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) PRELUDE TO
THE GREAT OCTOBER

66  He first revolution born of the imperialist world
war has ‘broken out. This first ‘revolution will
certainly not be the last.”

That was what Lenin wrote in his famous “Letters from
Afar” on the 'subject of the February-March revolution
of 1917 in Russia, his mind of genius penetrating into the
future. The February-March revolution was prepared
and called forth as the result of an entire range.of cir-
cumstances which Lehin declared, were circumstances of
world historical significance. The February-March revolu-
tion of 1917 was preceded by the three years 19o5-1907
—years of the greatest class battles and revolutionary effort
of the Russian proletariat. Emphasising this fact,, Lenin
pointed out that this, the truly first revolution—the great
revolution of 19os, dismissed by the Guchkovs and
Milyukovs and their underlings as a “great rebellion”—
led twelve years later to the revolution bf 1917, on whi¢h
the same Octobrist and Cadet politicigns’ lavished their,
praise and enthusiasm, because they saw in the overthrow
of the Tsarist autocracy- and the transfer of pewer into
their own hands the’ crowning of all their efforts and the
realisation of their political designs.

In his “Letters from Afar” Lenin with characteristic
genius demonstrated that the February-March revolution
which had given potver to the bourgeoisie could not come
to«a halt and, so'to speak, be roundedoff by such a result.
The first imperialist war, which in Lenin’s apposite
expression was an all-powerful ‘“‘stage. manager”, the
mighty accelerator of the course of world history, was
bound to speed up greatly, and, as Lenin wrote, “un-

7



usually sharpen the class struggle of the proletariat }
against the bourgeoisie, and transform itself into a civil |
war between hostile classes™.! :

Three main political forces were then functioning on |
the arena of history in which the dramatic events of the
February-March Revolution were unfolding. The first 4
force was the Tsarist monarchy, the head of the feudal
landowners, of the old bureaucracy and higher military |
command. The second force was “Russia of the bour- §
geoisie and landowners represented by the Octobrists and
Cadets, with the petty bourgeoisie dragging at their tail”.
The third force was “the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ §
Deputies, seeking as allies the whole proletariat and the:
whole mass of the poorest population™.? :

The [February-March revolution came to victory so 1
quickly because there existed, as Lenin wrote, “an E
extremely original historical situation”, when there
came togethér and came together in a remarkably “whole- §
hearted” manner, “absolutely dissimilar currents, absolu- §
tely heterogeneous class interests, absolutely opposed;
political and social aspirations”. '

Lenin wrote of this precisely and clearly. He said:
“There was the conspiracy of the Anglo-French imperial-
ists, who urged Milyukov, Guchkov and Co. to seize power g
with the object of prolonging the imperialist war, with?
the object of conducting it still more savagely and stub-/
bornly, with the object of slaughtering new millions of}
Russian workers and peasants so that Constantinople
might he obtained . . . by the Guchkovs, Syria . . . by}
French capitalists, Mesopotamia . . . by English capitalists, |
etc. This on the one side. And on the other, there was af
profound proletarian and popular mass movement (all
the poorest population of the towns and villages) a move
ment of a revolutionary character, for bread, for peace,
for real liberty. ]

“The revolutionary workers and soldiers have destroyed;

1 Lenin. Collected Works (English edition), XX, part 1, p.29.
2 Jbid. ' '

8



the infamous, Tsarist monarchy to its very foundations,
being neither elated nor worried by the fact that, at
certain brief historic moments, exceptional in their com-
bination of circumstances, they are aided by the struggle
of Buchanan, Guchkov, Milyukov and Co., who only
desire to replace one monarch by another. Thus, and only
thus, did it occur.)?

The first government which replaced the Tsarist auto-
cracy as a result of the February-March revolution was
composed of representatives of the class of capitalist land-
owners and bourgeoisie—a class which had in fact long
before 1917 governed Russia and now, in February-March
1917, had taken shape and legalised itself, if one may use
a juridical expression, by an act of revolutionary initiative.
This government had been pushed to power by the Anglo-
French Allies, in order to use Russia to the maximum in
the first world war, naturally in their own interests."That
was why Lenin gave this government of the Guchkovs and
Milyukovs the well-chosen title of a mere tlerk of the
multi-millionaire “firms”, England and France . . .

Lenin wrote that this was a government of war, a gov-
ernment of continuation of the imperialist slaughter, ‘a
government of conquests, tied hand and foot to Anglo-
French capital; and that Russian capital was only a branch
of the world-wide “firm”, with a turnover of hundreds
of milliards of roubles, bearing the title: “England and
France”.

The task of that government was to continue the war
until victory, and as before to hold bloody funeral rites
over the Russian workers and peasants. But the workers
and peasants did not want war; they demanded peace,
bread and liberty. This the Provisional Government of
the Guchkovs and the Milyukovs could not give. It had
to be taken by force, by the armed hand of the proletariat
in alliance with the working peasant masses who already
had their centre of leadership. Such a centre was the Petro-
grad Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, of which
Lenin wrote in April, 1917 that, making its:appearance
1 Ibid., p. s1. '
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side by side with the official Government, it was a new and
unofficial, undeveloped, still comparatively weak workers’
government or, more exactly, the embryo of a workers’ }
government, the representative of the interest of all the ;
poorest masses of the population, i.e., nine-tenths of the |
people who were struggling for peacg, bread and liberty.

Lenin ended his first “Letter from Afar” with the '
remark that “the only guarantee of liberty and 'of com- }
plete destfuction of Tsarism is the arming of the pro- §
letariat, the strengthening, broadening and developing of }
the role, significance and power of the Soviets of Workers’ §
and Soldiers’ Deputies”.!

He demanded help in the arming of the workers, or
that, at any rate, it should not be hindered. In that event, §
wrote Lenin, “Russia will be invincible, the monarchy §
incapable of being restored, the Republic secure”. In this’
letter Lenin demonstrated the peculiarity of the moment }
—one of transition from the first to the second stage of
the revolution, in which the watchword should be: j
“Workers, you have displayed miracles of proletarian and §
popular heroism in the civil war against Tsarism; you ¢
must display miracles of proletarian and nation-wide
organisation in order to prepare your victory in the second
stage of the revolution™.? :

In his article on “The Tasks of the Proletariat in the
Present Revolution”, published in Pravda (No. 26, April
20, 1917) Lenin set forth his famous ten theses, in whichj
he pointed to this transition, to the second stage of the}
revolution—a stage ‘‘which must place power in the hands
of the proletariat and the poorest strata of the peasantry”.
In these theses Lenin insisted on the necessity of explain-
ing to the people that the Soviet of Workers’ Deputies was
the only possible fotm of revolutionary government, and{j
that the Bolsheviks, being in a minority in the Soviets,y
were carrying on in these conditions the work of criticising ]
and exposing errors, “at the same tiie advocating the
necessity of transferring the entire power of State to the}

% ‘”J’d-: P 33'
2 1bid., p. 34.
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Soviets of Workers’ Deputies, so that the masses may by
experience overcome their mistakes”, i.e., of confidence in
pseudo-Socialists and in the Menshevik-Cadet-S.R. Gov-
ernment, of a policy of compromise with the bourgeoisie
and of a policy of support for a government of capitalists,
those “worst enemies of peace and Socialism”. )

The' theses explain that what is involved is not the
“introduction of Socialism” as an immediate task but only
the transition to the control of social ptoduction and dis-
tribution of products by the Soviet of Workers’ Deputies.
But the theses already raise in all its grandeur the
question of the need to fight for a Republic of Soviets of
workers’, ‘agricultural labourers’ and peasants’ Deputies
throughout the country, from top to bottom, underlining
that to go back from the Soviets to a parliamentary Re-
public would be a retrograde step. The theses demand
the abolition of the police and.the bureaucracy, and the
replacement of the standing army by the general arma-
ment of the people; that all officials be elected and subject
to recall at any time, their salaries not to exceed the
average wage of a good workman; the confiscation of all
landlords’ estates, and the nationalisation ‘of all lands
throughout the country, to be disposed of by the local
Soviets; the organisation of Soviets of deputies of the
poorest peasants, and the creation out of each large
estate of model farms (from 100 to goo dessyatinas in size,
according to local and other conditions and at the dis-
cretion ofthe local authorities) t6 be controlled by the
Agricultural Labourers’ Deputies and for the public
account; the amalgamation of all banks throughout the
country intd one national bank, to be controlled by the
Soviet of Workers’ Deputies.

That was how Lenin wrote in April, 1914, six months
before the victory of the great October Revolution, which
heralded the beginning of a new era, the new ard greatest
epoch’in the history of. mankind.

* * *
The Great October Revolution decided the problem of,
power, the root problem of every revolution, as Lenin used
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tosay. In that same April of 1917 Lenin wrote of the power ,‘!
of the workmen and peasants that it was a revolutionary i
dictatorship, i.e., a pogver based directly upon revolution-
ary conquest, upon the direct initiative of the masses of.:‘
the people from below, and not on a law promulgated by a ;
centralised State authority. b

““This authority”, wxote Lenin, “is one of the same type
as the Paris Commune of 1871”.

But it was only an embryo authority, as Lenin wrote:
one which yet had-to grow up, to run the eotrse of its!
internal development and find a firm basis of support in
proletarian class-consciousness and organisation. This
authority had to overcome the weaknesses of its Menshevikj
and Socialist-Revolutionary origin and of the Menshevik!
and S.R. compromise with the bourgeoisie, which made,
as skilful and.easy a use in_its class interests of the petty-"
bourgeois “heroes” and newly-baked “leaders” of the;;
revolution as it made of their petty bourgeois illusions. *

Lenin mercilessly exposed the treacherous policy of the’
Mensheviks and S.R.s. who played the part of flunkeys of
the Provisional Government. That Government pursued
its objectives steadily and without scruple. But it realised
the impossibility of achieving its ends without support,
from the masses of thé people; and that was just what was
lacking. It was a real godsend for the Provisional Govern
ment that the Mensheviks and S.R.s. were at the hedd ol-{:‘z
the Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Deputies
at that time. It was through them that the Provjsional,
Government sought “to attach the Soviets to itself and:
domesticate them” (Lenin). The part played in this by the]
S.R.s. and Mensheviks—Ketensky, Peshekhonov and,
Chernov, Tseretelli, Skoblev and the other so-called i

.

Socialist ministers—can be judged from their activity i,
the notorious “contact commission”’, whose sole existence
was designed to tame the Soviets, by means of such “con-
tact”, and through the Soviets to tame those elements ol
the working class, peasantry and intellectuals who were at
that time under the influence of the S.R.s. and Menshe,
viks, thereby facilitating the fulfilment of the programm
of the Provisional Government.
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What did the provisional Government consider at the
time to be its main task?' Lenin wrote on this subject as
follows:

“The Government was concerned with on}y one thing,
namely, with surreptitiously renewing the predatory inter-
national treaties concluded by the Tsar with the capitalists
of Great Britain and France, putting a brake on the
revolution as cautiously and unostentatiously as possible,
promising everything but fulfilling nothing”

What were the S.R.s. and Mensheviks doing at the
time? Lenin wrote on this subject:

“The Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks in.the
‘contact commission’ played the part of simpletons who
were fed on pompous phrases, promises and ‘tomorrows’.
Like the crow in the fable the S.R.s. and Mensheviks suc-
cumbed to flattery, arid listened with satisfaction to the
assurances of the capitalists that they valued the Soviets
highly and would not take a single step without them” 2

What were the results of such a state of things? Lenin
wrote on this subject :

“But, in° reality, time passed and the Government of
capitalists did absolutely nothing for the revolution. On
the contrary, in detriment to the revolution it managed
during this period to renew the secret predatory treaties;
or rather to confirm them and ‘vitalise’ them by supple-,
- mentary and no less secret négotiations with the diplomats
of Anglo-French imperialism. In detriment to the revo-
Iagion it managed during this period to lay the foundations
of \a counter-revolutionary organisation of (or at least of
closer relations among) the generals and officers of the
army on active service. In detriment to the revolution, it
marnaged to begin the organisation of the industrialists,
mimufacturers and mill-owners, who were obliged to make

ncession after concession under pressure from the
workers, but at the same time were beginning to sabotage
production and to make preparations for bringing it to
a standstill at a favourable moment” ?

; L:téin. Selected Works (English edition), VI, p. 196.
Ibid.

8 Ibid., pp. 196-197.
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But, wrote Lenin, “the revolution is enlightening all
classes with a rapidity and thoroughness unknown in
normal peaceful times”. The revolution was giving the '
people “the richest and most valuable lessons”.

It was first and foremost the advanced sections of the
working class, the peasantryand the intellectualswholearnt
these lessons from the February-March Revolution and
from all the subsequent course of its development, grad-
ually grasping the substance of the policy of the Provis-*
ional Government and 6f the Menshevik—S.R. support |
of that Government. Before their very eyes counter-revo-
lution was growing up, promoted and actively supported
by the “Socialist” Ministers,-and: with the way prepared
for it by the offensive against the “internal foe”, i.e., the ¢
revolutionary workmen and peasants. At the same time
bourgeois counter-revolution was making ready for the
offensive at the front as well, being whipped up by the
Allied capitalists who demanded “war to a victorious.
.conclusion”, to the last . . . Russian soldier. The influence,
of the S.R. and Menshevik leaders over the masses was
declining more and more. This was confirmed by the -
demonstration of 18th June, 1917, which brought, in:
Lenin’s words, “a remarkably imposing victory for the,
slogans of the revolutionary proletariat, the slogans of the .
Bolsheviks, among the Petrograd masses”.? To the demon- -
stration of June 18 Kerensky, doing the bidding of the'
Russian and no less the Anglo-French capitalists, replied
by announcing an offensive at the front, in order to para-"’
lise the political significance of June 18. X

In Lenin’s vivid expression, 18 June tied the S.R.s. an_di
Mensheviks to the triumphal chariot of the bourgeoisie, .
as servants of the capitalists. !

The demonstration of g and 4 July was an outburst of
indignation on the part of the masses; it was their reply;
tq the introduction of countet-revolutionary troops intos
Petrograd, to Kerensky’s restoration of the death penalty!
at the front, to the disarmament by cadets and officers of

T 7bid., p. 197. ;
2 Ibid., p. 201.

|
|
i
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the revolutionary workers and revolutionary soldiers, to
the arrest of some of ‘them and to the persecution and
closing-down of Bolshevik newspapers.

It was a time when the military clique really ran riot,
overwhelming the so-called “socialist” leaders of Menshe-
viks and S.R.s., conscientiously, working for their capital-
ist masters.

In Lenin’s article, “Lessons of the Revolution”, written
at the end of July, the great leader of the Socialist revo-
lution gave a remarkable analysis of this dizzy succession.
of one phase of the revolution to another, a succession
which provided a classical confirmation of the old Marxist
truth concerning the instability of the position of the petty
bourgeoisie and petty' bourgeois democrats, who always
turn out to be plodding at the tail of the bourgeoisie, a3
its feeble appendage, an obedient tool in the hands of the
kings of finance. )

It was a remarkable conclusion which Lenin drew at
the end of July, 1917, on the basis of an analysis of the
experience of the Russian revolution, which had confirmed
the experience undergone in its time by the petty. bour-
geoisie in England and France:

“The lesson of the Russian revolution is that there is’
no escape for the masses from the iron grip of war, famine
and enslavement to the landlords and capitalists ypinless
they completely break with the Socialist-Revolutionary
and Menshevik parties, unless they clearly recognise the
treacherous role of the latter, unless they renounce all
compromise with the bourgeoisie and resolutely come over
to the side of the revolutionary workers. Only the revo-
lutionary workers, if they are supported by the poorest
peasants, are able to break the resistance of the capitalists
and lead the people to the conquest of the land without
compensation, to complete liberty, to victory over famine,
to victory over the war, to a just and lasting peace”.*

That was'what Lenin wrote during the prelude to the
Great October Revolution, which brilliantly confirmed

1 Ibid., pp. 203-204.
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his faultless analysis of events in the period of development
of the February—March revolution, described above. 1
* #* *

The crisis of the revolution was deepening. The politi-
cal atmosphere was becoming more and more heated, and
class contradictions in the relations between the Cadet-
Octobrist camp and the Menshevik—S.R. circles, headed |
by their Ministers, which had completely gone over to it,
were becoming more and more acute. Ina number of most
important statements of principle Lenin and Stalin posed,|
in all its magnitude the problem of the proletariat taking
possession of State authority. In his article, “From 2
Publicist’s Diary”, Lenin exposed the petty bourgeois
illusions of Sukhanov and the like, the characteristic
feature of which was a middle-class trustfulness in good-
will, as Lenin wrote, a trustfulness which found expression
in the assertion that the Provisional Government may rest}
on the will of the Soviets, and that the Menshevik—S.R.
majority in the Soviets was able without particular effort
to change the policy of the Provisional Government. Lenin:
demonstrated that in all previous revolutions the will of
the inajority of the people, of the majority of workers and
peasants, had been in favour of democracy, and yet the
majority of revolutions had ended in the defeat of demo-
cracy. That was what had happened in the revolution
of 1848. Lenin emphasised that that was the revolutio
which most resembled the revolution of 1917. He recalled
how Marx had “mercilessly ridiculed the petty bourgeoi
democrats who wished to gain victories by means of
resolutions and references to the will of the majority of
the people”,' and came to the conclusion that referenc
to the majority of the people decides nothing when i
comes to concrete problems of the revolution.

Lenin emphasised that in a revolution it is necessary tg
defeat the hostile classes, to overthrow the State power
which defends those classes, and that for this purpose “th
will of the majority of the people” is not enough and forc
on the part of the revolutionary classes is essential. Leni

1 Lenin. Collected Works (English edition), XXI, part 1, p. 141.
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explained in'this article that this must be the force of such
revolutionary classes as have the will and capacity to fight;
the force must be sufficiently powerful to crush .the force
of the enemy, at the decisive moment and in the decisive
place.!

Lenin taught that questions of class struggle must be
put in a concrete way; he showed that to substitute these
concrete questions at moments of particular acute class
struggle by general ‘references to the will of the people
would be worthy only of the most thick-witted petty-
bourgeois.

Lenin dwélt in detail on the views 6f Sukhanov, who
was one of the outstanding leaders of Menshevism in
Russia. Lenin did this because Sukhanovism was typical
of thousands of similar philistine arguments—arguments
of which Lenin wrote that they ignore the’history of, the
parties concerned and even strike out that history alto-
gether. Yet at the samestime higtory shows that appeal to
such concepts as “voluntary consent”, “goodwill” arid so
forth, is only a screen for further and further abandon-
ment of~principle. To the Menshevik and S.R. illusions,
with their concomitant passion for conciliation, com-
promise and direct betrayal of the interests of tlie working
masses in favour of the capitalists, Lenin and Stalin
opposed-the policy and tactics of organising all the forces
of the proletariat and preparing them for a new Socialist
revolytion.

“If we look at things as a-historian of politics in general
and a Marxist in particular’ought to 16ok at them”, wxote
Lenin in September, 19147, “that is, examining events
in their interconnection, it becomes perfectly clear that a
decisive turn now is not only not ‘easy’ but, on the contrary,
absolutely impossible without a new revolution.” Lenin
did not put the question of whether such a revolution was
desirable or undesirable, of whether it.-would be or could
be peaceful and legal. Lenin warned the reader that he
was placing on record the historical impossibility of a
drastic turn in the further course of events begun in

L Ibid., p. 142.
2 Ibid., I{: 146,
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attacked Mensheviks like Sukhanov who did not see this
and could not understand it, or made beliéve not to under,
stand it, and who, like a multitude of other petty-bourgeoisjl'
democrats, were soothing the”people with their “parlour
games”, spreading their irresponsible, illiterate and quit
criminal nonisense. (Lenin)

At this time the Bolshevik Party saw its principal task
as-the.preparation of the minds and mog¢ds of the masses
of the people, and particulatly of their vanguard, the pro-
letariat, for the inevitability of a sharp turn in the develop
ment of the revolution, a turn the success of which woul
depend entirely on the class consciousness of the worker
and poorest- peasants, their degree of organisation, thei
preparadness for revolutionary action. The problem wa
to mobilise proletarian forces willing and able, in Lénin’
words, to fight for the Socialist revolution against th
counter-revolutionary generals and landlords. The latte
were actively preparing to put a stop to the growth of th
strength of the revolutionary workers and peasants'by pro
claiming a military dictatorship. The Kornilov rebellio
revealed the plans of this counter-revolutionary conspirac
in full niedsure. The rebellion collapsed; but its failur
did not stop the' counter-revolutionary leadership whic
was making ready for a military dictatorship. Stalin wrot
of this conspirary against the revolution, in his articl
bearing that title, as the “collective dictatorship” of
directory, with the aim of crushing the revolution an
establishing the dictatorship of the imperialist bour
geoisie. (Stalin.)

Analysis of the Kornilov—Kerensky conspiraty led t
a number of conclusionis of great practical and theoretica’
importante. -Drawing these conclusions, Stalin set fort
the charactertistic features of-dictatorship by the imperia
list bourgeoisie. Stalin showed that such dictatorship i
the domination of an aggressive and exploiting minority
over th€working majority which thirsts for peace; thatiti
a dictatorship-behind the scenes, secret, masked, calculated
to deceive the masses; that it is a dictatorship which relie
upon violence against the masses.

18
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Stalin erided his analysis by the conclusion: “Demo-
cratic”’ deceit reinforced by violence, violence screened by
“democratic” deceit—such are the alpha and omega of thé
dictatorship of the imperialist bourgeoisie.

Stalin’s second conclusion was that the_conspiracy in
pestion was a continuation of counter-revolution, which
arose from the requirements of the imperialist war and the

licy of offensive.

The third conclusion drawn by Stalin was that the revo-
lution could not be protected against the conspiracy of
counter-revolution without ending the imperialist war and
winning a demOcratxc peace, for whichr purpose it was
necessary to “remove” the authority of the .Provisional
Government and put a new Government in power.

Stalin wrote : “For this it is necessary to transfer power
into the hands of new revolutionary classes of .the -pro-
letariatand the revolutionary peasantry. For this it is neces-
sary to concentrate power within the mass revolutionary
organisation, within the Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’ and
Peasants’ Deputles

“These classes and these organisations, and only they,
saved the revolution from the Kornilov plot. It is they who
will ensure victory for the revolution.

“It is this that will constitute the senténce.passed on the
imperialist bourgeoisie and its agents, the conspirators”.!

Lenin and Stalin in these days—it was thie beginning
of October—were calling on the workers to prepare for
repelling action in order to crush the counter-revolution
at the roots. .

In his speech at the meeting of the Central Cominitte¢
of the Party on-16 October, 1914, Stalin urged t ‘that there
should be no waiting for the counter-revolution to prepare’
and organise itself. At the end of his remarks; as can be seen
from the brief minute, Stalin pointed ous that “the Petro-
grad Soviet has already entered 'the path of insurrection
by refusing to sanction the withdrawal of LTOODS: The Fleet
has already revolted, since it has gone against Kerensky.

1 Stalin. Collected Works (Russian edition), IIL, p. 355.
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Consequently we must take our stand firmly and irrevoc-
ably on the path of insurrection”.!

* * *

The Bolshevik Party on the eve of October devoted
great attention to the problem .of peasant reserves in the
proletarfan revolution. In September, 1917, Lenin addres-
sing the peasants, exposed the treachery of the S.R. party:
which, as Lenin wrote in his article ‘“Peasants and Work-
ers”, had betrayed the cottages and taken the side of the
palaces, those palaces where the worst enemies of the
revolution, and the peasant revolution in particular, had
installed themselves in the same Government 4s the Cher-
novs, Peshekhonovs and Avxentyevs. Lenin recalled the
writings of Engels on the peasant question (“The Peasant:
Question in France arid Germany” of 18g4), .and partic-
ularly that passage in his famous work where he says that’
the Socialists do not even dream of expropriating the small
peasants and that their objective in relation to the s_malll'
peasants_consists primarily in transforming their private:
property and private production into co-operative pro
duction and co-operative propefty, not by force but b
.dint of-example and the offer of public assistance. Lenin
pointed out that the war had in practice confronted Russi
with a problem of pretisely this kind.

Lenin pointed.to the fact that not a single intelligen
Socialist. would_quartel with the poor peasantry because
the peasantg wanted to retain their petty economy. Lenin
wrote : :

“If the land is confiscated, this means that the rule of th
banks has been undermined; if the stock is confiscated,
it means that the rule of capital has been undefmined,
and, with the proletariat ruling in the centre, with th
transfer of political power to the proletariat, the:rest will
come of itself, will come as a result of the “force of
exampl€’, it will be prompted by experience itself. s

“The transfer of political power to the proletariat—}

there is the crux. After that, everything essential, basiciii

! Ibid., pPp- 581-382. . 1
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and fundamental in the programme of the 242 instruc-
tions* will become realisable. And life. will show what
modifications are needed in realising it. That is the last
thing to worry about. We are not doctrinaires. Our teach-
ing is not a dogma’but a‘guide-to action.”

Here once again Lenin emphasised the vefy great
importance of experience, and particularly of the experi-
ence of millions. -

“We do not claim that Marx or the Marxists know the
road to.Socialism in every concréte detail”, Lenin wrote.
“That is nonsense. We know -the direction of this road,
we know what class forces lead along it, but concretely and
practically it will be learned only from the experience of
the millions when they take up the task.””

In a number of articles during these pre/October
months, weeks and days Lenin unmasked the deception
and provocative inventions of the enemies of the pro-
letarian revolution, who presented a grossly distorted
picture of someone wanting to “introduce” Socialism into
Russia by a single edict, without reckoning either with the
level of technique or with the abundarice of small enter-
prises or with the habits and will of the majority. Traitors
to the cause of Socialism “frightened” seciety by thisscare-
crow of Socialism, which the Bolsheviks, they alleged, were
about to introduce by a single stroke. of the, pen. Lenin
and Stalin tirelessly exposed this lie, widely used by the
Menshevik, S.R.s. and Cadets—‘all those traitor-leaders”
who “deceive their own conscience and deceive the people.
by saying that Russia is ‘not yet ripe for thé introduction
of Socialism’ . (Lenin.) -

Thus persistently and steadily did the Bolshevik Party,
headed by Lenin and Stalin, instil into the consciousness
of the mass of the people the great idea of the necessity
for power passing into the hands of the workers and
peasants, in order to save the people from the ruin which,
day by day, the counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie and
their “Socialist” henchmen were preparing for it. These
1 This refers to the 242 instructions §iven by peasant meetings to delegates of

the 1st All-Russian Congress of Peasant Soviets in Petrograd, in 1917.

; %ﬁq Collected Works (English edition), XXI, part 1, p. 133.
id.
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gentlemen dreamed of crushing the maturing proletarian
revolution and averting the coming disaster to the capital-
ist régime. The crisis was coming more,and more to a.
head, disaster was approaching nearer and nearer to the
landlords and tapitalists. Socialism was’knocking at the,
doors of Russia., Contradictions were becoming more,
acute, the “middle way” was fast disappearing.

In these days Lenin wrote: “Here there is no middle,
way. The objective course”of development is such that

from monopolies (and the war has multiplied their:

numbers, réle and importance ten-fold) it is impossible-to,

o forward without moving towards Socialism”. Further,
on he wrote':

“It is impossible to stand still in history, in general, and
in war time, particularly. One must go either forward or.
back. In twentieth-century Russia, which has won -a:
republic and tHe democratic way of life by revolutionary,
means, it is impossible to go forward without going|
towards Socialism, ‘without taking steps towyards it (steps
conditioned and determined by the level of technique amij
culture: large-scale machine economy cannot be ‘intro
duced’ into peasant agriculture, and cannot be abolishe
in the sugar industry).

"A;}d if onie is-afraid to go forward, that means going;
back—which is just what the Kerenskys are doing to the]
delight of the Milyukovs and Plekhanovs, and with the|
stupid assistance of the Tseretellis and Chernovs”.* 1

The war had brought humanity nearer to Socialism,‘
Lenin wrote in these historic days. “The imperialist war’
is the eve of the Socialist revolution. And this not only
because the war with its horrors is generating proletarian
Insurrection—no insurrection will create Socialism if
‘Socialism has not matured economically—but because ]
State mohopoly capitalism is the most complete material,
preparation for Socialism, the ante-chamber to Socialism,
that step on the historical stairway which is separated from.
the step’ called Socialisth by no intermediate steps” ?

In the article “The Threatening Catastrophe and How

1 Ibid., pp. 211-21%.
2 Ibid., 5 212,

s
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to Fight It”, Lenin gives an exhaustive analysis of the
approaching collapse of capitalisim in. Russia and of the
pirth of new Socialist relations in society.

%* * *

|

By the end of September and the beginning of October
Lenin was already demanding practical measures to pre-

are insurrectipn (“Marxism and Insurrection”).

Lenin sketched out a plan of insurrection, demanding
that it should be approached iria Marxist way, as hé wrote,
i.e., as an ‘art. In this plan he provided for such measures
as the organisation of a staff for the insurgent detachments,
the disposition of the armed forces, the occupation of the
fortress of Petér and Paul, the investment of the Alex-
ander Theatre, ‘the arrest of the General Staff and the
Government, the occupation of the central telegraph and
telephone offices, etc. Lenin demanded the organisation
of such detachments of armed workers as were “ready to
sacrifice themselves to the last man rather than allow the
enemy to penetrate into the centre of the city”, ready for
“the desperate final battle”. . . -

Lenin proved to the -Central Committee of the Party
that it was essential for the Bolsheviks ‘to take; power
immediately. The day of the insurrection could be settled
with the masses; but it was necessary immediately to take
practical steps to make clear to the whole Party the fask
facing it: ““To put on the agenda the armed insurrection
at Petrograd and Moscow, the conquest of power and the
overthrow of the Government . . . History will not forgive
us if we do not seize power now . . . Seize power now
simultaneously at Moscow and at Petrégrad”. (Lenin
added: “It does not matter which begins, perhaps Moscow
can begin”). “We shall conquer, unquestionably and un-
doubtedly”* |

Lenin and Stalin, leaders of the proletarian revolution,
were confidently leading the proletariat forward to “the
last decisive fight” in the name of Socialism. Inspired
themselves by profound faith in success, Lenin and Stalin
inspired the, masses of workmen, soldiers and peasants,

1 Lenin. Selected Wfirks (English edition), VL., pp. 216-217.
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organising .and “carefully preparing for the armed i;féur—!
rection. Lenin and Stalin energetically developed the.
necessary measures in this direction, taking steps to
assure communications between Petrograd, Moscow and
the other urban centres of the country, seeing td it that
all.the'most important Party organigations should clearly
understand 'the aims and objects of insurrection so as to
be able to take part in it+4n full knowledge aiid undér-l
standing of this impottant act. Lenin’s remarkable letters
to the Central Committee' of the Russian Social-Demo
cratic Labour Party- (Bolsheviks)}—“Marxism and Insur
rection” and “The Bolsheviks Must Take Power”
excellently served that purpose. Stalin then and ther
proposed that these letters should be issued to the most}
important Party organisations. The traitor Kameney
objected, and tried to get this proposal rejected, but failed.,
Kamenev's attempt to render yet one moré service to the
counter-revolutionary conspirators was unsuccessful. 5

The Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries raised
the spectre of civil war. Lenin and Stalin exposed these
fore-doomed attempts to terrify the revolutionary work-
men and peasants, who under the leadership of the Bol
shevik Party, headed by Lenin and Stalin, were con-
fidently and energetically preparing for insurrection, fo
the seizure of power, for decisive battle for the power of
the Soviets. -

Jn a letter to members of the Central Committee of the
Party, written on 6 November (24 October, Old Style),
1917, Lenin appealed to the Central Committee with th
words: “We must not wait! We may lose everything!”
Lenin and Stalin pointed out that all forces must b
mobilised and that: “under no circumstances must power
be left in the hands of Kerensky and Co. until November
7 (October 25), not under any ‘circumstances, the matter;
'must.be decided unconditionally, this very evening or
this very night. ;

“History will not forgive revolutionaries for procras-,
tinating when they can be victorious to-day (and certainly+
will be victorious to-day), while they risk losing much:
to-morrow, in fact risk losing everything. . . 3
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“The Government is wavering. It must be finished off
at all costs.. Delay in action is in the likeness of death™.’

That.same day, in Rabochi Put of 24 October, 1917,
under the heading “What Do We Need?” Stalin was
writing » “What we need is to replace the present govern-
ment of landlords and capitalists by a new government of
workers and peasants. The present self-appojnted govern-
ment, not elected by the people and not responsible to
the people, must be replaced by a government recognised
by Lﬁe people, elected by representatives of the workers,
soldiers and peasants and resporsible to those represen-
tatives”.?

Stalinpointed out that in this way, and.only in this
way, peace, bread, land and liberty could be won.

Stalin called on the workmen, soldiers, peasants,
Cossacks and all working people to gather together all
their strength, to rise up all as one man, to hold meetings,
elect delegations, express their demands through those
delegations to thie Congress of Soviets. -

Stalin wrote: “Power must pass into the hands of the
Soviets ‘of Workers’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Deputies. A
new Government must be in power, elected by the Soviets,’
replaceable by the Soviets, responsible to the Soviets”.”

The hour of Socialist revolution had struck! ’

* #* ¥*

As we have seen, Lenin and Stalin were steadily pre-
paring the Russian working class and the advanced
masses of the peasantry for the organisation of- Soviet
power on a truly Socialist basis. What was involved was
the transformation of the Soviets into genuinely-revolu-
tionary organs of the dictatorship of the proletariat, organs
of the new State authority, capable of giving effect to the
great programme of Socialist transformation of our
country.

Lenin and Stalin ruthlessly exposed the vices and
defects of the Menshevik and S.R. Soviets. But it is striking

1 Lenin, Selected Works (English ed'ition), VI, {) 335.
2 Stalin. Collected Works (Russian edition), 111, pp. 388-38g.
3 Ibid., p. 3g90.
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that, in spite of these vices and crying defects of quiets1|
where the Menshevik and S.R. were doing their black:
work of treachery to Socialism, Lenin and Staligi, with,
the genius of leaders of the proletarian revolution, saw in
those Soviets .the- embryos of a genuinely new people'si
revolutionary authority. {

“Humanity has not evolved, and we do not as yet know, i
a type of government superior to.and better than the
Soviets of Workers',, Agricultural Labourers’, Peasants'i
and Soldiers’ Deputiés”.* i

To the Soviets belonged the future. The Soviets would
take power, all power, into their own hands, “f:liminatingj
the condition of dual power represented by the existence
of the Provisional Government.on the one side and the
Soviets of Workers’ Deputies on the other. This would
‘be the result of the struggle, and of the considerable effort
which the class-conscious workers would have to put forth
to win the.majority over to their side.

“We are not Blanquists, we, are not in favour of the
seizure of power by a minority”, wrote Lenin in his |
remarkable article “Dual Power”. “We are Marxists, we .
stand for a proletarian class struggle against petty-bour-
geois poison, against jingoistic defencism, phrasemonger-
ing, dependence on the bourgeoisie”.? :

Like bright rays of light, Lenin’s great ideas illuminated
the road ahéad for the forward movement of the prole-
tariat, breaking down out-of-date and old-fashioned for=
mulas and pointing out the new and powerful ideas
‘corning forward to replace them.

On the threshold of the October Revolution Lenin’s
genius foretold—stientifically foretold—the future, con-
fidently directing the attention of the Bolshevik Party to
new problems and new tasks, pointing out to the Party
and to the working class new methods of solving them,
new paths of victorious advance for the proletarian revo-
lution Wwhich was gathering strength. 4

Lenin, whose genius led the revolution, was a bold *
innovator, a. fearless fighter against every kind of stagna-

!.Lenin. Collected Works, (English edition), XX, part 1, p. 117, ‘
2 Ibid.

a
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tjon and routine, a destroyer of mouldy “traditions” and
stheories of yesterday”. -

When “objectors” clamoured against Lienin’s new ideas
and formulas as contradictory to Bolshevik watchwords—
as happened, for example, with Lenin’s assertion that with
the transfer of State power into the hands of the bour-
geoisie, “‘the-bourgeois or bourgeois-democratie revolution
in Russia is over”, Lenin fearlessly accepted battle and
routed the “objectors’: '

“The Bolshevik slogans and ideas”, Lenin replied to
the objectors, “in general have been fully confirmed by’
history, but actually things have turned out differently
than what could have been anticipated (by anyone)—more
original, more peculiar, more colourful”.!

Already in April, 1917 Lenin had seen that the formula
of “the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the pro-
letariat and peasantry”, brought to life in the shape of
the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, was out
of date.

“Real life has brought it”, wrote Lenin, “from the
realm of formulas into the realm of reality, clothed it in
flesh and blood, lent it concrete form, and thereby changed:
)

And Lenin showed how this had happened—how new,
tasks were now on the agenda: “to effect a split within
this dictatorship between the proletarian elements (antis.
jingo, internationalist, ‘Communist’ elements, who stand
for a transition to the commune) and the petty-proprietor
or petty-bourgeois elements (Chkheidze, ‘Iseretelli, Stek-
lov, the Socialist-Revolutionaries and other revolutionary
jingoes, opponents of the movement towards the com-
mune, who favour ‘support’ of the bourgeoisie and the.
bourgeois government)’.?

Lenin taught what he called “the incontestable. truth
that a Marxist must take cognisance ‘of living life, of the
true facts of reality, and must not continue clinging to the
theory of yesterday which, like every, theory, ‘at best only

; L;:ni:a. Collected Works (English edition), XX, part 1, p. 120.
1bid,
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indicates the main and the general, only approximatel
embraces the complexity of life”. -

Lenin adds: ““Theory, my friend, is grey, but green i
the eternal tree of life”.* * y

Theory—the old theory, not yet tested by the practicd
of life—had taught-the following: that after the rule of
the bourgeoisie there could and must follow the rule of
the proletariat and the peasantry, their dictatorship. But
Lenin pointed out, in real life, things had turned ouf
otherwise: “an extremely original, new, unprecedented
unterweaving of the one with the other has taken place
Side by side, together and simultaneously, there exist both
the rule of the bourgeoisie (the government of Lvov and
Guchkov) and the revolutionary—democratic dictator:
ship of the proletariat and peasantry, voluntarily ceding
power to the bourgeoisie, voluntarily transforming itsel§
into an appendage of the bourgeoisie”.? ¥

Lenin pointed to such a fact as power in Petrogradl
being effectively in the hands of the workers and soldiers
and the new bourgeois government being unable to use
violence against them, since “there is no police, no arm
separate from the people, no alnrighty officialdom standing
over the people. This is a fact. It is precisely the kind o
fact which.is characteristic for a State of the type of th
Paris Commune. This fact does not fit into the old
schemes. One must know how to adopt schemes to life
and not-to repéat words which have become meaningless
about ‘the dicfatorship of the proletariat and peasantry}§
in general”? :

Lenin taught us to see facts, to see the concrete, and]
not “in general”; to see the real, not the conjectural; to
start from the actual, not from the possible; not to fallf
into subjectivism, into the policy of a Louis Blanc, but|
as becomesa Marxist, to be guided by cognisance of reality.

At this time Lenin persistently warned gainst any
attempts to “leap over” an iricomplete revolution of
bourgeois-degmocratic character to a Socialist revolution,

1 Ibid., p. 121.
2 Ibid..
3 Ibid.
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spurning the Trotskyist formula of “No Tsar; but a work-
ers government” as a sign of subjectivism, as a formula
of Blanquist adventurisin. Lenin taught the necessity.of
working patiently to make certain of a majority in the
Soviets, since only the rule of the majority, il Lenin’s
view, and the activity of the masses would ensure the suc-
cess of the proletarian revolution.

With what great and profound faith in the creative

owers of the proletariat, the future ruler of the world,
were.imbued Lenin’s simple and proud words:

“] am profoundly convinced that the Soviets of Work-
ers’, Soldiers’, and Peasants’, Deputies will make the ihde-
pendent activity of the masses of the people a reality more
quickly and effectively than will a parliamentary republic
(more detailed comparison of the two types of State in
another letter). They will décide better, more practically,
more correctly how steps can be taken towards Socialism,
and just what steps they can be: Control over a bank,
amalgamation of all banks into one, is not yet Socialism,
but it is, a step towards Socialism. To-day such steps are
being taken in Germany by the Junkers and the bour-
geoisie against the people. To-morrow the Soviet of
Workers' and Soldiers’ Deputies will be able to take these
steps, to the greater advantage of -the people, if all State
power is in its hands”.!

Great and prophetic words! A great truth, unknown
to the world before Lenin, discovered by Lenin: the
programme of the struggle for Socialism!

Lenin foresaw the birth of a new State, a State of a new
type.

The Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’
Deputies, wrote Lenin in his work “The Tasks of the
Proletariat in Our Revolution” (April, 1917) “are. repro-
ducing that type of State which was being evolved by the
Paris Commune, and which Marx called ‘the political
form, at last discovered, under which to work out the

economic emancipation of labour’ .2
1

1 Lenin. Gollected Works (English edition), XX, part 1, p. 128.
? Lenin. Gollected Works (English edition), XX, part 1, p. 140.
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This idea runs like a red thread through the nimerou
‘'speeches and writings of Lenin, which brought a ne
conception into Marxist doctrine of the proletarian revo
lution and the Socialist State. '

There were not a few “politicians” in those days wh
did not understand the significance of this conception
although. it contained within-it-an entite epoch. ]

Lenin wrote-on this subject in the article just-quoted :
. "“The Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’, Peasants’ and othe
Deputies are not understood; not only in the sense tha
their class charagter, their réle iir the Russian revolutio
is not clear to the majority. They ate not understo6d al
in the sense that théy constitute a' new form, or rather
new type of Stdte.

ing army, police, officialdom which in practice. is ur
changeable, privileged, standing over the people”.!

Later on, in his work “State and Revolutiqn”,,pro’-
duced almost on the very eve of the great October
Revolution (August-September, 1917), Lenin gave 3
classical characterisation of the State of a new type tQ
which' the proletarian revolution of the twentieth centur
was giving birth, and of its difference in principle fro
the parliamentary State produced by the bourgeois revo
lution of the nineteenth century.

Lenin wrote in *State and Revolution” of one strikin
measure of the Paris Commune: the abolition of all
monetary privileges for officials and the reduction of the
remuneration of dll servants of the State to the level o
“workmen’s awages’. In this measure of the Commune
Lenin saw,’as he wrote, “the turn from bourgeois democ-+
racy to proletarian democracy, from the democracy-of the |
oppressors to the democracy of the oppressed classés, from *
the State as a ‘special force’ for-the suppression of definite
classes.to the suppression of the oppressors by the general

1 Jbid., p- 139.
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force of the majority of the people—the workers and the
p asants’.! ~

‘In the experience of the Paris Commune Lenin saw
the way to the organisation of a State of a new type, the
forerunner of which’ were the Soviets of ‘Workers’ and
Peasants’ Deputies. -

“We are not” Utopians,” wrote Lenin, “we do not
indulge in ‘dreams’ of dispensing at once with all admini-
stration, with all subordination; these anarchist dreams,
based upon lack of understanding of the_tasks of the
dictatorship of the proletariat, are totally alien to Marxism
and, in practice, serve only. to postpone the Socialist revo-
Jution until human nature has been changed. No, we
want the Socialist revolution with people as they are no;
people who cannot dispense with subordination,. control,
‘overseers and bookkeepers’, but they must be subordinate
to the armed vanguard of all the exploited, all the toilers—
to the proletariat. Measures can and must be taken at
once, overnight, to substitute for the specific methods of
‘administration’ by State officials the simple functions of
‘overseers and bookkeepers’, functions which are already
fully within the capacity of the average city-dweller, and
can well be performed for ‘workmens wages’ .2

Lenin spoke not only of the necessity but also of the
possibility of organising large-scale production, starting
from what capitalism had already created, relying on the
workers’ experience, creating an iron discipline which
would be supported by the State authority of the armed
workmen.

The economic development of capitalist society works
in this direction, preparing the economic conditions for
the organisation of Socialist economy and Socijalist society.
The development of capitalism itself prepares “the mech-
anism -of public' housekeeping” (Lenin). Already a tech-
nically advanced and highly organised mechanism has
been created, which however is in the grip of “parasites”
—the class of exploiters. They can be replaced, by break-

! Lenin. State and Revolution (English edition, 1942), p. 84.
2 Lenin. State and Revolution (Englith edition, 1942), p. 89.
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ing “with the iron.hand of the armed workmen the resig
tance of these exploiters” arnd after smashifg “‘th
bureaucratic machine of the modern State’—by work
men, by the working people, who will carry on affair}
in their own interests without capitalists, thus assuring
the welfare of society.

In the remadrkable chapter of “State and Revolution
which deals with the abolition of parliamentaris
Lenin set forth all the advantages of the State of a nev
type, the Socialist State, summing up at the ‘end of thi
chapter as follows: ‘It is such a State, standing on such
an economic foundation, that we need. This is vghat wilg
bring about the abolitionn of parliamentarism and thé
preservation of representative institutions.. This is whal
will rid the working classes of the prostitution of thes§
institutions.by the bourgeoisie”.*

From. the first days of the March revolution Lenijr
firmly and consistent]y led the working class and th¢
advanced section of the peasantry of our country forward
to struggle fof the transformation of the bourgeois-demo
cratic revolution into a Socialist revolution. Side by sidg
with Lenin, at the head of this movement, went Stalin. §

At the sixth Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. (26 July—f§
August, 1917), Stalin reported on the political situation
exposing the position taken up by the Russian liberd
‘bourgeoisie and by Anglo-French capital which had estat}§
lished harmonious relations with it, and which, in Staling
apt words, wanted “to carry out in Russia a little revoly
tion, like that of the Young Turks, in order to rouse th
enthusiasm' of the masses of the people and make use of
them for a big war, leaving the'rule of the capitalists an
‘landlords in the main unshaken.

“A little revolution for a big war”.2

But this treacherous plan ‘met with the tesistance of the
workers and peasants, who were seeking—to quote from
Stalin’s report—"the radical break-up of the old order}
what we call a great revolution, so as to be able to overy

-

1 Ibid., p. 40.
Z Stalin. Collected Works (Russian edition), I, p. 172.
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throw the landlords, put a curb on the imperialist bour-
eoisie, end the war and ensure the cause of peace. A
eat revolution and peace!™?

This was a most profound class contradiction. This
contradiction, said Stalin, lay at the foundation of the
development of our revolution, at the foundation of “each
and every crisis of power”.

Hence, Stalin said, the conclusion was that the revolu-
tion had come fairly and squarely up against the necessity
of Socialist transformations. And the second conclusion
was: ‘“The basic forces of the new movement will be the
town proletariat and the poorest strata of the peasantry.
It is ‘they who will take power into their hands in the
event of victory”.?

At the Sixth Congress Stalin, speaking of the watchword
of the transfer of power to the Soviets, said : “The Soviets
are the most appropriate form of organisation of. the
struggle of the working class for power, but the Soviets
are not the only revolutionary organisation. They are a
purely Russian form”. But, Stalin emphasised, “the ques-
tion 1s not of form but of what class receives power; the
decisive question is not one of form, but of whether the
working class was ripe for dictatorship”.?

On 13 October, 1917 (O.S.) i.e., barely a few days before
the victory of the October Revolution, in an article “The
Power of the Soviets”, Stalin yet again made an analysis
of the watchword “All power to the Soviets!” He pointed
out that this was not only a popular slogan, but also the
sole true method of fighting for the victory of the revolu-
tion. The power of the Soviets, said Stalin, means the
dictatorship of the proletariat and the revolutionary peas-
antry, 4and the dictatorship of the proletariat and the
peasantry means a dictatorship without violence against
the masses, the dictatorship of the masses, a dictatorship to
curb the will of the enemies of those masses.*

Lenin and Stalin at this time called on the Party to
multiply its efforts to rally the masses, to explain to the
-

e

3 Ibid., pp. 178-149. /
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people, i.e., to the workers, peasants and soldiers, the
essity of overthrowing the government of the Octobr
Cadets, Mensheviks and S.R.s., and to explain to
people the urgency of “steps to Socialism which H
practically matured” (from the resolution of the Ap§
1917 Conference of the R.S.D.L.P.). ‘
When Preobrazhensky, one of the prominent Trots
“theoreticians”, tried at the Sixth Congress to get thro
a Trotskyist amendment to one of the clauses of the r
lution, to the effect that the Russian proletariat co
advance to Socialism only if there were a proletarian r
lution in the West; Stalin spoke against this atnendm
declaring : “The possibility is not excluded that it is jg
Russia which will turn opt to be the country buildgHl
the road to Socialism”.?
Stalin said that in wartime conditions not a sing
country was enjoying the liberty which Russia posses
or was trying to give effect to workers’ control of pro
tiop, that our whole revolution was, wider in its sc
than in Westérn Europe, where the’proletariat stood
to face with.the bourgeoisie in complete isolation, whe
in our country the workmen were supported by the poorg
strata of the peasantry. Stalin pointed out that the machj
ery of State of the Russian bourgeoisie was weaker JiE
less perfected. Stalin said: _
“We must throw aside the out-of-date conception tji
only Europe can show us the way. There is dogm
Marxism and creative Marxism. I take my stand on &
second.”? _
. Stalin called on the workmen, peasants and soldiersf
replace the government of Kishkin and Konovalov hf
government of workmen’s, soldiers’ and peasants’ dej
ties. In his article “What, Do We Need?” Stalin called
a united and resolute struggle, looking forward to in
table victory. He wrote: “And the whole country
then march forward boldly and firmly to the conques
peace for the people. The land to the peasants, hread
work for' the hungry. Power must pass into the hands§

1 Ibid., p. 186.
2 Ibid., p. 187.
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the Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Deputies.
A new government must be in power, elected by the
Soviets, removable by the Soviets, responsible to the
Soviets:. ... "™

That is how the Bolshevik Party taught and acted under
the guidance of the great leaders of the working masses,
Lenin and Stalin.

1 Ibid., p. 3g0.
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THE GREAT OCTOBER SOCIALIST
REVOLUTION AND THE BUILDING
OF SOCIALISM IN ONE COUNTRY

THIRTY years ago, on 25 October (%7, Ndvember), 1917,
workers and peasants of Russia, under.the leadership o ;
the Bolshevik Party of Lenin and Stalin, overthrew th{}
power of the landlords and capitalists and took power intg
their own hands. The great October Socialist Revolutiof§
was victorious. A new page in the history of our country
had opened. The victory of the October revolution mear§
“a radical change in the history of marikind, a radicd}
change in the historical destinies of world capitalism, £
radical change in the liberation movement of the world
proletariat, a radical change in the methods of strugglg
and the forms of organisation, in the life and traditions, i}
thé culture and ideology of the exploited masses throug
out the world”.! -
In his theory of proletarian revolution Lenin took hig
stand on the law of the unequal development of capitali 1;fuf.'_=.
which he had discovered. Lenin, in formulating this lay§
based himself entirely on the laws of capitalist developg
ment established by Marx and Engels, and in the first irg
stance, on the Marxist thesis that “free competition gives
" rise to the concentration of production which, in turn, 2§
a certain stage of its development leads to monopoly”.?
Lenin in his turn demonstrated that “the rise of mong
polies as a result of the concentration of production is ; ;
any case a general and fundamental law of the presen§
stage of development of capitalism”.®

1 Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. 197.
': Ler:jin. Imperialism (English edition), p. 16.
Ibid.
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Analysing numerous data of.the bourgeois economists,~
Lenin showed to what extent banking ‘monopoly had
developed, how “quantity had passed into quality”, in
what precisely this was expressed, how the transition from
developed capitalism to imperialism takes place.

Lenin showed—and this is of tremendous interest and
of vast significance at the present time as well, i.e., 32 years
after Lenin first wrote the words in-his immortal work
{Imperialism as the Highest Stage of Capitalism”~—that
“imperialism is the epoch of finance capital and of mono-
polies, which introduce everywhere the striving for domi-
nation, not for freedom”, and that the result of these ten-
dencies is “reaction all along the line,-whatever the politi-
cal system, and an extreme Antensification of existing
contradictions in this domain also”.*

Lenin quoted Hilferding, who cannot be suspected of
radicalism, and who asserted that in thé epoch of
imperialism and under the influence of capital amported
into newly opened-up countries, “the.old social relations
become completely revolutionised. The age-long’
agrarian incrustation of ‘nations without a history’ is
blasted away, and they are drawn into thé capitalist whirl-
pool. Capitalism itself gradually procures for .the vay-
quished the means and resources for their emancipation,
and they set out to achieve the same goal which, once
seemed highest to the European nations: the creation of
a united national State as'a means to economic and cul-
tural freedom. This movement for national independence:
threatens European capital just in its most valuable and
most promising fields of exploitation, and Eurgpean-tapi-
tal can maintain its domination only by continually in-
creasing its means of exerting violence”.* Lenin added to
what Hilferding had said that it was not only in newly
opened-up countries, but also in the old, that imperialism
was leading to annexation, to increased national oppres-
sion and consequently also to increasing resistance.

To what conclusion was this analysis bound to lead?
That in conditions of imperialism forward development

1 Lenin. Imperialism (English edition), p. 106.
i (Eng ) P
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“is possible only ‘towards Socialist society, towards the
Socialist revolution”* It was precisely to this conclusion
that Lenin came; and it is a conclusion ‘6f exceptionally
great importance. It speaks, first of all, of the fact that
imperialism inevitably leads to a strengthening of
reaction, which takes the shape of unceremonious intensi-
fication of pressure on countries which are weaker in the
economic and military sense. The thirst for gain and
domination reveals itself to the utmost. The veil of demo-
cracy which hitherto concealed naked imperialist greed
now falls and the bared teeth of. the beast appear before
the whol¢ world, frankly and openly.

" It speaks, furthermore, of the fact ‘that there is an in-
creased: striving for annexations; i.e., as Lenin empha-
sised, for infringements of national ‘independence. It
speaks, finally, of the fact of the inevitably rising resist-
ance to these tendencies, the revolutionising of old socjal
relations, the deepening of tendencies among the
oppressed: nations to make a stand in defence of their
independence.

The present stage of development of imperialism fully
confirms this extremely profound analysis of Lenin and the
conclusions which he drew therefrom. A proof of the im-
peccable accuracy of that conclusior, for example, is the
position of the United States of America in regard to
external affairs; today the U.S.A, is the most charac-
teristic example of a State where finance-capital domi-
nates'and where the course of foreign policy completely
reflects the features pointed out above.

‘The U.S.A. grants “help” to Greece and Turkey. The
U.S.A. is ready to give “help” to France—on the condi-
tion, however, that the French “democrats” and
“Socialists” should agree to expel the Communists ‘from
the Government and not allow them back. The U.S.A.
is ready to “help” Great Britain, if the Labour Govern-
ment renounces its claims to the Ruhr and its plans of
nationalisation. It is ready to grant “aid” to Italy, if
de Gasperi and ‘the Vatican are also able to drive the

1 Lenin. Collected Works (English edition), XIX, p. z210.
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Communists but-of the Government, and to create such a
Government g would be ready to worship the holy dollar.

The U.S.A.\is preparing to “help” the Yemen, Iran,
Iraq and in factany country which is ready, in its turn, to
‘lean on‘American finance and the American atom bomb.

Thus before our eyes sacrifice is being offered on the
altar of the American dollar, the sole lord of human fates
in the world of imperialism. This sacrifice is being per-
formed in accorddnce with the most up-te-date American
procedurg, operating according to all the rules of the
American patent for democracy.

Thirty years ago, speaking of the world policy of the
imperialist countries, Lenin wrote: “The intelligent
leaders of imperialism say to themselves: we cannot of
course attain our ends without throttling the small
nations, but after all there are two ways of throttling.
There are Cases when it is more reliable and more profit-
able to acquire sincere and conscientious ‘defenders of the
fatherland’ in imperialist war by creating politically inde;

endent States whose financial dependence ‘we’, of course,
will take care of I’

It seems as though these lines have only just been
written, so fresh are they, so accurately do they strike at
the most sore spot of modern imperialism !

Analysing the development of contradictions in the sys-
tem of imperialism, Lenin pointed out that: “Capitalism
has grown into a world system of colonial oppression and
of the financial 'strangulation of the overwhelming
majority of the population of the world ‘by a handful of
‘advanced’ countries,” and that “this ‘booty’ is being
shared between two or three powerful world marauders
armed to the teeth (America, Great Britain, Japan) who
are involving the whole world in their war over the divi-
sion of their booty”.?

Lenin pointed out that: “In consequence of the growth
of contradictions within the world syStem of financial op-
pression, and of the inevitability of armed clashes, the
world front of imperialism becomes easily vulnerable to

! Lenin. Collected Works (English edition), XIX, p. 428.
# Lenin, Imperialism (English edition), p. A
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revolution, and a breach in this front in: individua]

countries becomes probable”.* y
From this Lenin drew two conclusiofis of world-
histori¢al importance, which at the same tihe determined
the tactics of the Russian Communigts during the
approach.to October, 191%: e}‘ |
(2) The breach in the front of imperialism “is mosy;
likely to occur at those points and in those countries wheré,
the chain of the imperialist front is weakest, that is to say}
where imperialism is least protected and where it i
easiest for a revolution to expand”. 1
(b) “In view of this, the victory of Socialism in on
country, even if this country is less developed in the capi
talist sense, while capitalism is preserved in othég
countries, even if these countries are more highly devés
loped in the capitalist sense, is quite possible a?:
5

£
3

i

probable.”? 5

Such in a few words, said Stalin, are the foundations of§
Lenin’s theory of revolution. This théory of revolutiorj
has a world importance, since it was the result of a genu}
inely sciéntific analysis of imperialism, of the paths of itg
development and its destruction. Lenin’s theory of revo
lution 1s creative-and formative, calling.to action, organis;
ing and directing. In contradistinction to the theory o
the opportunists, who wait for the proletarian revolutiog
to mature in the most developed capitalist countrieg
Lenin’s theory speaks of proletarian revolution where thg
situation develops in the most revolutionary directiofi§
even though that country in a capitalist sense is less devi
loped. This was a new statement of the question, the fej
sult of a further development by Lenin of the fundameng
tal- principles of the Marxist theory of proletarian revolug
tion. Lenin and Stalin, pushing Marxist science forward8
demonstrated that, in conditions of imperialism, the poirt
of view which starts from the existence of the absence of
objective conditions for proletarian revolutions in indivi
dual countries, or more precisely in this or that particuli$

3

1 Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. o4.
@ Stalin. Leninism (English edition), pp. 04-95.
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coungry, i$ no longer adequate. “Now we must speak,™
wroté Stalih, “of the existence of objective conditions for
the revolution in the entire system of world imperialist
economy as an integral unit. . . . Now the proletarian
revolution must be regarded primarily as the result of the
development df the, contradictions within the world sys-
tem of imperialism, as the result of the snapping of the
chain of the imperialist world front in one country or
another.”

Previously, i.e., in the era of the pre-imperialist stage of
capitalism, it was thought that the proletarian revolution
would begin where there was more development of
industry, where the proletariat constitutes a majority. “No,
objects Lenin’s theory of revolution; not necessarily where
industry is more dwefoﬁed, and so forth. The front of capi-
tal will be pierced where the chain of imperialism ‘s
weakest, for the proletarian revolution is the result of thé
breaking of the chain of the world imperialist front at its
weakest link. ... "

Thatis what happened in Russia in 1917, where “the
chain of the world imperialist front proved weaker than
in the other countries. It was there that the chain gave
way and provided an outlet for the proletarian revolu-
tion,” wrote Stalin.

The reason for this was that “in Russia a great popular
revolution was unfolding, and at its head marched the
revolutionary proletariat, which had such an important
ally as the.vast mass of the peasantry who were oppressed
and exploited by the landlords”. The reason was that “the
revolution there was opposed by such a hideous repre-
sentative of imperialism as Tsardom, which lacked all
moral prestige and was deservedly hated by the whole
population. It Russia the chain proved to be weaker, al-
though that country was less .developed in a capitalist
sense than, say, France or Germany, England or
America”.?

Thus it fell to the lot of the Russia of those days to

1 Ibid., p. 20.
2 Ibid. .
3 Ibid., p. m.



break the chain of world imperialism and begif the, era
of proletarian revolutions.

Lenin and Stalin, who took the lead of the
revolution in 1917 in Russia, based their cgnfidence of
success in the insurrection on an analysis of the situation
which had then been created in ‘our count{y, on a strict
and precise analysis of the balance of clas§ forces. They
relied on Lenin’s theory of proletarian rey"olution, which
is based on Lenin’s law of the unequal development of
capitalism and of the possibility of Socialism conquering
in a few countries, or even in one taken by itself. This was
as different as heaven from earth from the decadent and
demoralising Trotskyist theory, which started from the
assumption that the proletarian revolution could be vic-
torious only on an international scale, and that the victory
of Socialism in one country was impossible.

The victory of the October Revolution showed how
mistaken was the universal theory of the simultaneous
victory of the revolution in the main countries of Europe,
the theory of the impossibility of the victory of Socialism
in one country.’ As we know it was just this theory which
the Trotskyists were giving out as the last word in science, -
asserting that the victory of Socialism in one country was.
impossible. Furthermore, Trotsky directly asserted that if
“our initiative” in the struggle for Socialism did not give
an impetus to the struggle in other countries, “it will be
hopeless . . . . to think that a revolutionary Russia, for '
example, could hold its own in fack of a conservative
Europe, or that a Socialist'Germany could remain isolated ;
in a capitalist world”.? ,

Trotsky set up in opposition to Lenin’s theory of the
victory of Socialism in one country the theory of the simul- |
taneous victory of Socialism in the principal countries of
Europe. Trotsky and his faithful echoes were simply using '
their “theory” to conceal their betrayal of the cause of
Socialism. By this “theory” they were attempting to dis-
arm the revolutionary Socialist movement in our country;

! Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. 113.
2 Ibid., p. 97.
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to paralyse its efforts, to clamp it down, to arrest the pro-
cess of Socialist construction in the U.S.S.R., to demobi-
lise and disorganise the ranks of the builders of Socialism.
At first we took this “theory” at its face value, as an ideo-
logical structure-which, although it diverged in principle
from our programme, was nevertheless dictated by pure
and scientific motives. But later things furned out to be
very different: it was established that the followers of
Trotsky, Zinoviev, Bukharin, Kamenev and their sym-
pathisers were carrying out the instructions of the bour-
eoisie and its intelligence organisations, as an agency
which had sold itself to the enemies of the workers’ cause,
the enemies of Socialism. ,

It was with exceptional impudence that the Trotskyists
played the self-appointed part of “learned theoreticians”
of Socialism,. building up a “theoretical”’ foundation be-
neath their scribblings. Trotsky, for example, did not
shrink from justifying his assertion that revolutionary (i.e.,
Socialist) Russia could not hold its own in face of a con-
servative Europe, from appealing to “the light of historical
experience” and “theoretical speculation”. Yet Trotsky
knew very well that “historical experience” cannot be
taken in the abstract, that history proceeds in concrete
conditions, and that it is precisely those conditions which
determine the content and significance of “historical ex-
perience’’.

“Historical experience”, if we take the experience of
the Soviet State accumulated by the time (1922) when
Trotsky made a particularly resolute attack on the possi-
bility of building Socialism in the U.S.S.R., gave evidence
entirely in favour of the possibility of building Socialism
in the U.S.8.R., and not against it. But this did not upset
the Trotskyists, who kept up their troakings about the
collapse of Socialist construction inthe Soviet Union.

The results of the first five years of Soviet power were
marked by vivid proofs of its stability. It had beaten off the
intervention of fourteen States, and 'crushed the rebellions
of counter-revolutionary generals and landlords, Socialist-
Revolutionaries and Mensheviks; it had consolidated the
achievements of October, and it had brilliantly effected
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the transition from War Communism to the New Econo-.
mic Policy, which was a new pomt of departure for
further Socialist advance. r

“Historical experience”, to which the Tt'otskylsts at-
tempted to appeal, spoke against these half-baked “theore-;
ticians”, who ‘had distorted Marxism and vulgarised the
revoluuonary teaching of Marx and Engels on the Statée
and revolution, the struggle of classes, ‘the prospects and;
conditions for the organisation of Socialist society. . ?

When the U.S.S.R. went over to the N.E.P., theses
“theoreticians” of the so-cdlled” “new opposmon pro
claimed that Socialism was now finished, and that N.E. P 1
was a return to capitalism. Zinoviev; as all will remembe .
in this conrection, even invented his notorious “philg
sophy of the epoch”, the essence of which was to preachy
complete disbelief in the victory of Socialist constructiony
in our country, disbelief in the capacity of our proletan:i. 1
to lead the peasantry after it on the road to Socialism, dis
belief in the Socialist path of development of thef
peasantry. We all remember how Trotsky prophesied thag
the proletariat after a victorious revolution would meVlt :
ably come.into conflict with the peasantry—and yet tha i
was being written in 1g22! He asserted that we had no#
yet undertaken, or even approached the task of creatifig]
a Socialist society, and that “a genuine advance o#
Socialist economy in Russia will become possible orly
after the victory of the proletariat in the most 1mporta
countries of Europé”.?

Stalin exposed this “theory”, if it may be dlgmﬁed
that name, as a variety of Menshewsm as permanent=
hopelessness and lack of perspective, disbelief in thd
powers and capacities of the proletariat of Russid§

The attempts of the Trotskyists to set up the theory of
“permanent revolution” against the genuinely revoluf
tionary, Leninist theory of proletarian revolution was
dismal failure. Stalin’s merciless criticism of the Trotskyis#
distortions of Marxism-Leninism, based as it was on thd
stri¢tly scientific method of Marx and Lenin, revealed thég

1 Ibid., p.1gg.
\
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wreacherous character of the Trotsky-Zinoviev “philo-
sophy”. In_the exposure of the false teachings of Trotsky,
Zinoviev and Bukharin an outstanding part was played by
such works of Stalin as “The Qctober Revolution and the
Tactics of the Russian Communists” (1924), “On the
Problems of Leninism” (1926), “The Right Deviation in
the C.P.S.U.(B)” (1929), etc.

Today, after thirty years of victorious Socialist con-
struction in the U.S.S.R., when the main difficulties of
organising Socialist economy and_ Socialist relations in
society have been left behind, when the problem of build-
ing Socialism in our country, has been solved, life itself
has disposed of the question of how far Lenin’s theory of
proletarian revolution was right.

The history of the thirty years' struggle for Socialism
in the U.S.S.R., crowned with a brilliant victory on, the
basis of the Lenin-Stalin theory of scientific Socialism,
speaks for itself and requires no recognitidn, just as the
young but great and mighty Soviet State does not require
recognition. 4

The great October Revolution was the lifegivingpro-
cess of development of new social relations in the Russia
of those days, and 'later in the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics. The foresight and genius of Lenin and Stalin
brought the Russia of those days out on to a new highroad
of development, putting before our people the gigantic
objectives of completing the bourgeois revolutiori and at
the same time effecting a Socialist revolution, building a
Socialist society in conditions of:capitalist encirclement.

These tasks in all their magnitude faced the Party of
Lenin and Stalin which hadplaced itself at the head of the
masses of the people in,191%7. The Party and the peoples of
Russia boldly set about the performance of these tasks.

What did completing the bourgeois revolution mean?
Stalin brilliantly explained this in his reply to Yan-sky,
contained in ‘the article “Theé Party’s Three Fundamental
Slogans on the Peasant Problem” (192%).

Here is what Stalin wrote then: “The completion of
the bourgeois revolution was not a single act. In practice
it was spread over a whole period, embracing not only a

45



part of 1018, as you assert in your letter, but also a part
1919 (the Volga Provinces and the Urals) and of 1g:
1920 (Ukraine). I am referring to the advance of Kolchal
and Denikin, when the peasantry as a whole was face
with the danger of the restoration of the power of t}
landlords, and when the peasantry, precisely as a whol}
was compelled to rally around the Soviet power in orgds
to‘ensure the completion of the bourgeois revolution arg
to preserve for itself the fruits of that revolution.” 1
This interest of the peasantry as a whole in the success
ful solution of the problems of the bourgeois revolutiofs
and in the completion of that revolution, which was fu
assured by the proletarian dictatorship, created a cer
complexity, which Stalin described as an “odd”
weaving of the direct Socialist tasks of the dictatorghig
with the ‘tasks of completing the bourgeois revolution, §
This peculiarity of the October Revolution was hé
understood by Trotsky and Kamenev and their follow
nor yet by the historians of the school of M.N.-Pokrovs
who represented matters as though the “fundamen
slogan” of October was not the transfer of State po
into the hands of the proletariat, not the establishrq
of the dictatorship of the proletariat, but precisely 'ti{
completion of the bourgeois revolution. '
The fact that the dictatorship of the proletariat “swe}
the country clean of all the filth of medizvalism”’, wi
proclaimed by so-called scholars like Professor M...Nd
Pokrovsky as the “principal slogan”, the principal
of the October Revolution !
" But that was not at all the case, as we see. The case W
one of the peculiar interweaving, during the course of the
October Revolution, of the “direct Socialist tasks of tHE
dictatorship with the task of completing the bourgeo
revolution”. (my italics, A.V.) 3
But the task of “completing the bourgeois revolutiof
was a ‘by-product’ of the October Revolution, which fulf

filled this task ‘in passing’ .2

! Stalin. Leninism (English edition), PP- 178-179. « 8
2 Ibid,, p. 108. :



The main thing was the overthrow of the power of the
bolirgeoisie, the transfer of power to the hands of the pro-
letariat, the organisation of a State and social order based
on Socialism. The October Revolution swept the country
clean of the rubbish of the landowning aristocracy, and by
that feat alone became part of the history of mankind as
a Great revolution. The greatness of the October Revolu-
tion’ was even augmented by the fact that it was a Soctalist
revolution.

“From now on a new phase in the history of Russia is
opening, and the present third Russian revolution must
in its final outcome lead to the victory of Socialism.” *

These words of Lenin’s were truly historic, for in them
was reflected all the force of conviction of the leader of
the revolution in its triumphant outcome, a conviction
that the proletarian revolution, having completed the
stage of bourgeois-democratic revolutionary development,
was now rising to a new and higher stage of its progress

towards Socialism. This conviction proved a powerful
motive force in the succeeding epoch also—that of the
completion of the building of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.
under the inspired leadership of Stalin. ’

The force of this conviction was determined by the
scientific foresight of Lenin and Stalin, who had mastered
to perfection the powerful weapon of dialectical analysis
and synthesis. This weapon opened before the mind’s eye
of the great leaders of the proletariat the significance of
the past'and the perspectives of the future. It was this
foresight of Lenin and Stalin and their immediate col-
leagues in the Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party
that ensured in October, 1917, the correct choice of the
moment to strike the main blow:

Let us recall that on 24 October (6 November), in his
letter to members of the Central Committee, Lenin was
demanding the immediate seizure of power. “I am writing
these lines on the evening of the 24th,” we read in this
historic document. “The situation is critical in the ex-

! Lenin. Collected Works (Russian edition), XXII, p. 4.
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treme. It is absolutely clearthat to delay the msurrccuoni
now will be veritably in the likeness of death.”

And further on: “We must not wait! We may loseé
everything! ... . History will not. forgive revolutionarigs
for procrastmatmg when they can be victorious today,
(will certainly be victorious today) whlle they risk losmg :
much, in fact everything, tomorrow.” _

Lenin demanded an immediate uprising, saying tha;
the history of all revolutions hagd proved that it would be]
pure formality ora disaster to wait for “the wavering voté
of October 25,” that “the, people have the right and thej
duty to decide such questions not by the vote but by
force,” that “in critical moments of revolution the peOpI
have the right and the dutg,r to direct their representatwes
even their best representatives, and not to wait for them.”i§

Only the genius of the revolution could speak in this
way, feelmg with all his being the inevitability of ap-|
proaching victory, feeling both in his mind and in his§
heart the beating of the heart of the people, which wiy
waiting for the call of its leader to launch itself into th
decisive, “the last fight!” o

History proved once more that Lenin was right, Staling

was right, the Party was right. The course of evenps
demonstrated that the success of the October Revolutidtif
depended not only on those general political conditiorig
which were the direct consequence of the world war. Suc§
cess depended to a decisive degree on the fact that batt]g
was joined with the Russian capitalists and landlords .-
an army of workers and ,peasants, hardened in cla$]
struggles and under the leadership of the Bolshevik Parfyj
of Lenin and Stalin, and on the fact that the bourgeome
headed by the hysterical Kerensky, by the S.R.s. and Men$
sheviks jointly with the counter-revolutionary generald
and, lawyers, proved incapable of withstanding the blow}
dealt by the Petrograd and Moscow workers, of withstand4§
ing the revolutionary storm which broke with tremendoug
force and rolled all over the country. Success was RChl.CV?

~

=

= .

! Lenin. Selected Works (English edition), VI, pp. 334-335.
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because this blow, which decided 'the destiny of the revo-
Jution, was so correctly timed and was struck with such
mathematical precision.

Lenin and Stalin correctly judged the situation existing
at the time, correctly understood the course of events, cor-
rectly anticipated the line of development of those events,
hurrying forward towards their logical outcome in the
lightning stroke of revolution. Read Lenin’s articles on
the eve of October: “Will the Bolsheviks Maintain
power?” “The Crisis has Matured,” “The Aims of the
Revolution,” “Letter to the Bolshevik Comrades,” “Letter
tothe Comrades,” etc. Read Stalin’s articles of a later date:
“The October Revolution and the Tactics of the Russian
Communists,” “On the Problems of Leninism,” “The
party’s Three Fundamental Slogans,” in which Stalin gives
a crushing rebuff to the Trotskyist attempts to distort the
history of October, and demonstrates most clearly and con-
vincingly how preparations for October went forward, and
what forces prepared for action, were brought into action
and functioned during the process of developrient of the
great proletarian revolution; how they gave the insurgent
proletariat, supported by the main peasant masses, the
assurance of victory. Read these documents, and you will
see what a mighty theoretical weapon the party of Lenin
and Stalin possesses, and how, brilliantly mastering and
using this weapon, the party pointed the way of victory to
the proletariat, to the tried and tested detachments of pro-
letarian revolutionaries which the working class had
brought forward.

Stalin wrote in 1924: “One of the peculiar features of
the October Revolution is the fact that this revolution
represents the classic application of Lenin’s theory of the
dictatorship of the proletariat.” '

“The second peculiar feature of the October Revolu-
tion”, wrote Stalin on the same occasion, “lies in the fact
that this revolution represents a model of the practical
application of Lenin’s theory of proletarian revolution.”*

! Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. go.
? Ibid., p. 95
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Both these peculiarities are directly bound up with
problem of the relations between the proletariat and
peasantry in the proletarian revolution. If these relati
had not been established correctly, the proletarian re
lution could not have advanced with the success w
which the great October Revolution did so, overcom
the numerous difficulties connected with the solution §
this problem.
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I1I
THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE

PROLETARIAT AND PROLETARIAN
* DEMOCRACY

\

We saw earlier that the question of the victory of
Socialism in one country is a basic question of the

roletarian revolution. With this’ problem is linked the
fate of the*proletarian revolution, the victorious develop-
ment of which cannot proceed in any other wdy than by
the organisation of new socialist relatidns in society, the
organisation of.a new Sacialist society.

The proletariat takegthe State power into its own hands
and uses it for the purpose of destroying completely the
power of the bourgeoisie, which is based on private owner-
ship in the means of production, ptoviding it with the
opportunity of exploiting and oppressing the working
people. The proletariat takés the State power to liberate
labour from exploitation by capital, to build up ‘social
relations based on socialised means ‘of production,  to
utilise surplus profit in the interests of society, to establish
Socialism. )

The main aim of the ‘proletarian revolution is to estab-
lish the dictatorship of the proletariat, to consolidate the
authority of the workers and peasants, to solve the contra-
dictions existing between thé proletariatandthe peasantry,
to make use .of State poéwér in ‘order to build
Socialist society. It is clear that a.logical consequence of

denying the possibilities of building Socialism in a country

where the proletarian revolution had conquered is to
nullify the victory of the proletarian revolution.

The struggle for the general line of our Party, for the
building of Socialism in the U.S.S.R. against the
Trotskyist and Zinovievite renegades who denied the
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possibility’ of the building of Socialism was, at the safg
time, a struggle for the proletarian revolution, for
right of the proletariat not only to struggle.against,
bourgeoisie, but also to tritithph over the bourgeowle.
As 1s known, the traitors of the Zinoviev—Bukhasri@
camp declared that it was, of.course, possible to b
Socialism in'the U.S.S.R., but to <omplete the proce
bmldmg it was 1mp0331b1e, because the necessary co
tions, according to them, were not'in éxistence. :
J. V. Stalin rightly said as long ago as 1927, that s{g§
a statement of the case. meant capitulation to capifags
elements of our economy. ¢
Yet the task of the revolution was to overcome afg
eliminate these capitalist elements.
Stalin rightly pointed out 4s long ago as 1927, i.e., e' :
before Zinoviev’s treason had been discovered, that's
inner logic of the latter’s denial of the possxblllty
building Socialism in one country led to the conclug
that power should not have been taken in October,
The denial of the possibility of building Socialisy
the U.S.S.R. meant, therefore, rejection of the dicty
ship of the proletarlat a call to capitulation, to reé
ciation of power, to liquidation of the Soviet State.
Yet the Soviet State and the building of Soci
proceeded ffom strength to strength, against all “theo
of capltulanon As is known, while the Trotskyist,
Bukharinite “theoreticians” were bursting out of th&
skins with their pseudo- scientific prognostications—trys:
to frighten us_as did Rykov, for example, by prophesy;
the collapse and downfall of the Soviet power, on the, §
hand, and assuring us, on the other, as Bukharin did, |
example, that the Kulak was certain to “‘grow
Socialism”—they and their confederates at the same t3
also lost no opportunity of undermining the cause of;;
ialist construction in practice; Rykovrdid his utmos )
secure the adoption' of his own two-year plan insteid
Stalin’s Five Year Plan, putting forward as a reason'
argument that it was better and more practical to hs
two parallel plans. Stalin then and there exposed: §
right-wing-Trotskyist trick.
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“Rykov brought the two year plan on the scene in order
wbsequently, during the practical work of carrying out
the Five Year Plan, to oppose it to the Five Year Plan, to
reconstruct the Five Year Plan and adapt it to the two-
year plan, b‘y cutting down and curtailing the appro-

rations for industry”, wroté Stalin in his work: “The
Right Devidtion in the C.P.S.U.(B).™

The move of the Rykovs and Bukharins failed. The
arst Five Year Plan ‘was left as it stood. It carried ‘out its
historic mission, ensuring an unprecedented success
in the organisation of Socialist industry, in the trans-
formation of the U.S.S.R. into an ‘industrial country, in
the creation of an economic base for the elimination of
classes in the U.S.S.R. and for the building of afSocialist
society.

“To change over from the beggarly peasant horse. to
the horse of large-scale machine industry—such was the
aim the Party pursued in drawing up the Five Year Plan
and working for its fulfilment”, said Stalin in his historic
report “The Results of the First Five Year Plan” (1933).”
The successful solution of this problem was interfer
with by the Bukharins, Rykovs and their-camp-followers.
The Party and the working class threw them into the
rubbish-heap. The Party and the working class did their
duty and solved the historic problem.

In fighting Socialist construction, the enemies of the
people openly attacked the measures which aimed at
restricting the operations of the kulaks: they attacked the
extraordinary measures then adopted, asserting that in
principle they were intolerable under Soviet power.

In his pamphlet “The Path to Socialism and ‘the
Worker-Peasant Alliance”, Bukharin frankly took up
the defence of the kulaks, demanding the elimination of
“arbitrariness, even though it be revolutionary”, deman-
ding the renunciation of interferencé by the authorities
in the course of economic life, even if such “arbitrari-
ness’ and such “interference” were essential in tHe

! Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. 285.
2 Ibid., p. 413.
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interests of the poor and middle peasantry. In reality, of
course, it was not a question of “arbitrariness” aboy}
which the Trotsky-Bukharin “democrats” were squeakg
ing. The matter was one of profound differences in pring
ciple, already in those years separating these renega le
from the Party, which was rightly and resolutely acting
against the kulaks as a class, who found in the Trotskyl
Bukharin group their ideologists and advocates. The ol
cry of the Bukharinites and Zinovievites against “arbit)

riness”, and the demand for “non-interference”” In_th§
course of economic life, were in :those years the prepar4g
tion for a more violent struggle of the counter-revol
tionary groups against the measures taken by our Par X
and Government.to ensure the vigtory of Socialism in oul
country, against the programme of Socialist reconstructiog
of economic and social relations in the U.S.S.R. k

It is most important to noteé that, at the same time, ‘the
Trotskyist and Bukharinite scum were not unwilling ¢4
stage a mock battle with the kulaks, in order to distrac
attention by creating the semblance of “class struggle’d
and of an offensive against the kulaks. 4

“In 1926-27 the Zinoviev—Tirotsky. opposition”, Stal
pointed out later, “djd their utmost to impose upon thg
Party the policy of an immediate offensive against thd

"The Party did not follow this path, because at that timg
the conditions essential for such a serious undertaking
were not yet ripe. The Party took this path only in 192p§
when all the conditions for eliminating the kulaks a's
class, and for replacing their production by that of
collective and State farms, were in existence. .

The Party could not have so brilliantly carried out tha
plan of elimipating the kulaks as a class on the basis of
complete collectivisation, if it had not been armed wi

/ the genuinely scientific theory of Marx, Lenin and Stali
on the one hand, and if, on the'other, the working peopl

1 1bid., p. g23.



socialist State of workers and ‘peasants, a State of which
Lenin had said that in the period ¢f transition from capi-
ialism to Comimunism, in the period, of the overthrow of
the bourgeoisie and its complete annihilation, in the
eriod of unprecedentedly acute forms of class struggle—
a State which must “inevitably be democraticin a new way
(for the proletarians and the dispossessed generally) and
dictatorial in a new way (against the bourgeoisie.)™

Trying in every possible way to weaken and undermine
the dictatorship of the proletariat, the enemies of the
people stopped at no methods of struggle. Conspiracies,
treachery, terror, sabotage, wrecking, acts of diversion—
everything was put into service to arrest the forward move-
ment of the land of the Soviets, which was becoming
stronger from year to year, and ‘was being transformed
more and more into an advanced and mighty Socialist
industrial Power. " '

The enemies of the people rightly calculated that the
foundations of the Soviet State, as a State of a new type,
is the dictatorship of the proletariat..

The fundamental principle of Marxism in its teaching
concerning the dictatorship of the proletariat is the
recognition that the dictatorship of the proletariat is the
continuation of the class struggle of the proletarians in
new forms. Lenin wrote that this was the heart of the
matter, and that this was not understood by those
“Socialists’” who had distorted the well known proposition
of Marxism that the class struggle inevitably leads to the
dictatorship of the proletariat, “that this dictatorship itself
only constitutes the transition to the abolition of all classes
and to a classless society” (Letter of Marx to Weydemeyer,
5 March 1852).

In his historic summary “On the Dictatorship of the
Proletariat” written at the beginning of 19zo, Lenin
exposed the distortion’ of Marxism referred to, showing at
the same time that the State, after power has passed into
the hands of the proletariat, becomes merely a weapon

1 Lenin. Selected Works (English edition), VIL, p. 34.
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of the'proletariat in its class struggle, a kind of bludgeo ]
as Lenin wrote, rien de plus. ' P

Lenin considers the'dictatorship of the proletariat -af
the destruction of bourgeois democracy and the creation
of proletarian democracy. He exposes the fiction of libertyf
equality and democracy in the bourgeois-democratif
States, showing that in the bourgeois States liberty reducef
itself to the liberty of the owners of commodities, of thd
exploiters, and equality to “the equality of commodity
owners”. Lenin emphasises that in this case there: arisés
the question of the equality “of whHom with whom? I
what?”. Lenin enters in his plah: “Equality of th}
exploited with the exploiters, equality of the hungry ang
the well-fed . ..."” -

“All are equal”, writes Lenin, “apart from money}
capital, land.” 'l

Lenin thereby explodes the bourgeois fiction of equalify
which represents only “formal equality while maintaining
bourgeois oppression, the yoke of capital, wage slavery.§
He speaks with deadly sarcasm of-the imperialist war'of
1914-18 as “the last word of bourgeois democracy”.
the same time he points out that the bureaucrdcy, t I
courts, the militarism of the dictatorshi p of the bourgeoisig
are wveiled i parliamentary forms. To. this bourgeoif
democracy Lenin, in his plan, opposes the reality of
democratism under proletarian democracy. :

He devotes the last section of this plan tq the question
of the dictatorship of the proletariat and Soviet power§
underlining “the triumphal progress of the Soviet ideg
throughout the world”, upderlining too that “the form of
the dictatorship of the proletariat has been discovered (b}
the mass movement of the proletariat)”? y

‘Even earlier, in his letter to the American workers (204
Angust 1918), Lenin showed what the proletarian dictatdry
ship ahd proletarian democracy meant in actual practiceg
. "Whereas the old bourgeois-democratic constitution
waxed eloquent over formal equality and the right .of

g

assembly, our proletariat and peasant Soviet Constitutior

! Lenin. Collected Works (Russian edition), XXV, pp. g-10.
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prushes aside the hypocrisy of formal equality. When the
bourgeois republicans were overturning thrones, no one ‘
iroubled then about the formal equality of monarchists

and republicans. When it is a2 matter of overthrowing the

bourgeoisie, only traitors or idiots can strive for formal

equality of rights for the bourgeoisie. ‘Freedom of

assembly’ for the workers and peasants is not worth a cent

if all the best buildings have been seized by, the bour-

geoisie. Qur Soviets took away all the good buildings, both

in town and in country, from the rich and handed over

21l these buildings to the workers and peasants for their

unions and meetings. That is our freedom of assembly—

for the working people. That is the meaning and. the

content of our Soviet, our Socialist Constitution.”

The affirmation of the reality of democratism under
proletarian democracy, Lenin taught, was not achieved all
at once. Proletarian democratism means “the combination
of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the new demo-
cracy for the working people—civil war and the drawing
of the widest masses into politics”—such a combination
cannot be affected ““at ohe stroke, and cannot be fitted into
the hacknieyed forms of routine parliamentary democracy.’
A new world, the world of Socialism—that is what is rising
before us in its outline as the Soviet Republic. And it is

"

not surprising that.this world is not cdming forth complete
and at one stroke, like Minerva from the head of Jupiter.™

The enemies of Socialism strive to discredit proletarian
democracy, putting forward as its defects the disfranchise-
ment of the bourgeoisie, the absence of direct elections,
the method of open voting, inequality in the basis of repre-
sentation for the workers and the peasants, etc. However,
in the first period of the transitional epoch from capitalism
to Socialism all such limitation were inevitable, and were,
justified by the conditions of civil war, when there' were
innumerable conspiracies of all kindsamong the bourgeois
and petty-bourgeaqis elements against the Socialist revo-
lution and the young Soviet Republic. Skilfully attemp-
ting to rx:ake usé of the old parliaméntary forms of demo-

2 }fnm. tollected Works (English edition), XXIII, p. 203.
id. '
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cracy, the enemies of the' Soviets furiously resisted the
birth of the new world of Socialism. Lenin ruthlessly,
denounced the hypocrisy of the counter-revolutionary
slanderers and their protectors, who were attacking the
proletarian democracy born of the great October Revo-
JJution, the hypocrisy and slander by which the enemies
of the Soviets were attempting to disguise their hatred of
Socialism and to facilitate their furious resistance to the
new Socialist relations in society. In his teachings Lenin
stressed the inevitability of persistent repression of such’
resistance. Educating the broad mdsses of the people in
spirit of proletarian class-consciousness and of a Socialist s
world outlook, the Lenin-Stalin programme of Socialist -
reconstruction took its stand upon ‘an entirely new con--
ception of proletarian democracy. Defending it as a new,!
and, highest type of democracy, the Lenin-Stalin pro-"
gramme saw in.it a means of governing the State withoyt<
the bourgeoisie and against the bourgeoisie. .
Lenin wrote of this: “For the first time democracy here :
1s serving the masses, the working people, and has ceased :
to be a democracy for the rich, such as democracy,]
in all the bourgeois republics, even the most demo-
cratic, still remains. For the first time the masses of the
people are solving, on 4 scale involving hundreds of:
millions of people, the problem of giving effect to thé :
dictatorship of the proletarians and semi-proletarians— .
and unless this problem is solved one cannot even ‘talk
of Socialism.”* _
Soviet democracy in practice is the democracy of-
millions. It facilitates the union of all working people |
around their vanguard, the proletariat, it hands £er to
the working people all the resources without which it*4s
actually impossible to make real use of liberty and civic
rights (freedom of the press, freedom of speech, freedorh
of assembly, etc.). |
That is why “proletarian democracy is a million times
more democratic than any bourgeois democracy; Soviet

1 Jbid., pp. 202-203.
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overnment is-a million times more democratic than the
most democratic bourgeois republic.” ,

And this is because in Russia after the October Revo-
lution, as Lenin said, “every rank-and-file worker, every
ranik-and-file agricultural labourer or semi-proletarian of
the village has in general acquired such liberty, and takes
such a direct part in the managem'ent of the Soviet State, as
can be seen nowhere else in the world”. This, wrote Lenin,
was enough “to cause all the oppressed classes £o recognisq
the Soviet Government, that 1s, the present form of the
dictatorship of the'proletariat, as a‘million times more
democratic .than the most democratic bourgeois re-
public.”

It is precisely this feature that characterises the Soviet
Republic as a new type of democracy, a new democratic
State. The main thing here is that the new Soviet demo-
cracy brings forward the vanguard of the working people, '
“turning them into legislators and executives and a milis
tary defence force, and creating an apparatus capable of
re-educating the masses”.*> The problem of education of
the masses is the most important problem in the system of
the proletarian dictatorship, which functions not only by
the force it uses against the'exploiters but also by persua-
sion, with the help of which it mobilises, organises and
teaches the masses to build their State, radically refashion-
ing social relatibns. Leninism teaches that when power
passes to the working class the survivals of capitalism are
not yet eliminated from the consciousness of men, and that
the proletariat, although the foremost class in society and
bearer of the most advanced and best ideas, also proves to
be not free from ‘bourgeois psychology and the defects
conneded therewith. ! .

Lenin teaches us that “the proletariat is not separated
by a Chinese wall' from the old society”, in consequence

.of which the task of the advanced party, marching at the

head of the Socialist revolution, is'the re-education of the
workers, the eradication from their consciousness of sur-

1 1bid., p. 865.

2 Ibid., p. §66.

5 Lenin, Selected Works (English edition), VIII, p. 18.
1
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vivals of bourgeois ideology. This applies all the more to
the working strata of the petty bourgeoisie, and particu-
larly of the peasantry, who, as Lénin wrote, are emanci-
pated from their own petty-bourgeois prejudices not “at
one stroke, by a miracle, at the behest of the Blessed
Virgin, at the behest of a slogan, resolution or decree, but
only in the course of a long'and difficult mass struggle
against mass petty-bourgeois influences”.! It is a difficult
problem, requiring great patience and skill. Nevertheles§,
the proletariat must solve this probleth, come what mayj;
and in the process of crushing elements hostile to Socialism
the proletariat must itself go through a school of education |
in Socialist discipline. It has to eliminate the heritage of'
capitalism in the shape of property-owning habits of mind,.
philistine traditions which are skilfully utilised against the:
interests of the working people, against the interests of.
Socialism, at every sharp turn in the forward movement:
of the revolution. o |
The task of Spcialist re-education is all the more import-;
ant because, as Leninism teaches, the very crushing of the,
bourgeoisie in its resistance to Socialist reconstruction cah ;
be most successful only when the mass itself does the,
crushing—the mass conscious of its class interests, suffi‘}
ciently educated in a Socialist spirit,, sufficiently disci- ;
plined to solve the problems raised before the people by,
a Socialist revolution. !
“We have to erush the exploiters”, said Lenin at the.
seventh Congress of the Russian Communist Parfy.
(Bolsheviks) in March, 1918 “But they cannot bg crushed !
by a police. It is only the masses themselves whjch can-
‘crush them—an apparatus which must be linked with thg,
masses, must represent them, like the Soviets. They are
much néarer to the masses, they make it possible to keep
closer to them, they afford more opportunities of training
those masses.”’ "y
The dictatdrship of the proletariat is a2 weapon of the -
proletarian revolution in the sense that with the help of

1 Lenin. Selected Works (English edition), X, p. 156.
2 Lenin. Selected Works (English edition), VIII, pp. 319-320.
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its dictatorship thee proletariat crushes the resistance of
the exploiters it has overthrown, and carries on the revo-
Jution to the complete victory of Socialism.

Stalin teaches us that it is possible to suppress the bour-
geoisie without the dictatorship of the proletariat, but
that the revolution is not capable of going further, and
crushing the resistance of the bourgeoisie, preserving vic-
tory and moving on to- the final victory of Socialism, if 1t
does not at a certain. stage of its development bring into
being a special organ in the shape of the dictatorship of
the proletariat, as its own mainétay.’

The dictatorship of the proletariat means supremacy
over the bourgeoisie with the help of force. It isa method
of State management combining compulsion and training
in discipline. The dictatorship of the proletariat pérforms
this task with the help of Soviet power, which is its own
special form of State. The particular feature of Soviet
power, as the State form of dictatofship of the proletariat,
is that it embraces millions of the masses of working people,
drawing them into constant, essential and what is more,
decisive (in Lenin’s words) patticipation in the manage-
ment of the State. '

“This is why the Soviet power is 2 new form of State
organisation, different in principle from the old bourgeois-
democratic and parliamentary form, a new type of State,
adapted not to the task of exploiting and oppressing the
working masses, but.to the task of completely emancipat-
ing them from all oppression and exploitation, to the
tasks facing the dictatorship of the proletariat.”*

In “State and Revolution”, as also in a number of his
later imrhortal scientific works, Lenin provided a finished
exposition of the Marxist conception of the dictatorship
of the proletariat. Lenin cleansed’ this conception of the
opportunist distortions introduced by Kautsky, Bernstein
and'their followers, who in effect rejected the dictatorship
of the proletdriat. Lenin pointed, as the most vivid proof
of this, to Kautsky’s pamphlet "The Dictiltorghip of the
Proletariat”’, publishpd in* August, 1918, calling it “an

1 Stalin. Leninism (English edition), pp. 28-39. ‘
2 Ibid., p- 37- "
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example of the petty-bourgeois distortion of Marxism and
of base renunciation of Marxism in deeds, while hypo-
critically recognising it in words.” ' ‘
This “base renunciation’ of Marxism consists mainly in
the fact that the Kautskyites, Mensheviks, S.R.s. and other,
opportunists did not carry on their acceptance of the class.
struggle to the point of the transition from capitalism to,
Communism—and that, as Lenin pointed out, is the,
principal element in the theory of the class struggle. ¢
Lenin’s merit consisted not only in his having cleansed
Marxism from opportunist distortjons and the vulgar.
philistinism of Kautsky and Co. It was also Lenin’s merjt’
that he worked out the whole system of proletarian dic-
tatorship, demonstrating all the exceptional importance
of the dictatorship of the proletariat and its special features;
in conditions of Soviet power, and also the features which
distinguish it from the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie.* It
Let us note at any rate the most important elementsi
of that system, its main principles. L
Lenin considers the dictatorship of the proletariat, first’
of all, as “the continuation of the class struggle of the pros
letariat in new forms”, and the proletarian State as “the
weapon of the proletariat in its class struggle.” E
This class struggle under the dictatorship of the prb-y
letariat acquires new forms, in keeping with the fiew tasks. |
Of these there are “five new (most important) tasks and 7
corresponding new forms”, namely (a) “the suppression of.;
the resistance of the exploiters”; (b) “civil war”; (c) “the
neutralisation of the petty bourgeoisie, particularly the ;
i
§

peasantry”; (d) “the utilisation” of the bourgeoisie (the !
question of making use of bourgeois experts); () “the :
fostering of a new discipline”. j_
Lenin considers the dictatorship of the proletariat as |
the destruction of bourgeois democracy and the creation
of proletarian democracy, underlining the falsity and *
hypocrisy of the one and the reality of the other. Lenin, -
for example, exposes bourgeois equality thus: “All aré
equal, apart from money, capital, land . . . .”; or: “The

1 Lenin. Collected Works (Russian edition), XXV, PpP- 5-12.
’
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imperialist war of 1914-18 as the ‘last word’ of bourgeois
democracy”; or again: ‘““The dictatorship of‘ the bour-
geosie disguised in parliamentary forms”.

Further, Lenin dwells on the theme: “The dictatorship
of the -proletariat and the intrinsic features of imperia-
lism”, Here Lenin advises the reader to study the work
“Imperialism as the Highest Stage of Capitalism”, in which
he mentions those writings of Marx and Engels where
references are made to the venality of the “labour
Jieutenants of the capitalist class”’. Lenin adds: “Two main
'streams’: the venal and the philistine”, and concludes
with the thesis: “Two internationals. The dictatorship
of the revolutionary elements of a class. One country and
the whole world” (this refers.to the problem of the seizure
of power by the proletariat in one country).

In the fourth section, speaking of the dictatorship of
the proletariat and the Soviet power, Lenin denounces
the “ignorance and thick-wittedness of the leaders of the
Second International”, who recognised “the Soviets for
struggle, but not for State power!!” Lenin records “the
triumphal progress of the Soviet idea throughout the
world”. “The form of the dictatorship of the proletariat
has been discovered (by the mass movement of the pro-
Jetariat)! !” “The Third International”. “The Soviet
Constitution of the R.S.F.S.R. It’sarticle 23.”

It was thus that Lenin defined, the essence of the pro-
letarian dictatorship and its réle in the proletarian revo-
lution and ifthe proletarian State.

In his work, ‘“The Foundations of Leninism”, Stalin
wrote of the dictatorship of the proletariat that‘the victory
of the dictatorship of the proletariat signifies the suppres-
sion of the bourgeoisie, the smashing of the bourgeois
State machine and the substitution of proletarian demo-
cragy for bourgeois democracy”.?

talin pointed out at the same time the important cir-
cumstance that the new tasks of the dictatorship of the
proletariat must have corresponding hew forms of organi-

1 Article 23 of the Soviet Constitution of 19 18 deprived the bourgeoisie of the
franchise. .
2 Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. 35.
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sation of the proletariat, since its old forms, which gre
up on the basis of bourgeois parliamentarism, ate now
no longer adequate. “This new form of organisation of
the proletariat is the Soviets”.

The Soviets, Soviet power, are the most democratig
form of State authority, because the Soviets are the direc§
organisation of the masses of the people, the most powerfu}
organs of revolutionary struggle of the masses, allf
embracing mass organisations of the proletariat, peasantry
and all working’ people. The Soviets are organs of Statg
authority which ensure a constant, essential and decisiva
participation of the people in the democratic managemenfg
of the State. ' . §

The dictatorship of the proletariat is a class allianeé o
the proletariat and the working masses of the peasantr§
for the overthrow of capital and for the final victory o
Socialism, with the condition that the guiding force i
that alliance is the proletariat. "

Such is the definition of the dittatorship of the prcl
letariat'given by Stalin. Such is the essence of the dictatog
ship of the proletariat, which not only does not tontradid
the interests of the working peasantry but fully answes}
to its interests. ,

It is precisely such an understanding of the dictatorshif
of the proletariat that assures the direction of the whol¥
policy of the Soviet State, which leads to the consolidatioz
and prosperity of the Soviet country, relying on the invio}§
able alliance of workers and peasants.

Lenin points out that “the scientific conception of did)
tatorship means nothing else than unrestricted powers
absolutely unimpeded by laws or regulations and relying
directly upon force”.!

‘The bourgeoisie and- its agents want to interpret thi§
proposition as a justification of arbitrariness and laws
lessnéss. But such attempts have been fruitless up till nowy
and will remain fruitless for the future because of theifg
obvious lack of anyjustification. It is sufficient to point ouf

the numerous statements by Lenin and Stalin on thél

¥

! Lenin. Selected Works (English edition), VII, p. 254.
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importance of the exact fulfilment of Soviet laws and of
the observance of the discipline laid down by those laws.
(See, for example, Lenin’s letter on the subject of the
victory over Kolchak, “On Dual Subordination and
Legality”, as well as a number of other works). The Soviet
State, based 6n the dictatorship of the proletariat, is not
bound by the laws of another class, the laws of the author-
ity which had been overthrown and which was built up by
a different class. The Soviet State regulates social relations
with the help: of Soviet laws, the essence of which is to
assure the interests of the working people with the help of
measures of compulsion, of force—but not only of force.

“Dictatorship”, said Lenin, “means not only force, al-
though .it is impossible without force; it also means an
organisation of labour on a higher level than the previous
form.”*

Moreover, said Lenin, the point is that “the proletariat
represents and gives effect to a higher type of social organi-
sation of labour in comparison with capitalism. This is
the substance. In this lies the source of strength and the
guarantee of the inevitable and complete victory of
Communism’.?

We know the classical formula of Stalin on the three
main aspects of the dictatorship of the proletariat:

“). The utilisation of the power of the proletariat for
the suppression of the exploiters, for the defence of the
country, for the consolidation of ties with the proletarians
of other lands, for the development and the victory of the
revolution in all countries.

“3. The utilisation of the power of the proletariat in
order to detach the toiling and exploited masses once and
for all from the bourgeoisie, to consolidate the alliance of
the proletariat with these masses, to enlist these masses in
the cause of Socialist construction and to ensure the State
leadership of these masses by the proletatiat.

“a. The utilisation of the power of the proletariat for
the organisation of Socialism, for the abolition of classes,

1 Lenin. Collected Works (Russian edition), XXIV, p. 305.
2.Ibid., p. 886.
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for transition to a society without elasses, to a society witf§
out the State™.*

Stalin developed the theory of the dictatorship of
proletariat further, pointing out that it does not represej
something frozen and motionless, laid down once and
all, functioning independently of historic conditions a
circumstances.. No, says Stalin, “the dictatorship of
proletariat has its periods, its special forms, dive
methods of work”.

Some methods are used by the dictatorship of the p
letariat in a period of civil war, when “the violent side
the dictatorship is most conspicuous,” which howevér
no means signifies the absence of any constructive wi
Other methods operate during the period of the build
of Socialism, when “on the contrary, the peaceful, org
sational, cultural work of the dictatorship, revolution
legality, etc., are most conspicuous”.? 4

In the one period as in the other there are necessaryl
machinery of repression, an army and other organisatio
since without them constructive work by the dictator}
would be impossible with any degree of sécurity. '

Stalin also demonstrated the “mechanism” of the di
torship of the proletariat: the “transmission belts’’)
“levers”, the “directing force”, the sum-total of whichx&
stitutes the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat
which Lenin spoke.

Here we see the Party (the main guiding force in?
system of the dictatorship of the proletariat), “the high
form of class association of the proletariat” (Lenin);
trade unions (a school of Communism, uniting the wo
ing-class masses with ‘the vanguard of the working clas
the Soviets (they unite the many millions of wotki
people’with the vanguard of the proletariat, and are
direct expression of the dictatorship of the proletariaty; &
co-operatives (facilitating contact between the vangta
and the masses of the peasantry and providing the'p
sibilities of drawing the-latter into the channel of Social

1 Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. 130.
2 Ibid.
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construction); the League of Youth (which helps the Party,
rovides reserves for-all the other mass organisations in all
branches of administration).*

It is clear that the dictatorship of the proletariat is an
instrument of a mass character, an organ which expresses
the will of the masses of the people merging with their
vanguard, enjoying the unlimited support and confidence
firstly, of the proletarian part of the working people, but
also of the non-proletarian part as well.

In such conditions the essential question proves to be
not one of force, although the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat cannot do without force, but of confidence, fraternal
bondls of the working class and its Party with all working

eople.
e The vanguard of the proletariat must be the teacher,
guide, leader of all who work and are exploited, in
arranging their social life without the bourgeoisie and
against the bourgeoisie.

These are the teachings of Lenin and Stalin. And this
is the part which is played in the life of the Soviet Union
by the vanguard of the working class—the Communist
Party (Bolsheviks), organised, reared'and trained by Lenin
and Stalin for its great and historic réle.

* #* ¥*

The peasant question in the U.S.S.R. is the question of
mutual relationship between the proletariat and the pea-
santry. It is a most important question, particularly if one
bears in mind the relative importance of the peasantry in
the U.S.S.R. It was not by chance that the gaze of all the
enemies of Socialism and of the Socialist revolution in the
U.S.S.R. was turned in this direction, in the hope that the
Bolsheviks and the proletariat they led would not be able
to find the proper solution of this problem, and would
come to grief over the peasant question. It was not by
chance that the leaders of the Socialist-Revolutionaries—
Chernov, Kerensky, Breshkovskaya, .Savinkov, etc.—
proved tg bé the main heroes of bourgeois counter-revolu-
tion, side by side with generals like Denikin, Wrangel,

1 Ibid., pp. 132-183. .
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Yudenich and Kolchak. Nor was it by chance that
Trotskyists and Zinovievites concentrated on the sa
point, striving by their provocative recipes for “tighteni
the screw” in respect of the peasantry to blow up
worker-peasant alliance,

"The wise policy of Lenin and Stalin on the peasai

construction of Lenin and Stalin ensured the stability ax
inviolability of that alliance, which is the foundation
the whole cause of Socialism in our country.
Lenin thus defined the pelicy of the proletarian St
in respect of the peasantry:
“The aim here” (in economic relations with the midd]
peasantry. A.V.) “amounts to this: not to expropriate
middle peasant, but to bear in mind the specific co
tions in which the peasant lives, to learn from the peasay
methods for a transition to a better system, and not dar i
gwe orders! That is the rule we have laid down for o
selves”. 1 9
Lenin emphasised that “the millions cannot all at ¢
understand a ¢hange of policy” and that “the new co
tions and new tasks in relation to this class require a g
psychology”.! 14
The basis of that psychology is a new understanding}
the position and réle of the middle peasantry in the b
letarian revolution. The principal thing here, as Le)
said, was to put correctly the problem of improving’
life of the middle peasantry. 3
“We must live at peace with them”, Lenin tayigh
“"I'he middle peasantry in a Communist society will oxj
be on our side when we make its economic condition$
life better and more easy. If we could tomorrow proy,
100,000 first-class tractors, supply them with petrol, e
them with drivers (you know perfectly well that st?'
this is a fantasy) the middle peasant would say: ‘I'nmi*
the Commune’ (i.e., for Communism)”.2 b
Lenin and Stalin teach us to consider the worki
masses of the peasantry as a reserve of the proletariat,

-

1 Lenin. Selected Works (English edition), VIII, p. 18o0.
? Lenin. Collected Works (Russian edition), XXIV, pp. 169-170.
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a firm support in carrying out the most far-reaching and
radical measures to organise Socialist relations.

Stalin recalls the words of Engels who, in the go’s oflast
century, in his book “The Peasant Question in France
and Germany”, wrote that the Socialist Party, “in order to
achieve political power, . . . . must first go from the towns
into the countryside, and become strong in the rural
districts”. But what did going “from the towns into the
countryside” mean? How was it to “become strong in the
rural districtse”’

To these questions Engels replied that it was necessary
to do everything possible to make the peasant’s lot more
bearable, to facilitate his transition to the co-operative, if
he decided to take that step. If he could not as yet bring
himself to make that decision, the peasant should be given
plenty of time to ponder over it on his holding. It was
necessary to give the peasantry material support out of
public funds, and to be very generous in this respect, be-
cause the expenditure would pay for itself later many
times over, in social reorganisation as a whole.

J. V. Stalin, commenting on these remarks of Engels,
emphasised .that precisely in the land of the dictatorship
of the proletariat what Engels had suggested could be
carried out most easily and completely, all the more as such
measures were already then being put into effect in the
US.S.R.

“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?” wrote Stalin.}

All subsequent events have completely confirmed this
observation of Stalin’s, demonstrating that success in
economic and Public construction generally are organi-
cally bound up’with the fullest participation in this con-
struction of the working peasantry, first and faithful
helper of the working class in the struggle for Socialism.

The dictatorship of the proletariat proved a stable
foundation for Eaternal co-operation between the

1 Stalin, Leninjsm (English edition), pp. 46-47.
69



working class and the main masses of the peasantry. Thg
whole practice of the Soviet power serves as a living a
overwhelming refutation of the Trotskyist-Bukharinigg
“thesis” alleging radical contradictions between the worl®
ing class and the working peasantry. g

The fraternal co-operation of the working class and t}
peasantry is the direct consequence of the Soviet systeri
which is founded on the alliance of the workers and pes
sants: by all its special features and its qualities it bring
together and unites the workers and peasants, instead
dividing them. .'

When Lenin was defining the essence of the Sovig
power, he wrote of the six specific features of the Sovi
He saw one of these specific features in the fact that
new State apparatus which the Soviets represented “
vides a form of organisation of the vanguard, i.e., of t
most class-conscious, most energetic and most progressit
section of the oppressed classes, the workers and peasang
and thus constitutes an apparatus by means of which
vanguard of the oppressed classes can elevate, train, e
cate and lead the entire vast mass of these classes, whi#
has hitherto stood entirely remote from political life, o
side history”.! -

"The specific feature of the proletarian revolution is thg
it is capable, and it has the duty, of binding the may
millions of working people together with the proletari
in a prolonged alliance. And this also is the specific fe;
ture of the Soviet State, as a special form of alliance
tween the workers and the peasants.

Of this special form of alliance Stalin wrote in his wo
“The Foundations of Leninism”: “This special form g
alliance consists in the fact that the guiding force of t
alliance is the proletariat. This special form of alliang
consists in the fact that the leader in the State, the lea
in the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat s o
party, the party of the proletariat, the party of the Cont
munists, which does not and cannot share that leadershig}
with other parties”.? E

! Lenin. Selected Works (English Edition), VI, pp. 263-264.
2 Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. 127.
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“This is the essence. This is the source of the strength
and the guarantee of the inevitable, complete triumph of
Commiunism’’.}

Lenin explained that the concept of the dictatorship of
the proletariat includes the assumption of power by the
proletariat and the wielding of political power by it alone.
"Here there is not and cannot be any question of the power
“of the wholé people” in the sense in which the Menshe-
viks and S.R.s. conceived of it. But political supremacy in
the hands of the proletariat, which does not divide it and
cannot divide it with other classes, requires for the achieve-
ment, of its ends the help and alliance of the working and
exploited masses of other classes. Such is the teaching of
Stalin when he points out that “the power of one class—
having in mind the power of the proletariat—can be
firmly established and exercised to the full only by means
of a special form of alliance between the class of prole-
tarians and the labouring masses of the petty-bourgeois
classes, primarily the labouring masses of the peasantry”.*

Thus the dictatorship of the proletariat_represents a
special form of class alliance between the working class, and
the working masses of the peasantry, with the leading
position belonging to the working class and its party, the
party of Communists, which does not share and cannot
share the leadership with other parties.

As is known the right-wing and Trotskyists denied this
radical principle of Leninism, asserting, as Kamenev did,
for example, that the dictatorship 4f the proletariat is not
the alliance of one class with anot ‘Her. This is a crude dis-
tortion of Leninism, as it denies sg{ e alliance between the
proletariat and the working peasintry, on the one hand,
and the idea of the hegemony of the proletariat in the
proletarian revolution, on the other. It is a crude distor-
tion of that highest principle Jf dictatorship of which
Lenin spoke-—having in mind?the dictatorship of the
proletariat—which signifies an® agreement between the
workers and the peasants, the es;tablishment by their com-

1 Lenin. Selected Works (English editioff),;/IX, p. 431.
2 Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. r27.
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mon effort of a State power in which the proletariat playg
a leading part.
This réle of the proletariat is determined by the specifis
features of the proletarian revolution, in which tremé¢
dous difficulties haye t6 be faced in organising new socig]
relations in the course of a prolonged and stubbord
struggle. For victory in this struggle there is required th
free and conscious discipline of working people who havg
overthrown the yoke of the landlords and capitalists ang
are organising a new Socialist society. “This new disci
pline” said Lenin, “does not drop from heaven, nor is j
born out of pious wishes. It grows out of the material cop8
ditions of large-scale capitalist production, and out qf
them alone. Without them it is impossible. And thi
vehicle or the channel of these material conditions is §
definite historical class, created, organised, consolidated}
trained, educated and hardened by large=scale capitalisnd
This class is the proletariat.” 1
After the conquest of political power by the proletarid
the class struggle does not cease, the proletariat continue
this struggle up to the point of the elimination of classes
although 1n a different form, in different conditions, b
different means. In order to eliminate classes, LeninisHl
teaches, it is essential not-only to overthrow the exploite;
and abolish their property, but also to abolish -all priva
property in the means of production and to abolish th
distinction between town and country, the distinction be§
tween manual and intellectual workers. b
This is a very long and difficult task, and to complete i
many great efforts will be needed. It is necessary that th
working people should possess the capacity to solve th
problem, but it would be “a most empty phrase or th#
illusion of an ‘antediluvian, pre-Marxian Socialist
(Lenin) to imagine that all the working people are equall
capable of such work. Leninism rejects illusions of th
kind, since that ability, it teaches, does not come of itsel
but grows historically, and grows only out of the materi
conditions of large-scale capitalist production.?

! Lenin. Selected Works (English edition), IX, pp. 4g1-482.
2 Ibid., p. 433-
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Lenin wrote in *“A Great Beginning”: “The proletariat
alone possesses this ability at the beginning of the road
frem capitalism to Socialism. It is capable of fulfilling the
gigantic task that lies on this road, first, because it is the
strongest and most advanced class in civilised society;
secondly, because in the most developed countries it con-
stitutes the majority of the population; thirdly, because in
backward capitalist countries like Russia, the majority of
the population consists of semi-proletarians, i.e., of people
who regularly live in a proletarian way part of the year,
who regularly eke out their livelihood to a certain extent
as wage workers in capitalist enterprises.’”

It is not the heroism of individual acts, but prolonged,
most persistent and most difficult mass heroism of every-
day work—that is what will solve the problem of the
creation of “new social relations, a new labour discipline,
a new organisation of labour, which will combine the last
word of science and capitalist technique with the.mass
association of class-conscious workers engaged in large-
scale Socialist production.”? ¥

Such are the historical pre-requisites which make
inevitable and unquestionably necessary the leading role
of the proletariat as a class in the transitional period from
capitalism to Socialism—a rdle which puts into the hands
of the proletariat as a class the political supremacy, the
political leadership of all the labouring elements of the
petty-bourgeois classes, which are in need of such leader-
ship fer successful advance along the road to Socialism.

For the victory of ‘Communism it is necessary to take
“an enormous step forward in’ the .development of the
productive forces, to overcome the resistance’ (often
passive, and because of this particularly stubborn and
particularly difficult to overcome) of the numerous sur-
vivals of small-scale production; it 1s necessary to overcome
the tremendgus force 'of habit and inertia which is linked
with these survivals.”

But only the proletariat is capable of overcoming this

L Ibid., p. 488- a
2 Ibid., S. 432'3.
3 Ibid., p. 488.

73



tremendous force of the survivals of capitalism in the
economy and in the psychology of man, in spite of the fac
that the proletariat itself in the first period of the revg
lution is not yet free of those survivals.
The leading rdle of the proletariat in the reconstructior
of old social relations grows out of the very character off
those relations. It is determined by the social position of§
the proletariat in production, and that is an overriding}
factor in social relations. In the transitional period frondg
capitalism to Socialism the proletariat inevitably retaing
the position of the leading class in society, with all thef
consequences that follow. This is one of the most impor't4
ant laws of proletarian revolution. E
The very conception of dictatorship of the proletariaf§
signifies leadership on the part of the proletariat of the
non-proletarian working masses. It is just in this way thag
Lenin and Stalin have defined the conception of dictator3
ship of the proletariat. 4
Leninism teaches that only the proletariat is capablé]
of giving guidance to the whole mass of working peoplé§
in the struggle for their emancipation and in the struggleg
to preserve and consolidate victory. 3
In Lenin’s work “A Great Beginning”, already quoted
this particular feature of the proletarian dictatorship i
emphasised in the following words: N
“In order to achieve victory, in order to create and con-4
solidate Socialism, the proletariat must fulfil a two-foldd
or dual task : firstly, by its devoted heroism in the revolus
tionary struggle against capital it must inspire and carry$
with it the whole mass of the toilers and exploited, it must3
organise them and lead them to the.overthrow of the bpur-}
geoisie and the complete suppression of all resistance -ong
its part; secondly, it must lead the whole mass of the toilers:
and exploited, as well as all the petty-bourgeois strata . . .
on the road to the creation of new social relations, a new:
labour discipline, 2 new organisation of labour, which:!
shall combine the last word of science and capitalist
technique with the mass association of class-conscious:
workers engaged in large-scale Socialist production. .
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“The second task is more difficult than the first, for it
cannot possibly be fulfilled by single acts of heroism; it
requires the most prolonged, most persistent and most
difficult mass heroism and prosaic, routine work. But this
task is also more material than the first, because in the last
analysis the new and higher mode of social production,
the substitution of large-scale Socialist production for capi-
talist and petty-bourgeois production, can alone serve as
the deepest source of strength for victory over the bour-
geoisie, and as the sole guarantee of the durability and
permanence of that victory.™

The alliance of workers and peasants under the leader-
ship of the working class, with the leading position in the
U.S.S.R. of the Communist Party—this is the foundation
of the Soviet State, of a new type of State power, the Soviet
power. The experience of the revolution has proved that
this form of power is a much higher form of democracy
than any other known to history. This the Soviet people
has understood and knows, because it feels at every stage
of economic and cultural construction in the U.S.S.R. all
the advantages of Soviet power in comparison with other
forms of power..

There is no necessity, and there is not the scope in the
present essay, to give a survey of those concrete measures
which would show how in practice the policy of the Soviet
State-in relation to the peasantry has taken- shape. The
path from the Land Decree and the division among the
peasantry of the land, which the peasantry received thanks
to the Soviet power, and from the Committees of the Poor,
which were the fighting bodies of the poor peasantry in
their struggle agaimnst the kulaks, to the mass collective
farming movement and the mass organisation of collective
farms, which settled the fate of the kulaks-as a class, are
within the memory of all. The great path indicated by the
party of Lenin and Stalin to the poorest and middle masses
of the peasantry has been the path of salvation, the path to
a well-to-do life for millions of cultivators working on
their own land, the path of happy labour in alliance with
and under the leadership of the working class, faithful

1 Ibid., pp- 484-485-
95



friend and fearless defender of the interests of all workin
people. Under the guidance of the working class and its
party, the working people of the U.S.S.R. have built thei
Socialist State, an invincible bulwark of their libert
independence and happiness.

* * *

The Soviet State, as a State of a new type, is new in its
democratism—its consistent Socialist democratism. Soviet
democratism assures the predominance in society of the;
will of the majority of workers and peasants, the majority
of the working people who participate in the management
of the State. It is precisely the Soviet form of democracy.
that arouses millions of people to active public life, to:
Socialist creative work, and ensures the emergence from:
the masses of the people of thousands and thousands o
leaders and organisers. Lenin noted as one of the miost itn«
portant characteristics of Soviet power the circumstanc
that it is precisely Soviet power, the formsand methods of;
work of the organs of the Soviet State, which ensure aj
solution of the problem of producing and training new!
leaders and organisers from among the people. §

Thousands and thousands of times have we seen con-{
firmation of Lenin’s and Stalin’s words about Soviet demo-4
cratism as the highest form of democracy, since it providés
millions of the people with the opportunity of participat-
ing in the management of the State and in the building of ;
Socialism. The most vivid evidence of consistent and fally- !
developed Socialist democracy is the great Stalin Consti-
tution. ;

Soviet power is the form of the fullest and most deve- :
loped democratism. At the same time it is also the form of |
thedictatorship of theworking class, which assures the very
possibility of democracy for the people. Soviet democracy
and the proletarian dictatorship are two sides of one and *
the same phenomenon. ]

The Soviet State is strong in 'initiative of the masses of
the people, their creative work and boundless devqtion to
the cause of their liberation, their freedom, the glory and
grandeur of their Socialist motherland. This is the source
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of that lifegiving patriotism, the source of the great vic-
tories and great deeds of the Soviet people.

In the first days of Soviet power Lenin urged the neces-
sity of applying the most varied methods and approaches
in organising new social relations within the Republic of
Soviets. Speaking of the task of transition to “large-scale
economy, built on machine industry”, to Socialism, Lenin
wrote that the concrete conditions and forms of that tran-
sition are inevitably varied and must be so, in accordance
with the conditions in which the movement directed
to the creation of Socialism begins.

Lenin wrote: “The more there is of such variety—of
course, if it does not pass into originality for its own sake—
the more certainly and the more swiftly will we be assured,
both of the achievement of democratic centralism, and of
a Socialist economy: It now remains for us only to organise
emulation. . . . Weighed down by the capitalist order, we
cannot at present even imagine exactly what a wealth of
ability lies hidden in the mass of the working people, in
the variety of labour communes of this great State, in the
mass of intellectuals who hitherto worked like lifeless,
voiceless executors of the blue-prints drawn up by the
capitalists, what'forces are hidden and can develop in the
Socialist organisation of society. Our task is only to clear
the way for all these forces. And if as a State we set our-
selves the task of organising emulation, then, providing
we apply the principles of the Soviet State, providing the
abolition of private ownership in land, factories, works,
etc., is maintained, results will inevitably be seen and this
will indicate to us further forms of constructive work.”*

In his article “How to Organise Emulation”, Lenin
wrote that under capitalism the initiative of the masses
was stifled, because under capitalism competition “means
the incredibly brutal suppression of the enterprise, energy,
and bold initiative of the mass of the population, the vast
majority, 99 per cent. of the working peoFle; it also means
that emulation is replaced by financial swindling, des-
potism, servility on the upper rungs of the social ladder.

“Socialism not only does not extinguish emulation, but

1 Lenin. Collected Works (Russian edition), XXII, pp. 416-417.
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on the contrary, for the first time creates the opportunity]
to apply it on a really broad, really mass scale, andj
really to draw the majority of the working people intc
fields of work where they can display and develop theif
abilities, reveal the talents of which there-is an untapped]
spring among the people, and which capitalism crushedy
suppressed, stifled in thousands and millions.”” 5

Lenin called the working people to creativeness andj
initiative. He pointed out that in the process of emulationf
“those with a talent for organisation must in practice comd
to the fore and rise to the top in the general administratios
of the State. There isa great deal of such talent among thé
people.”® During the years of Soviet power thousands
upon thousands of talented organisers and leaders in alf
spheres of public constructive work have been promoted
from out of the very heart of the people: engineers, diréc
tors, military leaders and builders of the Soviet armyj
scholars, outstanding statesmen, doctors, lawyers, artists§
writers, men and women skilled in the most varied
professions.

Thousands and tens of thousands of heroes and heroine§
of labour and of the battle front have been born and
trained up by our country, which never before the Sovief
order saw such an abundance of remarkable peopl
creators and builders of a new life.

Lenin anticipated the coming into existence of ne
forms of Socialist emulation, such, for example, as thi
Stakhanov movement, which gave an immense impetu§
to the rise in productivity of labour and to the genéraf
advance of Socialist economic construction. Later onj
speaking of the Stakhanov movement, Stalin rightly red
marked that “it is preparing the conditions for the transj3

tion from Socialism to Communism”.? o
* # # ;

i
o,

The question of the State in the conditions of the'p r
letarian revolution, naturally acquires particular import-4
ance, since it is a question of power, and the question of§

1 Ibid., p. 158.
2 Ibid., p. 167.
& Stalin, Leninism (English edition), p. 548.
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power, as Lenin teaches, is the fundamental question of
the revolution.

Marx and Engels provided a remarkably systematic ex-
position of their views on the State, showing the decisive
importance of the State for the proletarian révolution and
for the organisation of Socialist society.

The classical formula of the “Communist Manifesto”,
written by Marx and Engels, declares that “the first step in
the working class revolution is to raise the proletariat to
the position of ruling class, to win the battle for democracy.

“The proletariat will use its political supremacy to
wrest by degrees all capital from the bourgeoisie, to cen-
tralise all instruments of production in the hands of the
State, i.e., of the proletariat organised as the ruling class,
and to increase the total of productive forces as rapidly as
possible™.!

Marxism thus starts from the necessity for the proleta-
riat to take possession of the State, to become “the ruling
class”, and to utilise the State in order to centralise in its
hands all the instruments of production.

Marxism also starts from the proposition that the trans-
formation of ‘capitalist society into Communist society
will take up a whole period of history, that the trans-
formation will be achieved by revolutionary means, and
that the State in that transitional political period cannot
be any other than the revolutionary dictatorship of the
proletariat.

The. dictatorship of the proletariat fulfils the salutary
mission of breaking the resistance of the exploiters and
ensuring a vast extension of democracy, which becomes for
the first time democracy for the poor—*democracy for the
people, and not democracy for the rich” (Lenin). The
dictatorship of the proletariat inevitably lays down
restrictions upon liberty in respect of the exploiters.

Lenin emphasised that Engels expressed this perfectly
in his letter to Bebel when he said that “so long as the
proletariat still uses the State, it does not need it in the
interests of freedom but in order to hold down its adver-

1 K, Marx and F. Engels. Communist Manifesto (English edition).
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saries, and as soon as it becomes possible to speak of free§
dom the State as such ceases to exist”’.}

The theory of the State is the most important part of
the Marxist theory of revolution, the Marxist Socialisg
theory. Lenin in the go’s of last century excellently defined
the significance of the theory of Marx in his article “Ou
Programme”, where he formulated the tasks facing
a revolutionary Socialist party. Lenin wrote that thg
theory of Marx had cleared up the real task of that Party ;
“Not the invention of plans for the reconstruction of
society, not preaching to the capitalists and their lackeyd
about improving the conditions of the workers, not thd
organisation of conspiracies, but the organisation of thé
class struggle of the proletariat and the leadership of thag
struggle, with the ultimate aim of the conquest of political§
power by the proletariat and the organisation of Socialis§
society”. 5

Proclaiming himself wholeheartedly a supporter of: thd
theory of Marx, Lenin underlined at the same time thaf}
“we domot at all regard the theory of Marx as something
completed and inviolable.” g

Lenin pointed out that the theory of Marx had onlg
laid “the corner-stone of that science which Socialist§
must develop further in all directions if they do not wan
to lag behind life.

“We think that for Russian Socialists an independenty
treatment of the theory of Marx is particularly necessaryj
since that theory provides only general guiding principleg
which, in particular, are applied to England otherwisey
than to France, to France otherwise than to Germany, to}
Germany otherwise than to Russia.”? P

These observations of Lenin’s are of profound import+§
ance as a principle and are exceptionally important for 43
correct understanding of the subsequent development of
Marxist theory, which is not at all a “dogma”, and the
development of which is vitally essential to the interests?
of the advancing Communist movement throughout the4
world. , A

! Correspondence of Marx and Engels (English edition), p. 3a7.
2 Lenin, Collested Works (Russian 4th edition), IV, pp. 191-102.
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On another occasion (‘“The Dtaft Programme of Our
Party”), Lenin said in dealing with the Erfurt Programme
of the German Social-Democratic Party, that we must not
pledge ourselves not to imitate that programme, but that
this must.niot in any event lead “to forgetting the pecu:
liarities of Russia, which must find full-expression in the
special featutes of our programme”.

Guided by the principles set forth above, Lenin deve-
loped further Marx’s teaching on proletarian dictatorship
and democracy, on the State and the Socialist State in par-
ticular.

As is known, the main and fundamental'aspect in the
teaching of Marxism on the State was that new formula-
tion qf the question regarding the attitude of the prole;
tariat to the bourgeois State, which Marx gave in the
“Eighteenth Briimaire of Louis Bonapdrte”, new as com-
pared to the “Communist Manifesto”.

This new aspect—Lenin called it a tremendous step
forward in comparison with thé “Communist Manifesto’
—consisted in “the extremely precise, definite, tangibly
practical” conclusion to which Marx came in 18y2,
namely that “all the revolptions which have oecurred, up,
to now have helped to perfect-the State machine, whereas
it must be 5ljnashéd, broken.”

This'conclusion is the direct result of the “summing-
up” (Lenin) by Marx of that historic experien¢e which
Europe went through in the years 1848-1851. However,
this experience proved insufficient to determine what
should replace that machine which had fo be smashed
and destroyed.

Having shown 4n his analysis of imperialisth the power
of the concentration of banking capital and the unprece-
dented reinforcement, of the State capitalist miachine,
with the ‘unheard-of expansion of its official and ‘militaty
apparatus, Lenin concludes: “World history is now un-
doubtedly. leading to the ‘coricentration of all the fdrces’
of the prolétarian revolution on the ‘destruction’ of the
State machine on an incomparably larger scale than in
1852. N

! Ibid., p. f15.



“What the proletariat will put in its place is indicatel§
by the most instructive ‘material provided by the Pari
Commune.™ | '

This was what Lenin wrote in August 1917. :

The Paris Commune, having proved that “the workip#
class cannot simply lay hold of the ready-made Staig
machinery and use it for its own purposes” (preface g
Marx and Engels to the “Communist Manifesto,” 24
June, 1872), at the same time demonstrated that what Wi
coming to replace the broken State machine of the ""_;.,-

stitution . . . at ‘one and the same 'time legislating ang
administering the. laws.” Therefore, instead of parh
mentarism with its separation qf powers, the dictatorshig
of the proletariat would create a new system of State basef
on the unity of will of the revolutionary-people.

Lenin in “State and Revolution”* commented as fol
lows on this radical change in the State introduced by th8
Commune E

“The Commune was to have subsututed for the veni}
and corrupt parliamentarism of bourgeois society, instg
tutions in which freedom of opinion and discussion woukl
not have degenerated into deception, for the parliamen
‘arians would have had to do the work themselved®
would have had to administer their own laws, to test thi#
results in real life, to bear direct responsibility to thefg
constituents. Representative ipstitutions would have e
mained, but there was to have been no parliamehtarism
a special system, as a divjsion of labbur between ¢l
legislative and the executive, as a privileged position figl
deputies. We cannot imagine democracy, not even pré
letarian democracy, without: representative institutiong
but we can and must think of démocracy without pa§
liamentarism if ctiticism of bourgeois society is not mnegs
empty words for us, if the desire to overthrow the rule’ i
the bourgemsne is our serious and sincere desire, ant ne§
a imere ‘election’ ¢ry for catching workers’ votes, as it j8
with the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries, 2878

1 Lenin. State and Revolution (English edition), p. 27.
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is with the Scheidemanns and Legiens, the Sembats and
Vanderveldes.” l ;

Thé Paris Commune was, in spite of its failure, the
form of State “at last discovered” by the proletarian revo-
lution, under which the economic emancipation of
labour could be carried out. ’

“The Commune,” wrote Lenin, “was the first attempt
of a proletarian revolution to smash the bourgeois State
machine and the political form ‘at last discovered’ which
canand must supersede what has been smashed.

““We shall see below,” added Lenin, “that the Russian
revolutions of 1gop and 1917, in different circumstances
and under different conditions, contiriued the work of the
Commune apd corroborated Marx’s brilliant historical
analysis.”?

We say: Lenin’s génius summed up the historical ex-,
perience of the proletarian clags struggle during the time .
which had elapsed since the Commune, and particularly
the experience of the revolution of 19os, and answered
the question put nearly half a century before regarding
the form of State under which the proletariat would-effecy
its real émancipation. This ahswer was a new,and gigantic
step forward in the practice of the workers’ Socialist move-
ment, in the Marxist theory of the proletarian revolution
and the State. The answer was: “‘For a transition from the
bourgeois to the Socialist order, for the dictatorship of
the proletariat, a republic of Soviets of Workers', Soldiers’
and Peasahts’ Deputies is not only the form of a higher
type of democratic institution (as compared with the ordi-
nary bourgeois republic with a Constituent Assembly ‘as
its crown), but is the -only form capable of securing the
most painléss transition to Socialism.”

Soviet power was “‘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 accomnplished.”

The merit of having discovered that political form
1 1 .

: Joide P 8 '

44-
3 Lenin. Selected’ Works- Ehglish edition), VI, p. 447
4 Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. 38.
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belongs to Lenin. The merit of having consolidated and
victoriously developed that form belongs to the great con-
tinuator of Lenin’s work—our teacher and leader Stalin.
The radical difference between the Soviet form of State
power and the parliamentary form consists in the fact that
in the Soviet form there is realised the universal partici-
pation of the working people, one and all, in the manage-
‘ment of the State. However, this general proposition can-
not be taken in the abstract; it must be understood con-
cretely, i.e., in those historical conditions in which this
great principle is realised in practice. The process of
drawing the masses of the people into the management of
the State is far from simple, and takes place in the first
stages of the Socialist revolution slowly and irresolutely.
Lenin underlined the novelty and difficulty of this matter,
which causes many steps to be taken blindly and many
mistakes and hesitationd—without which, however
(Lenin taught) there could be no move forward. These
difficulties were multiplied many times by the fact that
the cause of the new Socialist construction attracted all
kinds of “adventurers and swindlers, boasters and
babblers.” These difficulties were also increased by t'hg’
fact that “the lapdogs of bourgeois society, from Belorusoy
to Martov, squeal and yap at every unnegessary splintér
when cutting down an old and large forest,” wrote Lenin
in “The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Government”.
But the proletariat is capable of overcoming these difficul-
ties under the leadership of its party, which represents.
the most conscious, disciplined and self-sacrificing van:
guard of the working people, fighting for the ultimate
aims of the working class. On the subject of the Menshe-
viks and S.R.s. who were “‘squealing and yapping” at the
new Socialist society which was being born, Lenin wrote™
“That is what they are lapdogs for, to bark at the proi_é-
tarian elephant. Let them bark. We shall go our own road,
striving as carefully and patiently as possible to try out
and discover real organisers, people with a sober mind and
practical ability, people combining devotion to Socialisin,
with the ability, without fuss (and in spite of fuss and con-
fusion) to start a great nurhber of people working together
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vigorously and harmoniously within the framework of the
Soviet organisation. It is only such people, after tests
repeated tenfold, that should be advanced from the
simplest tasks to the most difficult, and promoted to res-
ponsible posts as leaders of the people’s labour, as leaders
in administration.””* ;

The Soviets of Working People are a great school of
training in the art 6f State management, a great forum of
political activity, a great workshop in which_people are
taught the art of building Socialism. This school, how-
ever, is not an open book, in‘\which everything has been
set down, and in which all one has to do is quietly to read
page after page in order to become aware of the truth, and
of the means whereby this truth is embodied in life. It is
a'school of struggle, it is a book in which many and many
a page has not yet been written, a book in which there
has yet to be entered the experience of thé struggle for the
organisation of pew social relations, quite unlike those
inherited from the past. It is a school which teaches the art
of understanding the particular features of the given
epoch, to understand that there are “historic moments
when the most important thing for the success of the revo-
lution is to pile up as much débris as possible, i.e., to blow
up as many of the old institutions as possible; there are
moments when enough has been blown up, and when
the next job to be done, the ‘prosaic’ one (for the petty-
bourgeois revolutionary, the ‘boring’ one), of clearing the
ground of the débris; there are moments when careful
nursing of the new shoots springing up from under the
débris on the soil not yet properly cleared, is more import-
ant than‘anything else.””* _

1In this school people learn the science of consolidating
the victory of Socialism.

In this connection Lenin said that each revolutionary,
each supporter of Socialism or Communism, must-be able
to discover at every moment “that particular link in the
chain which must be grasped with all one’s might in’
order to hold the whole chain, and to make steady prepara-

1 Lenin. Selected Works {English edition), v§1. 336.
2 Lenin. Collected Works (Russian edition), XXII, p. 466.
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tions for a transition to the-next link, while the sequence '
of the links, their form, the way they are joined together,
their difference one from another in the historical chain of
events, are not so simple and artless as in an ordinary chain,
fnade by a blacksmith.”? L “
Leninism sees in the Soviets the embodiment of stablejé

t

|
:

and powerful authotity, dear and akin to the people, to
the masses of workers and peasants, fulfilling both legis-
lative and executive functions, doing the practical workj;
and controlling from top to bottom the results of their“‘,i
work. S
Lenin’s bequest to us was to stop every possibility, even*%
the shadow of one, of perverting thé Soviet power, that
“the weeds of bureaucracy must be torn up, repeatedly
and untiringly”, that the Soviets must not be permittéd’
to be turned into something frigid and self-sufficien.:!
Lenin’s bequest to us was to work tirelessly on the organi-j

sation of the Soviefs and the Soviet powef, as the highest_z

*

form of Secialist democracy.

rd h S

1 Ibid., p. 487.
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v

' THE SOVIET STATE AND THE
' NATIONAIL, QUESTION

o

i !
THE ,nationkl question ds one of the most difficult and
acute questions of internal policy, particularly, in States
composed of many nationalities. In the countries of bour-
geois democtacy, even in those most adyanced like the
U,S.A., France, Great Britain, the national question has’
not been solved, and cannot be solved in the interests of
the hational minorities, since the whole system of capi-
talist social relatjons does' not favour such a solution.
Capitalist exploitation in the sphere of economic relations
Jeaves its baneful mark on social relations in all other
spheres of life as well. The merciless exploitation of the
weakand the desperate competition of “free” commodity-
owners on the “free” market give rise inevitably to the
utilisation of racial, natignal and religious prejudices, in
order to ensure to the economically and politically
strongest groups a privileged position in the struggle for
the market. This determijnes corresponding political and
legal consequiences on the one hand and moral .and social
cohsequences on the other, .
The Negro question in the U.S.A., the Indian or Irish

question in Great Britain, the Jewish question in France
—all these “questions”.are the offspring of capitalism, are
organically connected, with -capitalism and cannot be cor-
rectly resolved within the framework of capitalismi. Of
course formally, juridically, not a' single small nation in
these countries is,-as a, riile, placed'in a worse position than
the predominant majority. But in practice there are not
a few 'such restrictions and, disctiminations. It is not acci-
dental, ‘after all, that not a single Negro suceegded in'be-
ing elected to the United States Congress durixig the last
fifty years: Yet the American Constitution of 1787 pro-
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claims the equality of the electoral rights of all Américan.
citizens, while the Fifteenth Amendment of 1870 solemnly.
declares that the right to vote in elections “shall/not be
denied or abridged by the United States or by any State
on account of race, colour or previous conditior of servi- ;
tude.”* = %

In the land of Socialism, in the Socialist State bf workers
and peasants, there is o place for a national question. '
There is not and cannot be any such quegtion in the'
U.S.S.R,, for there is no environment on which that qués.’
tion feeds, an environment which is charactéristic of .the;
capitalist countries and the absénce of which is charac-g
teristic of a Socialist country. o

The Dreyfus case in republican France—did it not fa]l*
as an ineradicable blot of shame on bourgeois democracy ;
which, even though more than a hundred years had passed i
since the proclamation of the bourgeois republic, had not’;

1

finally made an end of anti-Semitism and nationalist
'jingoism | &
In the U.S.S.R. the national question was solved on thcﬁ
basis of the principles of the national policy of Lenin and:
Stalin, consistently and unswervingly applied from the!
first days of the formation of the Soviet State. :
Marxism, as is known, links up the national questjon
with the problem of the revolutionary movement of the':
gppressed nations for their emancipation. Leninjsm':
deepened and widened the conception of the self-deter-:
mination of peoples, formulating this principle as the;
right of oppressed nations to complete separation, the
right to an independent existence as a State. Leninism
thereby transformed tlie principle of self-determination}
from an instrument for deceiving the masses, as it was in °
the hands of the jingo Socialists during the imperialist
war, into an instrument for the political enlightenmént of |
the masses, an instrument for éxposing imperialist policy,:’
which had been using this prineiple for its own purposes
of ‘oppression and annexation. 3
“Leninism,” Stalin wrote on this subject, “brought the "
national problem down from the lofty heights of high-

L

1 Birley. Speeches and Documénts in American History, 1865-1918, p. g1.*
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sounging declarations to solid ground, and proclaimed
that declarations about the ‘equality of nations’ which are
not baiked by the direct support of the ‘proletarian parties
for 'the \liberation struggle of the oppressed peoples are
meaningless and false.”

Stalin '&urther showed that the war of 1914-18 and the
revolution in Russia had confirmed that the national
question could be solved only in corinection with, and on
the basis of,; the proletarian revolution. Leninism proved
that the national question is'part of the general question
of the proletarian revolution, and that the proletariat, in
solving the national question accotding to the principle of
self-determination, can utilise the support of the national
liberation movement for the purposes of “its struggle
against the enemies of the proletarian revolution.

In this way the proletarian revolution finds its reserves
in the national revolutionary movement.

It is only the proletariat which is capable of carrying on
a consistent national policy, i.e., a policy dictated by
Socialist principles and corresponding in the fullest mea-
sure to the national interests-of the oppressed peoples.
The proletarian ‘revolution for this reason is in the eyes
of these people a particitlarly attractive force, which, as
Engels wrote, will induce them to follow on the road to
Socialism “of their own accord.”

In the process of its revolution the proletariat does not
impose any of its own programmes, plans, measures upon
other peoples. “The victorious proletariat,” wrote Engels,
“can force no blessings of any kind upon any foreign
nation without-undermining its own victory by so doing."”?

In his article “The Discussion on Self Determination
Summed Up” (1916), Lenin quoted this letter of Engels
and underlined that the adaptation of politics to econo-
mics in the Socialist State will take place inevitably, but
not immediately and not smoothly, not simply and
directly.. The proletarian revolution is called upon not
only to liberate the oppressed nations from their slavery,
but to ensure for them also their own wide road .of self-

-

1 Stalin. Leninism (English edition) p. E?l.
2 Correspondence of Marx and Engels (] nglish edition), p. 399.

8 ;



determination, without imposing its will upon them. It
is not excluded that in the first stages mistakes are péssible !
in the policy of the proletariat, and even “selfish iyiterests
—an attempt to settle down on someone else’s back,” .as-
Lenin wrote. * g :
“The proletariat,” said Lenin in the article just referfed .
to, “will not become saintly and insured againsf mistakes’
and weaknesses merely because it has carried out a social*
revolution.” But Lenin foresees that these very mistakes.
will bring the proletariat, to appreciation of the truth. He ;
embpbhasises at this point that the quite legitimate hatréd’
of the oppressed nation for the oppressing nation “will |
continue for a time, and will evaporate only after the vic-:
tory of Socialism and after the final establishment of comi+,
pletely democratic relations between nations.” :
This extremely important observation throws a flood
of light on the.profound consistency in principle of the:.
way Marxism:Leninism poses the national question in the
proletarian revolution. The Soviet power applied, this
important principle in practice in its relations with the}
numerous nationalities of the ‘Soviet State, building- al
Socialist multi-national federation founded upon the’
fraternal alliance and inviolable friendship of peoples: -
The national policy of Lenin and Stalin has ensured
durable and stable relations between all the nationalities;
of the U.S.S.R., which is founded upon the principles of!
voluntary consent and equality of status of all peoples in-’
habiting the U.S.S.R. : 1
Stalin calls vqluntary consent and equality of status’of’
peoples the foundations of the Sovjet Wnion as a State.'
Voluntary ‘consent and equality of $tatus are most import-
ant constitutional principles of the Soviet State. They pre--
suppose on their part the triumph of another principle— |
also a very great one—the right of each nation to indepen-
dent existence as a ‘State, i.e., the right of nations to self-’
determination. 1
The right of nations to self-determination is of the vety
greatest importance, and the theory of this right is a most
important part of the Marxist-Leninist teaching concern-

1 Lenin. Collected Works (English edition), XIX, pp. 298-299.
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ing national policy in a multi-national State. Around this
question there went on from of old a fierce struggle of the
Party against, opportunists and traitors to the cause of
Socialism.

The greatest merit of Lenin and Stalin, the merit of the
BoIsheyik Party, was that on this question,the Rarty, un-
masking step by step the couriter-revolutionary appetites
of the bourgeoisi¢ and -its Trotskyist-Bukharinite and
Menshevik-Bundist agents, laid firm foundations for the
national friendship and fraternity of the peoples of the
U.S.S.R.—foundations on which the" Socialist multi-
national State was able to become great and prosperous.

Soviet federation has nothing in common with bour-
geois federations. The latter came into being as a result of
violence, oppression, national wars. Therefore they them-
selves express the idea of violence and oppression. ~ ~

Soviet federation came into being on the basis of volun-
tary consent and equality of status, on the fraternal soli-
darity'of the working people. It is based on tht principle
of mutual aid and of promoting the cultural and economic
development of previously backward nations.

Soviet federation is based on the principle of demo-
cratic centralism which, being one of the most important
principles of the Soviet Constitution and of the organisa-
tion of the Socialist State, characterises the system of Soviet
State relations as a system in which the principles of Soviet
Socialist democracy are consistently applied.

"The first decrees of the Soviet power, like landmarks in
the gigantic reconstruction of all social relations, both

. . b P
economic and political, traced out the ‘path of develop-
ment of the Soviet State system, which was being: built op
new foundations, in order to give effect to new social aims
and.ideas.

vThe national question was one of the root questions,

the solution of which determined tp a considerable extent
the. whole content of the great transformative measures
carried out by the Soviet State; its solution conditioned a
whole range of most important characteristic features of
Soviet ihternal and external policy.

Laying the’ foundations of the new Soviet social and

!
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\ i
State order, Soviet power from the very first moment of}
its existence paid special attention to the settlement of thej
national question, being, as it was, of exceptional import,
ance to our country, where the population is composed of;
so-many nationaljties. . , 3

"The particular importance of the national question in}
Russia also explains the fact that, for the first time in the!
history of any State, there was set i1p in the Soviet State, the i
People’s Commissariat for Affairs of Nationalities, headed¥
by Stalin. "

"The first act of the Soviet Government in the sphere of#

the national question was the “Declaration of Rights %

the Peoples of Russia”, written by Stalin in the very firséf
days of the October Revolution.
. The Declaration proclaimed a policy of “voluntary andig
honest alliance of the peoples of Russia”. Confirming the
right of peoples to sch-detennination which had alréadyi
een proclaimed earlier by the Second Congress ofg
Soviets, the Council of People’s Commissars defined they
foundations of Soviet national policy as follows: L3
1. Equality and sovereignty of the peoples of Russia. i
"2. The right of the peoples of Russia to self-deter’
mination, including the right of separation and of form-if
ing an independent State. ' g
“3.  Theabolition of all and any national and national®;
religious privileges and restrictions. &
“4. Free development of the national minorities and’g
ethnic groups inhabiting the territory of Russia.” v |

The practical application of the principles of the?
‘Declaration found its expréssion in the decrees on the ¢
independence of the Ukrainian Republic, on the Finnish
Republic and in the decree and statement by Stalin “on
Turkish Armenia”, which laid the foundation of Soviet ¥
national policy—the backbone of the whole internal and

.external policy of the Soviet power. T

In this connection thention must also be madé of the -
“Declaration of Rights of the Toiling and Exploited K
People”, adopted by the Thjrd All-Russian Congress-of |

Soviets on January 11 and 18, 1918, and of the resolution E
of the same Congress “On the Federal Institutions of the b
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Russian Republic”. These historic documents, written
by Lenin and Stalin, set forth the principles of organisa-
_tion of the whole Soviet State system, and laid down “the
fundamental principles of a federation of Soviet Repub-
lics” (“The Declaration™).

In the “Declaration of Rights of the Toiling and Ex-
ploited People”, and in the resolution of the Third Con-
gress “On the Fedéral Institutions of thé Russian Repub-
lic” of 28 January, 1918, it was stated that the Russian
Socialist Republic was being established on the basis of a
voluntary union of the peoples of Russia, as a federation

-of the Soviet Republics of those pecples.

The great dand historic significance-of the resolution
“On the Federal Institutions” and of the “Declaration”
adopted by the Third Congress, as of the Congress itself,
was described in his closing speech at the end of the Con-
gress by V. I. Lenin. He underlined that “the Third Con-
gress of Soviets has opened a-new epoch of-world history”,
that it had consolidated “the organisation of the State
created by the October Revolution” and that “now all—
even our enemies, I am convinced—can see that the new
régime, the power of the Soviets, is not a fiction, not a
party stunt, but a result of the development of life itself”.

With full right and justification did Stalin say as long
agoas 1922 that only in'our case, in the land of the Soviets,
“in the camp of Socialism, has it been possible to tear up
the very roots of national oppression and to establish
mutual] confidence and fraternal collaboration between
peoples.”™ X

Stalin pointed out that the revolution in Russia would
not have been victorious, Kolchak and Denikin would not
have been crushed, if the Russian people had not met'with
support on the part of the oppressed peoples of the former
Russian Empire.

‘“/But to win the sympathy and support of these peoples,”
says Stalin, “it had first of all to break -the fetters of
Russian imperialism and free these peoples.from the yoke
of national oppression.”*

1 8talin. Marxism and the National and Colonial Question (English edition),
. 127,
8 gtalin. Leninism (English edition), p. 56.
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The friendship of peoples founded .on the genuing
equality of status of all peoples of the Soviet Union, of
mutual respect and confidence, is the firm foundatlon ¢
the Soviet State. :

Stalin said in his “Report on the Draft Constitution g
the U.S.S.R.” (1936) that this Draft proceeds from th;
equality of nations and races, from the fact that “neithésg
difference in colour nor language, cultural level or leyél
of pohtlcal development, nor any other difference b
tween nations and races, can serve as grounds for justjf{
ing national inequality of rights.”” H

The Stalin Constitution, like the first Union Constit}
tion (1924), proceeds from the principle that all nation
and races, irrespective of their past and present conditiof§
of their strength or weakness, must enjoy identical righi@
in all spheres of economic, social§ political and culturs
life of society. '.-fi

Being a federal State formed on the basis of the volu
tary union of Soviet Socialist Repubhcs equal in right§
the U.S.S.R. protects the sovereign rights of the Unioif
Republics, and the juridical equality of the peoples inf
habiting them, with all its strength. 3

Voluntary consent and equality of status of the pedples
“are what Stalin calls the foundations of the Soviet State4

“The idea of the peoples collaborating and dwelling
together ‘fraternally found its living embodiment in thE
Soviet Union—the Soviet multi-national State, represent]
ing a fraternal family of 16 Socialist Republics: b

In this connection it is appropriate to dwell on the pai
ticdlar features of the Soviet form of federation. *

At the Third All- Russ:an Congress of Soviets (] andary)
1918) Lenin 'said that “now there has been finally recog
nised” (in Russia. A.V.) “a new Sfate structure of :th§
Socialist Soviet Republic a$ a federation of free Repubh &
of the various nations inhabiting Russia.”” In this speec 3}
T:enin spoke of the specific features of Soviet federatio
pointing out that the foundation of Soviet federation lieg
in the fact that “we rule, not dividing, like the cruel ay
1 vid,, p. 71, C i
2 Lenin. Collected Works (Russian edition), XXII, pp. 225-28y4. 3
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of ancient Rome, but uniting all the working peoplg by,
the unbreakable links of vital interests, of class-conscious-
ness.”” ‘

In this Lenin justly saw the very foundation of the
Soviet State, prophesying that around revolutionary
Russia there would more and miore be grouped various
individual federations of free nations, and that “quite
voluntarily, without deceit and compulsion, that federa-
tion will grow, and it will be invincible. The best guaran-
tee of its invincibility are those laws, that system of State,
which we are creating here.”?

Lenin with the mind of a genius saw the new world of
Socialist federation being born, growing up on “ground
cleared of historical rubbish”. We recall those inspired
words of Lenin : “Now we, on ground cleared of historical
rubbish, will set about building the mighty and bright
edifice of Socialist society; a new type of State power, un-
heard-of-in history, is'being created, a power called by the
will of the revolution to clear the land of every kind of
exploitation, violence and-slavery.”

The great inspiratign of the leader-of. the proletarian
revolution rose above all the difficulties of that time,
expressing the firm confidence of a people which had
risen to fight for its social and political emancipation in
the ultimate success of its cause. It was the inspiration of
a new era, marked by the fact that, as Lenin said, “we were
acting’ without diplomats, without the old methods
applied by the imperialists”, and that “the very greatest
result was achieved—the victory of the revolution and the
conciuerors, together with us, united into one mighty
revolutionary federation.”*

The whole develdpment of the Soviet State—the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republi¢s—has proved the great.justice
and force of Lenin's great foresight..

The peoples of the Soviet Union see in the Soviet power,
a power which is their very own. United by their common
interests, inspired by their common idea, the peoples of

L]

1 Ibid.

2 Tbid.

3 Jbid.

s Ibid. \
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the Soviet Union with hew force proved their devotion!
and love to their mother-country in the years of the
Patriotic War. '

In one of his articles on the national question, that.on,
“The Policy of the Soviet Government on the National:
Question in Russia” (1920), Stalin said: “The Soviet}
Government is not a government divorced from the
people; on the contrary, it is the only government of ity
kind, a government which originated among the masses‘

of the Russian people and which is near and dear to therh,” §
Stalin observed that “this in fact explains the unparalleled
strength and resilience usually displayed by the Soviet#
Governmeht at critical moments.” ]
In the subsequent development of the Soviet State this§
remarkable foresight .of Lenin and Stalin was-fully con,§
firmed. The Soviet federation steadily grew and develope¢d, i3
proceeding along the very road indicated by Lenin andd
Stalin, ever more firmly consolidating the State relations}
and political unity of the numerous peoples,of the former
Russian Empire, who with hope and fraternal affection
supported the heroic struggle of the great Russian people. i
The many peoples and nationalities inhabiting the former
‘Russian Empire justly saw in the success of that struggle.§
the guarantee of their own emancipation, of their own.
national independence. i
Soviet autonomy is one of the conditions of the firm g
alliance of the individual Soviet Republics, since without .}
this “the real sovietisation of these regions, their conver- 4
sion”, Stalin wrote, “into Soviet countries closely bound
to Central Russia and forming with it one political whole, ¥
1s inconceivable.’”?
Developing this idea, Stalin pointed the way to the:}
transférmation of the Soviet countries into one “politigal-§
whole”. Stalin showed that this transformation was pos- &

sible only by means of forming a Federation, of Spvier-?.

Republics based on a community of military and economic,"§
interests. Such a federation, said Stalin, such a general

%
1 Stalin. Marxism and the National and Colonial Question (English edition), "-:
8s. .
2 Fb:‘d., p. 84. :
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form of State alliance, “can be ‘durable, and the results
of federation real, only if it is based on mutual confidence
and voluntary consent of the countries constituting the
federation.”

This most important principle of Socialist State. organi-
sation, formulated by Stalin in his Theses for the:Tenth
Congress of the Party (1921), was a guiding idea of all
Soviet national policy. Stalin developed this idea in his
report at the Tenth All-Russian Congress of Soviets in
1922, devoted to the question of the union of the Soviet
Republics. )

In his report Stalin pointed to three groups of circum-
stances which were impelling the Republics towards union
and determining.the necessity for union.

These circumstanees were the following.

The first group: the internal economic situation. Under
this heading Stalin included:

(a) The meagreness of the econdbmic resources re-
maining to the young Republics as a result of seven years
of war (1914-1921). This circumstance necessitated the
combination of these meagre economic resources fot their
more rational use,and for the development of the main
branches of economy, which constituted what Stalin called
“the backbone of Soviet power .in each Republic” (my
italics..A.V.)

(b) The historically-determined natural division of
labour, the economic division of labour between the
various regions and republics of our federation. Of this
division of labour Stalin said that it “renders impossible
the full development of individual regions so long as the
Republics lead separate existences, and obliges the
Republics to join up into a single economic unit.”

(c) The unity of the principal meéans of communica-
tion throughout the federation, which Stalin described as
“the nerve and backbone of any possible tnion.”

(d) The meagreness of financial resources, which made
it necessary to combine the financial strength of the var-
idus Republics into a single whole.*

1 Ibid., p. 9.
2 Ibid., pp. 121-122.
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T he second group comprised (a) our military position,
(b our foreign trade relations, (c) our diplomatic position.};
All these circumstances concerned the external political ;
position of the Soviet Republics, which were at that time ;
subjected to organised boycott on the part of the capitalist |
environment, and were constantly faced by danger of a:
military character, and also by the danger of economic:
and political isolation. !
Hence followed the task of creating a single unbreak-.
able military front, a single economic front of the Soviet -
Republics, a united front in the diplomatic field. . _
Speaking of these two groups of circumstances, Stalin .
underlined their particular importance and exceptional
force in the conditions of transition to peaceful construc-
tion after the end of the civil war, when the Republics-
realised the meagreness of their economic resources and
understood all the necessity of uniting both on the internal
economiic field and on the external-field. .

Stalin said on this subject: ‘““That is why now, in the:
sixth year of existence of the Soviet Government, the ques;
tion of the amalgamation of the independent Soviet
Socialist Republics has become urgent.”? |

T he third group of facts calling for amalgamation were .
associated with the special features of the Soviet power, the
very nature of which leads “to a gradual but steady coming’
together of formerly independent nationalities into 4
single independent State.”*

It is sufficient to recall these three groups of circtim-
stances, each of which was of vast significance and played
an outstanding role in deciding the question of the forma-
tion»of a Soviet federation, for no doubt to remain as to
the necessity and expediency for such a federation. The
merit of Lenin and Stalin was that they pointed out to the.
Soviet Republics this path for their State development, a°
path which our Republics took and which brought them
to their full florescence and might, which has withstood
the test of fire and sword in the great Patriotic War.

1 Ibid., p. 122.
2 Ibid., p. 123.
& Ibid., p. 124.
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On the same occasion Stalin also indicated the basis of
amalgamation :

(2) Amalgamation into a federation was to be carried
out by the four Soviet Socialist Republics—the Russian
Socialist Federative Soviet Republic, the Transcaucasian
Republic, Ukraine and Byelorussia; .

(b) The amalgamation was to provide for the follow-
ing common People’s Commissariats: foreign trade, mili-
tary and naval affairs, foreign affairs, ways of communica-
tion, posts and telegraphs. The People’s Commissariats
of finance, national economy, food, labour and inspec-
tion were to continue within each contracting Republic,
but were to operate in accordance with the directives of
the.appropriate People’s Commissariat,of the Union.

These were the People’s Commissariats which later
acquired the title of “All-Union”. Other People’s Com-
missariats, such as justice, home affairs, education, agri-
culture, etc. (six in all) it was proposed to leave under the
control of the Governments of the several Republics.
This proposition was based upon the necessity of, pro-
ceeding from the peculiar features of life, language and
culture of the respective contractihg Republics. It was
these peculiar features in life and culture of the various
Republics which required such forms of State administrd-
tion as would guarantee the freedom of national devélop-
ment of the peoples forming the Soviet Republics.

The Tenth All-Russian Congress of Soviets recogrised
as timely the amalgamation of the Russian Socialist
Federative Soviet Republic, the Ukrainian Socialist
Soviet Republic, the Transcaucasian Socialist Federative
Soviet Republic and the Byelorussian Socialist Soviet
Republic into 2 Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, bas-
ing the,amalgamation on the principle of voluntary con-
sent and equality of statys of the Republics, and the
maintenance of the right of each of them freely to leave
the Union of Republics. The Congress also instructed a
delegation to draw up the conditions of entry of the
R.S.F:S.R. into the Union of Republics, on principles
corresponding to those which had been set forth in the
theses and report presented by Stalin, special emphasis
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being laid on the necessity of fully guaranteeing the in-
terests of the national development of the peoples of the
contracting Republics.  *

Four days after the Tenth All-Russian Congress had
adopted this historic decision, the first Congress of Soviets
of the U.S.S.R. assembled. This Congress adopted the
decision to form a Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Such are the great principles of the Lenin-Stalin
national policy, on the basis of which the Soviet- power
disposed of the so-called national question, not only having
provided a theorétical solution of this most difficult prob-
lem but having also solved it in practice, in the sphere of
State construction. The genius of Lenin and Stalin opened:

.up to the nationalities of the former Russian Empire,
which had been oppressed and exploited before Soviet
gower was established, a new path in life—the path of¢

evelopment of their national culture, the path of deve-
lopment and creative growth of all the national energies
of the multi-millioned peoples constituting the great and
mighty Socialist Power—the Union of Soviet Socidlist
Republics. i

The Soviet-State is guided by the great principles of the
national policy of Lenin and Stalin in appropriate casés .
also in the sphere of foreign relations. It is precisely thé
Soviet Union which consistently: and resolutély defends
the rights of small' and middlesized peoples at inter-.
national conferences, defends their sovereignty and inde-
pendence against all ‘encroachments on the part ‘of
imperialist circles of the countries of bourgeois demo-
cracy.- |

Icg]anuary, 1946, at the London session of the Security
Council, the Soviet representatives spoke in defence “of
the principles indicated above, demanding the with-
drawal of British troops from Gregce, demanding a stop
to the war waged ‘against the Indonesian people by British .
and Dutch forces, energetically supporting the demands,
of Syrid and Lebanon for the withdrawal of British and
French troops. TheSoviet Union took up just4s resolute*
and consistent an attitude at the General Assembly of the
United Nations in New York in 1946, defending the

r
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interests of the Indian people in the Union of South
Africa, and again in 1944 on the questions of Indonesia,
Egypt and Palestine.

The Soviet Union consistently supports the principle
of self-determination of peoples in international relations,
and secured the reflection of this principle, if only in an
indirect form, in the Charter of the United Nations. It
defends this principle also in the Practical sphere of
foreign policy.

The Soviet Union supports the independence and
sovereignty of nations against any attempts to weaken
them or reduce their importance.

*In doing so the Soviet Union proceeds from the neces-
sity “for the proletariat to' support—resolutely and
actively to support—the national liberation movement of
the oppressed and dependent peoples.”

‘One cahnot but recall, as the most brilliant illustration
of this, the attitude of the Soviet Union at the New York
General Assembly in 1947 on the question of establishing,
a Trusteeship Council. The Soviet Union exposed the
game of falsification initiated on this question by the
Anglo-American blgc, whith attempted by breaking the
rules laid down in the Charter-of the, United Nations to
retain its dominating position in the former mandated
territories, and to transform the latter into its strategic
bases and military strong points.

The consistent position of the Soviet Urion, and its
profound loyalty to principle in the colonial-and national
question, attract to the U.S.S.R. the sympathies of the
oppressed and dependent peoples, and strengthen more
and more the international prestige of the Soviet State and
of Soviet foreign policy.

1 Stalin. Leninism (EnglisH editién), p- 52-
L
I
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v \

THE SOVIET STATE—
A STATE OF A NEW TYPE

IN previqus chapters we have already touched on questions
directly connected with the teaching of Lenin and Stalin
on the State, and in particular on the Soviet State.

Lenin, as was pointed out earlier, made an enormous
contribution to the Marxist science of the State, removing,
from the theory of the State the falsifications of the oppor-
tunists; and, what was no less important, he brilliantly
applied Marxist theory in the practice of the October
Revolution. At the same time Lenin showed that the very
application .of this theory in the practice of revolutionary,
construction enriches the theory and develops it further.
Thus, on the, question of breaking up the State machine,
Lenin demonstrated that in the process of the elimination
of that machine some of its individual parts must be pre-
served to the advantage of the proletariat, and that other-
wise the organisation of the new machinery of State would
be rendered 'unnecessarily difficult.
~ In this respect very great interest is attached to Lenin’s
ideas set forth in such works as, for example, the article
“Will the Bolsheviks Retain State Power?”

In this article Lenin points out that in the capitalist
system, in the capitalist State, in -addition to the “pre-
eminently coercive machinery—the standing army, the
police and the bureaucracy”, there is an apparatus per-
forming a mass of accounting and statistical work. This
apparatus, Lenin said, must'not and should not be broken
up.
pLenin taught that this apparatus should be wrested
from the control of the capitalists: “The capitalists must
be cut off, lopped away, chopped off from it, together
with the threads by which they transmit their influence.

roz
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It must be subordinated to the proletarian Soviets. It
must be made wider, more comprehensive, more
popular.” )

And Lenin added: “Without big banks Socialism
would be impossible of realisation.”

Lenin called the banks an “excellent apparatus” which
“we need in order to realise Socialism.” Capitalism
deforms this excellent ‘apparatus, and that which deforms.
it should be lopped off.

“A single huge State bank, with branches in every rural
district, at every factory,” said Lenin, “__that will already
be nine-tenths of a Socialist apparatus. It will be general
public book-keeping, general State registration of the
production and distribution of products, something in
the nature, so to speak, of the skeleton of a Socialist
society.””®

With- these ideas of utilising the largest banks, Lenin
Jinked up the idea of compulsory syndication, i.e., com-
pulsory amajgamation into associations under the control
of the State. This, Lenin asserted, “‘will be fully realisable
in Russia by the Soviets, by the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat. And this is what will give us a ‘State apparatus’
at one and the same time universal, most novel and non-
bureaucratic.”®

We see that the “breaking” up of the bourgeois State
machine is not at all an act of simple destruction, as the
bourgeois philistines represent it; it isa complex and well-
thought-out. process, in which the destruction of the “co-
ercive” parts is combined with the selection and utilisa-
tion of those vital-elements of the machine which will be
included in the new system, to work and render service to
a new class and to the new society.

#This is an example, a particular case, but one which is
of great importance in principle, since it throws light on
those particular features of Lenin’s teaching on the State

1 Lenin. Selected Works (English edition%, VI, p. 266. See also the article ‘“The
‘Threatening Catastrophe and How,to Fight It”, in Collected Works (English
edition), XXI, part 1, pp. 177-218.

2 1bid. -

3 Ibid., p- 268.
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which characterises the Soviet State as a Staté of a new

type. .

ij&t the Sixth' Congress of the Party Lenin gave a deve;
loped exposition of the particular features of the Soviet

State system from the point of view of their newness, from

the point of view of what Lenin called the'Soviet type of

State, a State of the type of the Paris, Commune. Lenin

showed these particular features in a rough outline of the

draft programme of the Party, in the shape of the “Ten -
Theses on Soviet Power” which speak of the tasks which

“historically fall to this form of State power, this new type

of State.” .

The main points in these Theses are the following :

(1) The union and organisation of ‘the workers and
poorest peasants, while automatically excluding the ex-
ploiting’ classes and the wealthy representatives of the
petty bourgeoisie;

(i) ,Their vanguard must give universal training to the
wholé working pepulation 1n practical participation in
the' managerment qll: the State;

(i1i) The abolitioh of parliamentarism; the combina-
tion of the legislative and executive functions of the State;
the merging of administration and legislation;

(iv) Closer connection, than in previous forms of demo-
cracy, of the entire apparatus of the State and manage-
ment of the State, with the masses;

(v) The setting up of an armed force of workers and
peasants, separdated as little as possible from the people,.as
one of the first steps towards the full objective of arming
the entire people;

(vi) Fuller democratism; /

(vi1) Close connection with the various trades and with
the productive economic units;

(viii) The possibility of: doing without bureaucracy,
the beginning of putting this possibility into practice;

-(ix) Not a formal but a practical attainment of the use
of freedom (democracy) for the working and exploited*
mass of the population;

(x) The development of Soviet public activity must
proceed on such lines that every member of a Soviét
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should be bound to perform some permanent duty in the
management of the State, and then that the entire popu-
lation, one and all, should be drawn gradually both into
participation in the Soviet organisations, (on condition of
subordination to the workers’ organisations), and into ser-
vice in the management of the State.”

Such were the aims of the Soviet State put forward by
Lenin in the years when the Soviet State was coming into
being.

What was required to achieve these aims? Lenin re-
plied to this question in a remarkable commentary, show*
ing the advantages (Lenin’s italics) of the Soviets in the
political economic, financial and educational spheres.

Let us note the main points:

(a) The extension of the Soviey Constitution to the
whole population in the measure in which resistance
ceases.

This question was settled by the great Stalin Constitu-
tion of 1936, which established universal, equal and direct
voting with secret ballot;

(b) a federation of nationsas a transition to a conscious
and closer unity of the working people, as they learn
voluntarily to rise above national enmity. This question
was settled by the formation in 192 of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics;

(c) the rtuthless suppression of resistance by .the
exploiters is essential; the standards of “general” (ie.
bourgeois) democracy must be subordinated to this aim,
and make way for it: “freedoms” and democracy not for
all, but for the working people;

(d) effectively ensuring that the working people can
make use of their freedoms;

(e) transition through the Soviet State to the gradual
abolition of the State by systematically enlisting an increas-
ing number of citizens, and finally all without exception,
in the work of managing the State.”

Just as concrétely did Lenin make his observations in
respect of demands in the economic and other spheres.

1 Lenin. Selected Works (English edition), VIII, pp. ggo-33.
2 Ibid.
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Here it is particularly important to note the demands
affecting the Socialist organisation of production on a
‘nation-wide_ scale—'"‘under the general direction of the
Soviet power, the only sovereign authority”—and also
such demands as the complete concentration of banking
in the hands of the State, and of the entire currency and
commercial turnover in the banks; the establishment of
universal registration and control; the organisation of
emulation to promote “‘a steady improvement ‘of organi-
sation, discipline, productivity of labour, adoption of a
higher technique, economy in labour and products, the
gradual reduction of the working day to six hours, the
gradual levelling out of all wages and salaries in all pro-
fessions and categories.”

Such was the programme of the Soviet State as a Socialist
State, a State of a new type. Lenin taught that the fulfil-
-ment of such a programme is a difficult task, that the
circumstances in which the programme has to be applied
are “exceptionally complex”, and that the proletariat in
fulfilling the programme will encounter “the pressure of
hostile forces”, in face of which people like the writers of
the “Novaya Zhizn” were getting ready to retreat in panic,
terrified by the Kornilovites and in their turn frightening
the workers and peasants.

“Don’t try to frighten ,us, gentlemen”, Lenin replied.
“You won't succeed . . .”

Lenin believed, and taught us all firmly to believe, in
the creative powers and invincibility of the workers and
peasants.

“To be afraid”—Lenin indignantly exclaimed—"that
the power of the Bolsheviks, that is, the power of the
proletariat which is assured of the unfailing support of the
poorest peasantry, will be ‘swept away’ by the capitalist
gentry! What short-sightedness, what shameful fedr of the
people, what hypocrisy!”

Lenin added: “Ideas become a force when they take
possession of the masses. And it is just now that the Bdl:
sheviks, i.e., the representatives of revolutionary pro-
letarian internationdlism, have embodied in their policy

1 Ibid., pp. 832-3%4-
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the idea which is bringing into action immeasurable
masses of the working people throughout the world.”™

The Soviet State was a most powerful means of giving
effect in the U.S.S.R. to the ideas of Socialism. The Soviet
State proved “a new type of democracy”, in the sense in
which Lenin spoke of this in his Ten Theses and in a
number of other most important documents and works.

One of the important features of the “new democracy”
‘was not only the denial of the formal equality of bour-
geoisie and proletariat, rich' and poor, exploiters and
exploited, and the exclusion of the bourgeoisie from
“democracy” and “freedoms”, an example of which was
the disfranchisement of the exploiting elements, nor was
it only the suppression of these elements. An important,
feature of the Soviet State, precisely as a State of a new
type, was the very method of suppression. This circum-
stance wds of the highest degree of importance, since it
created a difference in principle and in quality between
these basic functions of the Socialist State and the same
functions in the State of any other Social system. Lenin
taught us that the exploiters could not be suppressed by the
police: “They camr be suppressed only by the mass itself,
the apparatus must be linked with the masses and must
represent them, like the'Soviets.”
¢ Lenin .taught that “it would be the greatest stupidity
and the most nonsensical Utopianisi to jmagine that the
transition from capitalism to Socialism is possible with-
out compulsion and without dictatorship.”*

Lenin and Stalin teach us that this compulsion is
applied by the Soviet State with the participation of the
masses of the people, through the efforts of the masses
themselves. As Lenin points out, the dictatorship of the
proletariat directs its.blows against.the exploiters through
the masses of the working people, through organisations
“built in such a way as to awaken precisely such masses
and arouse them to'histoyic creative work (the Soviet
erganisations belong to this kind of organisation).”

1 Lenin. Collected Warhs (Russian edition), XXII, p. 279.
2 Lenin. Collected Works (Russian edition), XXII, p. 353.
3 Ibid., p. 462.
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Stalin underlines that repressions—that inevitable ele-
ment in compulsion—are an essential element of the
offensive, but an auxiliary and not the principal element.

For example, in the struggle against wastefulness in our
governing bodies and in ordinary life, Stalin called, in the
first instance, for the creation of “an atmosphere of general
moral boycott, and hatred on the part of the surrounding
people” for the wastrels, such an atmosphere as would
“make impossible both the life and existence 6f thievesand
pilferers of the people’s goods.."

Moral influence, re-education, correction, implanting
of social habits and traditions—these are the elements of
that compulsion, in the broad sense of the word, which in
the hands of Soviet institutions and the organs of State
authority become a powerful means of regulating social
relations and of struggle against offences, offenders and
even criminals. '

It was for this reason that Lenin demanded that the
mass of the working people should 'be drawn into the
administration of the law, underlining that the Soviet
courts have the tremendous task of educating the people
in a spirit of labour discipline, and that “every citizen, to
a man, must act as a judge and participate in the govern-
ment of the country.” ‘

The Soviet State is a State of a new type for it provides
the highest form of organisation of democracy, it provides
the example of a people’s State, built and brought into
function by-the hands of the people themselves, i.e.s the
'workers, the peasants, the intellectuals, under the guidance
of the most advanced of parties, the party of Lenin anc}
Stalin.

Replying to written questions‘at the Extraordinary All-
Russian Railway Congress in March, 1918, Lenin said:
“The Soviet power does not provide representatives of the
kind who fence in parliaments and exchange brilliant
speeches, ensuring the lasting supremacy of capital and of
officialdom.. Soviet power comes from the working masses
themselves, it provides not a parliament but a meeting of

1 Pravda. 18 April, 1926.
2 Lénin. Selected Works (English edition), VILI, p. 320.
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workers' representatives, which issues laws that are dir-
ectly administered, become part of life and have the object
of fighting the exploiters.” And. again: “We need, not
bourgeois representation but representation of the ex-
ploited and oppressed, which will carry on a merciless
struggle against the exploiters. Such is the intention of
the Soviet power; it includes neither parliament nor
referendum.”?

The thirty years of the Soviet State complete a great
epoch in the history of the Soviet power—the epoch of the
building of Socialism and of the establishment of genuine
democracy, the fullest and most consistent in the world,
in a gigantic country, in a mighty Socialist Power.

Thirty years of the Soviet State—this is the glorious
heroic path of the workers‘and peasants of our country,
led by the party of Lenin and Stalin towards Communism,
to a world in which the idea of the equality and fraternity
of natiéns will ttiumph completely and for.all time.

1 Lenin. Collected Works (Russian edition), XXII, pp. 239-240.
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VI

STALIN’S TEACHING
ON THE SOCIALIST STATE

THE victory 'of Secialisnr in the U.S.S.R. as a result of the :
liquidation of the exploiting classes and of the firm estab- -
lishment of a system of State and social ownership, the
foundation of the entire political and social order, brought |
forward a number of problems in the sphere of the theory"
of the State. These theoretical problems at the same time
were of serious practical importance and required a solu-:
tion. The most important of these problems concerned :
the destiny of the State itself, it concerned the-question
of whether the existence of the State is justified-in the
absence of hostile classes within the country, in-conditions |
when our society is advancing towards Communism. Ts it"
‘right that under the .aforesaid conditions we should not :
be helping the Socialist State to die away but that, on the
contrary, we should regard it as our task to strengthen
our State still further?

Thus questions of the, destinies of the Socialist.State
and of the so-called dying away of the State became ques-
tions of the hour. - -

The very fatt that these questions were raised at all’
was evidence that certain general propositions’ in the
theory of the State had not been worked out sufficiently
and were inadequate.

It was in this way that Stalin explained the appearance
of new problems in the theory of the State, adding to what
Jhas just been said the fully justified remarks that the
authors of these questions had not cleared up for them-
selves the historical conditions in which particular pro-
positions in the Marxist theory of the State were worked
out, nor what was the international situation in which the
Soviet State found itself; nor did they understand, or they
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underestimated, the fact of capitalist encirclement, with
all the consequences arising from that fact, like the send-
ing of bands of spies, intelligence agents, assassins and
wreckers into the U.S.S.R.

Problems of the Socialist State in connection with the
aforementioned facts rose up in all their magnitude,
demanding serious attention, because they went far
beyond the framework of a purely theoretical interest and
acquired the greatest practical importance.

Stalin replied to these question in his speech at the
Eighteenth Party Congress in March, 1939, giving a devel-
oped theory of the Socialist State and thereby further
advancing the theory of Marx and Lenin in this highly
important and decisive sphere of scientific Communism.

it is a great merit of Stalin that he continued and com-
pleted the work on the theory of the State begun by our
great teacher Lenin, but not finished by him on account
of his untimely death. ]

“There,can be no doubt,” Stalin said in his report at
the Congress, “‘that Lenin intended in the second part of
his book” (“‘State and Revolution”. A.V.) “to elaborate
and develop further the théory of the State, on the basis
of the experience gained during the existence of Soviet
power in. our country. Death, however, prevented him
from carrying this purpose into effect. But Wwhat Lenin
did not have time to do should be done by his pupils.”‘

Stalin did this, opening a new page in the theory of the
State, and of the Socialist State'in particular.

Stalin showeéd that: “Two basic functions characterise
the activity of the State : inside the country (the main fun-
tion), to keep in restraint the exploited majority; abroad
(not the main function) to extend the territory of its class,
the ruling class, at the expense of the territory of other
States, or to defend the territory of ‘its own State from
attatks by other States.”?

This function existed in the slave-owners’ State as in
the ‘capitalist State. The striving of the capitalist State for
the extension of its territory, for expansion, follows from

1 Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. 66o. i
2 Ibid.
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the whole character and from the very system of capitalism.
This is most obvious, as Mr, D. N. Pritt pointed out in his
lecture at Brussels on g June, 194/, in respect of the United
States, of which he said that, for all its strength, the U.S.A.
is extremely weak and, like all Stdtes which have reached
the highest stage of capitalism, needs to expand. Pritt
added with every justit%)cation that the leading circles of
American imperialism “are almost inebriated with their
own power, and are the more dangerous in that they have
not yet learned the technique or the etiquette of world
power.”’

Stalin teaches us that the Soviet State, in spite of the
fact that it took the place in Russia of the State machinery
of a bourgeoisie which had been destroyed, has retained
some functions of the old State, adapted to suit the re-
quirements of 'the proletarian State. It is important to
note that the proletarian State retains some functions of
the old State in an altered form, and that these alterations
are determined by the requirements of the proletarian
State. As is known, in addition, the requirements of the
proletarian State, 1n their turn, are determined by its
nature, so to speak, i.e., by those of its qualities, features,
peculiarities, principles which are inherent in the
proletarian State.

Stalin teaches us that the forms and initial functions of
the Soviet State cannot remain unchanged. “As a matter
of fact, the forms of our State are changing and will con-
tinue to change, in keeping with the development of our
country and with' the changes in the international
situation.’? '

Stalin quoted in this connection Lenin’s remark that
during the whole “historical period separating capitalism
from ‘society ‘without classes’, from Communism”, there
must inevitably be numerous and varied political forms,
but “the essence would inevitably be one: the dictatorship
of the proletariat.”* )

Stalin teaches us that our Socialist State since the
October Revolution has passed through two main phases

1 Stalin. Leninism (English edition), p. 661.
2 Lenin. Selected Works (English edition), VII, p. 34.
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in its development. Stalin’s teaching concerning the two
phases of development of the Socialist State .is of particu-
larly great importance, not only because it contains an
explanation of what particular functions and by virtue of
what particular historical conditions and causes the
Soviet State carried out its functions in the first and second
phase. This, teaching about the phases is important also
because it explains the inevitability of the further deve-
lopment. of the Socialist State, the inevitability of new
changes 1n its functions.

“The first phase was the period from the Qctober Revo-
lution to the elimination of the exploiting classes. The
principal task in that period was to suppress the resistance
of the overthrown classes, to organise the defence of the
country agajnst the attacks of the interventionists”, and
so forth. \

Stalin teaches that, in the second phase of development
of the Soviet State, “the function of military suppression
inside the country ceased, died away, for exploitation had
been abolished, there were no more exploiters left and so
there was no-one to suppress.”*

But, says Stalin, in place of this function there appeared
the function.of protecting Socialist property from thieves
and pilferers of the people’s goods; the function of mili-
tary defence of the country from outside attack remained
to the full; 'which meant the retention of the Soviet army
and- navy, the punitive organs and the intelligence ser-
vice, indispensable “for the detection and punishment of
the spies, assassins and wreckers sent into our country by
foreign espionage services.” \

“The function of economic organisation and cultural
and educational work by the State organs also remained,
and was developed to the full.”? )

Stalin specially emphasises in his teaching on the
Socialist State that our army, punitive organs and intelli-
gence service have their edge turned nowadays not to the
insidé of the country but to the outside, against external
enemies.

A
1 Stalift. Leninism (English edition), p. 86z.
2 Ibid. ’
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Such is the Socialist State, and such are its functions in
the second phase of development.

Stalin’s teaching on the Socialist State, sét forth by him
at, the Eighteenth Party Congress,.is a development of the
ideas expressed in Stalin’s work: “On ‘Dialectical and
Historical Materialism™ (1938). Contrasting the Socialist
order in the U.S.S.R. with the capitalist order, Stalin em-
phasised that in the U.S.S.R. the mutual felations of
people in the process of ‘production are marked by the
comradely co-operation and Socialist mutual aid of
workers who are free from exploitation. It must be clear
that the character and peculiarities of Socialist production
inevitably determine the character and peculiarities of all
social relations, and consequently also determine the
character and peculiarities of the relations of the State
itself to the public, in respect of its rights and functions.,

The significance.of Stalin’s teaching on the Socialist
State is all the more exceptional because it puts an-end to
under-estimation of the réle and significance of our State,
of its mechanism, its intelligence service, which some
supposed would soon have to be relegated t6 a museum
of antiquities. In this twaddle about relegating the Soviet
State to a museum of antiquities could be heard echoes of
the provocative and wrecking “theories” of the Trotskyist
and Bukharinite traitors. It is known that these gentlemens
triedmot a little, on the ipstructions of foreign espionage
services, to disorganise the Socialist State, instilling de-
moralising ideas such as that the Soviet State was “dissolv-
ing”, “falling asleep”, “sinking into economics”, that the
Soviet State existed only in the psychology of people;
that Soviet law and Soviet justice were only “legal rub-
bish’”’, and similar provocative nonsense.

In their time these “théories” of the Preobrazhenskys,
Sokolnikovs, Bukharins were completely exposed, tha;nks
mainly to the services of Stalin, in his works that played
such a historic part, like the speech on “The Right Devia-
tion in the C.P.S.U.(B)”" (1929), “A Year of Great
Change”, “Problems of Agrarian Policy in the U.S.S.R.”,
etc.
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On those occasions Stalin exposed the anti-Marxist
character, the harmfulness for socialist construction, of
the “exercises” of Bukharin and Co. which airhed at
striking out of the hands of the proletariat such an instru-
ment of struggle against the exploiting elements as the
Soviet State. It was not accidental, after all, that Bukharin
strove to prove that the kulak terror against Soviet men
and women would ¢come to an end as a result of improve-
ments in the Soviet apparatus, and that consequently the
kulaks were :shooting outstanding Soviet people for the
simple reason that the State machinery was working badly.

As'regards the question of thie-State, the height of dis-
tortion of Marxism and Leninism was the propaganda
“about the dying away of the Soviet State, for which there
was even invented a special formula, according to which
“first the army and navy will die away”, “then the system
of punitive and repressive bodies”, and later on ‘‘com-
pulsory labour”. This “formula-scheme’ was mercilessly
exposed by Lenin, as is well known. He tremarked:
“Shouldn’t it be the other way round—first the ‘later or’,
then the ‘then’ and finally the “first’?”

It was clear that only madmen, or else provocateurs and
traitors, could invent such “schemes™in the conditions
of acute class struggle of the transitional period from
capitalism to Communism. In 1936-38 it was ascertained
that the authors of such “schemes” were in actual fact
traitors, such as, in the end, Became the Trotskyists and
Bukharinites who turned ““into a frantic and unprincipled
band of wreckers, diversionists, spies and murderers,
atting on the instructions of the espionage services of
foreign States.””

The question of the “dying away” of the State, funda-
mentally. confused by Bukharin as long ago as 1916, was
in the hands of traitors and double-dealers a very con-
venient instrument for undermining the power of the
Soviet State. It was particularly convenient, because it
easily served double-dealers as a screen for their real base
intentions. After all, the problem of the “dying away” of

13

1 Stalin. On defects in party work and measures for the liquidation of Trotsky-
ists and other double-dealers” (Russian edition).
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the State is a purely theoretical problem; it is the most
scientific of problems; it is the most “revolutionary”, most
“left” problem, most impressive of all for those feeling
hatred of the traditional State, historically formed as an
apparatus of oppression and suppression. And it must be
said that the double-dealers skilfully utilised this “prob-
lem” for their treacherous ends; attempting to poison the
consciousness of our people with the virus of denial of
the Socialist character of the Soviet State, of Soviet banks,
Soviet industry and trade, Soviet law, the courts, the
punitive bodies.

These attempts met with a decisive rebuff from our
Party, and did not bring the results which the traitors
expected. There will be no relapse. But the “unpardon-
ably irresponsible attitude” towards questions of: the
theeory of the State, as Stalin pointed out at the Eighteenth
Party Congress, led to an underestimation of the rdle of
the Soviet State, and made it necessary to clear up some
questions connected with the problem of the developmeént
of the Socialist State. This was successfully done by Stalin.
Developing further the Marxist-Leninist theory of the
Socialist State, in particular, the most important, question
of its dying away, Stalin showed that Engels’ formula in
“Anti-Diihring”’—that “the State” (at a certain stage of its
development, A.V.) “is not ‘abolished’, it withers.away”—
is ‘correct, but only under one of two conditions. An
indication of these conditions—which Engels did not give
and could not give, for the reason, as Stalin explained, that
when investigating this question Engels abstracted himself
from such a fatctor as international conditions, the inter-
national situation—signified a new and great step forward
in the theory of the Socialist State.

What are these conditions? They are two, in Stalin’s
view. The first—if we take the Socialist State in isolation
from international relations, from the point of view only
of the internal development of the country; the second«—
if we assume that Socialism ‘has been victorious in all
‘countries or in the majority of countries, that a Socialist
encirclement exists instead of a capitalist encirclement,
and that there is no more dangpr of attack from outside,
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there is no more neéd to strengthen the army and the State.

“But what if Socialism has been victorious in only one
country, a separate country”’—Stalin continued, develop-
ing his theory—"and in view of this, it 1§ quite impossible
to abstract oneself from international conditions—what
then?”

Stalin gave the reply to this question too, pointing out
that the country jn which Socialism has. been victorious,
which is,surrounded by the capitalist world and which is
subject to the danger of attack from outside, must have
its State ““strong enough to defend the conquests of Social-
ism from foreign attack.”

Stalin sees far ahead. He sees the inevitability of the
further development of the Socialist State. He sees the
necessity of preserving the Socialist State until the capital-
ist encirclement has been eliminated, and has been
replaced by a Socialist epcirclement. Such is Stalin’s
teaching on the Socialist State—on the phases of its
development, on its functions, on the conditions of its life’
and activity along the road to Communism, on its tasks
and methods of struggle for the achievement of the ulti-
mate objective of building Communist society. Stalin’s
teaching on the Socialist State completed the development.
of the Marxist-Leninist theory of the State; it armed the
builders of Socialism with a clear understanding of the’

. . 1 .
prospects of the future, and put into their hands a mighty
weapon for further successtul construction and for the
struggle for a classless society, for Communism.

* * *

The working people of our country greeted the thiftieth
anniveTsary of the Socialist revolution at a time of upsurge
of their creative forces. ' '

The Gteat Patriotic War, which served as an historic

test of all the material and spiritual forces of the Soviet
people, still further strengthened the might of the Soviet
* Union. The war showed the inexhaustible reserves of
strength and resources of the Soviet ‘country, capable not
only of overcoming what might well have seemed insur-
mountable military difficulties, but of recovering rapidly
from the sactifices it had made and the enormous damage
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inflicted on it by the enemy, and of rising to the next stage
of its developrhent, moving unfalteringly forward and
forward. -

The end of the war, victoriously completed by the
armed forces of the Allies, and the transition from war to
peace, put new tasks before the Soviet Union both within
the country and in the sphere of external political rela-
tions. The first post-war Plan—a plan for the restoration:
of the national economy, to repair the effects of the des-
truction and the disasters caused to the Spviet country by
the war iénposed on the Soviet people by predatory
Hitlerite Germany—requires gigantic efforts for its ful-
filment. Moved by a feeling of genuine Soviet patriotism,
and firmly resolved to fulfil and over-fulfil this Plan'in
the shortest possible time, the Seviet people are waging a
heroic struggle on this front of economic and cultural
construction. They are mobilising all their strength and
all their energy to solve this most important problem of
State, courageously and confidently looking forward into
the future, firmly and valiantly marching ahead under the
guidance of their Government, headed by the great Stalin:

The Soviet people is confident 6f the success of its cause,
confident that it will rapidly heal the wounds inflicted
on' it by the cruel war; and will unfold its creative
capacities with even greater fotce, assuring 2 new and
even greater flourishing of the Soviet State. '

The Soviet people values a stable-democratic*peace, as
the foundation of progress and of the possibility of con-
tinuously improving and increasing the welfare of millions
of people.

Militarist and annexationist aspirations are alien_to the
Soviet people, and to the Soviet State, which is flesh
of the flesh of the people. The policy of the Soviet State
is a policy of work and peace, of friendship and co-opera-
tion hetween the peoples.

The Soviet people is always ready to defend itself, to
inflict a crushing defeat on the criminal devices of the
warmongers. It is always ready to answer a blow with a
merciless blow, with all its strepgth and resolution. Soviet
"people know that their path ahead is sown with numeréus
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obstacles and difficulties, that they have not a few enemies
waiting for a convenient time and suitable conditions in
.order to attempt to crush the land of Socialism, the mighty
citadel of democracy and peace.

The Soviet Union, notwithstanding many unfavourable
circumstances, accepted an invitation to join the. League
of Nations and did join it, because the League provided
some slight possibility of resisting the aggression which
then threatened the world from the side of the Fascist
States, who enjoyed the support of the Munichites. The
Soviet Union, true to its policy of peaceful co-operation
and friendship between the peoples, was one of the
initiators and chief organisers of the mew international
organisation—the United Nations ©rganisation—seeing
in it a new instrument for international co-operation
between great and small countries, in order to assure the
peace and security of the nations.

Throughout the two years which have passed since the
day the United Nations Organisation was established, the
Soviet Union has unswervingly and consistently fought
for the principles of international co-operatioh, not
sparing its efforts to ensure the success of this cause. It acts
in keeping with the principles proclaimed by the Charter,
striving to insure that all the members of the Organisatioh
should fully and unconditionally observe those principles.

The end of the second World War and the transition
to the ways of péace, unfortunately, were bound up-with
the aggravation of a number of serious differences among
the Allies. Silenced by the war and by the common interest
in crushing a common enemy, these contradictions ‘re-
vealed themselves with new force, and brought a disturb-
' ing influence into the political relations between the Great
Powers. The end of the war unleashed new aggressive
aspirations of certain countries which exaggerate their
strength and their réle in international relations. Among
these countries the principal is the United States of
America, directing every effort to assure for itself a privi-
leged ‘position among the other States, relying on its
economic strength and making use in suitable cases of
methods of political and economic pressure to carry out
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its plans. The Truman “Doctrine” and the Marshall
“Plan”, like the attempts to put them into practice which
were made at the Paris Conference in July, 1947, are the
most vivid proofs of ‘that new course of foreign policy |
which, in the United States of America, has taken the place
of the old course, followed by Roosevelt and hi§ sup-
porters in the intergsts of strengthening peaceful inter- -
national co-operation.” The.new course of foreign policy |
of the United States of America, forming a bloc with Great
Britain, France and some other countries which have
completely entered the ,orbit of American influence, is
pregnant with serious dangers for the general peace. The .
sharp point of this course is turned towards assuring the
success of the expansionist plans of the reactionary circles
of the U.S.A. and other capitalist countries; It is turned
against the interests of the countries of the new democracy.
in Eastern Europe, and', first and foremost, against the
interests of the Soviet Union, the Socialist State of workers
and peasants. : ; i

In the difficult conditions of the present 1nternational
situation, the Soviet Unjon continues unshakahly to con-
duct its own, foreign policy, based on'the great, principles
of the sovereign egl:lal.ity of .peoples, the, defence of stable
demdcratic peace and of the security of the'nations, the
prothotion of the economic and sociat progress of all States,
respect for the principles of justicé and interpational law,
as the foundations.for friendly international cq-operatibn
of great and small countries.

Unshakable as a rock, opposing ‘this “course”, stands
the ‘Soviet: Union, the land’ of Secialism, the land of
genuine popllar rule, of genuine democracy, a true, con-
' sistent and fearless defénder of thesdemocratic rights and
liberties of the peoples, of, democratic: and stable peace
throughout the world, guafdian of‘the independence and
security of peace:lovipg nations, and champion of the
equalify of rights aid mutual respect for' the interests of’
all States, great, middling ‘and small, which are ready tQ
co-operate for the progress of all mankind.
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