capable of abolishing classes and
of preparing the condilions for the organization of socialist produc-
tion. But it is impossible to accomplish ali this without a party
which is strong by reason of its solidarity and discipline.

“The dictatorship of the proletar,igt,” says Lenin, “is astubborn strug-
gle—bloody and bloodless, violent and peaceful, military and economic,
educational and administralive—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 Lhe struggle, without a party
enjoying the confidence of all that is honest in the given class, without a
party capable of watching and influencing the mood of the masses, it is
impossihle to conduct such a struggle successfully * (See Vol. XXV, p. 190.)

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

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

5) The Puarty as the embodiment of unity of will, unity incom-
patible with the existence of factions. The achievement and main-
Lenance of the dictatorship of the proletariat is impossible without
a party which is strong by reason of its solidarily 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 nol 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 corflict of opinion within the
Party. Least of all does it mean that discipline must be “blind.”
On the contrary, iron discipline does not preclude hut presupposes
conscions and voluntary submission, for only conscious disgipline
can be truly iron discipline. But after a conflict of opinion has been
closed, after criticism has heen 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 unily
nor iron discipline in the Parly is conceivable,

“In the present epoch of acute civil war,” says Lenin, “the Communist
Par® will be able to perform its duly only il it is organized in the most cen-
tralized manner, if iron discipline bordering on military discipling prevails
in it, and if its Party centire 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 dictalorship.

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.1%0.)

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 thai 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 bave no desire to lead the proletarians to power, can afford
such liberalism as ireedom of factions, for they have no need at
all for iron discipline. But thé 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 anthority 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 “immediatle 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. [t is con-
stantly replenished by the influx of peasants, petty bourgeois
and intellectuals proletarianized by the development of capital-
ism. At the samec time the upper stratum of the proletariat, prin-
cipally trade union leaders and members of parliament who are
fed by the bourgeoisie out of Lhe 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 bourgecisie. 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 faclionalism and
disintegration, the source of disorgamization 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 canght
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 “defealing” opportunist elements by ideological
struggle within the Parly, 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, (breatens 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 viclorious from lhe civil war, if it had had within ils
ranks people like Martov and Dan, Potresov and Axelrod. Our Par-
ty succeeded in achieving internal unily and unexampled cohesion
of its ranks primarily because it was able in good Lime to purge
itseli 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 1o 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 Rassia 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 1o remove the Mensheviks, reformists, the Turatists from the Party,
but it may even be useiul 1o remove excellent Communists who are liable

to waver, and who reveal atendency to waver towards ‘unity’ with the re-
formists, to remove them irom all responsible posts.... On the eve of a revo-
lution, and st a moment when & most fierce struggle is being waged for its
vietory, the sligbtest 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-
cn bul 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 siyle. 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 Parly and state worker, creates a special Leninist style in
work.

What are the characteristic fealures 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 revolulionary 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 concocling and “revolutionary” plan
drafting, which springs from the belief ixt 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 Lask 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, 1 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 oul decrees as “commaunist vainglory.”

“Communist vainglory,” says Lenin, “means that a man, who is a mem-
ber of the Communist Party, and has not yet been purged from it, imagines

that he can solve all his problems by isswing communist decrees.” (See
Vol. XXVI1I, pp. 50-51.)

Lenin usnally contrasled hollow “revolutionary” phrasemonger-
ing with plain everyday work, lhus emphasizing that “revolution-

ary” scheme concocting is repugnant to Lhe spirit and the letter of
true Leninism.

“Fewer pompous phrases, more plain, everyday work says Lenin.
“Lass political fireworks and more attention to the simplest but vital...
facts ol 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 indomilable force which neither knows nor
recognizes obstacles; which with its businesslike perseverance
brushes aside all obstacles; which continues at a task once started
antil it is finished, even if il is a minor task; and without which
serfous constructive work is inconceivable.

But American efficiency has every chauce of degenerating into
narrow and unprincipled practicalism if it is not combined with
Russian revolutivnary sweep. Who has not heard of thal disease of
narrow empiricism and unprincipled practicalism which has not in-
frequently caused certain “Bolsheviks” to degenerale and Lo 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-
ont vision, without knowing “what it isall about,” and who, there-
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fors, stray from the path of revolutionary work. No one has ridi-
culed this diseace of practicalism 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 “revolulionary” 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, Lbe style of Leninism in work.



THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION
AND THE TACTICS
OF THE RUSSIAN COMMUNISTS

Preface to the Book
“On the Road to October”

1

THE EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL SETTING
FOR THE OCTOBER REYOLUTION

Three circumstlances 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 Lime nor the means Lo devole serious atlen-
tion to the struggle against the October Revolution. This circum-
stance was of Lremendous importance for the Oclober Revolution,
for it enabled it to take advanlage of the fierce conflicts within Lhe
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 exireme 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 failhful allies
oulside 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 chiel
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, en jby 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 situalion which determined the comparative
ease with which the October Revolulion won its victory.
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This does not mean, of course, thal 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 favourablesituation
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 Revolulion as the absence of a proletarian majority
within the country.

But these unfavourable features only emphasize the tremen-
dous importance of the peculiar inlernal 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 {917, to start the socialist revolution,but it will be more
difficult for Russia than for the European countries 10 continue the revolu-
tion and carry it through to the end. 1 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 pessants tp an incredible degree; 2} tbe possibility of taking advantage
for acertain time of the mortal conflict between two world-poweriul groups
of imperialist robhers,who were unable to unite against their Soviet enemy;
3) the possibility of enduring acomparatively lengtby civil war, partly owing
to the enormous size of the conntry and to the poor means of communication;
4} the existence of such a profound bourgeois-democratic revolutionary move-
wment 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-
pitely 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, by the way, apart [rom a number of
otber causes, is why it will be more difficult for Western Europe to star?
a socialist revolution than it was for us.” (See Vol. XXV, p. 205.)

These words of Lenin’s should not be forgotten.

11

TWO0 SPECIFIC FEATURES
OF THE O0CTOBER REVOLUTION—
OR OCTOBER AND TROTSKYS THEGRY
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 revelution.

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 guestion of the labouring masses of the petty bourgeoisie,
both urban and rural, the guestion of winning these masses to the
side of the proletariat, is highly importanl for the proletarian rev-
olution. Whom wili the labouring people of Lown and country
support in the struggle for power, the bourgeoisie or the proletar-
ial; whose reserve will they become, Lhe reserve of the bourgeoisie
or the reserve of the proletariat-—on this depend the late of the
revolution and the stability of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
The revolutions in France in 1848 and 1871 came to grief chief-
Iy because the peasant reserves proved Lo 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 “judicicusly 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 Lhe
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 diclatorship 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, al 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 secialism.” (See Vol.

XX1V, 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 conselidate
the victory, in the work of creating the new, socialist social system,in the
whole struggle for tbe complete abolition of classes.” (See Vol. XX1V,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
nonpreletarian 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: Umon, which until recenbly
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 proletarial of the advanced countries and
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the oppressed peoples of the enslaved colonics. But whal 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 1is
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 fealure 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 “notsar, 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 vevolution™ in 1905
meant & “leap into the air” away irom 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 1815, 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-
Lion 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 peasaniry was bound tio subside, that the
slogan of the configcation of the land no longer had the same im-
portance as formerly. It i well known that at that time, Lenin,
examining this article of Troteky's, avcused 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 Lo rouse the peasanis Lo
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. Lel 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 botween January 9 and the October
strike of 1905 that the viewson thecharacterof 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 objeclives had heen achieved.
The revolution would not be able to solve its immediale bourgeois problems
except by placing the proletariat in power. And the latter, upon assumiag
power, would not be able to confine itscll to Lhe bourgeois limits of the revo-
lution. On the contrary, precisely in order Lo ensure its victory, the prole-
tarian vanguard would be forced in the very early stages of its rule Lo make
deep inroads not only into fendal 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 orly on an international scale, in the arena
of the world proletarian revolution.”*

That iz 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 o

* My italics—J. St.
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perceive the greal chasm that separates Lenin's theory of the
dictalorship of the proletarial from Trotsky's theory of “perma.
nent revolution.”

Lenin speaks of the alliance between Lhe proletariat and the
labouring strata of the peesantry as ihe 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 exploiled
masscs by the proletariat. Trotsky sces “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 Lo arrive wilth 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 Lhe arena of the world
proletarian revolution.” According to this plan, there is but oné
prospect left for our revolution: Lo vegelate in its own contradic-
tions and rot away while waiting for the world revolution.

What is the dictalorship of the proletariat according to
J.enin?

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-
taky?

The dictatorship of the proletariat is a power which comes “into
hostile collision” with “the broad masses of the peasantry” awmd

seeks the solution of its “contradictions” orly “in the arena of the
world 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 revolniion” 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,
cne 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 slowed down to hold their old
positions, and the equally “legitimats” siriving 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 balf a century ago was a backward couniry in
comparison with France and Britain. The-same must be said of
Japan as compared with Russia. It is wel known, howaver, that
by the beginning of the twentieth ¢entury Germany and Japan
had leapt so far ahead that Germany had succeeded in avertak-
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ing France and bad begun to press Britain hard on Lhe 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.
XI1X, p. 74);

2) “This ‘booty’ iz 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;

%) 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 revoly-
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 ol 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 egainst 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 Oclober 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's pamphlet Our Revolution (1906).

Trotsky writes:
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"Without dircct state support from the Enropean proletariat, the working
class of Russia will not be able to maintain itsell in power and to transform

its temparary 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 belween this “theory” and Lenin’s
thesis on the possibility of the viclory 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 Staies 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 Sotsizl-Demokrat (at that time the certral organ of the Bolshe-
viks—J. St.) in the following sentence. ‘Uneven economic and political
developwent is an absolute law of capitalism.’ From this the Sotsial-Demok-
rat draws the conclusion that the victory of socialism is possible in one coun-
try, and that therefore there ia Ro reason to make the dictatorship of the pro-
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letariat in each separale country contingent upon the establishment of a
United Stales of Europe. That capiltalist development in different countries
is uneven is an absolulely incontrovertible argument. But this unevenness
is itsclf extremely uneven. The capilalist level of Britain, Austria, Germany
or France is not identical. But in comparison with Africa and Asia all these
countiries 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 1o reiterate in order that
the ideaof concurrent international action may not be replaced by the idea of
temporizing international inaction, Without waiting for Lhe others, we
begin and continue the struggle nationally, in the lull confidence that our
initlative will give an impetus to the struggle in other countries; but if this
sbould not occur, it would be hopeless to think—as listorical experience
and theoretical considerations testily—Lhat, for example, a revolutionary
Russia could hold out in the face of aconservative 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 aboul
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
pecessary. 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
raight of our Red Army and Lhe 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 FEast? 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 & revolution-
ary Russia could not hold out in the face of a conservative Europe
signify?

It can signily only this: firstly, that Trotsky does nol 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-
jan revolution, Trotsky unwittingly dealt himself a smashing
blow in his-pamphlet Peace Program which appeared in 1917 and
was republished in 4924.

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, wrilten after the victory

of the proletarian revolution in one country, in Russia. Let us
take, for example, Troisky’'s “Postecript,” 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 caenot culminate victortously 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 aconclusion would be
unwarranted. The [act that the workers’ state has held out against the
whole world in ope country, and a backward counlry at that, testifies
to the colossal might of the proletariat, which in other, more advanced,
more civilized countries will be truly capable of performirg 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 nther European covn-
tries we shall bo compelled, in our struggle against economie isolalion, to
strive for agreement with the capitalist world; at the same time it may be
said with certainty th al 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 ecoromy in Russia will become possible only ajfter the
victory® of lthe proletariat in the major European countries.”

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

wreck.

It appears, Lhen, 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 stil} 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.

¥ My italics.—J. §¢.
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How can this strange “theory” be reconciled with Lenin's
theory of the “vietory of socialism in one country”?

How can this strange “prospect” be reconciled wilh 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, far
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 opinjon of icons. We have dragged
socialism into everyday life, and here we must find our way. This is the Lask
of our day, the task of our epoch. Permil me to contlude by expressing the
conviction ibat, difficult as this task may be, new as it may be compared
with our previous task, and no matter bow many dilficulties it may enptail,
we shall all—-not in one day, but in the course of several years—ali of us
logether fulfil it wbatever happens so that NEP Russia will become socialist
Hussia™ (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 amatter of fact, state power over all large-scale means of production,
state power in tbe bands 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 buckstering
and which [rom acertain aspect we bave the right to look down npon assuch
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. XXVIJ,
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 aspecl—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 ¢an 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 abead 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 ¢lass relying on the
peasantry. What Rosa Luxemburg and Trotsky advanced against T.enin
in 1905 (i.e., “permanent revolution”"—J. §¢.) 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



130 1. STALIN

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 wag 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 ahsolute incompatibility with the foundations of
Leninism.

Honeyed speeches and rotten diplomacy cannot hide the yawn-

ing chasm which lies belween the theory of “permanent revolution”
and Leninism.

111

CERTAIN SPECIFIC FEATURES OF THE TACTICS
OF THE BOLSHEYVIKS 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 Irequently overlooked.

What are these f{eatures?
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Firstspecifie 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 19177 “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 1317? 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 Marcb 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, bul 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 revolutiomary tactica 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 ap by October 1917) only in the
course of the struggle and conflicts of the classes between April

(11 ]
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and Ociober 1917, through the April demonstration, the June and
duly demonstrations, Lhe elections to the district and city Dumas,
the struggle against the Kornilov revolt, and the winning over
of Lize 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 ils army in the course of the siruggle 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 demonsiration at the same time threw a
certain amount of light on the 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 the events preceding the uprising in October and

comparing them with the events that marked the period from
April to July, Lenin says:

“The situation mow is not at all what it was prier to April 20-21,
June 9, July 3, for then there was spontansous excitement which we, as a
party, either failed to perceive (April 20) or tried to restrain and shape into
a peaceful demonstration (June ¢ and July 3). For at that time we were fully
aware that the Soviels were not yet ours, that the peasants stil! trusted the
Lieber-Dan-Chernov course and not the Bolshevik course {uprising), and
that, conscquently, 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
ol 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 Ociober uprising;
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4) this policy was bound to result in the entire preparation
for Oclober 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 fealure of the October Revolution, such
is the first specific feature of Lhe 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 Octaber 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-
ceedod under the leadership of one party, the Bolshevik Party. But
how did Lhe Party carry out this leadership, along what line did
the latter proceed? This leadership proceeded along the line
of isolating the compromising parlies, as the mosl 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 reriod 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 direcled towards isolating these parties,
towards winning the broad masses of the 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-
mising party, the party of compromise between tsarism and the ma-
jority of the people, i.e., Lthe peasantry as a whole. Nalurally, the
Party at that time directed its main blows al 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 ruplure 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 Deen 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 bad 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-
bourgecis 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 Yabouring 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 apd imperialism, and wnless this rupture wes 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 Secialist-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 Qctober Trotsky says
nothing, or next to nothing, abont this specific feature of the Bol-
shevik Lactics.

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 “All Power Lo 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 pew 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 Menshcviks 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 mew 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 canuot be replaced by anything else.
Sccondly, this apparalus provides a bond with Lhe masses, with thé majority
ol the people, so intimals, so Indissoluble, so readily ¢ontrollable and renew-
able, that there was nolhing even remotely like it in the previous state
apparatus, Thirdly, this apparatus, by virtue of the fact that its personnel
js elected and subject ta recall at the will of the people without any bureaus



QCTORBEN REVOLUTION AND TACTICS OF RUSSIAN COMMUNISTS 137

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 wbich the vanguard of the oppressed classes
can elevate, train, educate, and lead the entire vast mass of these classes,which
has bitherto 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 ol the people botb legislative and erecu-
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 tbe Soviets, the proletarian revelution 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 a new 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 revolu.
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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 vhat counterrevolution. This compelled the
Party temporarily to withdraw the slogan “All Power to the So-
viets!”, only to put 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 transiorming 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 conditicn for isolating the
compromising parties and for the victory of the dictatorship of
the proletariat-—such is the third specific feature of the tastics 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 wilth the question of how and why the Bolsheviks
were able (o 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 a 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 hecome 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, torealize 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 bhetween 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 Constitueat 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 il happen that the Bolsheviks, who were advancing towards
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a Republic of Soviets, al the same Lime demanded (hat the Pro-
visional Government shou!d immediately convene the Constituent
Assembly? How could it happen thai the Bolsheviks not only
took part in the elections, but (hemselves convened the Constit-
vent Assembly? How could it bappen 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 Soviels
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 stogan 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 Lo Lhe
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 (or eliminaling Lhe Constituent
Assembly;

8) 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
ool have taken place su smoothly, and the subsequent actions of
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the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks under the slogan

“All Power to the Constituent Assembly!” would not have failed
so signally.

“We took part,” says Lenin, “in the elections to the Russian bourgecis
parliament, the Constituent Assembly, in Seplember-November 1917 Were
our bactics correct or not?... Did not we, the Russian Bolsheviks, have more
right inSeptember-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 ol Russia were in September-Novem-
ber 1317 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 afzer.”
(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, but actually helps it to
prove to the hackward masses why such parliaments deserve to be dispersed;
it helps their successinl dispersal, and kelps 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 slate power” under cerlain conditions. (Cf. Vol. XXI,
p- 338.)

He does pot understand that if the Bolsheviks had not adopt-
ed this special policy towards Lhe Conslituent 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 forgotien 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 {orgotten that Lenin, that unquestion-
able Marxist, quoting the well-known letter of Marx to Kugelmann
(April 4871) to the effect that the smashing of the bureaucratic-
military state machime 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 prolound re-
mark that the destruction of the bureaucratic-military state machine is'thbe
preliminary condition for every real pesple’s revolution.' This concept of
a ‘people’s’ revolution seems strange coming from Marx, and the Russian
Plekhanovites and Mensheviks, those followers of Struve who wish to be
regarded as Marxists, might possibly declare such an expression to he a ‘slip
of the pen’ on Marx’s part. They have reduced Marxism to such a state of
wretchodly liberal distortion that motbing exists for them beyond the anti-
thesis between hourgeois revolution amd 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 tbe proletariat constituted the majority of the people. A ‘people’s’
revolution, one that actually brougbt the majority into movement, could
be such only if it embraced both Lbe proletariat and tbe peasantry. These
two classes then constituted the ‘people.’ These two classes are united by
the fact that the 'hureaucratic-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, tbis 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 impossihle.” (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-
lain the opportunity to break Lhrough 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 cultivales among Lhe
proletarians of the different countries not Lhe spirit of revolution-
ary determination, but the mood of Hamlet-like doubt over the
question as Lo “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 simulianeous 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 warld revelution.* The victory of socialism in
one country is mot a self-suificient task. The revolution which
has been victorious in one country must regard itself not as a
self-sufficient entity, but as an aid, as 8 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 rsvolution.

Undoubtedly, the paths of development of the world revolu-
tion are not as plain as it may have seemed previously, befors the
victory of the revolution in one country, before the appearance of
developed imperialism, which is “the eve of the socialist revelu-
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 mew [actor has srisen—the vast So-

* Spe above The Foundations of Leninism,—J. St.
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viet counlry, lying belween Lhe West and Lhe East, between the
centre of the financial exploitation of the world and the arena of
colonial oppression, a counlry which by ils very existence is revo-
lutionizing the whole world.

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

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
alorm in which one of the statesol Europe, viz., Germany, has been enslaved
by the victor countries. Furthermore, a number of stales, which are, more-
over, the oldest sLales in the West, find themselves in a posilion, as the result
of their victory, to utilize tbis 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, precjsely as a result of the last imperialist war, a
number of countries—the Easi, India, China, elc.—bhave been completely
dislodged from their groove. Their development bas definitely shiited to
the general Europcan capitalisl lines, The general European lerment has
begun to affect them, and it is now clear lo 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 wilk it, “the West-European capi-
talist countries will consummate their development towards socialism ...
not as we [ormerly expected. They are consummating it not by the even
‘maturing’ of socialism in them, but by tbe exploilation of somo countries
by others, by the exploitation of the first of the countries to be vanquisbed in
the imperialist war combined with Lhe exploitation of tie whole of the East.
On the other hand, preciscly as a resvlt of the first imperialist war, the East
has definitely come into revolutionary movement, has been definitely drawn
into the general maelstrom of Lhe world rovolutionary movement.” (See Vol.

XXVII, pp. 41576.)

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



146 J.STALIN

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; Lkat 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 viciorious country, the faster this country is
transformed into a base [or the Further unfolding of the world
rovolution, into a lever for the further disintegration of impe-
rialism.

While it is true that the firal 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 offective the assistance retidered 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 viclorious country achiev-
ing “the utmosl possible in one country f ¢ » the development,
support and awakening of the revolution in il countries.” (Sec
Lenin, Vol. XXIII, p. 385.)

It should be expressed, secondly, in that Lhe “victorious pro-
letariat” of one country, “having expropriated the capitalists
and organized socialist production, would stand up... agaeinst the
rest of the world, the capitalist world, attracting to its cause the
oppressed _classes of other countries, raising revolts in those coun-
Lries against the capitalists, and in the evenl 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 Lhe final victory of socialism in the first victo-
rious country.

Most probably, in the course of developmen! 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 Uhe 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.” (7bid.)

The world significance of the October Revolution lies not only
in the fact that it comstitutes 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 thal 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*



148 J. STALINWN

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. Actunally, 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
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J.STALIN
I
THE DEFINITION OF LENINISH

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 1t 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 connectiou between Leninism and the teachings of Marx,
characterizing Leninism as Marzism 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 imn our Party
who consider it necessary to define Leninism somewhat differently.

Zinoviev, for example, thinks that:
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"Leninism is Marxism of tbe era of imperinlist wars and of e world

revolution which began directly in e country where the peasantry predomi-
nates’

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

It means lransforming Leninism from an international pro-
letarian doctrine inle 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 imporiance for Russia, Lhat 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 Capitalisin, The State
and Revolution, The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade
Kautsky, “Left-Wing” Communism, an Infantile Disorder, etc.,
apply only to Russia, and not Lo 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 ail countries? Was not
Lenin right when he said that “Bolshevism cen serve as @ model
of tactics for all"t (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 of the proletariat must inevitably differ
In cerlain specific features from that in the advanced countries, owing to

* My italics.—J. &t
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the very grealt 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.”* (Sec 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?

It
THE MAIN THING IN LENINISM

In the pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism, it is stated:

“Some think (hat 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 guestion 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?

[ 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 guestion,
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 [ bave already said, the question of the role of the peasantry is the
fundamental question* of Bolshevism, of Leninism,*

* My italics.—J. S
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As you see, Zinoviev’s thesis follows entirely from his wrong
definition of Lentnism. 1L is Lherefore as wrong as his definition
of Leninism is wrong.

Is Lenin's thesis (hat the dictalorship 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 Lhe proletarian revolution
correcl? I think it is correct. But what follows from this? From
this it follows that the fundamental question of Leninism, its
point of departure, ils foundalion, is lhe question of the dictator-
ship of the prolelariat.

Is it not true thal the question of imperialism, the question
of the spasmodic character of lhe development of imperialism,
Lthe guestion of the victory of socialism in one country, Lhe ques-
tion of the proletarian slate, the question of Lthe Soviet form of
this state, the guestion of the role of the Parly in the system of
the dictatorship of the proletariat, the question of the paths of
building socialism—that all these gquestions were elahorated
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 diclatorship 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 dictalorship 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 would have been a sim-
ple “peasant philcsopher,” as foreign literary philistines often de-
pict him—had he elaborated the peasant question, not on the basis
of the theory and taclics 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 i3 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.

111

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:

“Conseguently, Lenin fought the adberents of ‘permanent’ revolution,
not over the guestion of uninterruptedmess, 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 genmerally accepled uatil 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 “permanentists” lay not only in their un-
derestimalion of the role of Lhe peasantry, but also in Lheir under-
estimation of the strengih of the proletariat and its capacity to
lead the peasavtry, 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 Ccmmunists (December 1924), [ broadened
this characterization and replaced it by another, more complete
one. Here is whal is stated ip that pamphlet.:

“Hitherto obly ore aspect ol Uie Lheory of ‘permanent revolution' has
usually been notcd—Ilack of faith in the revolutionary potentialities of the
peasant movement. Now, in fairness, this must be supplemented by ancther

aspect—lack of faith in the strenglh and capacity of the proletariat in
Russia.”

This does nol 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 devecloped the idea of permanent revolution, What
distinguishes Lenin from Lhe “permanentists” on this question is
that the “permanentists” distorted Marx’s idea of permanent rev-
olution and transformed it inlo lifeless, bookish wisdom, whereas
Lenin Look 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 Lhe 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 sxtent
of our strength, the strength of the class-conscious and organized proletariat,
begin to pass to the socialist revolution. We stand for uninterrupied reve-
lution.* We shall not stop hallway....

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

* My italics,—J. St.
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ore thing: we shall put every cffort into assisting the entire peasantry to
carry oul 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 13 what Lenin wrole on this subject sixteen years
later, after the conquest of power by the proletariat:

“The Kaulskys, Hilferdings, Martovs, Chernovs, Hillquits, Longuets,
MacDonalds, Turatis, and other beroes of ‘Two-and-a-Hall® 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 sccond 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 guotation 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 Lo
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 Lhe leader of all the toilers and 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 oul 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 bourgeols revelution and
socialist revolution,” says Lenin, “is that for the bourgeois revolution, which
arises out of feudalism, tbe new economic organizations are gradually created
in the womb of the old order, gradually changing all the aspects of fendal
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 Lhe one to start the socialist revolution, the more difficultl it is for it to
pass [rom ihe 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 ihe Russian revolution,” contin-
ves Lenin, “which bad gone through Lhe great experience of the year 1905,
given rise to Lhe Soviets as early as February 1917, they could not under
any circumstances bave scized power in Qctober, because success depended
entirely upon the existenee of ready-made organizational forms of a move-
medt embracing millions. These ready-made forms were the Soviets, and
that is why ip the political sphere there awaited us Lhose brilliant successes,
the continuous triumphant march, Lthat we experienced; for the new form of
political power was ready to hand, and ail we had 10 do was, by passing a
few decrees, 10 transform Lhe power of the Soviets from the embryonic state
in which it existed in the first months ol the revelution into a legally recog-
pized form which has become established in the Russian state—i.e., into
the Russian Soviel Repubiic.” (See Vol. X X1I, p. 315.)

“But two problems of enormous difficulty still remained,” says Lenin,
“the solution of which could nol possibly be Lhe triumphant march which

-our. revolution experienced in the first months...." ({bid.)

“Firstly, there were the problems of inlernal organization, which con-
front every socialist revolution. The difference between socialist revolution
and hourgeois revolution lies precisely in the facl 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 buge machine, into an economic organism that works in
such a way that hundreds of miilions of people are guided by a single plan—
such was the enormous organizational probiem that rested on our shoulders.
Under the present conditions of labour this problem could not possibly be
solved by the ‘burrah’ 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 1s a real force, a real fortress
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of internalional capital, could in no case, under no circumstances, live side
by side with Lhe Sovicl Republic, boll because of ils objeclive posilion and
berause of Lhe cconomic interests of the capitalist class swhich is embodied
in it—it could not do so because of commercial connections, of internation-
al financial velations. In this sphere a conflict is inevitable. Therein lies
Lhe greatest difficulty of the Russian revolution, its greatest historical prob-

lem: the necessity of solving the international tasks, the necessily of calling
[orth 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, wilhout 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 Lhe 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 triumpled only in ome
country, a country which is surrounded by hostile capitalist
countries and the bourgeoisie of which cannol 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 cless.” (See Vol.
XXI, p. 373

“First let the majority ol 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 petéy-bourgeois democrats who call themselves

‘Socinlists’ but who are in reality the servitorsof the bowurgeoisie.” *(See Vol.
XXI1V, p. 847}

* My italics.—J. St
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“We say:* Let the revolutionary proletariat first overthrow the bour-
geoisie, break the yoke of capital, and smask the bourgeois state appara-
tus, then the victorious proletariat will be ahle rapidly to gain the sympathy
and support of the majority of the toiling nonproletarian masses by satis-
fying their needs at Lhe expense of the exploiters.” (fbid.)

*In order to win the majority of the popuiation to its side,” l.enin says
further, “the preletariat must, in the first place, overtbrow the bourgeoisie
and seize state power; secondly, it must introduce Sovict power and smash
the old state apparatus to bits, whereby it immediately undermines the
rule, prestige and influcnce of the bourgecisie and petty-hourgeois compro-
misers over tbe nonmproletarian toiling masses. Tbirdly, it must entirely
destroy the influence ol the hourgeoisie and petty-bourgeois compromisers
over the majority of the nonproletarian toiling masses by satisfying their
economic needs in a revolutionary way at the expeéenseof the ex-
pioiters” (lbid., p. 641.)

Such are the characteristic features of the proletarian revolu-
tion.

What, in this conneclion, 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 dictatorsbip of the proletarial is not the end of the class struggle,
but its continuation in new lorms, The dictatorship of the proletariat is
the class struggle of the proletariat, which bas won victory and has seized
political power, against the bourgeoisie, which although vanquished has
not been annibilated, bas not disappeared, bas not ceased its resistance, bas
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 Lhe prolelanans, which does not and cannot share
power with other classes, does not necd aid from, and an alliance
with, the labouring and exploited masses of other classes for Lhe
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 Lthe pelty-bourgeois
classes, primarily the labouring masses of the peasaniry.

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 proletarial. This special form of alliance
consists in that the leader of the state, the leader in the sysiem
of the dictatorship of the proletariat is one party, the party of
the proletariat, the parly of the Communists, which does not and
canno!l share leadership with other parties.

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

“The dictatorship of the proletariat,” says Leain, “is a special form of
class alliance* hetween the proletariat, the vanguard of the working people,
and the numerous nonproletarian strata ol working people (the petty bour-
geoisie, tbe 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 atiempt on its part at restoration, an
alliance siming 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. XX1V,
p- 311D

* My italies.—J St
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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 bhere 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 tbe support of one section or another of
the population. The dictatorship of the proletariat is the class alliance
between the proletariat and the Iabouring 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 s
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 bave failed
1o understand Lenin’s thesis:

“Only an agreement with the peasantry* can save lbe socialist revolu-
tion in Russia as long as the revolution in other countries bas not taken
plece.” (See Vol. XXV1, 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, S¢.
11--592
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alliance of Lhe prolelarial and peasunlry in order that the proletariat may
retain its leading role and state power.” (fbid., p. 460.)

Pointing oul one of the most imporlant aims of the dictator-
ship, the aim of suppressing the exploiters, Lenin says:

“The scientific concept ol diclatorsbip means nothing more nor less
than completely Dnrestricted power, absolutely unimpeded by laws or reg-
vlations 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 prolotariat does not

mean only the use of force, although there is no dictatorship
without the use of force,

“Dictatorship,” says Lenmin, “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.
XX1V, p. 305.)

“The dictalorship 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 s higber 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
trivmph of communism.” (See Vol. XX1V, pp. 335-36.)

“Its quintessence (i.e., ol the dictatorship—J.§t.} is the organization
and discipline of the advanced detachment of the working people, of its
vanguard, its sole lcader, the proletariat, whose object is to build social-
ism, to abolish the division of sociely into classes, to make all members of
saciety working people, to femove the basis for any exploitation of man by
man. This ohject cannot be achieved at one siroke. It requires a fairly long
pericd of transition from capitalism to socialism, because the reorganization
of production is a difficult matter, because radical cbanges in all spheres of

life need time, and because the enormous fores of habit of petty-bourgeois
and hourgeois conduct of economy can be overcome only by a long and stab-
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 fealures 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 Jands, 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 hag'
ceased to exist or can cease to exist in the period of constructior.*

I»
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The organs of suppression, the army and other organpizations,
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 forgotien 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.

A

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

1 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
state 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 irom the point of view of its structure, from the-point
of view of its “mechanism,” {rom the point of view of the role and
significance of the “Lransmission belts,” the “levers,” and the
“directing force” which in their totality constitute “the system
o the diétatorship of the proletarial” (Lenin}), and with the help
of which the daily work of the dictatorship of the proletariat is
accomplished.

What are these “tramsmission 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 belis are those very mass organi-

zations of the proletariat wilhout 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 Lthem 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 becguse 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’ frade unions, with their central

and local ramifications in the shape of a whole series of organiza-
tions concerned with production, culture, education, ete. 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 connest
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,
wilitary, 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 orgapizations
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 non-Party organization. The Sovists 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,
a non-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 ex{ensive cultural and edu-
cational work carried on by the proletariat.

Lastly, there is the Pariy 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 combine 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. Aund 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 system 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 vangunard 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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Withont 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 bave a
formally non-Communist, flexible and relatively wide, and very
powerful proletarian apparatus, by means of which the Party is
closely linked with the ¢lass 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 piace 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.

“Jt is impossible to exercise the dictatorship,” says Lenin, “without
baving 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. XXV1, 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 * 3 number of special institutions also of a mew type, pamely,
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. S¢.



CONCERNING QUESTIONS OF LENINISM 169

“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 classconscious 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 Val. 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 oaur Party.” This thesis, as you see, identifies
the “dictatorship of the Party” with the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. Can 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 Gongress
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. S¢.) can 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, i7 essence,® the dicta-
torship of its organized and class-conscious 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 natiomal question, that the peas-
ant question and the national question are identical. There is
no need to prove that the national guestion is wider and richer
in its scope than the peasant guestion. 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 identicel 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 orgapizations
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 carry them out in strict accordance with the demands of the
sttuation. It scarcely needs proof that the Party, having taken
the leadership into its hands, cannot but reckon with the wilil, 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,
“ia the class struggle of the proletariat, which has waon 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 bas 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 paré 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 Jeadership’ with the Party ‘top leadership’ —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 cne 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 the Party

with the dictatorship of the proletariat substitutes the Party
for the Soviets, i.e., for the state power.

* My italics.—J. §¢.
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Fifthly. The concept of dictalorship of the proletariat is a
state concept. The dictatorship of the proletariat necessarily in-
cludes the concepl of force. There is no dictatorship without the
use of force, il dictatorship is to be understood in the striet 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 tacitly 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 werking 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 righl up Lo the question of the mutual
telations 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
irondiscipline in our Party, and witkout the fullest and unreserved support of
the latter by the whole mass of the working class,* that is, hy all its thinking,
honest; self-sacrificing and influential elements, capable of leading or ol
cartying 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-
pomic, educationa) and administrative—against the forces and traditions

of the old society. The*force of babit of millions and tens of millions is &
most terrible force. Without an iron party tempered in the struggle, without

* My italics.—J 51,
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a party enjoying the confidence of all that is honest in the given class,* without
a party capable of watching and influencing Lhe 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 Lhe 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 ol 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 !ﬂ:e, o merge with the broadest masses of the working peo-
ple*—primarily with the proletarian, dut also with the nonpreletarion,
labouring masses. Thirdly, by the correctness of the political leadership
exercised by this vanguard, by the correctness of its political strategy and
Lactics, provided that the broadest masses have heen convinced through their
own experience of this correctness. Without these conditions, discipliné in a
révolutionary party that is really capable of being the party of the advanced
class, whose mission it is to overtbrow the hourgeoisie 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 band, these conditions cannot arise all at once.
They are created only by prolonged effort and hard-won experlence. Their
creation is facilitated only by correct revolutionary theory, which, in its
Lura, is aot 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:

“Viciory 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. §¢.
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steeled by the expericice of stubborn revolutionary siruggle, if this Party
bas succeeded in linking itself inseparably with the whole life of its class
and, through it, with the whole mass of exploited, and if it bas succeeded
in inspiring the complete confidence of lhisclass 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 tbe other band, 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, cte.—
only then will it be able to display its full strength, which, owing to the very
economic structure of capitalist sociely, 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
proletarial 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 worl-
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 Lo 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 italies.—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 counlerpose 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 Lemnin, “‘dictatorship of
the Party or dictatorsbip of the class? dictatorship (Party) of the leaders or
diclatorship (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 leastin modern
civilized conntries, 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 -memhers, 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

12592
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correct mutual relations with the class, Lthus upsetling the foun-
dations of “mulual confidence”?

Arve 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 ils
“unrestricted” rights;

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

3) if \he 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 convineed 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 Lo grief and
disappeared because Lhey violated one of these three conditions,
and sometlimes all these conditions Laken Logelher.

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

1) i by diclatorship of lhe Parly in relation to the working
class we mean not a diclatorship 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 Lhe class;

3) £f the class, if the majority of the classg, accepts that policy,
makes that policy ils 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.



CONCERNING QUESTIONS OF LENINISM 179

The violation of these conditions inevitably gives rise Lo 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 opn 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 Revolution:

“By educaling 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
tencker, the guide, the leader® of all the toilers and exploiled in building up
their social life without the bourgeoisie and against the bourgeoisie.” (See
Vob. 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 Lhesis one could cite, for example, such a fact
from the history of our Party as the period of the abolition of the
surpius-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.lhe lime, 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 bas been
established with it, that it docs 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 ilalics.—J. St.



180 J. STALIN

say straightforwardly: Led us reconsider our policy towards the pessantry.”
(See Vol. XX VI, p. 238.)

Can one consider that the Party should take the initiative
and leadership in organiziug decisive actions by the masses merely
on the ground that its policy is correct on the whole, if that
policy does nol yet meet Lhe confidence and support of the class
because, say, of the latter's polilical 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 lhe Parly, if it wants to be a real leader,
must know how to bide its time, musl 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, “bas not a majority in the ad-
vanced detachments ol the revolutionary classes and in the coyntry, 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}

"The proletsrian vanguard has heen won over ideologically. That is
the main thing. Without this not even the firsl step towards victory can be
made. But it is still a lairly long way from victory. Victory cannot be won
with the-vanguard alome. To throw the vanguard alome inlo the decisive
battle, before the whole class, before the broad masses bave 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 s 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 mot'enough. For this the masses must have their own political
experience.” (fbid., p. 228.)

We know that this is precisely how our Party acted during
the period from Lenin's April Theses to the Octobhgr 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-
fions bétween the vanguard and the class.

* My italics.—J. St
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Whal does leadership mean when Lhe 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 Lhe 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 Parly’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 slruggle.

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, “aller two-and-a-balf 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 Menstieviks. For the
whole task of the Communists is Lo be able to corvince the hackward elements,
to be able to work among them, and nol to ferce themselves off from them by
artificial and childishly ‘Lelt’ 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 the 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 preolonged 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, thal a.pe-
cessary condition for victorious revolution is thal the Party
should win over the majority of the working class, would be
devoid of all meaning.

Well, and what is to be done with thé minority, if it'does not
wish, if it does not agree voluntarily to submit to the will of the
majority? Can the Party, must the Perty, 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? Nof It
was not that. The mistake of the Opposition at that time was
that, being unable to convince the majority of the correctness
of ils 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 mutval relations and mutual confidence between
the vanguard of the working class and the masses of the workers, it was nec-
essary, if the Tsektran bad made a mistake to corrcct this mistake. But
when people begin to defend this mistake, it becomes a source of political
danger. Had pot the utmost possible been done ip the way of democracy in
heeding the moods expressed here by Kutuvzov, we would have met with
political bankrupicy. First we must convince, and then coerce. We must-at
adl costs first convince, and then coerce.®* We were not able to convince the

broad masses, and we upsst the correct relations between the vapguard
and the masses” (See Vol. XX VI, p. 235.)

Lenin says the same thing in his pamphlet On the Trade Un-
fons:

“We applied coercion correctly and successiolly only when we were ahle
to create beforehand a basis of conviction for it.” (fbid., p. 74.)

* My Mtalics~7. §1,
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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 ts 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 mulual
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 imparmissible to identify the Party
with the working class, the leadership (“dictatorship”) of the
Party with the dictatorship of the working class. On the gronnd
that the “dictatorship” of the Party cannot be counterposed to
the dictatorship of the proletariat, Sorin arrived at the wrong
conclusion that “the diciatorship of the prolelariatl 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?
[f we took that line, we would have to say that “the dictatorship
of the proletariat is the dictatorship of our leaders.” But it is pre-
cisely to this absurdity that we are led, properly speaking, by the
policy ol 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 pra-
letariat —with the difference, however, ihat Serin 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.RA. from
the standpoint of its class content? It is the dictatorship of the proletariat.
What is the direct mainspring of power in the U.5.8.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.7 Whalis the mew 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 Parly in relation to the working
class as a whole we mean the leadership of the Party. But how 1is
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 orgamizations 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 eguality
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 contradiects the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Would you, on this ground, bave 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 2o say, the
country of the dictatorship of the leaders? And yet the “principle”
ol identifying the “dictatorship” of the Party with the dictatorship
of the proletariat, which Zinoviev enunciates surreptitiously and
uncourageously, leads precisely to this absurdity,

* My italics.—~J. §i
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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 wben,
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 1s in his “Letter to the Workers and Peasants
in Connection with the Victory over Kolchak,” in which be 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 Kolcbak not to be afraid

of this bogey.
“Eitber 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 gquoted it
above.

The fourth case is a few lines in the pamphlet “Lefi-Wing”
Communism, an Infantile Disorder. The passages in question have
already been quoted above.

And the fiith 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. 111, 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 emphasizing the inexact, figur-
ative sense of this formula.
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It should also be noted that in every one of these cases, by
the “dictatorship of Lhe 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 “Vhe 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, en Infantile Disorder, otc.)

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 & mode! of
the correct formulation of the role and tasks of the Party, we
find not one word, literally no? 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 oppounents, 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 alore, 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 Lhe Party, its leading role;

¢) 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 relalion to the working class (and thcre
are thousands of such cases);

d} that is why it never “occurred” to Lenin to include the for-
mula “dictatorship of the Parly” 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 Lhat the formula “dictatorship of
the Party,” when taken without the above-mentioned reserva-
lions, can give rise to quite a number of dangers and political set-
backs in our practical work. This formula, taken wilhout reser-
vations, says, as it were:

a) to the non-Party masses: don't dare to contradict, don't
dare to argue, for the Parly 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 Lhe
dictatorship of Lthe Party;

¢c) to the top leadership of the Party: you may indulge in
the luxury of a certain amount of compiacency, you may even
become conceited, for we have the dictatorship of the Party,
and, “consequently,” the dictatorship of the leaders.

It is opportune lo call attention to these dangers precisely
at the present moment, in a period when the political activity of the
masses is rising, when Lhe readiness of the Party to heed Lhe
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 ip its task of correctly loading 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.S5¢.) are after
all but a drop in the ocean, and we can administer only when we properly
express What the people are comscious of. Unless we do this tbe Communist
Party will not lead the proletariat, the proletariat will not lead the
masses, and the whole machine will cellapse.” (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.

Y1

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 peint of view no longer
fits in with the facts. Now we must proceed from the possibility of sach a
victory, for the uneven and spasmodic cbarscter 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 neccssity of the

victory of the proletariat in individual countries.” (See The Foundations of
Lentnism.)

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 coumtry, without

the simultaneons victory of the reyolution in other countries, ag
ntopian.
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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 mot yet mean that the
complete victory of socialism has been ensured. The principal task of social-
ism-—the organizalion of socialist production—hasstill to be fulfilled. Can
this task be fulfilled, can the final victory of socialistn 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 bistory of our revelution. For
the final victory of socialism, for the organmization of socialist production,
the efforts of one country, particularly of a peasant country like Russia,
arc 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 “hold out 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 Lhe efforts of our country,
without belp from abroad—ihe second formulation became ob-
viously inadeguate, 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 posstbility of building socialism by the
efforts of one country —which must be answered in the alfirmative—
wilh 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 countriss—which must be answered in the
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negative. This is apart from the fact that this formulation may
give. occasion for (hinking that Lhe organization of a socialist
society by the ecfforts of one country is impossible—which, of
course, is incorrect.

On this ground I modified and correcled this formulation in
my pamphlet The Ociober Revolution and the Tactics of the Rus-
sian Communists (Decenmber 1924); I divided the guestion inlo
lwo—into the question of a full guarantee against the restoration
of the bourgeois order, and the question of Lhe possibility of build-
ing a complete socialist society in one country. This was effecled,
in the first place, by trealing the “complete victory of socialism”
as a “full guarantee against Lhe restoralion 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,)*

1t 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 guestion of the victory of socialism in one country
in conneclion with the slabilizalion 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 queslion 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 betwecn the proletariat and the

* This new formulation of the question was substituted for the oid onc
in ‘subsequent editions of the pamphlet’ The Foundations of Leninism.
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peasantry (lhis refers to the building of socialism in one country—J. §1.).
Tbe other growp consists of the external contradictions that exist belween
our country, as ibe land of socialism, and all the otber countries, as lands
of capitalism (this refers to ihe final victory of socialism—J. §1.).”... “Anyone
who confuses the first group of contradictions, which can be overcome entire-
ly by the efforts of one couniry, with the second group of contradictions,
the solution of which requires tbe cfforts of the proletarians of several coun-
tries, commits a gross error against Leninism. He is éither a muddlebead
or an incorrigible opportunist.” (See The Resuits 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 huild socialism, and we will huild it togetber with the peasant-
ry under the Jeadership of the working class”  for “under the dictatorship
of tbe proletariat we possess  all thal is needed to build a complete social-
ist society, overcoming all internal difficulties, for we can and must over-

come them by our own efforts.” (ibid.)
On the question of the final victory of socialism, it states:

“The final viclory of socialism is the full guarantee against aitempts
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
Dnecessary condition for Lhe final victory of socialism.” (fbid.}

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
thie 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 ome 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 counlry, 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 the 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 éur country is not &n
insuperable obstacle to the building of a complete socialist society.
To deny such a possibility means dishelief 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 comsequently against the restoration of the
bourgeois order, without the victory of the revolution in at least
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a number of countiies. To deny this indisputable thesis means
deparlure from internalionalism, departure from Leninism.

“We are living,” says Lenin, “not mercly in a state, but in a system of
states, and Lhe existence of Lhe Soviet Republic side by side with imperial-
ist states for a long time is unthinkable. One or the other must triumpb in
the end. And belore 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 preve Lhis by its military organization also. ” (See Vol. XXIV, p. 122.)

“We have belore 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 Lo kuow. And therefore we must exercise very
greal 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 ns. We must
remember that we are al all times but a hair’'s hreadth from every manner of

invasion.” (See Vol. XXVII, p. 117))

Clear, one would think.
Where does Zinoviev stand as regards the question of the vie-

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 idéa of
how the question stands here, in the U.S.8.R., in the year 1925,” says Zi-
noviey furtber, “we must distinguish between two things: 1) the assured
possibility ol engaging in building socialism—such a possibility, it stands
to reason, is quite conceivable within the limils 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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undersiands 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 soclalist, society is impossible—such is Zinoviev's position.

To engage in building socialism without the possibility of com-
pletely building it, knowing that it cannol be compleiely built—
such are the absurdilies in which Zinoviev has involved himself.

But this is a mockery of the question, not a solution of it!

Here is anolher extract from Zinoviev’s reply to the “discus-
sion at the Fourleenth 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 onemies, to completely
build socialism in one country under such conditions?” And be 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 Lhe only Soviet count,ry, the
only Soviet state in the world, we shall completely build socialism.” (Kur-
skaya Pravda, No. 279, December &, 1925.) Is this the Leninist method of

presenting the question,” Zinoviev asks, “does nof this smack of rational
narrow-mindedness?”*

Thus, according Lo 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 ai 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 inmherent 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 “400 per_cent Leninism”!

* My italics.—~J. St
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I assert that on Lhis most imporlant guestion 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 whal he said about the victory
of socialism in one country-even before the October Revolution,

in Avgust 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
inone capitalist country taken separately. The victorious proletariat of that
country, having expropriated the capitalists and organized soefalist 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 ibe capitalists, and in the event of necessity
coming oul 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 victorions 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 meeds 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 socialiss “within Lhe limils 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 be mod-
ified his views after the experience of taking power, after 19177
Let us turn to Lenin's pamphlet Orn Cooperation, written

in 1923.

* My italics.—~J. St
13e
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“As a maller of (act,” says Lenin, “state power over all large-scale
means of production, state power in the hands of the proletariat, the alliance
of tlis proletarial with the many millions ol small and very small peasants,
the assured leadership of the peasanlry by the proletariat, etc.—is not
this all that is nccessary for building a complete socialist society from
Lhe cooperatives, [rom the cooperatives alone, which we formerly looked.
down wupon as huckstering and which from a certain aspect we have the
right to look down upon as sock mow, undee NEP? fs this not all that is
necessary for building a complete socialist society?* This is not yet Lhe build-

ing ol socialist society, but €t ts all thal is necessary and sufficient for this
building.”? {See Vol. XXV1I, p. 392.)

In other words, we can and must build a complete socialist
sociely, [or we have al our disposal all that is necessary and suf-
ficient for Lhis building.

1 ibink 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 Yalkovlev, 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 lo 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 Qctober 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 definile
decisions of our Party, as registered in the well-known resclution
of the Fourteenth Party Conference “The Tasks of the Comintern
and the R.C.P.(B.} in Connection with the Enlarged Plepum of the
E.C.C.1."

Let us turn to this resolution, Here is what it says about the
victory of socialism in one country:

* My italics.—7. S¢.
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“The existence of two directly opposile social systems gives rise (o the
conslant menace of capilalist blockade, of other forms of economic pressure,
of armed intervention, of restoration. Consequenlly, the only guarantee of the
fina! victory of socialism, i.e., the guarantee against restoration,* is &
victorious socialist revolution in a pumber of countries_,..” “Leninism teaches
that the fira! viclory of socialism, in the sense of @ full guarantee against
the restoration* of bourgeois relationships, is possible only on an internation-
al scale....” “But it does no¢ fotlow* from this that it is impossible to build
a complete socialist society* in a backward counlry like Russia, without
the ‘state aid' (Trotsky) of countries more developed technically and eco-
nomically.” (See the resolution.)

As you see, Lhe resolution interprets the final victory of socialism
as a guarantee againsl 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 countey like Russia
wilhout the “state aid” of countries more developed Lechnically and
economically, tn complete contrast to what Zinoviev said when he
rebuked Yakovlev in his reply Lo the discussion at the Fourteenth
Party Congress.

How else can Lhis be described if not as a struggle on Zinoviev's
part against the resolution of Lhe Fourteenth Party Conference?

Of course, Party resolutions are somelimes not free from error.
Sometimes they contain mistakes. Speaking generally, one may

assume that the resolution of the Fourteenth- Parly Conference
also contains certain errors. Perhaps Zinoviev thinks that this
resolution is erromeous. But then he should say so clearly and
openly, as befits a Belshevik. 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 Parly 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 tbe 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. §¢.
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What is Zinoviev's mistake due to? What 1s Lhe rool of this
mistake?

The root of this mistake, in my opinion, lies in Zinoviev's
conviclion that the technical backwardness of our country is an
insuperable obslacle to the building of a complete socialist socie-
ty; that the prolelariat cannot completely build socialism owing
to the technical backwardness of our country. Zinoviev and Kame-
nev once tried Lo raise this argument at a meeting of the Central
Committee of the Party prior to the April Parly Conference. But
they received a rebuff and were compelled to retreat, and formally
they submilled 1o 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 thal we cannot cope with the internal difficullies 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 techmical 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 departare from the Leninist position.” (See “Reply.”)

This document appeared in the press during the first sittings of
the Fourteenth Parly 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 ageinst 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 Lhey had po “card to beat i}.”
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The “New Opposition” is offended because Zinoviev 1s 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 opposilion at
the Fourteenth Party Congress—how can all this, this stubborn-
ness, this persistence in his error, be explained if not by Lhe fact
that Zinoviev is infected, hopelessly infected, with dishelief in
the victory of socialist construction im our country?

It pleases Zinoviev to regard this disbelief of his as internation-
alism. But since when have we come to regard departure from
Lentnism 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 mot 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 efements 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 revolautionary movement will be weakened.

How did Messrs. the Social-Democrats try Lo 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 théreby strengthening the position of communism all 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 inlernationalism?...

You see that Zinoviev is in no better position in regard to his
“internationalism” than in regard to his “400 per cent Leninism”
on the question of building socialism in one counlry.

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.”

YII

THE FIGHT FOR THE VICTORY
OF SOCIALIST CONSTRUCTTON

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 the victory of socialist construction in
our country?

It is, first of all, lack of confidence that, owing to certain
conditions of development in our coun(ry, the main mass of the
peasantry carn 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 copstruction,
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It is from these theses Lhal the opposition tacitly proceeds in
ils arguments aboul (he paths of our development—no matter
whelher it does so consciously or unconsciously.

‘Can the main mass of (he Soviel peasaniry be drawn into the

work of socialist conslruetion?
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-
tioms, 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 [ought under the leadership of the liberal bourgeoisie, which
received land at Lhe hands of that hourgeoisis, and in view of this became the
rescrve of the bourgeoisie. It scarcely needs proof that the Soviel peasantry,
which has learnt to appreciale ils political [riendship and political cotlabo-
ration with the prolotariat and which owes its freedom to this.[riendship
and collaboration, canmnot but represent exceptionally favourable material
Tor 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 at one exlreme and pauperism,
destitution and wage slavery at the other. Owing to this, disintegration and
decay are guite natural there. Not so in Russia. Here agriculture cannot devel-
op along such a path, if for no other reason than that Lhe exislence of
Soviet power and the nationalization of the prineipal 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 peasanls in cooperatives, along the patb of
developing in the countryside a mass cooperative movement supported hy
the state hy means of preferential credits. Lenin righlly 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 soclalist construction through the cooperatives, alongthe
peth of gradually introducing inlo agriculture the principles of collectivism,
first in the sphere of marketing and later in the sphere of produclion of agri~

¢ultural products. ..,
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“ft scavcely nceds proof thal lhe vast majorily of the peasantry will
cagerly (ake 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?

[ think that both theses are correct and incoentrovertible 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 thal the proletariat must march to-
wards socialism together with the main mass of the peasantry, that
the organization of Lhe vast masses of Lhe 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 ecomomy 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 Lhe direction of capital-
ism, as it is now doing in capitalist countries, or in the direction-
of sacislism, as it must do here, in our country, under the dicta-
torship of the proletariat.

Whence Lhis ipstability, this lack of independence of peasant
economy? How is it to be explained?

It is to be explained by the scaitered 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 al 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 Ltowns, on the cbaracter of the state power —and in the towns
it is the bourgeoisie, capitalist industry, the capitalist credit
systemn apd 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 transpoft, 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 pational 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 [rom 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
course, that the peasan‘t-ry, by its position, is not socialist. - But
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this is no argument against the development ol Lhe peasant farms
along the path of socialism, once it has been proved that the coun-
tryside follows the Lown, and in the Lowns il is socialist industry
that holds sway. The peasantry, by its position, was not socialist
at the time of the October Revolulion etther, 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 Lthe 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 combinalion of the specific interests of the
peasantry (the overthrow of the landlords, peace) with, and thetr
subordination to, the general interests of the country (the dicta-
torship of Lhe proletariat) which proved acceplable and advanta-
geous to the peasaniry. And so the peasantry, in spite of 1s non-
socialist character, al thatl 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 patb of socialist develop-
ment, for there is not, and cannot be; any olber way ol saving
the peasantry from poverty and ruin excepl the bond with the
proletariat, except the bond with socialist industry, except the
inclusion of peasant ecomomy 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
i cooperatives?

Becauss 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 inlerests”
(Lenin) which is acceptable and advanlageous to the peasantry
and which ensures the proletariat the possibility of drawing the
main mass of tho peasantry into the work of socialist construction,
It is precisely because il is advantageous to the pcasantry to organ-
ize the sale of its products and the purchase of machines for its
farms Lhrough 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 smaill commodity economy abandons
the old capitalist path, which is fraught with mass ruin for the
peasantry, and goes over to the new palh of development, the
path of socialist comstruction.

This is why the fight for the new path of development of peas-
anl economy, Lhe 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.S5.U.(B.), therefore, was
right in declaring:

“The main palh of building socialism in the countryside consists in
using the growing economic leadership of socialist state indusiry, of the
state credit institulions, and of the other key positions in the hands of the pro-
letariat to draw lhe main mass of the peasantry into cooperative organization
and to ensure for this organization a socialist development, while atilizing,
overcoming and ousting its capitalist elements.” (See Resolution of the

Congress ¢n the Report of the Central Cimmittee.)

The profound mistake of the “New Opposition™ lies in the fact
that it doos not believe in Lhis new path of development of the peas-
antry, Lhat it does nol see, or does not understand, ihe absolute
inevitability of this path under the conditions of the dictatorship
of the proletariat. And il does nol 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 (he peasantry along the path to socialism.
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Hence the failure to understand the dual character of
NEP, tbe exaggeration of the negative aspecls of NEP and the
treatment of NEP as being mainly a relreat.

Hence the exaggeration of the role of (he capilalist elements
in our economy, and the belittling of the role of the levers of our
socialist development (socialist industry, the credit system, the
cooperatives, Lhe rule of the proletariat, etc.).

Hence the failure Lo understand Lhe socialist nalure 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 o another on the question of
the Party’s policy in the countryside.

Hence the faillure 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 Lhe 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 prelty soonm, our cause is
lost —such is the general tone of the “New Opposition” which,
in my opinion, is a liguidationist tone, but which, for some rea-

son or other {probably in jest), the opposition tries to pass off as
“internationalism.”

NEP is capilalism, says the opposition. NEP is mainly a re-
treat, says Zinoviev. All this, of course, is untirue. In actual fact,



CONCERNING QUESTIONS OF LENINISM 207

NEP is the Party’s policy, permitting a struggle belween the so-
cialist and the capitalist elements and aimed at Lhe victory of the
socialist elements over the 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 (he 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 assumplion that what, is now taking
place in our country is simply the restoration of capitalism, simply
a “return” to capitalism. This assumplion alone can explain
the doubts of Lhe 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 the haste 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
oxplain the underestimation of the importance of the middle
peasant and the doubis 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 inlo the work of socialist
construction.

As a matier of fact, what is Laking 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 belween the socialist
and the capitalist elements, & process in which the socialist elements
are overcoming the capitalist elements, This is egually incon-
lestable as regards the towns, where state industiry is the basis of
sovialism, 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 vestoration of capitalisin is impossible, if only for
the reason (hat the proletariat is in power, that large-scale indus-
try is in the hands of (be prolelarial, 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 Lhe kulak cannot regain his former strength,
if only for the reason that the land has been natlonalized, that 1t
has been wilhdrawn from circulation, while our Lrade, credit, tax
and cooperative policy is directed towards resiricting the kulaks’
exploiting proclivities, towards promoting the welfare of the
broad mass of the peasantry and levelling out Lhe 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 prolelariat and
the poor peasanls 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 opposilion is stray-
ing towards the old path of development in the countryside—
the path of capitalist development, when the kunlaks and the poor
peasants constituted the main forces in the countryside, while
the middle peasants were “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 ulilize the
cooperatives as Lthe main foothold for socialist development. Here,
too, the opposition commits a gross error- Such an interpretlation
of cooperation was adequate and salisfactory im 1921, when The
Taz in Kind was writlen, 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 inadequale and has been rendered obso-
lete by history, for times have changed since then: our socialist
industry has developed, state 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 thal “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 guestion 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 onterprises and, secondly,
in that they are collective eanterprises. 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 Lhey are situated and the means of produclion belong to
the state, i.e., the working class.” (See Vol. XX VII, p. 396.)

In this short passage lwo big questions ave solved. Firstly,
that “our present system” is not state capitalism. Secondly, that
cooperative enterprises taken in conjunction with “our syslem”

“do not differ” from socialist enterprises.
I think it would be difficult Lo express oneseli more clearly.

Here is another passage from the same pamphlel of Lenin’s:

* My italics.—J. &t
14—592
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“...for us, the mere growlh of cooperation (with the ‘slight’ excepiion
mentioned above) is identical with the growth of socialism, and at the same

time we must admit hat a radical change has taken place in our whole out-
look on socialism.” (7bid.)

Obviously, the pamphlet On Cooperation gives a new appraisal
of the cooperatives, a thing which the “New Opposilion” 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 Taz in Kind and On Cooperation. That would, of
course, be wrong. It is suificient, 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 tramsilion from small-proprietor cooperatives to socialism is a
transition from small production lo 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 Kird, when we had as yet no developed socialjst in-
dustry, Lenin was of the opinion that, i{f successful, cooperation
could be transformed into a powerful weapon in the struggle against
“presoctalist,” and, hence, against cepifalist relations. 1 thiok
it was precisely this idea thai 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 coopecration 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 itsel.”

Hence the mistakes of the opposition on the question of coop-
eration, hence its disbelief in Lhe development of the countryside
towards socialism through cooperation, hence its Llurning
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 comstruction.

There is only cne 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 capilalist elements of our economy.

For, if NEP is mainly aretreat, 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-~
eraling, 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 mo time” if it
entered the fight equipped with such an arsenal; it would simply
bave 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.8.R. is the main task of our’ Party”;
that one of the necessary conditions for the fulfilment of Lhis Lask
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.” (Ses Resolution on the Report of
the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.[B.].)

The historical significance of the Fourteenth Congress of the
C.P.3.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 Lhe 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 thal “the main guestion of every revolution is
the questionof state pcwer.” (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 [undamental strategic slogans, which retain their
validity during the whole period of any particular stage of the
revolution, cannot be calied 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 be
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 vietory 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 atany 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 revolulion 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 landiords, 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 poocr peas-
antry, against capitalism in town and country, with the middle
peasanfry neuiralized, for the power of the proletariat” —was
wiong.

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 forces and 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 wrile in your letter:

“Is it correct to assert that we wepe in alliance with the whole of the
peasantry orly up te Octeber? No, it is not. The slogan ‘alliance with the
whole of the peasantry’ was valid before QOctober, during October and in
the first period after October, inasmuch as the whole of the peasantry was
interested io 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 hecause, 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 whick 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 peasaptry 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, arealso
peasants) could support the overthrow of the bourgeoisie and the
transfer of power to the proletartat?

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, ete., 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 intoa 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 Rovo-
lution was to complete the bourgeois revoluiion, 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 complsted; 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 bui its essence, its princi-
pal aim? What then, 3ccording 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 dictatership
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of the proletariat, the transformation of the imperialist war into
civil war, the expropriation of the capitalists, ete.?

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
theme 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 net be
accomplished at one stroke. Actually, il 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-
Iution. This complexity and variety of the processes of living
reality, this“odd” interweaving of the direct socialist Lasks 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 actiom.
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Can 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 sltage 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 proletarial in October it was essential to prepare and organize
for October an adegquate political army, an army capable of over-
‘throwing the bourgeoisie and of setling 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.

1t is clear that without such a strategic slogan, which we car-
ried through from April 1947 until October 1917, we could not
have had such & 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 i3 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
capilal 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-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the
peasantry, while after February 1947 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 Z'wo Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic Revola-
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 io itself the mass of the peasantry im order to c¢rush by force the
resistance of the autocracy and to paralyze the inslability of the bourgeoi-
‘sie.” (See Vol. VIII, p. 98.)

In other words: together with the whole of the peasantry against
the autocracy —while the bourgeoisie is being neutralized —{for
‘a democratic revolution.

Asto 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.” (Jbid.)

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 actunal 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. Fehruary and March
1917 have corroborated it ouce again. Only the proletariat, leading Lhe
poor peasoantry® (the semiproletariaps, as our program calls them), can end
the war by a democratic peace, heal the wounds it has caused, and hegin to
take steps towards socialism, which have become absolutely &ssential 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 peasanliry ceased to ex-
ist formally, however, after the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries’
“putsch,” alter the rupture of the bloc with the Left Socialist-
‘Revolutionaries, when the leadership passed wholly and entirely

* My italies.—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 revolulion s¢ long as we wmarch
with the peasantry as a whole. This has been as clear as clear can be to us;
Wwe 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 mow stop at this stage,
for the country has marched forward, capitalism has advanced, ruin has
reached unprecedenied dimensions, which {whether one likes it or not) will
demand steps lorward, to socialism; for (here is no other way of advancing, of
saving the country, which is exhausted by war, and of allevciating the sul-
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~
ncss 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 rurel rich, the kulaks, the profiteers,®
and to that extent the revolution becomes a socialist one.” {(See Vol. XXIII,
pp. 390-91.)

Asyou see, Lenin repeatedly emphasized the profound difference
between the first strategic slogan, that of the period of preparation
for the bhourgeois-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: Logether 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 pot but sympathize

* My italics,— J.5¢,
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with us—thisfact, 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 peasaniry, 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 lhat ‘we arrived af 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 sarise only when ‘the class

division among Lhe peasantry had matured’ (Lerin), 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 peried 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 eniirely 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 sotialism 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 pessantry into a
social stralum, which, if it did not actively aid the revolution of the pro-
Jetariat, at least would not hinder it, would reroain 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 erough.* 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 ipstructions which have been tested by the experi-
encc 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 deginning of neutralization with its end.

The middle peasant snivelled and vacillated between revolu-
tion and counterrevolution as long as the bourgeoisie was being
cverthrown and as long as the Soviet power was not consclidated;
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 heen overthrown “for good,” that the Soviet power was
being consolidaled, 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 fallows that the policy of neutralizing
the middle peasant during the transition to the proletarian revo-
Iution 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
vacillales and resists most of all. It is precisely in this period
that alliance with the poor peasant and neutlralization 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 lese resemble the sconemic

« My italics,— J. §t.
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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 parlies towards the middle peasant in the
period when the proletariat is taking power. After defining the poor
peasantry, or more precisely, “the Lotling and explotted 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 weant small tillers who
also hold, either as owners or tenants, small plots of land, but such, firstly,
as, under capitalism, provide Lhem as a general rule, not only with a mea-
gre upkeeping for their families and households, bul 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 Lo the hice of outside labour..., The revo-
lutionary proletariat cannot set itsell Lthe task—at least not in the immedi-
ale future and in the inttial period of the dictatorship of the proletariat—of
winning over this stratum, but must confine ttself to the iask of neutralizing
it, i.e., making it peutral in the struggle between the proletariat and the
bourgeolsie.™ (Sce Vol. XXV, pp. 274-72.)

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 autump of 1918," i.e., after the decistve 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 wel! as the
quéstion 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 quole can in no way be contrast-

ed to the fundamental slogan of our Party in the second stage of

* My italies.—J. St.
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the revolution, since these quotations a} deal, not with the funda-
mental slogan of the Party defore October, but with the comple-
tion of tho bourgeois revolution afzer October and b) do not re-
fute, but confirm the correctness of that slogan.

I have alrcady said above, and I must repeat, that thestra-
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 carrving 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
Pravde 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 | 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 correciness
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 Bolskevik, 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 8. Pokrovsky

I think that your letter of May 2 provides neither occasion nor
grounds for a reply in detail, point by point, so Lo speak.

It really offers nothing particularly mew as compared with
Yan—sky's letter.

T 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 {rom February to Octo-
ber the Party upheld and defended its old slogan in relation to
the peasanlry: alliance with Lhe whele of the peasantry.”

Thus, it appears, firstly, that during the period of preparation
for October (April to Qctober 1917) the Bolsheviks did not set
themsel ves the task of drawing a demarcation line between the
poor peasants and the well-to-do peasanis, but treated Lhe 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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pertod of preparation for Qctober (March to October 1317), 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 counterrevolulionary 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 Lhe
proletariat and Lhe peasantry, while Lenin, who regarded this
slogan as alrcady out of date and who proclaimed the new slogan
of dictatorship of the proletariat and the poor peasantry, was
wrong.

One need only formulale these questions to realize the utter
absurdity of your whole letter.

But since youare very fond of isclated 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.c., 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 peasautry.” (See Lenin's speech
at the April Conference, 1917, Vol. XX, p. 245.)

* My italics. — J. 8¢,
15+
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Further:

“Already, we can discern in the decisions of a number of peasant con-
gresses Lhe idea of postponing the solulion of the agrarian question until the
convocation of the Constituent Assembly; this represents a victory for the
well-to-do peasentry,®* which inclines towards the Cadets.” (See Lenin's
speech at the Petrograd City Parly Conference, April 1917, Vol. XX, p. 176.)

Further:

“It is possible that the peasantry may seize all {he land and the entire
power, Far from forgetting this possibility, far from confining mysell to the
present moment only, I definitely and clearly formulate the agrarian pro-
gram, taking into account the new phemomenon, i.e., the deeper cleapage*
between the agricultural ahourers and poor peasants on the one band, 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 imporfant 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 Lhe proletariat and the soldiers; among the
latter, the mujority are peasants. This is the dictatorship of the proletariat
and the peasantry. But this ‘dictatorship’ has entered iuto an agreement with
the bourgeoisie. And it is here that the ‘old’ Bolsheoism is in need of revi-
ston"* (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 conseguenlly
in effect gone over to the side of the petly hourgeoisic and is against the
proietarian class struggle, He deserves to be consigned to the archive of

* My italics.— J. S1.
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‘Bolshevik’ prerevolutionary antiques (which might be called the archive of
“Old Bolsheviks"}.” {See Vol. XX, p. 101))

It was on Lhis ground that the slogan of dictatorship of the pro-
letariat and the poor peasantry was born £o 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 igrored, But it is made
up of two sections. The poor* section is wilh 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 peasaniry from the mass of the
peasantry as a whole, and on that basis to shape the Party’s
policy in the conditions of the tramsition from the first stage of
the revolution in 1917 to the second stage; in the inmability to
déduce 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, asreflected in the works of Lenin.

April 1917:

“The specific feature of the present situation in Russia is that it repre-
sents a fransition 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—zo 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. 83))

* My italics.— J. St
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July 1NT:

“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

“Qnly the proletariat, leading the poor peasantry * (the semiproletar-
jans, 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 urgenz—such is the definition
of our class policy now.” {Sce 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 capxtahsts 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
Zhizn, says:

“Either * all power to the bourgeoisie—which you have long ceased to
advocate, and which the bourgeoisie itself dare not even hint at, for it knows
that already on April 20-21 tvhe people overthrew such a power Wwith one-
hitch of the shoulder, and would overthrow it now with thrice that deter-
mination and ruthlessness; or * power t0 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 indepe‘ndent.ly.
83 has been proved by the experience of all revolutions, and as is proved
by economlc science, which explains that in a capitalist country it is possi-
ble to stand. for capita) 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. O, * finally, all power to the proletarians and the
poor peasants * against the bourgeoigie in order to break its resistance. This
has not yet been tried, and yon, gentlemen of Novaya Zhizn, are dissuading
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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; yon
“contrive” to strike off from the history of Bolshevism the struggle
the Bolsheviks waged during the period of preparation for October
against the vaciliations and the compromising tactics of the “peas-
ant proprietors” who were in the Soviets at that time; you “con-
trive” 1o bury Lenin's slogan of dictatorship of the proletariat and
the poor peasantry, and at the same time imagine that this is not
a profarnation of history and Leninism.

From these passages, which could be multiplied, you must
see that the Bolsheviks took as their starting point after Febrnary
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 diclatorship 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 thd Soviets, against the vacillations and compromising
tactics of a certain section of the peasantry represented inthe
Soviets, against the vacillations and compromising tactics of
certain parties representing petty-hourgeois democracy and known
as Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks.

From this it is evident that withont 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.” {(Sec my reply to Yan—sky.)

Thus, it {follows that in April 1917, as well as during the whole
period of preparation for Octoher, it was Lenin who was right,
and not Kamenev; and you, now reviving Kamenev’s conceptions,

seem to he getting into not very good company.

2. As against all that has been said above you quote Lenin
to the effect Lhat in October 1217 we tock power with the support
of the peasantry as e whole. That we took power with a certain
amount of supporl from the peasantry as a whole is quite true.
But you forgot to add a “detail,” namely, that the peasantry asa
whole supported us in October, and after October, only in so far as
we carried the bourgecis revolution to completion. That is a very
important “detail,” which in the present instance settles the issue.
Tt 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 asa 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 he 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.” You must first refute this thesis of Lenin’s
and prove that the main thing in the Ociober 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 peasanlry, but dictatorship of the proletariat and the
peasantry.

From your letier 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 musl have forgotien whal Lenin said aboul 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 Oc¢tober 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 tbe 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 uf 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 Lhis? 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 te completion.

Why did we succeed in overthrowing the power of the hour-
geoisie and establishing the power of the proletariat? Because we
prepared for October under the slogan of dictatorship of the
proletariat and the peer 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 & whole for
the task of completing the bourgeois revolution, either during or
after QOctober,

This is how the combination of peasant wars with the proletar-
ian revolution is to be understood.

This is why to contrast the snpport of the peasantry as a whole
for the task of completing the bourgeois revolution during Oecto-
ber and after October wilh the preparations made for the Octo-

ber Revolution under theslogan of the dictatorship of the proleta-
riatand the poor peasantry moans tounderstand nothing of Leninisn.

Your principal error is that you failed to understand either
the interweaving during the October Revolution of socialis¢ taska
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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. You assert that Stalin does not see the difference between the
sitvation in 1205 and the sitnation in February 1917. That, of
course, is not to be taken seriousiy. I never said that, and couid
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 siluation 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. 1.}, 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. 1i1.)

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 Oclober with a quota-
tion from his pamphlet Problems of Leninism, which speaks of
the possibility of building socialism jointly with the middle
peasantry afler the dictatorship of the proletariat has been consol-

idated.

¢ My ltalics.— J, §¢,
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It does not require much effort to prove that it is ulterly unsci-
entific to identify in this way two different phenomena, The mid-
dle peasant hefore 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 two
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. T shall not deal with the remaining questions, for T think

they have been exhaustively dealt with in the correspondence
with Yan—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 [rom 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 perind 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 aim 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 a]l 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 Gctober
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 the 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 pul 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 ushkered in a new
era, the era of proletarian revolutions in the countries of impe-
riatism.

It took the instruments and means of production from the
landlords and capilalists and converted them into public property,
thus oppoesing socialist property to bourgeois property. It thereby
exposed the lie of the capitalists that bourgeois property is
inviolable, sacred, eternal.

It wrested puwer from the bourgeoisie, deprived the bourgeoisie
of political rights, destroyed the bourgeois state apparatus and
transierred power to the Soviets, thus opposing the socialist rule
of the Soviets, as proletarian democracy, to bourgeois partia-
mentarism, as capifalist 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 peacéful tran-
sition to socialism through bourgeois parliamentarism.
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But the Octoher 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
frout have demonstrated that the proletariat car 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 witheunt 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 coalizion 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 imporiant 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 therevolutionary 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.5.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 ils domination, nol only in the “mother coun-
tries.” It has also struck ai the rear of imperialism, ils periphery,
having undermined the rule of imperialism in the colonial and
dependent, countries.

Having overthrown the landlords and the capitalists, the
October Revolulion has broken the chains of national and cole-
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 snd 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
internationalism.

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 Lbe 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 askered in a new
era, the era of colonial revolutions which are being conducted
in the oppressed countries of the world ir allience 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 ohjects 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 dourgeois
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 resulis 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 QOc-
tober Revelution 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, ete.
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 fegemony in the revolution, kas
begun,

16—892
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3. Having sown the seeds of revolution both in the cenlres of
imperialism aswell 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 spontancous development of capitalism in the con-
ditions of imperialism has degenerated —owing to its unévenness,
owing to the inevitability of conflicts and armed clashes, owing,
finally, to the unprecedented imperialist slanghter—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 accelerale Lhis process,
washing away, bit by bit, the very foundations of world impe-
rialism.

More than that. While shaking imperialism, the October
Revolution has at the same time created—in the first proletar-
ian dictatorship—a powerful and open base for the worid rev-
olutionary movement, a base such as the world revolutionary
movement never possessed before and on which il now can rely
for support. It has created a powerful and open certre 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 aunited revolutionary front of the proletarians
and of the oppressed peoples of all cowntries 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
betore October,

Capitalism may become partly stabilized, it may rationalize
production, turn over the administration of the country to fas-
¢ism, 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 vapi-
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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 tc 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 oug, 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 ciasses to reckon with them as a
rew, tmportant factor. Now the labouring masses of the world
can no longer be regarded as a “blind mob,” groping, without
prospects, in the dark; for Lhe October Revolution has created
a beacon which illumines their path and opens up perspectives
for them. Whereas formerly there was no worid-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 bardly room for doubt that Lhe 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
veaction. It cannot be denied that the very existence 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
capitelism, 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. Hatred for the Jacobins did not save
fendalism from collapse. Can there he any doubt that hatred
for the Bolsheviks will not save capilalism from its inevitable
down{all?

The era of the “stability” of capitalism kas passed away, car-
rying away with it the legend of the indestructibility of the bour-
geois order.

The era of the collapse of capitalism kas begun.

4. The October Revolution should not be regarded merely as
a revolution in the domain of economic and social-political rela-
tions. 1t 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 horn and gained strength under the hanner 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 cul 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 flannt 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 viciory of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
when it became patent to all whither Marxism leads and what

its victory may signify, Social-Democracy is mo 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 astand against the offspring of Marxism, against the October
Revolution, against the first dictatorship of Lhe proletariat in
the world.

Now it must dissociate itself, and actually has dissocialed
itself, from Marxism; for under present conditions one cannat
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, Wels
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 fo» 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 (deological 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-
tepants 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 ‘Versaillese’ against the ‘Com-
munards.”

It is impossible to put ar end to capitalism without puiting
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 Lhe lahour movement.

The great significance of the October Revolution lies also in
the fact that it marks the inevitable victory of Leninism over
Social-Democralism in the world labour movement.

The era of the domination of the Second International and of
Social-Democratism in the labour movement has come o an end.

The era of the domination of Leninism and of the Third In-
ternational has begun. '

Pravde, 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 isthe
way out of these difficulties? What, in connection wilth 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 fanlty 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. Aclually 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 Lo belittle the role
and imporfance of planning. But it would be a still greater error
to exaggerate the part played by the planning principle, in the
belief ithat we have already reached a stage of developmeni 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 mnational
economy which do not as yet lend themselves to planning; and
that, moreover, there are hostile clesses 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.

[t 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 vherefore dwell
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on Lhis 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 avgilable 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 preduction 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 Limes?

The reason is primarily and chiefly the change in the strue¢-
ture of our agriculture brought about by the October Revolution,
the change from large-scale landlord and large-scale kulak farm-
ing, whick 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 thercby
produce a maximum quanlity 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 graim. ip
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olher 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 his memorandum; they permit
of only approximate calculalions. But they are quite adequate
to enable us to understand the difference between Lhe prewar
period and the post-October period in regard to the structure

of grain production in general, and of Lhe production of market
grain in particular.

Moarket Gruin
C}';'oss Gratn | (t.e., not con-

roduction sumed in the
rural districts } Perccntage

of market
Millions | Per | Millions | Per grain
of poods| cent [of poods | cent
Prewar
1. Landlords i 600 12,0 281,6| 21,6 47.0
2. Kulaks .| 4,90 | 38.0] 650.0| 50.0 34.0
3. Middleand poor peas-
ants 2,500 50.0| 369.0| 28.4 14.7
Total 15,000 |100.0( 1,300.8 |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 1 13.0 126.0 | 20,0 20.0
3. Middle and poor peaa-

ants .| 4,052.0 ] 85.3| 466.2 | 74.0 1.2

Totel . . .[4,70.0[100.0] 630,0]100.0] 1.3
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What docs Lhis table show?

It shows, firstly, that the producLion of the overwhelming
proporlion 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 thcmselves {rom 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 effecl, primarily, of the decisive gain
which accrued to the great bulk of the peasantry as a result of
the Octobgr 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.5.5.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 knlak (large-scale) farming to )ess than
cne-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 (o 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 agriculiure 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 veturn 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 Seo-
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 knlak 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-sighth 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 Lhe lulaks 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
Lo 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 smali,
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 thai 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 orgamizations 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 150 to 200
poods per dessiatin, of which from 30 to 40 per cent represents a
marketable surplus, is strongly attracting the poor peasants and
the lower strata of the middle peasants toward thie 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-
vial 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:
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to no less than 55,000,000 poods, wilth 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 ai 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 ahout 100,000,000
poods of grain for the merket.
The collective-farm movement is sometimes contrasted to

the cooperative movement, apparently on the assumption lhat
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 commen with the truth. In actual fact,

the collective farms arve 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, explaius-why our collective farms began to arise

and develop only as a result of the development and consolidation

of the marketing and supply c¢ooperatives.

2. The way oul 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 Lhe 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 siate 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 Lhere are no peasant holdings; and in five or
six years these stale farms should yield about 100,000,000 poods
of grain for the market. The organization of these state farms
has already bogun. The task is to put this decision of the Soviet
Government into effect at all costs. T think that, provided these
tasks are fulfilled, within three or four years we shall be able to
obtain from the 0ld 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 widdle 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 cooperafive 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 congressés. The
importance of the task is now emphasized by the difficulties on
the grain front. That is why: this task must, be 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.

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
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a certain minimum of ferlilizers, selected seed, small machines,
pte. The contract system, the syslem of signing contracts with
whole villages for supplying them with secd, 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. [ 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 sphers 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 the 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 the 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 (o
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
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 keavy industry.”

Or again:

“We are exercising economy in all things, even in schools. This must be
s0, because we know thatl unless we save heavy industry, unless we restore
i, we shall not be able to build up any industry; and without that we shall
be doomed ag an independent country.” (Vol. XXVII, p. 349.)

These directives given by Lenin must never be forgotten.

How will Lthe 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 develup
al 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 secieties embrace wider and wider masses of
the peasantry; if the state obtains the bundreds of millions of

17892
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poods of additional marketable grain required for the purposes
of manoeuvring: if, as a result of these and similar measures,
the kulaks are cuwrbed and gradually overcome—is it nol clear
that the conlradiclions between the working class and the peas-
anlty within the ailiance of workers and peasants will thereby
e smoothed out more and more; that the need for emergency
reasures in the purchase of grain will disappear; that the large
masses of peasantry will lurn more and more to collective forms
of farming and that the fight to overcome the capitalist elemenis
in the rural districts will assume an increasingly mass and or-
ganized character? )

Is it not elear that the cause of the alliance between the work-
ers and the peasants car 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; (b) of ensuring the leading
role of the working class within this alliance; (¢) 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 thie 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 Lhe peasantry in order that
the proletarial may retain its leading role and the state power.”
It is clear that Lenin, at any rate, saw no contradiction in this.



ON TII® GRAIN FRONT 254

How are we to understand Lenin’s thesis that the peasantry
is “the last capitalist class”? Does it mean that the peasantiry
consists of capitalists? No, it does not.

It means, firstly, that the individual pcasantry is a special
class, which bases its economy oun 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 Lhe 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 peasanlry under
the conditions of the dictatorship of the prolelariat 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 withoul a struggle against
the capitalist elements of Lhe peasantry, against the kulaks.
Such an alliance cannot be a durable one unless Lhe poor peasants
are organized as the bulwark of the working class in the rural
districts. That is why the alliance hetween 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 Lthem at all,

17¢



LENIN AND THE QUESTION OF ALLIANCE
WITH THE MIDDLE PEASANT*

Reply to Comrade 8.

Comrade S.,

It is not trae thal 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
golely 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 middie 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 middie
peasants had furned to the side of the Soviet power. It was on
the basis of this turn that the decision of the Central Commitlee
was laken to abolish the duai 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 Peasauts. This decision was formaily approved,
as is well known, on November 9, 1918, by the Sixth Congress
of Soviets. I have in mind the decision of the Sixth Congress of
Soviets of November 9, 1948, on the village and volost Soviel
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, the article in which he substituted the

® Slightly abridged.— J.Sz.
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slogan of agreement with the middle peasant for the slogan of
neutralizing the middle peasant? It appeared on November 2%,
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 furn in our direclion 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 purposc we can rely
firmly only on the semiproletarians, the 'poor peasapts.” 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 rot 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 agrecment with the middle peas-
ant, while not for a moment renouncing the struggle against the kulak and
at the same Lime firmly relying solely on the poor peasant, {or it is precise-
)y now that a turn fr our direction on the part of the middle peasantry is
tnevitable,* owing to the causes above enwncrated.” (Vol. XXIII, p. 294.)

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 nrew
period, the period of agreement with the middle peasant. Thus;
it. reflects, not. the ernd of the old period, but the deginning 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 Coogress (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

* My italics.— J.S¢,
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C.P.S.U.(B.), was adopled also at the Eighth Congress of the
Parly. Tt is known thal thal program contains special points
dealing with the Party's altitude towards the various groups
in the rural districts: the poor peasanis, Lhe middle peasants,
and the kulaks. What do these points in the program ol the
C.P.8.U.(B.) say regarding the social groups in the rural dis-
tricts and regarding our Party’s aititude towards them? Listen:

*

“Ip all its work in Lhe rural districts the R.C.P. continues, as hitherto,
to rely on the proletarian and semiproletarion strata of the rural populetion;
it organizes primarily these strala Into an independent force by establishing
Parly 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 ihe urban proletariat and wresting them from the influence
of the rural bourgeoisie and the small-proprietor interests.

“With respect Lo the kulaks, to the village bourgeoisie, the policy of the
R.C.P. is resolutely to combat their exploiting proclivities, to suppress their
resistance fo the Soviet policy.

“Wilh respect to the middle peasants, the policy of the R.C.P. is to draw
them gradually and systematically, into the work of socialist construclion.
The Party sets itself the task of separating them from the kulaks, of winning
them to the side of the working ¢lass by carefully attending to their needs, of
combating their hackwardness by measures of ideological influence—not by
any measures of repression—and of striving in all cascs where their
vihal interests are involved to reach practical agreements with them, making
concessions to them in determining the methods of carrying out socialist
refoTs."2 (B ohth 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 CP.S.U.(B.)
was adopled in March 1919, at the Eighth Congress of the
Party, which specially discussed the question of the middle peas-
ant, while Lenin’s arlicle against Pitirim Sorokin, which pro-

* Al italics mine.— J. St
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claimed the slogan ol agreement with the middle peasant, ap-
peared in Lhe press in November 1918, four months before the
Eighth Congress of the Party.

Is it not clear Lthat the Eighth Congress of the Parly fully
and entirely confirmed (he slogan which Lenin proclaimed in his
article against Pitirim Sorokin as a slogan by which the Party
must be guided in its work in Lhe rural districts during the whole
of the present period of socialist consiruction?

What is the sall of Lenin’s slogan?

The salt of Lenin's slogan is the fact that here Lenin grasps
with remarkable precision Lhe ¢riune task of Parly 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 (c} do not for a moment relax the fight against the
Jkulak. Try to take from Lhis formula 'any one of its parts as a
basis for work in the rural disLricts 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 aveal and durable agreement with the middle peasant with-
out relying on the poor peasant and without fighting the kulak?

It is impossible.

Is il possible, under the present condilions 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 aplly expressed in one all-embracing slogan? I think
that Lenin’s slogan is Lthe mosL apt expression of this task. It must
be admitted that you cannol express it more aptly than Lenin....

Why is it necessary to emphasize the expediency of Lenin’s
slogan pariicalarly at the present time, particularly under the
present conditions of work in the rura) districts?

Because, particularly at the present time we see a tendency
on the part of certain comrades Lo break up this triunre task of
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Party work in the rural districts into parls 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 witl
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-
gapization of the poor peasants means singling out the poor peas-
ants, and this may frighten the middle pcasants away from wus.

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 peasaniry
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 kas no definite and stable
position * The proletariat, in its mass, is for socialism; the bourgeoisic, 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 e class that vacéiliates, The middle peasant is partly a property
owner, partly a toiler, He does not exploit other represcntatives of the toil-
ers, For decades he had to defend his position under the greatest difficulties;
he sulfered 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 italies,— J, S,
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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 i5 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 Lhe kulak cannot
be separated from the task of reaching agreement with the middle
peasant, and that these two tasks cannot be separated from (he
task of converling the poor peasani into a bulwark of the Parly

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-
geiicy measures in connection with the grain-purchasing campaigu 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 kulsk a free band, 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 he 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 these tasks are not
separaled from one another in the course of vur current work
in the rural districts?

Wa must, al least, issue a guiding slogan that will combine
all these tasks in one general formula and, consequently, prevent
these tasks from being separated from each other.

Is there such a formula, such a slogan in our Parly arsenal?

Yes, there is. That formula is Lenin's slogan: “To come to
an agreement with Lhe middle peasant, while not for a moment
revouncing the struggle against the kulak and al the same time
fiemly relying solely on the poor peasant.”

That is why 1 think thal 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 “Opposilion” slogan-and in
vour letier you ask: “How is that this Opposition slogan was
printed in ‘Pravda’ for May 1, 1928. ... How can the fact be ex-
plained that this slogan appeared on the peges of *Pravda,’ the
organ of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.— is this merely

press fails to pay sufflcient attention to and properly expose those who
endanger the bond from the other side, who succumb to the petiy-bour-
geois element, demand a slackening of the flght 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 lhe
peasapts from the other end. That is bad. Tha\ is one-sidedness.

It also bappens Lhat the press exposes those who, for instance, deny the
possibility and exzpediency of improving individual small- and middle-
peasant farms which at Lbe present stage are the basis of agriculture. That
is very good. But it is bad and wrong if al the same time the press does not
expose those who belittle the importance of the collective farms apd 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 lime is pursued the fight must be
waged on uvo fronts, and all one-sidedness must be ahandoned.
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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 lormidable. But be careful “at the
turns,” Comrade S.; otherwise you may, in your zeal, arrive at
the conclusion Lthat 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
Lhe 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 Lhe
rural districts. More respect for the decisions of the Eighth Parly
Congress on the middle peasantry!

As for your phrase “a compromise with the Opposition on Lhe
question of the middle peasant,” 1 donot Lhink it is worth the trou-
ble Lo refute it; no doubt you wrole it in the beat of Lhe moment.

You seem to be disturbed by Lhe fact that both Lenin’s slogan
and Lthe 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 wilh the middle peasant. Evidenlly, you
think there is something in the nature of a contradiction in Lhis.
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 scrious error on your part,
Only those who are able Lo read the letter of a slogan, but are
unable to grasp its meaning, can Lhink like that. Only those who
are ignorant of Lthe history of the siogan of alliance, of agreement
with the middle peasant, can think like that. Only those can think
like that who are capable of belicving that Lenin, whe, in his
opening speech abt the Eighth Congress, spoke about the policy
of a “durable alliance” with the middle peasant, deparied irom
his own position by saying iz another speech af the same congress,.
and in the Party 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 beth 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 specches at
the Eighth Congress, Lenin places the sign of equality belween
the concept “alliance” and the comcept “agreement.” The same
must be said about the resolution of the Eighth Congress, “The
Attitude to the Middle Peasantry,” in which tke 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 agrecment 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:

“Qwing Lo the inexperience of Soviet workers and Lo the difltculties of the
problem, the blows which were intended for the kulaks very frequently fell
on the middle peasantry. Here we have sinned c¢xceedingly. The experience
we have gained in this respect will enahle 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 haveno
material values (o offer themiddle peasant; and he is a malerialist, a practical
man who demands definite, material values, which we are not now in a position
1o offer and with which the country will have 1o dispense, perhaps, for several
months of severe struggle—the struggle which is now promising to end in
complete viclory. Bub there is a great deal we can do in our administra-
tve work: we can improve our administrative machinery and correct a host

of abuscs. The line of our Party, which has not done enough towards arriv-
ing at e bloc, an alliance, an agreement* with the middle peasantry cam and

must be straightened out and corrected.” (Eighth Congress of the R.C.P. (B.),
stenographic record, p, 20,)

* My italics.— 7.St.
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As you see, Lenin makes no distinction helween “agreement”

and “alliance.”
And here are excerpts from the resolution of the Eighth Con-

gress, “The Allitude 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 fundamzntal 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, asone 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 a