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Dialectical and Historical Materialism

Dialectical materialism is the world outlook of the Marxist-Leninist
party. It is called dialectical materialism because its approach to the phenomena of nature, its method of studying and apprehending them, is dialectical, while its interpretation of the phenomena of nature, its conception
of these phenomena, its theory, is materialistic.
Historical materialism is the extension of the principles of dialectical
materialism to the study of social life, an application of the principles of
dialectical materialism to the phenomena of the life of society, to the study
of society and of its history.
When describing their dialectical method, Marx and Engels usually
refer to Hegel as the philosopher who formulated the main features of dialectics. This, however, does not mean that the dialectics of Marx and Engels
is identical with the dialectics of Hegel. As a matter of fact, Marx and Engels
took from the Hegelian dialectics only its “rational kernel,” casting aside its
Hegelian idealistic shell, and developed dialectics further so as to lend it a
modern scientific form.
My dialectic method [says Marx,] is not only different from the
Hegelian, but is its direct opposite. To Hegel… the process of
thinking, which, under the name of ‘the Idea,’ he even transforms into an independent subject, is the demiurgos (creator)
of the real world, and the real world is only the external, phenomenal form of ‘the Idea.’ With me, on the contrary, the ideal
is nothing else than the material world reflected by the human
mind, and translated into forms of thought.1
When describing their materialism, Marx and Engels usually refer
to Feuerbach as the philosopher who restored materialism to its rights.
This, however, does not mean that the materialism of Marx and Engels is
identical to Feuerbach’s materialism. As a matter of fact, Marx and Engels
took from Feuerbach’s materialism its “inner kernel,” developed it into a
scientific, philosophical theory of materialism and cast aside its idealistic
and religious-ethical encumbrances. We know that Feuerbach, although he
was fundamentally a materialist, objected to the name materialism. Engels
more than once declared that “in spite of ” the materialist “foundation,”
Karl Marx, “Afterword to the Second German Edition”, Capital, Vol. I, Foreign
Languages Publishing House, Moscow, 1963, p. 19.
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Feuerbach “remained… bound by the traditional idealist fetters,” and that
“the real idealism of Feuerbach becomes evident as soon as we come to his
philosophy of religion and ethics.”2
Dialectics comes from the Greek dialego, to discourse, to debate. In
ancient times dialectics was the art of arriving at the truth by disclosing
the contradictions in the argument of an opponent and overcoming these
contradictions. There were philosophers in ancient times who believed that
the disclosure of contradictions in thought and the clash of opposite opinions was the best method of arriving at the truth. This dialectical method
of thought, later extended to the phenomena of nature, developed into the
dialectical method of apprehending nature, which regards the phenomena
of nature as being in constant movement and undergoing constant change,
and the development of nature as the result of the development of the contradictions in nature, as the result of the interaction of opposed forces in
nature.
In its essence, dialectics is the direct opposite of metaphysics.

1) The principal features of the Marxist dialectical method are as
follows:
a) Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics does not regard nature as an
accidental agglomeration of things, of phenomena, unconnected with, isolated from, and independent of, each other, but as a connected and integral
whole, in which things, phenomena are organically connected with, dependent on, and determined by, each other.
The dialectical method therefore holds that no phenomenon in
nature can be understood if taken by itself, isolated from surrounding phenomena, inasmuch as any phenomenon in any realm of nature may become
meaningless to us if it is not considered in connection with the surrounding
conditions, but divorced from them; and that, vice versa, any phenomenon can be understood and explained if considered in its inseparable connection with surrounding phenomena, as one conditioned by surrounding
phenomena.
b) Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics holds that nature is not a state
of rest and immobility, stagnation and immutability, but a state of continuF. Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy, Foreign
Languages Press, Beijing, 1976.
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ous movement and change, of continuous renewal and development, where
something is always arising and developing, and something always disintegrating and dying away.
The dialectical method therefore requires that phenomena should be
considered not only from the standpoint of their interconnection and interdependence, but also from the standpoint of their movement, their change,
their development, their coming into being and going out of being.
The dialectical method regards as important primarily not that which
at the given moment seems to be durable and yet is already beginning to
die away, but that which is arising and developing, even though at the given
moment it may appear to be not durable, for the dialectical method considers invincible only that which is arising and developing.
All nature, [says Engels,] from the smallest thing to the biggest,
from grains of sand to suns, from protista [the primary living
cells—J. St.] to man, has its existence in eternal coming into
being and going out of being, in a ceaseless flux, in unresting
motion and change.3
Therefore, dialectics, Engels says, “takes things and their perceptual
images essentially in their interconnection, in their concatenation, in their
movement, in their rise and disappearance.”4
c) Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics does not regard the process of
development as a simple process of growth, where quantitative changes do
not lead to qualitative changes, but as a development which passes from
insignificant and imperceptible quantitative changes to open, fundamental changes, to qualitative changes; a development in which the qualitative
changes occur not gradually, but rapidly and abruptly, taking the form of
a leap from one state to another; they occur not accidentally, but as the
natural result of an accumulation of imperceptible and gradual quantitative
changes.
The dialectical method therefore holds that the process of development should be understood not as movement in a circle, not as a simple
repetition of what has already occurred, but as an onward and upward
movement, as a transition from an old qualitative state to a new qualitative
3
4

F. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow, 1954.
F. Engels, Anti-Dühring, Foreign Languages Press, Beijing, 1976.
3
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state, as a development from the simple to the complex, from the lower to
the higher:
Nature [says Engels,] is the test of dialectics, and it must be
said for modern natural science that it has furnished extremely
rich and daily increasing materials for this test, and has thus
proved that in the last analysis nature’s process is dialectical and
not metaphysical, that it does not move in an eternally uniform and constantly repeated circle, but passes through a real
history. Here prime mention should be made of Darwin, who
dealt a severe blow to the metaphysical conception of nature
by proving that the organic world of today, plants and animals, and consequently man too, is all a product of a process
of development that has been in progress for millions of years.5
Describing dialectical development as a transition from quantitative changes
to qualitative changes, Engels says:
In physics… every change is a passing of quantity into quality,
as a result of a quantitative change of some form of movement
either inherent in a body or imparted to it. For example, the
temperature of water has at first no effect on its liquid state;
but as the temperature of liquid water rises or falls, a moment
arrives when this state of cohesion changes and the water is
converted in one case into steam and in the other into ice.… A
definite minimum current is required to make a platinum wire
glow; every metal has its melting temperature; every liquid has
a definite freezing point and boiling point at a given pressure,
as far as we are able with the means at our disposal to attain the
required temperatures; finally, every gas has its critical point at
which, by proper pressure and cooling, it can be converted into
a liquid state.… What are known as the constants of physics
[the point at which one state passes into another—J. St.] are
in most cases nothing but designations for the nodal points at
which a quantitative (change) increase or decrease of movement
F. Engels, Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, Foreign Languages Press, Paris, 2020,
p. 58.
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causes a qualitative change in the state of the given body, and
at which, consequently, quantity is transformed into quality.6
Passing to chemistry, Engels continues:
Chemistry may be called the science of the qualitative changes
which take place in bodies as the effect of changes of quantitative composition. This was already known to Hegel.…
Take oxygen: if the molecule contains three atoms instead of
the customary two, we get ozone, a body definitely distinct
in odor and reaction from ordinary oxygen. And what shall
we say of the different proportions in which oxygen combines
with nitrogen or sulphur, and each of which produces a body
qualitatively different from all other bodies!7
Finally, criticizing Duhring, who scolded Hegel for all he was worth, but
surreptitiously borrowed from him the well-known thesis that the transition
from the insentient world to the sentient world, from the kingdom of inorganic matter to the kingdom of organic life, is a leap to a new state, Engels
says:
This is precisely the Hegelian nodal line of measure relations in
which at certain definite nodal points, the purely quantitative
increase or decrease gives rise to a qualitative leap, for example,
in the case of water which is heated or cooled, where boiling
point and freezing point are the nodes at which—under normal pressure—the leap to a new aggregate state takes place, and
where consequently quantity is transformed into quality.8
d) Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics holds that internal contradictions are inherent in all things and phenomena of nature, for they all have
their negative and positive sides, a past and a future, something dying away
and something developing; and that the struggle between these opposites,
the struggle between the old and the new, between that which is dying away
and that which is being born, between that which is disappearing and that
which is developing, constitutes the internal content of the process of develF. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, op. cit.
Ibid.
8
F. Engels, Anti-Dühring, op. cit.
6
7
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opment, the internal content of the transformation of quantitative changes
into qualitative changes.
The dialectical method therefore holds that the process of development from the lower to the higher takes place not as a harmonious unfolding of phenomena, but as a disclosure of the contradictions inherent in
things and phenomena, as a “struggle” of opposite tendencies which operate
on the basis of these contradictions.
“In its proper meaning,” Lenin says, “dialectics is the study of the
contradiction within the very essence of things.”9
And further:
“Development is the ‘struggle’ of opposites.”10
Such, in brief, are the principal features of the Marxist dialectical
method.
It is easy to understand how immensely important is the extension
of the principles of the dialectical method to the study of social life and the
history of society, and how immensely important is the application of these
principles to the history of society and to the practical activities of the party
of the proletariat.
If there are no isolated phenomena in the world, if all phenomena
are interconnected and interdependent, then it is clear that every social system and every social movement in history must be evaluated not from the
standpoint of “eternal justice” or some other preconceived idea, as is not
infrequently done by historians, but from the standpoint of the conditions
which gave rise to that system or that social movement and with which they
are connected.
The slave system would be senseless, stupid and unnatural under
modern conditions. But under the conditions of a disintegrating primitive
communal system, the slave system is a quite understandable and natural
phenomenon, since it represents an advance on the primitive communal
system.
The demand for a bourgeois-democratic republic when tsardom and
bourgeois society existed, as, let us say, in Russia in 1905, was a quite understandable, proper and revolutionary demand; for at that time a bourgeois
republic would have meant a step forward. But now, under the conditions
9

V. I. Lenin, Philosophical Notebooks.
V. I. Lenin, “On the Question of Dialectics” in Collected Works, Vol. XXXVIII.
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of the USSR, the demand for a bourgeois-democratic republic would be
a senseless and counter-revolutionary demand, for a bourgeois republic
would be a retrograde step compared with the Soviet republic.
Everything depends on the conditions, time and place.
It is clear that without such a historical approach to social phenomena, the existence and development of the science of history is impossible;
for only such an approach saves the science of history from becoming a
jumble of accidents and an agglomeration of most absurd mistakes.
Further, if the world is in a state of constant movement and development, if the dying away of the old and the upgrowth of the new is a law
of development, then it is clear that there can be no “immutable” social
systems, no “eternal principles” of private property and exploitation, no
“eternal ideas” of the subjugation of the peasant to the landlord, of the
worker to the capitalist.
Hence, the capitalist system can be replaced by the socialist system,
just as at one time the feudal system was replaced by the capitalist system.
Hence, we must not base our orientation on the strata of society
which are no longer developing, even though they at present constitute
the predominant force, but on those strata which are developing and have
a future before them, even though they at present do not constitute the
predominant force.
In the eighties of the past century, in the period of the struggle
between the Marxists and the Narodniks, the proletariat in Russia constituted an insignificant minority of the population, whereas the individual
peasants constituted the vast majority of the population. But the proletariat
was developing as a class, whereas the peasantry as a class was disintegrating. And just because the proletariat was developing as a class, the Marxists
based their orientation on the proletariat. And they were not mistaken; for,
as we know, the proletariat subsequently grew from an insignificant force
into a first-rate historical and political force.
Hence, in order not to err in policy, one must look forward, not
backward. Further, if the passing of slow quantitative changes into rapid
and abrupt qualitative changes is a law of development, then it is clear that
revolutions made by oppressed classes are a quite natural and inevitable
phenomenon.
7
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Hence, the transition from capitalism to socialism and the liberation
of the working class from the yoke of capitalism cannot be effected by slow
changes, by reforms, but only by a qualitative change of the capitalist system, by revolution.
Hence, in order not to err in policy, one must be a revolutionary, not
a reformist.
Further if development proceeds by way of the disclosure of internal
contradictions, by way of collisions between opposite forces on the basis of
these contradictions and so as to overcome these contradictions, then it is
clear that the class struggle of the proletariat is a quite natural and inevitable
phenomenon.
Hence, we must not cover up the contradictions of the capitalist system, but disclose and unravel them; we must not try to check the class
struggle but carry it to its conclusion.
Hence, in order not to err in policy, one must pursue an uncompromising proletarian class policy, not a reformist policy of harmony of the
interests of the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, not a compromisers’ policy
of the “growing” of capitalism into socialism.
Such is the Marxist dialectical method when applied to social life, to
the history of society.
As to Marxist philosophical materialism, it is fundamentally the
direct opposite of philosophical idealism.

2) The principal features of Marxist philosophical materialism are as
follows:
a) Contrary to idealism, which regards the world as the embodiment
of an “absolute idea,” a “universal spirit,” “consciousness,” Marx’s philosophical materialism holds that the world is by its very nature material, that
the multifold phenomena of the world constitute different forms of matter in motion, that interconnection and interdependence of phenomena,
as established by the dialectical method, are a law of the development of
moving matter, and that the world develops in accordance with the laws of
movement of matter and stands in no need of a “universal spirit.”

8
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“The materialistic outlook on nature,” says Engels, “means no more
than simply conceiving nature just as it exists, without any foreign admixture.”11
Speaking of the materialist views of the ancient philosopher Heraclitus, who held that “the world, the all in one, was not created by any god or
any man, but was, is and ever will be a living flame, systematically flaring up
and systematically dying down,” Lenin comments: “A very good exposition
of the rudiments of dialectical materialism.”12
b) Contrary to idealism, which asserts that only our consciousness
really exists, and that the material world, being, nature, exists only in our
consciousness, in our sensations, ideas and perceptions, the Marxist philosophical materialism holds that matter, nature, being, is an objective reality existing outside and independent of our consciousness; that matter is
primary, since it is the source of sensations, ideas, consciousness, and that
consciousness is secondary, derivative, since it is a reflection of matter, a
reflection of being; that thought is a product of matter which in its development has reached a high degree of perfection, namely, of the brain, and
the brain is the organ of thought; and that therefore one cannot separate
thought from matter without committing a grave error. Engels says:
The question of the relation of thinking to being, the relation
of spirit to nature is the paramount question of the whole of
philosophy.… The answers which the philosophers gave to this
question split them into two great camps. Those who asserted
the primacy of spirit to nature… comprised the camp of idealism. The others, who regarded nature as primary, belong to the
various schools of materialism.13
And further:
The material, sensuously perceptible world to which we ourselves belong is the only reality.… Our consciousness and
thinking, however supra-sensuous they may seem, are the
product of a material, bodily organ, the brain. Matter is not a
F. Engels, Dialectics of Nature, op. cit.
V. I. Lenin, Philosophical Notebooks, op. cit.
13
F. Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy, op. cit.
11
12
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product of mind, but mind itself is merely the highest product
of matter.14
Concerning the question of matter and thought, Marx says:
It is impossible to separate thought from matter that thinks.
Matter is the subject of all changes.15
Describing Marxist philosophical materialism, Lenin says:
Materialism in general recognizes objectively real being (matter) as independent of consciousness, sensation, experience.…
Consciousness is only the reflection of being, at best an approximately true (adequate, perfectly exact) reflection of it.16
And further:
Matter is that which, acting upon our sense-organs, produces
sensation; matter is the objective reality given to us in sensation.… Matter, nature, being, the physical—is primary, and
spirit, consciousness, sensation, the psychical—is secondary.17
The world picture is a picture of how matter moves and of how
“matter thinks.”18
The brain is the organ of thought.19
c) Contrary to idealism, which denies the possibility of knowing the
world and its laws, which does not believe in the authenticity of our knowledge, does not recognize objective truth, and holds that the world is full of
“things-in-themselves” that can never be known to science, Marxist philosophical materialism holds that the world and its laws are fully knowable,
that our knowledge of the laws of nature, tested by experiment and practice,
is authentic knowledge having the validity of objective truth, and that there
are no things in the world which are unknowable, but only things which
Ibid.
F. Engels, Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, op. cit., p. 16.
16
V. I. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Foreign Languages Press, Beijing,
1972, p. 394.
17
Ibid., p. 165.
18
Ibid., p. 429.
19
Ibid., p. 91.
14
15
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are as yet not known, but which will be disclosed and made known by the
efforts of science and practice.
Criticizing the thesis of Kant and other idealists that the world is
unknowable and that there are “things-in-themselves” which are unknowable, and defending the well-known materialist thesis that our knowledge is
authentic knowledge, Engels writes:
The most telling refutation of this as of all other philosophical
crotchets is practice, namely, experiment and industry. If we
are able to prove the correctness of our conception of a natural
process by making it ourselves bringing it into being out of its
conditions and making it serve our own purposes into the bargain, then there is an end to the Kantian ungraspable “thingin-itself.” The chemical substances produced in the bodies of
plants and animals remained such “things-in-themselves” until
organic chemistry began to produce them one after another,
whereupon the “thing-in-itself ” became a thing for us, as, for
instance, alizarin, the coloring matter of the madder, which we
no longer trouble to grow in the madder roots in the field, but
produce much more cheaply and simply from coal tar. For 300
years the Copernican solar system was a hypothesis with a hundred, a thousand or ten thousand chances to one in its favor,
but still always a hypothesis. But when Leverrier, by means of
the data provided by this system, not only deduced the necessity of the existence of an unknown planet, but also calculated
the position in the heavens which this planet must necessarily
occupy, and when Galle really found this planet, the Copernican system was proved.20
Accusing Bogdanov, Bazarov, Yushkevich and the other followers of
Mach of fideism (a reactionary theory, which prefers faith to science) and
defending the well-known materialist thesis that our scientific knowledge
of the laws of nature is authentic knowledge, and that the laws of science
represent objective truth, Lenin says:
Contemporary fideism does not at all reject science, all it
rejects is the “exaggerated claims” of science, to wit, its claim
20

F. Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy, op. cit.
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to objective truth. If objective truth exists (as the materialists
think), if natural science, reflecting the outer world in human
“experience,” is alone capable of giving us objective truth, then
all fideism is absolutely refuted.21
Such, in brief, are the characteristic features of the Marxist philosophical materialism.
It is easy to understand how immensely important is the extension of
the principles of philosophical materialism to the study of social life, of the
history of society, and how immensely important is the application of these
principles to the history of society and to the practical activities of the party
of the proletariat.
If the connection between the phenomena of nature and their interdependence are laws of the development of nature, it follows, too, that the
connection and interdependence of the phenomena of social life are laws of
the development of society, and not something accidental.
Hence, social life, the history of society, ceases to be an agglomeration
of “accidents,” for the history of society becomes a development of society
according to regular laws, and the study of the history of society becomes
a science.
Hence, the practical activity of the party of the proletariat must not
be based on the good wishes of “outstanding individuals,” not on the dictates of “reason,” “universal morals,” etc., but on the laws of development of
society and on the study of these laws.
Further, if the world is knowable and our knowledge of the laws
of development of nature is authentic knowledge, having the validity of
objective truth, it follows that social life, the development of society, is also
knowable, and that the data of science regarding the laws of development of
society are authentic data having the validity of objective truths.
Hence, the science of the history of society, despite all the complexity
of the phenomena of social life, can become as precise a science as, let us say,
biology, and capable of making use of the laws of development of society for
practical purposes.
Hence, the party of the proletariat should not guide itself in its practical activity by casual motives, but by the laws of development of society,
and by practical deductions from these laws.
21

V. I. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, op. cit., p. 139.
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Hence, socialism is converted from a dream of a better future for
humanity into a science.
Hence, the bond between science and practical activity, between theory and practice, their unity, should be the guiding star of the party of the
proletariat.
Further, if nature, being, the material world, is primary, and consciousness, thought, is secondary, derivative; if the material world represents
objective reality existing independently of the consciousness of men, while
consciousness is a reflection of this objective reality, it follows that the material life of society, its being, is also primary, and its spiritual life secondary,
derivative, and that the material life of society is an objective reality existing independently of the will of men, while the spiritual life of society is a
reflection of this objective reality, a reflection of being.
Hence, the source of formation of the spiritual life of society, the
origin of social ideas, social theories, political views and political institutions, should not be sought for in the ideas, theories, views and political
institutions themselves, but in the conditions of the material life of society,
in social being, of which these ideas, theories, views, etc., are the reflection.
Hence, if in different periods of the history of society different social
ideas, theories, views and political institutions are to be observed; if under
the slave system we encounter certain social ideas, theories, views and political institutions, under feudalism others, and under capitalism others still,
this is not to be explained by the “nature,” the “properties” of the ideas,
theories, views and political institutions themselves but by the different
conditions of the material life of society at different periods of social development.
Whatever is the being of a society, whatever are the conditions of
material life of a society, such are the ideas, theories, political views and
political institutions of that society. In this connection, Marx says:
It is not the consciousness of men that determines their being,
but, on the contrary, their social being that determines their
consciousness.22

K. Marx, Preface and Introduction to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, Foreign Languages Press, Beijing, 1976.
22
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Hence, in order not to err in policy, in order not to find itself in
the position of idle dreamers, the party of the proletariat must not base
its activities on abstract “principles of human reason,” but on the concrete
conditions of the material life of society, as the determining force of social
development; not on the good wishes of “great men,” but on the real needs
of development of the material life of society.
The fall of the utopians, including the Narodniks, anarchists and
Socialist-Revolutionaries, was due, among other things, to the fact that they
did not recognize the primary role which the conditions of the material life
of society play in the development of society, and, sinking to idealism, did
not base their practical activities on the needs of the development of the
material life of society, but, independently of and in spite of these needs,
on “ideal plans” and “all-embracing projects” divorced from the real life of
society.
The strength and vitality of Marxism-Leninism lies in the fact that
it does base its practical activity on the needs of the development of the
material life of society and never divorces itself from the real life of society.
It does not follow from Marx’s words, however, that social ideas, theories, political views and political institutions are of no significance in the life
of society, that they do not reciprocally affect social being, the development
of the material conditions of the life of society. We have been speaking so
far of the origin of social ideas, theories, views and political institutions, of
the way they arise, of the fact that the spiritual life of society is a reflection of
the conditions of its material life. As regards the significance of social ideas,
theories, views and political institutions, as regards their role in history, historical materialism, far from denying them, stresses the important role and
significance of these factors in the life of society, in its history.
There are different kinds of social ideas and theories. There are old
ideas and theories which have outlived their day and which serve the interests of the moribund forces of society. Their significance lies in the fact that
they hamper the development, the progress of society. Then there are new
and advanced ideas and theories which serve the interests of the advanced
forces of society. Their significance lies in the fact that they facilitate the
development, the progress of society; and their significance is the greater
the more accurately they reflect the needs of development of the material
life of society.
14
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New social ideas and theories arise only after the development of the
material life of society has set new tasks before society. But once they have
arisen they become a most potent force which facilitates the carrying out
of the new tasks set by the development of the material life of society, a
force which facilitates the progress of society. It is precisely here that the
tremendous organizing, mobilizing and transforming value of new ideas,
new theories, new political views and new political institutions manifests
itself. New social ideas and theories arise precisely because they are necessary
to society, because it is impossible to carry out the urgent tasks of development of the material life of society without their organizing, mobilizing and
transforming action. Arising out of the new tasks set by the development of
the material life of society, the new social ideas and theories force their way
through, become the possession of the masses, mobilize and organize them
against the moribund forces of society, and thus facilitate the overthrow of
these forces, which hamper the development of the material life of society.
Thus social ideas, theories and political institutions, having arisen
on the basis of the urgent tasks of the development of the material life of
society, the development of social being, themselves then react upon social
being, upon the material life of society, creating the conditions necessary for
completely carrying out the urgent tasks of the material life of society, and
for rendering its further development possible.
In this connection, Marx says:
“Theory becomes a material force as soon as it has gripped the masses.”23
Hence, in order to be able to influence the conditions of material life
of society and to accelerate their development and their improvement, the
party of the proletariat must rely upon such a social theory, such a social
idea as correctly reflects the needs of development of the material life of
society, and which is therefore capable of setting into motion broad masses
of the people and of mobilizing them and organizing them into a great army
of the proletarian party, prepared to smash the reactionary forces and to
clear the way for the advanced forces of society.
The fall of the “Economists” and the Mensheviks was due, among
other things, to the fact that they did not recognize the mobilizing, orgaK. Marx, Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, Introduction, Cambridge University Press, 1970.
23
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nizing and transforming role of advanced theory, of advanced ideas and,
sinking to vulgar materialism, reduced the role of these factors almost to
nothing, thus condemning the Party to passivity and inanition.
The strength and vitality of Marxism-Leninism is derived from the
fact that it relies upon an advanced theory which correctly reflects the needs
of development of the material life of society, that it elevates theory to a
proper level, and that it deems it its duty to utilize every ounce of the mobilizing, organizing and transforming power of this theory.
That is the answer historical materialism gives to the question of the
relation between social being and social consciousness, between the conditions of development of material life and the development of the spiritual
life of society.

3) Historical Materialism
It now remains to elucidate the following question: What, from the
viewpoint of historical materialism, is meant by the “conditions of material
life of society” which in the final analysis determine the physiognomy of
society, its ideas, views, political institutions, etc.?
What, after all, are these “conditions of material life of society,” what
are their distinguishing features?
There can be no doubt that the concept “conditions of material life of
society” includes, first of all, nature which surrounds society, geographical
environment, which is one of the indispensable and constant conditions of
material life of society and which, of course, influences the development
of society. What role does geographical environment play in the development of society? Is geographical environment the chief force determining
the physiognomy of society, the character of the social system of man, the
transition from one system to another, or isn’t it?
Historical materialism answers this question in the negative.
Geographical environment is unquestionably one of the constant and
indispensable conditions of development of society and, of course, influences the development of society, accelerates or retards its development.
But its influence is not the determining influence, inasmuch as the changes
and development of society proceed at an incomparably faster rate than
the changes and development of geographical environment. In the space
of 3,000 years three different social systems have been successively superseded in Europe: the primitive communal system, the slave system and the
16
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feudal system. In the eastern part of Europe, in the USSR, even four social
systems have been superseded. Yet during this period geographical conditions in Europe have either not changed at all, or have changed so slightly
that geography takes no note of them. And that is quite natural. Changes
in geographical environment of any importance require millions of years,
whereas a few hundred or a couple of thousand years are enough for even
very important changes in the system of human society.
It follows from this that geographical environment cannot be the
chief cause, the determining cause of social development; for that which
remains almost unchanged in the course of tens of thousands of years cannot be the chief cause of development of that which undergoes fundamental
changes in the course of a few hundred years.
Further, there can be no doubt that the concept “conditions of material life of society” also includes growth of population, density of population
of one degree or another; for people are an essential element of the conditions of material life of society, and without a definite minimum number
of people there can be no material life of society. Is growth of population
the chief force that determines the character of the social system of man, or
isn’t it?
Historical materialism answers this question too in the negative.
Of course, growth of population does influence the development of
society, does facilitate or retard the development of society, but it cannot
be the chief force of development of society, and its influence on the development of society cannot be the determining influence because, by itself,
growth of population does not furnish the clue to the question why a given
social system is replaced precisely by such-and-such a new system and not
by another, why the primitive communal system is succeeded precisely by
the slave system, the slave system by the feudal system, and the feudal system by the bourgeois system, and not by some other.
If growth of population were the determining force of social development, then a higher density of population would be bound to give rise to
a correspondingly higher type of social system. But we do not find this to
be the case. The density of population in China is four times as great as in
the USA, yet the USA stands higher than China in the scale of social development; for in China a semi-feudal system still prevails, whereas the USA
has long ago reached the highest stage of development of capitalism. The
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density of population in Belgium is 19 times as great as in the USA, and 26
times as great as in the USSR. Yet the USA stands higher than Belgium in
the scale of social development; and as for the USSR, Belgium lags a whole
historical epoch behind this country, for in Belgium the capitalist system
prevails, whereas the USSR has already done away with capitalism and has
set up a socialist system.
It follows from this that growth of population is not, and cannot be,
the chief force of development of society, the force which determines the
character of the social system, the physiognomy of society.
a) What, then, is the chief force in the complex of conditions of material life of society which determines the physiognomy of society, the character of the social system, the development of society from one system to
another?
This force, historical materialism holds, is the method of procuring the
means of life necessary for human existence, the mode of production of material values—food, clothing, footwear, houses, fuel, instruments of production, etc.—which are indispensable for the life and development of society.
In order to live, people must have food, clothing, footwear, shelter,
fuel, etc.; in order to have these material values, people must produce them;
and in order to produce them, people must have the instruments of production with which food, clothing, footwear, shelter, fuel, etc., are produced;
they must be able to produce these instruments and to use them.
The instruments of production wherewith material values are produced,
the people who operate the instruments of production and carry on the production of material values thanks to a certain production experience and labor
skill—all these elements jointly constitute the productive forces of society.
But the productive forces are only one aspect of production, only
one aspect of the mode of production, an aspect that expresses the relation of men to the objects and forces of nature which they make use of for
the production of material values. Another aspect of production, another
aspect of the mode of production, is the relation of men to each other in
the process of production, men’s relations of production. Men carry on a
struggle against nature and utilize nature for the production of material
values not in isolation from each other, not as separate individuals, but in
common, in groups, in societies. Production, therefore, is at all times and
under all conditions social production. In the production of material values
18
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men enter into mutual relations of one kind or another within production,
into relations of production of one kind or another. These may be relations of co-operation and mutual help between people who are free from
exploitation; they may be relations of domination and subordination; and,
lastly, they may be transitional from one form of relations of production to
another. But whatever the character of the relations of production may be,
always and in every system, they constitute just as essential an element of
production as the productive forces of society.
In production [Marx says,] men not only act on nature but also
on one another. They produce only by co-operating in a certain
way and mutually exchanging their activities. In order to produce, they enter into definite connections and relations with
one another and only within these social connections and relations does their action on nature, does production take place.24
Consequently, production, the mode of production, embraces both
the productive forces of society and men’s relations of production, and is
thus the embodiment of their unity in the process of production of material
values.
b) The first feature of production is that it never stays at one point
for a long time and is always in a state of change and development, and
that, furthermore, changes in the mode of production inevitably call forth
changes in the whole social system, social ideas, political views and political
institutions—they call forth a reconstruction of the whole social and political order. At different stages of development people make use of different
modes of production, or, to put it more crudely, lead different manners of
life. In the primitive commune there is one mode of production, under
slavery there is another mode of production, under feudalism a third mode
of production, and so on. And, correspondingly, men’s social system, the
spiritual life of men, their views and political institutions also vary.
Whatever is the mode of production of a society, such in the main is
the society itself, its ideas and theories, its political views and institutions.
Or, to put it more crudely, whatever is man’s manner of life, such is
his manner of thought.
K. Marx, Wage Labour and Capital & Wages, Price and Profit, Foreign Languages
Press, Paris, 2020, p. 27.
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This means that the history of development of society is above all
the history of the development of production, the history of the modes of
production which succeed each other in the course of centuries, the history
of the development of productive forces and of people’s relations of production.
Hence, the history of social development is at the same time the history of the producers of material values themselves, the history of the laboring masses, who are the chief force in the process of production and who
carry on the production of material values necessary for the existence of
society.
Hence, if historical science is to be a real science, it can no longer
reduce the history of social development to the actions of kings and generals, to the actions of “conquerors” and “subjugators” of states, but must
above all devote itself to the history of the producers of material values, the
history of the laboring masses, the history of peoples.
Hence, the clue to the study of the laws of history of society must not
be sought in men’s minds, in the views and ideas of society, but in the mode
of production practiced by society in any given historical period; it must be
sought in the economic life of society.
Hence, the prime task of historical science is to study and disclose the
laws of production, the laws of development of the productive forces and of
the relations of production, the laws of economic development of society.
Hence, if the party of the proletariat is to be a real party, it must above all
acquire a knowledge of the laws of development of production, of the laws
of economic development of society.
Hence, if it is not to err in policy, the party of the proletariat must
both in drafting its program and in its practical activities proceed primarily
from the laws of development of production, from the laws of economic
development of society.
c) The second feature of production is that its changes and development always begin with changes and development of the productive forces,
and in the first place, with changes and development of the instruments of
production. Productive forces are therefore the most mobile and revolutionary element of production. First the productive forces of society change
and develop, and then, depending on these changes and in conformity with
them, men’s relations of production, their economic relations, change. This,
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however, does not mean that the relations of production do not influence
the development of the productive forces and that the latter are not dependent on the former. While their development is dependent on the development of the productive forces, the relations of production in their turn react
upon the development of the productive forces, accelerating or retarding
it. In this connection it should be noted that the relations of production
cannot for too long a time lag behind and be in a state of contradiction to
the growth of the productive forces, inasmuch as the productive forces can
develop in full measure only when the relations of production correspond
to the character, the state of the productive forces and allow full scope for
their development. Therefore, however much the relations of production
may lag behind the development of the productive forces, they must, sooner
or later, come into correspondence with—and actually do come into correspondence with—the level of development of the productive forces, the
character of the productive forces. Otherwise we would have a fundamental
violation of the unity of the productive forces and the relations of production within the system of production, a disruption of production as a
whole, a crisis of production, a destruction of productive forces.
An instance in which the relations of production do not correspond
to the character of the productive forces, conflict with them, is the economic crises in capitalist countries, where private capitalist ownership of
the means of production is in glaring incongruity with the social character
of the process of production, with the character of the productive forces.
This results in economic crises, which lead to the destruction of productive
forces. Furthermore, this incongruity itself constitutes the economic basis of
social revolution, the purpose of which is to destroy the existing relations of
production and to create new relations of production corresponding to the
character of the productive forces.
In contrast, an instance in which the relations of production completely correspond to the character of the productive forces is the socialist
national economy of the USSR, where the social ownership of the means of
production fully corresponds to the social character of the process of production, and where, because of this, economic crises and the destruction of
productive forces are unknown.
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Consequently, the productive forces are not only the most mobile
and revolutionary element in production, but are also the determining element in the development of production.
Whatever are the productive forces such must be the relations of production.
While the state of the productive forces furnishes the answer to the
question—with what instruments of production do men produce the material values they need?—the state of the relations of production furnishes the
answer to another question—who owns the means of production (the land,
forests, waters, mineral resources, raw materials, instruments of production,
production premises, means of transportation and communication, etc.),
who commands the means of production, whether the whole of society, or
individual persons, groups, or classes which utilize them for the exploitation
of other persons, groups or classes?
Here is a rough picture of the development of productive forces from
ancient times to our day. The transition from crude stone tools to the bow
and arrow, and the accompanying transition from the life of hunters to the
domestication of animals and primitive pasturage; the transition from stone
tools to metal tools (the iron axe, the wooden plough fitted with an iron
coulter, etc.), with a corresponding transition to tillage and agriculture; a
further improvement in metal tools for the working up of materials, the
introduction of the blacksmith’s bellows, the introduction of pottery, with
a corresponding development of handicrafts, the separation of handicrafts
from agriculture, the development of an independent handicraft industry
and, subsequently, of manufacture; the transition from handicraft tools
to machines and the transformation of handicraft and manufacture into
machine industry; the transition to the machine system and the rise of modern large-scale machine industry—such is a general and far from complete
picture of the development of the productive forces of society in the course
of man’s history. It will be clear that the development and improvement
of the instruments of production was effected by men who were related to
production, and not independently of men; and, consequently, the change
and development of the instruments of production was accompanied by
a change and development of men, as the most important element of the
productive forces, by a change and development of their production experience, their labor skill, their ability to handle the instruments of production.
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In conformity with the change and development of the productive
forces of society in the course of history, men’s relations of production, their
economic relations also changed and developed.
Five main types of relations of production are known to history:
primitive communal, slave, feudal, capitalist and socialist.
The basis of the relations of production under the primitive communal system is that the means of production are socially owned. This in the
main corresponds to the character of the productive forces of that period.
Stone tools, and, later, the bow and arrow, precluded the possibility of men
individually combating the forces of nature and beasts of prey. In order to
gather the fruits of the forest, to catch fish, to build some sort of habitation,
men were obliged to work in common if they did not want to die of starvation, or fall victim to beasts of prey or to neighboring societies. Labor in
common led to the common ownership of the means of production, as well
as of the fruits of production. Here the conception of private ownership of
the means of production did not yet exist, except for the personal ownership
of certain implements of production, which were at the same time means
of defense against beasts of prey. Here there was no exploitation, no classes.
The basis of the relations of production under the slave system is that
the slave-owner owns the means of production; he also owns the worker
in production—the slave, whom he can sell, purchase, or kill as though he
were an animal. Such relations of production in the main correspond to the
state of the productive forces of that period. Instead of stone tools, men now
have metal tools at their command; instead of the wretched and primitive
husbandry of the hunter, who knew neither pasturage nor tillage, there now
appear pasturage, tillage, handicrafts, and a division of labor between these
branches of production. There appears the possibility of the exchange of
products between individuals and between societies, of the accumulation of
wealth in the hands of a few, the actual accumulation of the means of production in the hands of a minority, and the possibility of subjugation of the
majority by a minority and the conversion of the majority into slaves. Here
we no longer find the common and free labor of all members of society in
the production process—here there prevails the forced labor of slaves, who
are exploited by the non-laboring slave-owners. Here, therefore, there is no
common ownership of the means of production or of the fruits of produc23
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tion. It is replaced by private ownership. Here the slave-owner appears as
the prime and principal property owner in the full sense of the term.
Rich and poor, exploiters and exploited, people with full rights and
people with no rights, and a fierce class struggle between them—such is the
picture of the slave system.
The basis of the relations of production under the feudal system is
that the feudal lord owns the means of production and does not fully own
the worker in production—the serf, whom the feudal lord can no longer
kill, but whom he can buy and sell. Alongside of feudal ownership there
exists individual ownership by the peasant and the handicraftsman of his
implements of production and his private enterprise based on his personal
labor. Such relations of production in the main correspond to the state of
the productive forces of that period. Further improvements in the smelting
and working of iron; the spread of the iron plough and the loom; the further development of agriculture, horticulture, viniculture and dairying; the
appearance of manufactories alongside of the handicraft workshops—such
are the characteristic features of the state of the productive forces.
The new productive forces demand that the laborer shall display some
kind of initiative in production and an inclination for work, an interest
in work. The feudal lord therefore discards the slave, as a laborer who has
no interest in work and is entirely without initiative, and prefers to deal
with the serf, who has his own husbandry, implements of production, and a
certain interest in work essential for the cultivation of the land and for the
payment in kind of a part of his harvest to the feudal lord.
Here private ownership is further developed. Exploitation is nearly as
severe as it was under slavery—it is only slightly mitigated. A class struggle
between exploiters and exploited is the principal feature of the feudal system.
The basis of the relations of production under the capitalist system
is that the capitalist owns the means of production, but not the workers in
production—the wage laborers, whom the capitalist can neither kill nor sell
because they are personally free, but who are deprived of means of production and, in order not to die of hunger, are obliged to sell their labor power
to the capitalist and to bear the yoke of exploitation. Alongside of capitalist
property in the means of production, we find, at first on a wide scale, private
property of the peasants and handicraftsmen in the means of production,
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these peasants and handicraftsmen no longer being serfs, and their private
property being based on personal labor. In place of the handicraft workshops and manufactories there appear huge mills and factories equipped
with machinery. In place of the manorial estates tilled by the primitive
implements of production of the peasant, there now appear large capitalist
farms run on scientific lines and supplied with agricultural machinery.
The new productive forces require that the workers in production
shall be better educated and more intelligent than the downtrodden and
ignorant serfs, that they be able to understand machinery and operate it
properly. Therefore, the capitalists prefer to deal with wage-workers, who
are free from the bonds of serfdom and who are educated enough to be able
properly to operate machinery.
But having developed productive forces to a tremendous extent, capitalism has become enmeshed in contradictions which it is unable to solve.
By producing larger and larger quantities of commodities, and reducing
their prices, capitalism intensifies competition, ruins the mass of small and
medium private owners, converts them into proletarians and reduces their
purchasing power, with the result that it becomes impossible to dispose of
the commodities produced. On the other hand, by expanding production
and concentrating millions of workers in huge mills and factories, capitalism lends the process of production a social character and thus undermines
its own foundation, inasmuch as the social character of the process of production demands the social ownership of the means of production; yet the
means of production remain private capitalist property, which is incompatible with the social character of the process of production.
These irreconcilable contradictions between the character of the productive forces and the relations of production make themselves felt in periodical crises of over-production, when the capitalists, finding no effective
demand for their goods owing to the ruin of the mass of the population
which they themselves have brought about, are compelled to burn products,
destroy manufactured goods, suspend production, and destroy productive
forces at a time when millions of people are forced to suffer unemployment
and starvation, not because there are not enough goods, but because there
is an over-production of goods.
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This means that the capitalist relations of production have ceased to
correspond to the state of productive forces of society and have come into
irreconcilable contradiction with them.
This means that capitalism is pregnant with revolution, whose mission it is to replace the existing capitalist ownership of the means of production by socialist ownership.
This means that the main feature of the capitalist system is a most
acute class struggle between the exploiters and the exploited.
The basis of the relations of production under the socialist system,
which so far has been established only in the USSR, is the social ownership of
the means of production. Here there are no longer exploiters and exploited.
The goods produced are distributed according to labor performed, on the
principle: “He who does not work, neither shall he eat.” Here the mutual
relations of people in the process of production are marked by comradely
co-operation and the socialist mutual assistance of workers who are free
from exploitation. Here the relations of production fully correspond to the
state of productive forces; for the social character of the process of production is reinforced by the social ownership of the means of production.
For this reason socialist production in the USSR knows no periodical
crises of over-production and their accompanying absurdities.
For this reason, the productive forces here develop at an accelerated
pace; for the relations of production that correspond to them offer full scope
for such development.
Such is the picture of the development of men’s relations of production in the course of human history.
Such is the dependence of the development of the relations of production on the development of the productive forces of society, and primarily, on the development of the instruments of production, the dependence
by virtue of which the changes and development of the productive forces
sooner or later lead to corresponding changes and development of the relations of production.
The use and fabrication of instruments of labor,25 [says Marx,]
although existing in the germ among certain species of animals,
is specifically characteristic of the human labor-process, and
By “instruments of labor” Marx has in mind primarily instruments of production.—J. St.
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Franklin therefore defines man as a tool-making animal. Relics
of bygone instruments of labor possess the same importance for
the investigation of extinct economical forms of society, as do
fossil bones for the determination of extinct species of animals.
It is not the articles made, but how they are made, that enables
us to distinguish different economical epochs. Instruments of
labor not only supply a standard of the degree of development
to which human labor has attained, but they are also indicators
of the social conditions under which that labor is carried on.26
And further:
Social relations are closely bound up with productive forces.
In acquiring new productive forces men change their mode
of production; and in changing their mode of production, in
changing the way of earning their living, they change all their
social relations. The hand-mill gives you society with the feudal
lord; the steam-mill, society with the industrial capitalist.27
There is a continual movement of growth in productive forces,
of destruction in social relations, of formation in ideas; the
only immutable thing is the abstraction of movement.28
Speaking of historical materialism as formulated in The Communist Manifesto, Engels says:
Economic production and the structure of society of every historical epoch necessarily arising therefrom constitute the foundation for the political and intellectual history of that epoch;…
consequently (ever since the dissolution of the primeval communal ownership of land) all history has been a history of
class struggles, of struggles between exploited and exploiting,
between dominated and dominating classes at various stages of
social development; …this struggle, however, has now reached
a stage where the exploited and oppressed class (the proletariat)
can no longer emancipate itself from the class which exploits
Marx, Capital, Vol. I, op. cit.
K. Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, Foreign Languages Press, Beijing, 1978.
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Ibid.
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and oppresses it (the bourgeoisie), without at the same time for
ever freeing the whole of society from exploitation, oppression
and class struggles.29
d) The third feature of production is that the rise of new productive
forces and of the relations of production corresponding to them does not
take place separately from the old system, after the disappearance of the
old system, but within the old system; it takes place not as a result of the
deliberate and conscious activity of man, but spontaneously, unconsciously,
independently of the will of man. It takes place spontaneously and independently of the will of man for two reasons.
Firstly, because men are not free to choose one mode of production
or another, because as every new generation enters life it finds productive
forces and relations of production already existing as the result of the work
of former generations, owing to which it is obliged at first to accept and
adapt itself to everything it finds ready-made in the sphere of production in
order to be able to produce material values.
Secondly, because, when improving one instrument of production or
another, one element of the productive forces or another, men do not realize,
do not understand or stop to reflect what social results these improvements
will lead to, but only think of their everyday interests, of lightening their
labor and of securing some direct and tangible advantage for themselves.
When, gradually and gropingly, certain members of primitive communal society passed from the use of stone tools to the use of iron tools,
they, of course, did not know and did not stop to reflect what social results
this innovation would lead to; they did not understand or realize that the
change to metal tools meant a revolution in production, that it would in the
long run lead to the slave system. They simply wanted to lighten their labor
and secure an immediate and tangible advantage; their conscious activity
was confined within the narrow bounds of this everyday personal interest.
When, in the period of the feudal system, the young bourgeoisie of
Europe began to erect, alongside of the small guild workshops, large manufactories, and thus advanced the productive forces of society, it, of course,
did not know and did not stop to reflect what social consequences this
innovation would lead to; it did not realize or understand that this “small”
K. Marx, F. Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party & Principles of Communism,
Preface to the German Edition, Foreign Languages Press, Paris, 2020, p. 9.
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innovation would lead to a regrouping of social forces which was to end in a
revolution both against the power of kings, whose favors it so highly valued,
and against the nobility, to whose ranks its foremost representatives not
infrequently aspired. It simply wanted to lower the cost of producing goods,
to throw larger quantities of goods on the markets of Asia and of recently
discovered America, and to make bigger profits. Its conscious activity was
confined within the narrow bounds of this commonplace practical aim.
When the Russian capitalists, in conjunction with foreign capitalists, energetically implanted modern large-scale machine industry in Russia,
while leaving tsardom intact and turning the peasants over to the tender
mercies of the landlords, they, of course, did not know and did not stop to
reflect what social consequences this extensive growth of productive forces
would lead to; they did not realize or understand that this big leap in the
realm of the productive forces of society would lead to a regrouping of social
forces that would enable the proletariat to effect a union with the peasantry
and to bring about a victorious socialist revolution. They simply wanted to
expand industrial production to the limit, to gain control of the huge home
market, to become monopolists, and to squeeze as much profit as possible
out of the national economy.
Their conscious activity did not extend beyond their commonplace,
strictly practical interests.
Accordingly, Marx says:
In the social production of their life [that is, in the production
of the material values necessary to the life of men—J. St.], men
enter into definite relations that are indispensable and independent30 of their will, relations of production which correspond
to a definite stage of development of their material productive
forces.31
This, however, does not mean that changes in the relations of production, and the transition from old relations of production to new relations of
production proceed smoothly, without conflicts, without upheavals. On the
contrary, such a transition usually takes place by means of the revolutionary
My italics.—J. St.
K. Marx, Preface and Introduction to A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy, op. cit.
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overthrow of the old relations of production and the establishment of new
relations of production. Up to a certain period the development of the productive forces and the changes in the realm of the relations of production
proceed spontaneously, independently of the will of men. But that is so only
up to a certain moment, until the new and developing productive forces
have reached a proper state of maturity. After the new productive forces
have matured, the existing relations of production and their upholders—
the ruling classes—become that “insuperable” obstacle which can only be
removed by the conscious action of the new classes, by the forcible acts of
these classes, by revolution. Here there stands out in bold relief the tremendous role of new social ideas, of new political institutions, of a new political
power, whose mission it is to abolish by force the old relations of production. Out of the conflict between the new productive forces and the old
relations of production, out of the new economic demands of society, there
arise new social ideas; the new ideas organize and mobilize the masses; the
masses become welded into a new political army, create a new revolutionary
power, and make use of it to abolish by force the old system of relations of
production, and to firmly establish the new system. The spontaneous process of development yields place to the conscious actions of men, peaceful
development to violent upheaval, evolution to revolution.
The proletariat, [says Marx,] during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force of circumstances, to organize
itself as a class… by means of a revolution, it makes itself the
ruling class, and, as such, sweeps away by force the old conditions of production.32
And further:
The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by
degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralize all instruments of production in the hands of the State, i.e., of the proletariat organized as the ruling class; and to increase the total of
productive forces as rapidly as possible.33
K. Marx, F. Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party & Principles of Communism,
op. cit., p. 56.
33
Ibid., p. 50.
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Force is the midwife of every old society pregnant with a new
one.34
Here is the formulation—a formulation of genius—of the essence of
historical materialism given by Marx in 1859 in his historic Preface to his
famous book, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy:
In the social production of their life, men enter into definite
relations that are indispensable and independent of their will,
relations of production which correspond to a definite stage
of development of their material productive forces. The sum
total of these relations of production constitutes the economic
structure of society, the real foundation, on which rises a legal
and political superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production
of material life conditions the social, political and intellectual
life process in general. It is not the consciousness of men that
determines their being, but, on the contrary, their social being
that determines their consciousness. At a certain stage of their
development, the material productive forces of society come in
conflict with the existing relations of production, or—what is
but a legal expression for the same thing—with the property
relations within which they have been at work hitherto. From
forms of development of the productive forces these relations
turn into their fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution. With the change of the economic foundation the entire
immense superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed. In
considering such transformations a distinction should always
be made between the material transformation of the economic
conditions of production, which can be determined with the
precision of natural science, and the legal, political, religious,
aesthetic or philosophic—in short, ideological forms in which
men become conscious of this conflict and fight it out. Just as
our opinion of an individual is not based on what he thinks of
himself, so can we not judge of such a period of transformation
by its own consciousness; on the contrary, this consciousness
34

Marx, Capital, Vol. I, op. cit.
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must be explained rather from the contradictions of material
life, from the existing conflict between the social productive
forces and the relations of production. No social order ever
perishes before all the productive forces for which there is room
in it have developed; and new, higher relations of production
never appear before the material conditions of their existence
have matured in the womb of the old society itself. Therefore
mankind always sets itself only such tasks as it can solve; since,
looking at the matter more closely, it will always be found that
the task itself arises only when the material conditions for its
solution already exist or are at least in the process of formation.35
Such is Marxist materialism as applied to social life, to the history of
society.
Such are the principal features of dialectical and historical materialism.

K. Marx, Preface and Introduction to A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy, op. cit.
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Dedicated to the Leningrad Organization of the CPSU(B.)

I. The Definition of Leninism
The pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism contains a definition of
Leninism which seems to have received general recognition. It runs as follows:
Leninism is Marxism of the era of imperialism and the proletarian revolution. To be more exact, Leninism is the theory and
tactics of the proletarian revolution in general, the theory and
tactics of the dictatorship of the proletariat in particular.36
Is this definition correct?
I think it is correct. It is correct, firstly, because it correctly indicates the historical roots of Leninism, characterizing it as Marxism of the
era of imperialism, as against certain critics of Lenin who wrongly think
that Leninism originated after the imperialist war. It is correct, secondly,
because it correctly notes the international character of Leninism, as against
Social-Democracy, which considers that Leninism is applicable only to Russian national conditions. It is correct, thirdly, because it correctly notes the
organic connection between Leninism and the teachings of Marx, characterizing Leninism as Marxism of the era of imperialism, as against certain
critics of Leninism who consider it not a further development of Marxism,
but merely the restoration of Marxism and its application to Russian conditions.
All that, one would think, needs no special comment.
Nevertheless, it appears that there are people in our Party who consider it necessary to define Leninism somewhat differently. Zinoviev, for
example, thinks that:
“Leninism is Marxism of the era of imperialist wars and of the world
revolution which began directly in a country where the peasantry predominates.”
What can be the meaning of the words underlined by Zinoviev? What
does introducing the backwardness of Russia, its peasant character, into the
definition of Leninism mean?
Joseph Stalin, Foundations of Leninism, Foreign Languages Press, Paris, 2020,
p. 2.—Ed.
36
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It means transforming Leninism from an international proletarian
doctrine into a product of specifically Russian conditions.
It means playing into the hands of Bauer and Kautsky, who deny that
Leninism is suitable for other countries, for countries in which capitalism
is more developed.
It goes without saying that the peasant question is of very great
importance for Russia, that our country is a peasant country. But what significance can this fact have in characterizing the foundations of Leninism?
Was Leninism elaborated only on Russian soil, for Russia alone, and not
on the soil of imperialism, and for the imperialist countries generally? Do
such works of Lenin as Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, The State
and Revolution, The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky, “LeftWing” Communism, an Infantile Disorder, etc., apply only to Russia, and not
to all imperialist countries in general? Is not Leninism the generalization of
the experience of the revolutionary movement of all countries? Are not the
fundamentals of the theory and tactics of Leninism suitable, are they not
obligatory, for the proletarian parties of all countries? Was not Lenin right
when he said that “Bolshevism can serve as a model of tactics for all”?37 Was
not Lenin right when he spoke about the “international significance38 of
Soviet power and of the fundamentals of Bolshevik theory and tactics?”39
Are not, for example, the following words of Lenin correct?
“In Russia, the dictatorship of the proletariat must inevitably differ in
certain specific features from that in the advanced countries, owing to the
very great backwardness and petit-bourgeois character of our country. But
the basic forces—and the basic forms of social economy—are the same in
Russia as in any capitalist country, so that these specific features can relate only
to what is not most important.”40, 41
But if all that is true, does it not follow that Zinoviev’s definition of
Leninism cannot be regarded as correct?
How can this nationally restricted definition of Leninism be reconciled with internationalism?
V. I. Lenin, The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky, Foreign Languages
Press, Beijing, 1965, p. 88.
38
My italics.—J. St.
39
V. I. Lenin, “Left-Wing” Communism, an Infantile Disorder, Foreign Languages
Press, Beijing, 1965, p. 2.
40
My italics.—J. St.
41
V. I. Lenin, “Economics and Politics in the Era of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat,” in Collected Works, Vol. XXX.
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II. The Main Thing in Leninism
In the pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism, it is stated:
Some think that the fundamental thing in Leninism is the
peasant question, that the point of departure of Leninism is
the question of the peasantry, of its role, its relative importance.
This is absolutely wrong. The fundamental question of Leninism, its point of departure, is not the peasant question, but the
question of the dictatorship of the proletariat, of the conditions
under which it can be achieved, of the conditions under which
it can be consolidated. The peasant question, as the question of
the ally of the proletariat in its struggle for power, is a derivative
question.42
Is this thesis correct?
I think it is correct. This thesis follows entirely from the definition of
Leninism. Indeed, if Leninism is the theory and tactics of the proletarian
revolution, and the basic content of the proletarian revolution is the dictatorship of the proletariat, then it is clear that the main thing in Leninism
is the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the elaboration of this
question, the substantiation and concretization of this question.
Nevertheless, Zinoviev evidently does not agree with this thesis. In
his article “In Memory of Lenin,” he says, “As I have already said, the question of the role of the peasantry is the fundamental question43 of Bolshevism,
of Leninism.”
As you see, Zinoviev’s thesis follows entirely from his wrong definition of Leninism. It is therefore as wrong as his definition of Leninism.
Is Lenin’s thesis that the dictatorship of the proletariat is the “root
content of the proletarian revolution” correct?44 It is unquestionably correct.
Is the thesis that Leninism is the theory and tactics of the proletarian revolution correct? I think it is correct. But what follows from this? From this it
follows that the fundamental question of Leninism, its point of departure,
its foundation, is the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Joseph Stalin, Foundations of Leninism, op. cit, p. 47.—Ed.
My italics.—J. St.
44
V. I. Lenin, The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky, op. cit., p. 5.
42
43
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Is it not true that the question of imperialism, the question of the
spasmodic character of the development of imperialism, the question of the
victory of socialism in one country, the question of the proletarian state, the
question of the Soviet form of this state, the question of the role of the Party
in the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the question of the paths
of building socialism—that all these questions were elaborated precisely by
Lenin? Is it not true that it is precisely these questions that constitute the
basis, the foundation of the idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat? Is it
not true that without the elaboration of these fundamental questions, the
elaboration of the peasant question from the standpoint of the dictatorship
of the proletariat would be inconceivable?
It goes without saying that Lenin was an expert on the peasant question. It goes without saying that the peasant question as the question of the
ally of the proletariat is of the greatest significance for the proletariat and
forms a constituent part of the fundamental question of the dictatorship of
the proletariat. But is it not clear that if Leninism had not been faced with
the fundamental question of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the derivative question of the ally of the proletariat, the question of the peasantry,
would not have arisen either? Is it not clear that if Leninism had not been
faced with the practical question of the conquest of power by the proletariat,
the question of an alliance with the peasantry would not have arisen either?
Lenin would not have been the great ideological leader of the proletariat that he unquestionably is—he would have been a simple “peasant
philosopher,” as foreign literary philistines often depict him—had he elaborated the peasant question, not on the basis of the theory and tactics of the
dictatorship of the proletariat, but independently of this basis, apart from
this basis.
One or the other:
Either the peasant question is the main thing in Leninism, and in that
case Leninism is not suitable, not obligatory, for capitalistically developed
countries, for those which are not peasant countries.
Or the main thing in Leninism is the dictatorship of the proletariat,
and in that case Leninism is the international doctrine of the proletarians of
all lands, suitable and obligatory for all countries without exception, including the capitalistically developed countries.
Here one must choose.
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III. The Question of “Permanent” Revolution
In the pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism, the “theory of permanent revolution” is appraised as a “theory” which underestimates the role of
the peasantry. There it is stated:
Consequently, Lenin fought the adherents of “permanent” revolution not over the question of uninterruptedness, for Lenin
himself maintained the point of view of uninterrupted revolution, but because they underestimated the role of the peasantry,
which is an enormous reserve of the proletariat….45
This characterization of the Russian “permanentists” was considered
as generally accepted until recently. Nevertheless, although in general correct, it cannot be regarded as exhaustive. The discussion of 1924, on the one
hand, and a careful analysis of the works of Lenin, on the other hand, have
shown that the mistake of the Russian “permanentists” lay not only in their
underestimation of the role of the peasantry but also in their underestimation of the strength of the proletariat and its capacity to lead the peasantry,
in their disbelief in the idea of the hegemony of the proletariat.
That is why, in my pamphlet The October Revolution and the Tactics
of the Russian Communists (December 1924), I broadened this characterization and replaced it by another, more complete one. Here is what is stated
in that pamphlet:
Hitherto only one aspect of the theory of “permanent revolution” has usually been noted—lack of faith in the revolutionary
potentialities of the peasant movement. Now, in fairness, this
must be supplemented by another aspect—lack of faith in the
strength and capacity of the proletariat in Russia.46
This does not mean, of course, that Leninism has been or is opposed
to the idea of permanent revolution, without quotation marks, which was
proclaimed by Marx in the forties of the last century.47 On the contrary,
Joseph Stalin, Foundations of Leninism, op. cit., p. 31.—Ed.
Joseph Stalin, “The October Revolution and the Tactics of the Russian Communists” in Problems of Leninism, Foreign Languages Press, Beijing, 1976.
47
K. Marx, F. Engels, “Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League”
in Selected Works, Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow, 1951, Vol. I,
45
46
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Lenin was the only Marxist who correctly understood and developed the
idea of permanent revolution. What distinguishes Lenin from the “permanentists” on this question is that the “permanentists” distorted Marx’s idea
of permanent revolution and transformed it into lifeless, bookish wisdom,
whereas Lenin took it in its pure form and made it one of the foundations
of his own theory of revolution. It should be borne in mind that the idea of
the growing over of the bourgeois-democratic revolution into the socialist
revolution, propounded by Lenin as long ago as 1905, is one of the forms
of the embodiment of Marx’s theory of permanent revolution. Here is what
Lenin wrote about this as far back as 1905:
From the democratic revolution we shall at once, and just in
accordance with the measure of our strength, the strength of
the class-conscious and organized proletariat, begin to pass to
the socialist revolution. We stand for uninterrupted revolution.48
We shall not stop halfway…
Without succumbing to adventurism or going against our scientific conscience, without striving for cheap popularity, we
can and do say only one thing: we shall put every effort into
assisting the entire peasantry to carry out the democratic revolution in order thereby to make it easier for us, the party of the
proletariat, to pass on, as quickly as possible, to the new and
higher task—the socialist revolution.49
And here is what Lenin wrote on this subject 16 years later, after the conquest of power by the proletariat:
The Kautskys, Hilferdings, Martovs, Chernovs, Hillquits,
Longuets MacDonalds, Turatis, and other heroes of “Two-anda-Half ” Marxism were incapable of understanding… the relation between the bourgeois-democratic and the proletarian-socialist revolutions. The first grows over into the second.50 The
second, in passing, solves the questions of the first. The second
pp. 98-108.—Ed
48
My italics.—J. St.
49
V. I. Lenin, “The Attitude of Social-Democracy Towards the Peasant Movement”
in Collected Works, Vol. IX.
50
My italics.—J. St.
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consolidates the work of the first. Struggle, and struggle alone,
decides how far the second succeeds in outgrowing the first .51
I draw special attention to the first of the above quotations taken
from Lenin’s article entitled “The Attitude of Social Democracy Towards
the Peasant Movement,” published on September 1, 1905. I emphasize this
for the information of those who still continue to assert that Lenin arrived
at the idea of the growing over of the bourgeois-democratic revolution into
the socialist revolution, that is to say, the idea of permanent revolution, after
the imperialist war. This quotation leaves no doubt that these people are
profoundly mistaken.

V. I. Lenin, “Fourth Anniversary of the October Revolution” in Collected Works,
Vol. XXXIII.
51
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IV. The Proletarian Revolution and the Dictatorship
of the Proletariat
What are the characteristic features of the proletarian revolution as
distinct from the bourgeois revolution?
The distinction between the proletarian revolution and the bourgeois
revolution may be reduced to five main points.
1) The bourgeois revolution usually begins when there already exist
more or less ready-made forms belonging to the capitalist order, forms
which have grown and matured within the womb of feudal society prior to
the open revolution, whereas the proletarian revolution begins when readymade forms belonging to the socialist order are either absent, or almost
absent.
2) The main task of the bourgeois revolution consists of seizing power
and making it conform to the already existing bourgeois economy, whereas
the main task of the proletarian revolution consists, after seizing power, in
building a new, socialist economy.
3) The bourgeois revolution is usually consummated with the seizure
of power, whereas in the proletarian revolution the seizure of power is only
the beginning, and power is used as a lever for transforming the old economy and organizing the new one.
4) The bourgeois revolution limits itself to replacing one group of
exploiters in power by another group of exploiters, in view of which it
need not smash the old state machine; whereas the proletarian revolution
removes all exploiting groups from power and places in power, the leader
of all the toilers and exploited, the class of proletarians, in view of which it
cannot manage without smashing the old state machine and substituting a
new one for it.
5) The bourgeois revolution cannot rally the millions of the toiling
and exploited masses around the bourgeoisie for any length of time, for
the very reason that they are toilers and exploited; whereas the proletarian
revolution can and must link them, precisely as toilers and exploited, in a
durable alliance with the proletariat, if it wishes to carry out its main task
of consolidating the power of the proletariat and building a new, socialist
economy.
Here are some of Lenin’s main theses on this subject:
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One of the fundamental differences between bourgeois revolution and socialist revolution [says Lenin,] is that for the
bourgeois revolution, which arises out of feudalism, the new
economic organizations are gradually created in the womb of
the old order, gradually changing all the aspects of feudal society. Bourgeois revolution was confronted by only one task—to
sweep away, to cast aside, to destroy all the fetters of the preceding society. By fulfilling this task every bourgeois revolution
fulfills all that is required of it: it accelerates the growth of capitalism.
The socialist revolution is in an altogether different position.
The more backward the country which, owing to the zigzags
of history, has proved to be the one to start the socialist revolution, the more difficult it is for it to pass from the old capitalist
relations to socialist relations. To the tasks of destruction are
added new tasks of unprecedented difficulty—organizational
tasks.52
Had not the popular creative spirit of the Russian revolution
[continues Lenin,] which had gone through the great experience of the year 1905, given rise to the Soviets as early as February 1917, they could not under any circumstances have seized
power in October, because success depended entirely upon the
existence of ready-made organizational forms of a movement
embracing millions. These ready-made forms were the Soviets,
and that is why in the political sphere there awaited us those
brilliant successes, the continuous triumphant march, that we
experienced; for the new form of political power was ready to
hand, and all we had to do was, by passing a few decrees, to
transform the power of the Soviets from the embryonic state
in which it existed in the first months of the revolution into a
legally recognized form which has become established in the
Russian state—i.e., into the Russian Soviet Republic.53
V. I. Lenin, “Seventh Congress of the RCP(B)-March 6-8, 1918” in Collected
Works, Vol. XXVII.
53
Ibid.
52
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But two problems of enormous difficulty still remained, [says
Lenin,] the solution of which could not possibly be the triumphant march which our revolution experienced in the first
months….54
Firstly, there were the problems of internal organization, which
confront every socialist revolution. The difference between
socialist revolution and bourgeois revolution lies precisely in
the fact that the latter finds ready-made forms of capitalist
relationships, while Soviet power—proletarian power—does
not inherit such ready-made relationships, if we leave out of
account the most developed forms of capitalism, which, strictly
speaking, extended to but a small top layer of industry and
hardly touched agriculture. The organization of accounting,
the control of large enterprises, the transformation of the whole
of the state economic mechanism into a single huge machine,
into an economic organism that works in such a way that hundreds of millions of people are guided by a single plan—such
was the enormous organizational problem that rested on our
shoulders. Under the present conditions of labor this problem
could not possibly be solved by the “hurrah” methods by which
we were able to solve the problems of the Civil War.55
The second enormous difficulty… was the international question. The reason why we were able to cope so easily with Kerensky’s gangs, why we so easily established our power and without
the slightest difficulty passed the decrees on the socialization of
the land and on workers’ control, the reason why we achieved
all this so easily was only that a fortunate combination of circumstances protected us for a short time from international
imperialism. International imperialism, with the entire might
of its capital, with its highly organized military technique,
which is a real force, a real fortress of international capital,
could in no case, under no circumstances, live side by side with
the Soviet Republic, both because of its objective position and
54
55

Ibid.
Ibid.
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because of the economic interests of the capitalist class which
is embodied in it—it could not do so because of commercial
connections, of international financial relations. In this sphere
a conflict is inevitable. Therein lies the greatest difficulty of the
Russian revolution, its greatest historical problem: the necessity
of solving the international tasks, the necessity of calling forth
an international revolution.56
Such is the intrinsic character and the basic meaning of the proletarian revolution.
Can such a radical transformation of the old bourgeois order be
achieved without a violent revolution, without the dictatorship of the proletariat?
Obviously not. To think that such a revolution can be carried out
peacefully, within the framework of bourgeois democracy, which is adapted
to the rule of the bourgeoisie, means that one has either gone out of one’s
mind and lost normal human understanding, or has grossly and openly
repudiated the proletarian revolution.
This thesis must be emphasized all the more strongly and categorically
for the reason that we are dealing with the proletarian revolution which for
the time being has triumphed only in one country, a country which is surrounded by hostile capitalist countries and the bourgeoisie of which cannot
fail to receive the support of international capital.
That is why Lenin says:
The emancipation of the oppressed class is impossible not only
without a violent revolution but also without the destruction of
the apparatus of state power which was created by the ruling
class.57
First let the majority of the population, while private property
still exists, i.e., while the rule and yoke of capital still exists,
express themselves in favor of the party of the proletariat, and
only then can and should the party take power—so say the

56
57

Ibid.
V. I. Lenin, The State and Revolution, Foreign Languages Press, Paris, 2020, p. 10.
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petit-bourgeois democrats who call themselves ‘Socialists’ but who
are in reality the servitors of the bourgeoisie.58, 59
We say:60 Let the revolutionary proletariat first overthrow the
bourgeoisie, break the yoke of capital, and smash the bourgeois
state apparatus, then the victorious proletariat will be able rapidly to gain the sympathy and support of the majority of the
toiling non-proletarian masses by satisfying their needs at the
expense of the exploiters.61
In order to win the majority of the population to its side,
[Lenin says further,] the proletariat must, in the first place,
overthrow the bourgeoisie and seize state power; secondly, it
must introduce Soviet power and smash the old state apparatus
to bits, whereby it immediately undermines the rule, prestige
and influence of the bourgeoisie and petit-bourgeois compromisers over the non-proletarian toiling masses. Thirdly, it must
entirely destroy the influence of the bourgeoisie and petit-bourgeois compromisers over the majority of the non-proletarian
toiling masses by satisfying their economic needs in a revolutionary way at the expense of the exploiters.62
Such are the characteristic features of the proletarian revolution.
What, in this connection, are the main features of the dictatorship of
the proletariat, once it is admitted that the dictatorship of the proletariat is
the basic content of the proletarian revolution?
Here is the most general definition of the dictatorship of the proletariat given by Lenin:
The dictatorship of the proletariat is not the end of the class
struggle, but its continuation in new forms. The dictatorship of
the proletariat is the class struggle of the proletariat, which has
won victory and has seized political power, against the bourMy italics.—J. St
V. I. Lenin, “The Constituent Assembly Elections and the Dictatorship of the Proletariat” in Collected Works, Vol. XXX.
60
My italics.—J. St
61
Ibid.
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geoisie, which although vanquished has not been annihilated,
has not disappeared, has not ceased its resistance, has increased
its resistance.63
Arguing against confusing the dictatorship of the proletariat with “popular”
government, “elected by all,” with “non-class” government, Lenin says:
The class which took political power into its hands did so knowing that it took power alone.64 That is a part of the concept
of dictatorship of the proletariat. This concept has meaning
only when this one class knows that it alone is taking political
power in its hands, and does not deceive itself or others with
talk about “popular” government, “elected by all, sanctified by
the whole people.65
This does not mean, however, that the power of one class, the class of
the proletarians, which does not and cannot share power with other classes,
does not need aid from, and an alliance with, the laboring and exploited
masses of other classes for the achievement of its aims. On the contrary.
This power, the power of one class, can be firmly established and exercised
to the full only by means of a special form of alliance between the class of
proletarians and the laboring masses of the petit-bourgeois classes, primarily
the laboring masses of the peasantry.
What is this special form of alliance? What does it consist of? Does
not this alliance with the laboring masses of other, non-proletarian, classes
wholly contradict the idea of the dictatorship of one class?
This special form of alliance consists in that the guiding force of this
alliance is the proletariat. This special form of alliance consists in that the
leader of the state, the leader in the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat, is one party, the party of the proletariat, the Party of the Communists,
which does not and cannot share leadership with other parties.
As you see, the contradiction is only an apparent, a seeming one.

V. I. Lenin, “Foreword to ‘Deception of the People with Slogans on Freedom and
Equality’” in Collected Works, Vol. XXIX.
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My italics.—J. St
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V. I. Lenin, “Speech Delivered at the All-Russia Congress of Transport Workers” in
Collected Works, Vol. XXXII.
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The dictatorship of the proletariat [says Lenin,] is a special form
of class alliance between the proletariat, the vanguard of the
working people, and the numerous non-proletarian strata of
working people (the petit bourgeoisie, the small proprietors,
the peasantry, the intelligentsia, etc.), or the majority of these;
it is an alliance against capital, an alliance aiming at the complete overthrow of capital, at the complete suppression of the
resistance of the bourgeoisie and of any attempt on its part
at restoration, an alliance aiming at the final establishment
and consolidation of socialism. It is a special type of alliance,
which is being built up in special circumstances, namely, in
the circumstances of fierce civil war; it is an alliance of the firm
supporters of socialism with the wavering allies of socialism
and sometimes with “neutrals” (then instead of an agreement
for struggle, the alliance becomes an agreement for neutrality),
an alliance between classes which differ economically, politically,
socially and ideologically.66, 67
In one of his instructional reports, Kamenev, disputing this conception of the dictatorship of the proletariat, states:
“The dictatorship is not68 an alliance of one class with another.”
I believe that Kamenev here has in view, primarily, a passage in my
pamphlet The October Revolution and the Tactics of the Russian Communists,
where it is stated:
The dictatorship of the proletariat is not simply a governmental top stratum “skillfully” “selected” by the careful hand of an
“experienced strategist,” and “judiciously relying” on the support of one section or another of the population. The dictatorship of the proletariat is the class alliance between the proletariat and the laboring masses of the peasantry for the purpose of
overthrowing capital, for achieving the final victory of social-

My italics.—J. St.
V. I. Lenin, “Foreword to ‘Deception of the People with Slogans on Freedom and
Equality’”, op. cit.
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My italics.—J. St.
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ism, on the condition that the guiding force of this alliance is
the proletariat.69
I wholly endorse this formulation of the dictatorship of the proletariat, for I think that it fully and entirely coincides with Lenin’s formulation,
just quoted.
I assert that Kamenev’s statement that “the dictatorship is not an alliance of one class with another,” in the categorical form in which it is made,
has nothing in common with Lenin’s theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
I assert that such statements can be made only by people who have
failed to understand the meaning of the idea of the bond, the idea of the
alliance of the proletariat and peasantry the idea of the hegemony of the proletariat within this alliance.
Such statements can be made only by people who have failed to
understand Lenin’s thesis:
“Only an agreement with the peasantry70 can save the socialist revolution in Russia as long as the revolution in other countries has not taken
place.”71
Such statements can be made only by people who have failed to
understand Lenin’s thesis:
“The supreme principle of the dictatorship72 is the maintenance of the
alliance of the proletariat and peasantry in order that the proletariat may
retain its leading role and state power.”73
Pointing out one of the most important aims of the dictatorship, the
aim of suppressing the exploiters, Lenin says:

Joseph Stalin, “The October Revolution and the Tactics of the Russian Communists”, op. cit.
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The scientific concept of dictatorship means nothing more nor
less than completely unrestricted power, absolutely unimpeded
by laws or regulations and resting directly on the use of force.74
Dictatorship means—note this once and for all, Messrs.
Cadets—unrestricted power, based on force and not on law.
In time of civil war any victorious power can be only a dictatorship.75
But of course, the dictatorship of the proletariat does not mean only
the use of force, although there is no dictatorship without the use of
force.
Dictatorship [says Lenin,] does not mean only the use of force,
although it is impossible without the use of force; it also means
the organization of labor on a higher level than the previous
organization.76
The dictatorship of the proletariat… is not only the use of force
against the exploiters, and not even mainly the use of force.
The economic foundation of this revolutionary use of force,
the guarantee of its effectiveness and success is the fact that the
proletariat represents and creates a higher type of social organization of labor compared with capitalism. This is the essence.
This is the source of the strength and the guarantee of the inevitable complete triumph of communism.77
Its quintessence [i.e., of the dictatorship—.J. St.] is the organization and discipline of the advanced detachment of the working people, of its vanguard, its sole leader, the proletariat, whose
object is to build socialism, to abolish the division of society
into classes, to make all members of society working people,
to remove the basis for any exploitation of man by man. This
74
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in Collected Works, Vol. XXXI.
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object cannot be achieved at one stroke. It requires a fairly long
period of transition from capitalism to socialism, because the
reorganization of production is a difficult matter, because radical changes in all spheres of life need time, and because the
enormous force of habit of petit-bourgeois and bourgeois conduct of economy can be overcome only by a long and stubborn
struggle. That is why Marx spoke of an entire period of the
dictatorship of the proletariat, as the period of transition from
capitalism to socialism.78
tariat.

Such are the characteristic features of the dictatorship of the proleHence the three main aspects of the dictatorship of the proletariat:
1) The utilization of the rule of the proletariat for the suppression of
the exploiters, for the defense of the country, for the consolidation of
the ties with the proletarians of other lands, and for the development
and victory of the revolution in all countries.
2) The utilization of the rule of the proletariat in order to detach the
laboring and exploited masses once and for all from the bourgeoisie, to consolidate the alliance of the proletariat with these masses,
to draw these masses into the work of socialist construction, and to
ensure the state leadership of these masses by the proletariat.
3) The utilization of the rule of the proletariat for the organization of
socialism, for the abolition of classes, for the transition to a society
without classes, to a socialist society.

The proletarian dictatorship is a combination of all these three aspects.
No single one of these aspects can be advanced as the sole characteristic feature of the dictatorship of the proletariat. On the other hand, in the circumstances of capitalist encirclement, the absence of even one of these features is
sufficient for the dictatorship of the proletariat to cease being a dictatorship.
Therefore, not one of these three aspects can be omitted without running
the risk of distorting the concept of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Only
all these three aspects taken together give us the complete and finished concept of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
78
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The dictatorship of the proletariat has its periods, its special forms,
diverse methods of work. During the period of civil war, it is the forcible
aspect of the dictatorship that is most conspicuous. But it by no means
follows from this that no constructive work is carried on during the period
of civil war. Without constructive work it is impossible to wage civil war.
During the period of socialist construction, on the other hand, it is the
peaceful, organizational and cultural work of the dictatorship, revolutionary law, etc., that are most conspicuous. But, again, it by no means follows
from this that the forcible aspect of the dictatorship has ceased to exist or
can cease to exist in the period of construction. The organs of suppression,
the army and other organizations, are as necessary now, at the time of construction, as they were during the period of civil war. Without these organs,
constructive work by the dictatorship with any degree of security would be
impossible. It should not be forgotten that for the time being the revolution
has been victorious in only one country. It should not be forgotten that as
long as capitalist encirclement exists, the danger of intervention, with all the
consequences resulting from this danger, will also exist.
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V. The Party and the Working Class in the System
of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat
I have dealt above with the dictatorship of the proletariat from the
point of view of its historical inevitability, from the point of view of its
class content, from the point of view of its state nature, and, finally, from
the point of view of the destructive and creative tasks which it performs
throughout the entire historical period that is termed the period of transition from capitalism to socialism.
Now we must say something about the dictatorship of the proletariat
from the point of view of its structure, from the point of view of its “mechanism,” from the point of view of the role and significance of the “transmission belts,” the “levers,” and the “directing force” which in their totality
constitute “the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat” (Lenin), and
with the help of which the daily work of the dictatorship of the proletariat
is accomplished.
What are these “transmission belts” or “levers” in the system of the
dictatorship of the proletariat? What is this “directing force?” Why are they
needed?
The levers or transmission belts are those very mass organizations of
the proletariat without the aid of which the dictatorship cannot be realized.
The directing force is the advanced detachment of the proletariat, its
vanguard, which is the main guiding force of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
The proletariat needs these transmission belts, these levers, and this
directing force, because without them, in its struggle for victory, it would be
a weaponless army in face of organized and armed capital. The proletariat
needs these organizations because without them it would suffer inevitable
defeat in its fight for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie, in its fight for the
consolidation of its rule, in its fight for the building of socialism. The systematic help of these organizations and the directing force of the vanguard
are needed because in the absence of these conditions it is impossible for the
dictatorship of the proletariat to be at all durable and firm.
What are these organizations?
Firstly, there are the workers’ trade unions, with their central and local
ramifications in the shape of a whole series of organizations concerned with
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production, culture, education, etc. These unite the workers of all trades.
They are non-Party organizations. The trade unions may be termed the
all-embracing organization of the working class, which is in power in our
country. They are a school of communism. They promote the best people
from their midst for the work of leadership in all branches of administration. They form the link between the advanced and the backward elements
in the ranks of the working class. They connect the masses of the workers
with the vanguard of the working class.
Secondly, there are the Soviets, with their numerous central and local
ramifications in the shape of administrative, economic, military, cultural
and other state organizations, plus the innumerable mass associations of
the working people which have sprung up of their own accord and which
encompass these organizations and connect them with the population. The
Soviets are a mass organization of all the working people of town and country. They are a non-Party organization. The Soviets are the direct expression
of the dictatorship of the proletariat. It is through the Soviets that all measures for strengthening the dictatorship and for building socialism are carried out. It is through the Soviets that the state leadership of the peasantry
by the proletariat is exercised. The Soviets connect the vast masses of the
working people with the vanguard of the proletariat.
Thirdly, there are the co-operatives of all kinds, with all their ramifications. These are a mass organization of the working people, a non-Party
organization, which unites the working people primarily as consumers, and
also, in the course of time, as producers (agricultural co-operatives). The
co-operatives acquire special significance after the consolidation of the dictatorship of the proletariat, during the period of extensive construction.
They facilitate contact between the vanguard of the proletariat and the mass
of the peasantry and make it possible to draw the latter into the channel of
socialist construction.
Fourthly, there is the Youth League. This is a mass organization of
young workers and peasants; it is a non-Party organization, but is linked
with the Party. Its task is to help the Party to educate the young generation
in the spirit of socialism. It provides young reserves for all the other mass
organizations of the proletariat in all branches of administration. The Youth
League has acquired special significance since the consolidation of the dicta54
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torship of the proletariat, in the period of extensive cultural and educational
work carried on by the proletariat.
Lastly, there is the party of the proletariat, its vanguard. Its strength lies
in the fact that it draws into its ranks all the best elements of the proletariat
from all the mass organizations of the latter. Its function is to combine the
work of all the mass organizations of the proletariat without exception and
to direct their activities towards a single goal, the goal of the emancipation
of the proletariat. And it is absolutely necessary to combine and direct them
towards a single goal; for otherwise unity in the struggle of the proletariat
is impossible, for otherwise the guidance of the proletarian masses in their
struggle for power, in their struggle for building socialism, is impossible.
But only the vanguard of the proletariat, its party, is capable of combining
and directing the work of the mass organizations of the proletariat. Only the
party of the proletariat, only the Communist Party, is capable of fulfilling
this role of main leader in the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Why?
Because, in the first place, it is the rallying center of the finest elements in the working class, who have direct connections
with the non-Party organizations of the proletariat and very
frequently lead them; because, secondly, the Party, as the rallying center of the finest members of the working class, is the
best school for training leaders of the working class, capable
of directing every form of organization of their class; because,
thirdly, the Party, as the best school for training leaders of the
working class, is, by reason of its experience and prestige, the
only organization capable of centralizing the leadership of the
struggle of the proletariat, thus transforming each and every
non-Party organization of the working class into an auxiliary
body and transmission belt linking the Party with the class.79
The Party is the main guiding force in the system of the dictatorship
of the proletariat.
The Party is the highest form of class organization of the proletariat.80
79
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To sum up: the trade unions, as the mass organization of the proletariat, linking the Party with the class primarily in the sphere of production; the Soviets, as the mass organization of the working people, linking
the Party with the latter primarily in the sphere of state administration;
the co-operatives, as the mass organization mainly of the peasantry, linking
the Party with the peasant masses primarily in the economic sphere, in the
sphere of drawing the peasantry into the work of socialist construction;
the Youth League, as the mass organization of young workers and peasants,
whose mission it is to help the vanguard of the proletariat in the socialist
education of the new generation and in training young reserves; and, finally
the Party, as the main directing force in the system of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, whose mission it is to lead all these mass organizations—such,
in general, is the picture of the “mechanism” of the dictatorship, the picture
of “the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat.”
Without the Party as the main guiding force, it is impossible for the
dictatorship of the proletariat to be at all durable and firm.
Thus, in the words of Lenin:
Taken as a whole, we have a formally non-Communist, flexible
and relatively wide, and very powerful proletarian apparatus,
by means of which the Party is closely linked with the class and
with the masses, and by means of which, under the leadership
of the Party, the dictatorship of the class is exercised.81, 82
Of course, this must not be understood in the sense that the Party can
or should take the place of the trade unions, the Soviets, and the other mass
organizations. The Party exercises the dictatorship of the proletariat. However, it exercises it not directly, but with the help of the trade unions, and
through the Soviets and their ramifications. Without these “transmission
belts,” it would be impossible for the dictatorship to be at all firm.
It is impossible to exercise the dictatorship [says Lenin,] without having a number of “transmission belts” from the vanguard
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to the mass of the advanced class, and from the latter to the
mass of the working people.83
The Party, so to speak, draws into its ranks the vanguard of
the proletariat, and this vanguard exercises the dictatorship of
the proletariat. Without a foundation like the trade unions the
dictatorship cannot be exercised, state functions cannot be fulfilled. And these functions have to be exercised through a number of special institutions also of a new type, namely, through
the Soviet apparatus.84, 85
The highest expression of the leading role of the Party, here in the
Soviet Union, in the land of the dictatorship of the proletariat, for example,
is the fact that not a single important political or organizational question is
decided by our Soviet and other mass organizations without guiding directives from the Party. In this sense it could be said that the dictatorship of the
proletariat is, in essence, the “dictatorship” of its vanguard, the “dictatorship”
of its Party, as the main guiding force of the proletariat. Here is what Lenin
said on this subject at the Second Congress of the Comintern:86
Tanner says that he stands for the dictatorship of the proletariat, but the dictatorship of the proletariat is not conceived quite
in the same way as we conceive it. He says that by the dictatorship of the proletariat we mean, in essence,87 the dictatorship of
its organized and class-conscious minority.
And, as a matter of fact, in the era of capitalism, when the
masses of the workers are continuously subjected to exploitation and cannot develop their human potentialities, the most
characteristic feature of working-class political parties is that
they can embrace only a minority of their class. A political
party can comprise only a minority of the class, in the same
V. I. Lenin, “The Trade Unions, the Present Situation and Trotsky’s Mistakes” in
Collected Works, Vol. XXXII.
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way as the really class-conscious workers in every capitalist society constitute only a minority of all the workers. That is why we
must admit that only this class-conscious minority can guide
the broad masses of the workers and lead them. And if Comrade Tanner says that he is opposed to parties, but at the same
time is in favor of the minority consisting of the best organized
and most revolutionary workers showing the way to the whole
of the proletariat, then I say that there is really no difference
between us.88
But this, however, must not be understood in the sense that a sign
of equality can be put between the dictatorship of the proletariat and the
leading role of the Party (the “dictatorship” of the Party), that the former
can be identified with the latter that the latter can be substituted for the
former. Sorin, for example, says that “the dictatorship of the proletariat is the
dictatorship of our Party.” This thesis, as you see, identifies the “dictatorship
of the Party” with the dictatorship of the proletariat. Can we regard this
identification as correct and yet remain on the ground of Leninism? No, we
cannot. And for the following reasons:
Firstly. In the passage from his speech at the Second Congress of the
Comintern quoted above, Lenin does not by any means identify the leading
role of the Party with the dictatorship of the proletariat. He merely says that
“only this class-conscious minority (i.e., the Party—J. St.) can guide the
broad masses of the workers and lead them,” that it is precisely in this sense
that “by the dictatorship of the proletariat we mean, in essence,89 the dictatorship of its organized and class-conscious minority.”
To say “in essence” does not mean “wholly.” We often say that the
national question is, in essence, a peasant question. And this is quite true.
But this does not mean that the national question is covered by the peasant question, that the peasant question is equal in scope to the national
question, that the peasant question and the national question are identical.
There is no need to prove that the national question is wider and richer in
its scope than the peasant question. The same must be said by analogy as
regards the leading role of the Party and the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Although the Party carries out the dictatorship of the proletariat, and in this
88
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sense the dictatorship of the proletariat is, in essence, the “dictatorship” of
its Party, this does not mean that the “dictatorship of the Party” (its leading
role) is identical with the dictatorship of the proletariat, that the former is
equal in scope to the latter.
There is no need to prove that the dictatorship of the proletariat is
wider and richer in its scope than the leading role of the Party. The Party
carries out the dictatorship of the proletariat, but it carries out the dictatorship of the proletariat, and not any other kind of dictatorship. Whoever
identifies the leading role of the Party with the dictatorship of the proletariat
substitutes “dictatorship” of the Party for the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Secondly. Not a single important decision is arrived at by the mass
organizations of the proletariat without guiding directives from the Party.
That is perfectly true. But does that mean that the dictatorship of the proletariat consists entirely of the guiding directives given by the Party? Does
that mean that, in view of this, the guiding directives of the Party can be
identified with the dictatorship of the proletariat? Of course not. The dictatorship of the proletariat consists of the guiding directives of the Party plus
the carrying out of these directives by the mass organizations of the proletariat, plus their fulfillment by the population. Here, as you see, we have
to deal with a whole series of transitions and intermediary steps which are
by no means unimportant elements of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Hence, between the guiding directives of the Party and their fulfillment lie
the will and actions of those who are led, the will and actions of the class,
its willingness (or unwillingness) to support such directives, its ability (or
inability) to carry out these directives, its ability (or inability) to carry them
out in strict accordance with the demands of the situation It scarcely needs
proof that the Party, having taken the leadership into its hands, cannot but
reckon with the will, the condition, the level of political consciousness of
those who are led, cannot leave out of account the will, the condition, and
level of political consciousness of its class. Therefore, whoever identifies the
leading role of the Party with the dictatorship of the proletariat substitutes
the directives given by the Party for the will and actions of the class.
Thirdly. “The dictatorship of the proletariat,” says Lenin, “is the class
struggle of the proletariat, which has won victory and has seized political
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power.”90 How can this class struggle find expression? It may find expression
in a series of armed actions by the proletariat against the sorties of the overthrown bourgeoisie, or against the intervention of the foreign bourgeoisie.
It may find expression in civil war, if the power of the proletariat has not
yet been consolidated. It may find expression, after power has already been
consolidated, in the extensive organizational and constructive work of the
proletariat, with the enlistment of the broad masses in this work. In all these
cases, the acting force is the proletariat as a class. It has never happened that
the Party, the Party alone, has undertaken all these actions with only its own
forces, without the support of the class. Usually it only directs these actions,
and it can direct them only to the extent that it has the support of the
class. For the Party cannot cover, cannot replace the class. For, despite all its
important leading role, the Party still remains a part of the class. Therefore,
whoever identifies the leading role of the Party with the dictatorship of the
proletariat substitutes the Party for the class.
Fourthly. The Party exercises the dictatorship of the proletariat. “The
Party is the direct governing vanguard of the proletariat; it is the leader.”
(Lenin.)91 In this sense the Party takes power, the Party governs the country.
But this must not be understood in the sense that the Party exercises the
dictatorship of the proletariat separately from the state power, without the
state power; that the Party governs the country separately from the Soviets,
not through the Soviets. This does not mean that the Party can be identified
with the Soviets, with the state power. The Party is the core of this power,
but it is not and cannot be identified with the state power.
“As the ruling Party,” says Lenin, “we could not but merge the Soviet
‘top leadership’ with the Party ‘top leadership’—in our country they are
merged and will remain so.” (See Vol. XXVI, p. 208.)92 This is quite true.
But by this Lenin by no means wants to imply that our Soviet institutions
as a whole, for instance our army, our transport, our economic institutions,
etc., are Party institutions, that the Party can replace the Soviets and their
ramifications, that the Party can be identified with the state power. Lenin
V. I. Lenin, “Foreword to ‘Deception of the People with Slogans on Freedom and
Equality’,” op. cit.
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repeatedly said that “the system of Soviets is the dictatorship of the proletariat,” and that “the Soviet power is the dictatorship of the proletariat”;93 but
he never said that the Party is the state power, that the Soviets and the Party
are one and the same thing. The Party, with a membership of several hundred thousand, guides the Soviets and their central and local ramifications,
which embrace tens of millions of people, both Party and non-Party, but it
cannot and should not supplant them. That is why Lenin says that,
the dictatorship is exercised by the proletariat organized in the
Soviets, the proletariat led by the Communist Party of Bolsheviks; [that] all the work of the Party is carried on through94
the Soviets, which embrace the laboring masses irrespective of
occupation;95 [and that the dictatorship] has to be exercised…
through96 the Soviet apparatus.97
Therefore, whoever identifies the leading role of the Party with the
dictatorship of the proletariat substitutes the Party for the Soviets, i.e., for
the state power.
Fifthly. The concept of dictatorship of the proletariat is a state concept. The dictatorship of the proletariat necessarily includes the concept of
force. There is no dictatorship without the use of force, if dictatorship is to
be understood in the strict sense of the word. Lenin defines the dictatorship
of the proletariat as “power based directly on the use of force.”98 Hence, to
talk about dictatorship of the Party in relation to the proletarian class, and to
identify it with the dictatorship of the proletariat, is tantamount to saying
that in relation to its class the Party must be not only a guide, not only a
leader and teacher, but also a sort of dictator employing force against it,
which, of course, is quite incorrect. Therefore, whoever identifies “dictatorship of the Party” with the dictatorship of the proletariat tacitly proceeds
from the assumption that the prestige of the Party can be built up on force
93
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employed against the working class, which is absurd and quite incompatible
with Leninism. The prestige of the Party is sustained by the confidence of
the working class. And the confidence of the working class is gained not by
force—force only kills it—but by the Party’s correct theory, by the Party’s
correct policy, by the Party’s devotion to the working class, by its connection
with the masses of the working class, by its readiness and ability to convince
the masses of the correctness of its slogans.
What, then, follows from all this?
From this it follows that:
1) Lenin uses the word dictatorship of the Party not in the strict sense
of the word (“power based on the use of force”), but in the figurative
sense, in the sense of its undivided leadership;
2) whoever identifies the leadership of the Party with the dictatorship
of the proletariat distorts Lenin, wrongly attributing to the Party the
function of employing force against the working class as a whole;
3) whoever attributes to the Party the function, which it does not
possess, of employing force against the working class as a whole, violates the elementary requirements of correct mutual relations between
the vanguard and the class, between the Party and the proletariat.
Thus, we have come right up to the question of the mutual relations
between the Party and the class, between Party and non-Party members of
the working class.
Lenin defines these mutual relations as “mutual confidence99 between
the vanguard of the working class and the mass of the workers.”100
What does this mean?
It means, firstly, that the Party must closely heed the voice of the
masses; that it must pay careful attention to the revolutionary instinct of the
masses; that it must study the practice of the struggle of the masses and on
this basis test the correctness of its own policy; that, consequently, it must
not only teach the masses but also learn from them.
It means, secondly, that the Party must day by day win the confidence
of the proletarian masses; that it must by its policy and work secure the
99
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support of the masses; that it must not command but primarily convince
the masses, helping them to realize through their own experience the correctness of the policy of the Party; that, consequently, it must be the guide,
the leader and teacher of its class.
To violate these conditions means to upset the correct mutual relations between the vanguard and the class, to undermine “mutual confidence,” to shatter both class and Party discipline.
Certainly [says Lenin,] almost everyone now realizes that the
Bolsheviks could not have maintained themselves in power for
two-and-a-half months, let alone two-and-a-half years, without
the strictest, truly iron discipline in our Party, and without the
fullest and unreserved support of the latter by the whole mass of the
working class,101 that is, by all its thinking, honest, self-sacrificing and influential elements, capable of leading or of carrying
with them the backward strata.102
The dictatorship of the proletariat [says Lenin further,] is a
stubborn struggle—bloody and bloodless, violent and peaceful, military and economic, educational and administrative—
against the forces and traditions of the old society. The force of
habit of millions and tens of millions is a most terrible force.
Without an iron party tempered in the struggle, without a party
enjoying the confidence of all that is honest in the given class,103
without a party capable of watching and influencing the mood
of the masses, it is impossible to conduct such a struggle successfully.104
But how does the Party acquire this confidence and support of the
class? How is the iron discipline necessary for the dictatorship of the proletariat built up within the working class, on what soil does it grow up?
Here is what Lenin says on this subject:
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How is the discipline of the revolutionary party of the proletariat maintained? How is it tested? How is it reinforced? Firstly,
by the class consciousness of the proletarian vanguard and by
its devotion to the revolution, by its stamina, self-sacrifice and
heroism. Secondly, by its ability to link itself with, to keep in
close touch with, and to a certain extent, if you like, to merge
with the broadest masses of the working people105—primarily
with the proletarian, but also with the non-proletarian, laboring
masses. Thirdly, by the correctness of the political leadership
exercised by this vanguard, by the correctness of its political
strategy and tactics, provided that the broadest masses have
been convinced through their own experience of this correctness.
Without these conditions, discipline in a revolutionary party
that is really capable of being the party of the advanced class,
whose mission it is to overthrow the bourgeoisie and transform the whole of society, cannot be achieved. Without these
conditions, attempts to establish discipline inevitably become a
cipher, an empty phrase, mere affectation. On the other hand,
these conditions cannot arise all at once. They are created only
by prolonged effort and hard-won experience. Their creation
is facilitated only by correct revolutionary theory, which, in its
turn, is not a dogma, but assumes final shape only in close
connection with the practical activity of a truly mass and truly
revolutionary movement.106
And further:
Victory over capitalism requires the correct correlation between
the leading, Communist, Party, the revolutionary class—the
proletariat—and the masses, i.e., the working people and
exploited as a whole. Only the Communist Party, if it is really
the vanguard of the revolutionary class, if it contains all the
best representatives of that class, if it consists of fully class-conscious and devoted Communists who have been educated and
steeled by the experience of stubborn revolutionary struggle,
105
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if this Party has succeeded in linking itself inseparably with
the whole life of its class and, through it, with the whole mass
of exploited, and if it has succeeded in inspiring the complete
confidence of this class and this mass107—only such a party is
capable of leading the proletariat in the most ruthless, resolute
and final struggle against all the forces of capitalism. On the
other hand, only under the leadership of such a party can the
proletariat develop the full might of its revolutionary onslaught
and nullify the inevitable apathy and, partly, resistance of the
small minority of the labor aristocracy corrupted by capitalism,
and of the old trade-union and co-operative leaders, etc.—only
then will it be able to display its full strength, which, owing to
the very economic structure of capitalist society, is immeasurably greater than the proportion of the population it constitutes.108
From these quotations it follows that:
1) the prestige of the Party and the iron discipline within the working
class that are necessary for the dictatorship of the proletariat are built
up not on fear or on “unrestricted” rights of the Party, but on the
confidence of the working class in the Party, on the support which the
Party receives from the working class;
2) the confidence of the working class in the Party is not acquired
at one stroke, and not by means of force against the working class,
but by the Party’s prolonged work among the masses, by the correct
policy of the Party, by the ability of the Party to convince the masses
through their own experience of the correctness of its policy, by the
ability of the Party to secure the support of the working class and to
take the lead of the masses of the working class;
3) without a correct Party policy, reinforced by the experience of the
struggle of the masses, and without the confidence of the working
class, there is not and cannot be real leadership by the Party;
My italics.—J. St.
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4) the Party and its leadership, if the Party enjoys the confidence of
the class, and if this leadership is real leadership, cannot be counterposed to the dictatorship of the proletariat, because without the
leadership of the Party (the “dictatorship” of the Party), enjoying the
confidence of the working class, it is impossible for the dictatorship
of the proletariat to be at all firm.
Without these conditions, the prestige of the Party and iron discipline within the working class are either empty phrases or boastfulness and
adventurism.
It is impossible to counterpose the dictatorship of the proletariat to
the leadership (the “dictatorship”) of the Party. It is impossible because the
leadership of the Party is the principal thing in the dictatorship of the proletariat, if we have in mind a dictatorship that is at all firm and complete,
and not one like the Paris Commune, for instance, which was neither a
complete nor a firm dictatorship. It is impossible because the dictatorship
of the proletariat and the leadership of the Party lie, as it were, on the same
line of activity, operate in the same direction.
The mere presentation of the question [says Lenin,] dictatorship of the Party or dictatorship of the class, dictatorship (Party)
of the leaders or dictatorship (Party) of the masses testifies to
the most incredible and hopeless confusion of thought….
Everyone knows that the masses are divided into classes…; that
usually, and in the majority of cases, at least in modern civilized countries, classes are led by political parties; that political
parties, as a general rule, are directed by more or less stable
groups composed of the most authoritative, influential and
experienced members who are elected to the most responsible
positions and are called leaders… To go so far… as to counterpose, in general, dictatorship of the masses to dictatorship of
the leaders is ridiculously absurd and stupid.109
That is absolutely correct. But that correct statement proceeds from
the premise that correct mutual relations exist between the vanguard and
the masses of the workers, between the Party and the class. It proceeds from
the assumption that the mutual relations between the vanguard and the
109
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class remain, so to say, normal, remain within the bounds of “mutual confidence.”
But what if the correct mutual relations between the vanguard and
the class, the relations of “mutual confidence” between the Party and the
class are upset?
What if the Party itself begins, in some way or other, to counterpose
itself to the class, thus upsetting the foundations of its correct mutual relations with the class, thus upsetting the foundations of “mutual confidence?”
Are such cases at all possible?
Yes, they are.
They are possible:
1) if the Party begins to build its prestige among the masses, not on
its work and on the confidence of the masses, but on its “unrestricted”
rights;
2) if the Party’s policy is obviously wrong and the Party is unwilling
to reconsider and rectify its mistake;
3) if the Party’s policy is correct on the whole but the masses are not
yet ready to make it their own, and the Party is either unwilling or
unable to bide its time so as to give the masses an opportunity to
become convinced through their own experience that the Party’s policy is correct, and seeks to impose it on the masses.
The history of our Party provides a number of such cases. Various
groups and factions in our Party have come to grief and disappeared because
they violated one of these three conditions, and sometimes all these conditions taken together.
But it follows from this that counterposing the dictatorship of the
proletariat to the “dictatorship” (leadership) of the Party can be regarded as
incorrect only:
1) if by dictatorship of the Party in relation to the working class we
mean not a dictatorship in the proper sense of the word (“power
based on the use of force”), but the leadership of the Party, which
precludes the use of force against the working class as a whole, against
its majority, precisely as Lenin meant it;
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2) if the Party has the qualifications to be the real leader of the class,
i.e., if the Party’s policy is correct, if this policy accords with the interests of the class;
3) if the class, if the majority of the class, accepts that policy, makes
that policy its own, becomes convinced, as a result of the work of
the Party, that that policy is correct, has confidence in the Party and
supports it.
The violation of these conditions inevitably gives rise to a conflict
between the Party and the class, to a split between them, to their being
counterposed to each other.
Can the Party’s leadership be imposed on the class by force? No, it
cannot. At all events, such a leadership cannot be at all durable. If the Party
wants to remain the party of the proletariat, it must know that it is, primarily and principally, the guide, the leader, the teacher of the working class.
We must not forget what Lenin said on this subject in his pamphlet The
State and Revolution:
By educating the workers’ party, Marxism educates the vanguard of the proletariat, which is capable of taking power and
of leading the whole people to socialism, of directing and organizing the new order, of being the teacher, the guide, the leader110
of all the toilers and exploited in building up their social life
without the bourgeoisie and against the bourgeoisie.111
Can one consider the Party as the real leader of the class if its policy
is wrong, if its policy comes into collision with the interests of the class? Of
course not. In such cases the Party, if it wants to remain the leader, must
reconsider its policy, must correct its policy, must acknowledge its mistake
and correct it. In confirmation of this thesis one could cite, for example,
such a fact from the history of our Party as the period of the abolition of
the surplus-appropriation system, when the masses of workers and peasants
were obviously discontented with our policy and when the Party openly
and honestly decided to reconsider this policy. Here is what Lenin said at
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the time, at the Tenth Party Congress, on the question of abolishing the
surplus-appropriation system and introducing the New Economic Policy:
We must not try to conceal anything, but must say straightforwardly that the peasantry is not satisfied with the form of
relations that has been established with it, that it does not want
this form of relations and will not go on living in this way.
That is indisputable. It has definitely expressed this will. This is
the will of the vast mass of the laboring population. We must
reckon with this; and we are sufficiently sober politicians to
say straight forwardly: Let us reconsider our policy towards the
peasantry.112, 113
Can one consider that the Party should take the initiative and leadership in organizing decisive actions by the masses merely on the ground that
its policy is correct on the whole, if that policy does not yet meet the confidence and support of the class because, say, of the latter’s political backwardness; if the Party has not yet succeeded in convincing the class of the
correctness of its policy because, say, events have not yet matured? No, one
cannot. In such cases the Party, if it wants to be a real leader, must know
how to bide its time, must convince the masses that its policy is correct,
must help the masses to become convinced through their own experience
that this policy is correct.
If the revolutionary party [says Lenin] has not a majority in the
advanced detachments of the revolutionary classes and in the
country, an uprising is out of the question.114
Revolution is impossible without a change in the views of the
majority of the working class, and this change is brought about
by the political experience of the masses.115
The proletarian vanguard has been won over ideologically. That
is the main thing. Without this not even the first step towards
My italics.—J. St.
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victory can be made. But it is still a fairly long way from victory. Victory cannot be won with the vanguard alone. To throw
the vanguard alone into the decisive battle, before the whole
class, before the broad masses have taken up a position either
of direct support of the vanguard, or at least of benevolent neutrality towards it, and one in which they cannot possibly support the enemy, would be not merely folly but a crime. And
in order that actually the whole class, that actually the broad
masses of the working people and those oppressed by capital
may take up such a position, propaganda and agitation alone
are not enough. For this the masses must have their own political experience.116
We know that this is precisely how our Party acted during the period
from Lenin’s April Theses to the October uprising of 1917. And it was precisely because it acted according to these directives of Lenin’s that it was
successful in the uprising.
Such, basically, are the conditions for correct mutual relations between
the vanguard and the class.
What does leadership mean when the policy of the Party is correct
and the correct relations between the vanguard and the class are not upset?
Leadership under these circumstances means the ability to convince
the masses of the correctness of the Party’s policy; the ability to put forward
and to carry out such slogans as bring the masses to the Party’s positions
and help them to realize through their own experience the correctness of the
Party’s policy; the ability to raise the masses to the Party’s level of political
consciousness and thus secure the support of the masses and their readiness
for the decisive struggle.
Therefore, the method of persuasion is the principal method of the
Party’s leadership of the working class.
If we, in Russia today, [says Lenin,] after two-and-a-half years
of unprecedented victories over the bourgeoisie of Russia and
the Entente, were to make “recognition of the dictatorship”
a condition of trade-union membership, we should be committing a folly, we should be damaging our influence over the
116
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masses, we should be helping the Mensheviks. For the whole
task of the Communists is to be able to convince the backward
elements, to be able to work among them, and not to fence
themselves off from them by artificial and childishly “Left” slogans.117
This, of course, must not be understood in the sense that the Party
must convince all the workers, down to the last man, and that only after
this is it possible to proceed to action, that only after this is it possible to
start operations. Not at all! It only means that before entering upon decisive
political actions the Party must, by means of prolonged revolutionary work,
secure for itself the support of the majority of the masses of the workers,
or at least the benevolent neutrality of the majority of the class. Otherwise
Lenin’s thesis, that a necessary condition for victorious revolution is that the
Party should win over the majority of the working class, would be devoid
of all meaning.
Well, and what is to be done with the minority, if it does not wish, if
it does not agree voluntarily to submit to the will of the majority? Can the
Party—must the Party—enjoying the confidence of the majority, compel
the minority to submit to the will of the majority? Yes, it can and it must.
Leadership is ensured by the method of persuading the masses, as the principal method by which the Party influences the masses. This, however, does
not preclude, but presupposes, the use of coercion, if such coercion is based
on confidence in the Party and support for it on the part of the majority
of the working class, if it is applied to the minority after the Party has convinced the majority.
It would be well to recall the controversies around this subject that
took place in our Party during the discussion on the trade-union question.
What was the mistake of the opposition, the mistake of the Tsektran,118 at
that time? Was it that the opposition then considered it possible to resort
Ibid., p. 46.
Tsektran—the Central Committee of the Joint Union of Rail and Water Transport
Workers—was formed in September 1920. In 1920 and in the beginning of 1921,
the leadership of the Tsektran was in the hands of Trotskyites, who used methods of
sheer compulsion and dictation in conducting trade-union activities. In March 1921
the First All-Russian Joint Congress of Rail and Water Transport Workers expelled
the Trotskyites from the leadership of the Tsektran, elected a new Central Committee
and outlined new methods of trade-union work.—Ed.
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to coercion? No! It was not that. The mistake of the opposition at that time
was that, being unable to convince the majority of the correctness of its
position, having lost the confidence of the majority, it nevertheless began
to apply coercion, began to insist on “shaking up” those who enjoyed the
confidence of the majority.
Here is what Lenin said at that time, at the Tenth Congress of the
Party, in his speech on the trade unions:
In order to establish mutual relations and mutual confidence
between the vanguard of the working class and the masses of the
workers, it was necessary, if the Tsektran had made a mistake…
to correct this mistake. But when people begin to defend this
mistake, it becomes a source of political danger. Had not the
utmost possible been done in the way of democracy in heeding
the moods expressed here by Kutuzov, we would have met with
political bankruptcy. First we must convince, and then coerce. We
must at all costs first convince, and then coerce.119 We were not
able to convince the broad masses, and we upset the correct
relations between the vanguard and the masses.120
Lenin says the same thing in his pamphlet On the Trade Unions:121
“We applied coercion correctly and successfully only when we were
able to create beforehand a basis of conviction for it.”122
And that is quite true, for without those conditions no leadership is
possible. For only in that way can we ensure unity of action in the Party, if
we are speaking of the Party, or unity of action of the class, if we are speaking of the class as a whole. Without this there is splitting, confusion and
demoralization in the ranks of the working class.
Such in general are the fundamentals of correct leadership of the
working class by the Party.
Any other conception of leadership is syndicalism, anarchism, bureaucracy—anything you please, but not Bolshevism, not Leninism.
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The dictatorship of the proletariat cannot be counterposed to the leadership (“dictatorship”) of the Party if correct mutual relations exist between
the Party and the working class, between the vanguard and the masses of
the workers. But from this it follows that it is all the more impermissible to
identify the Party with the working class, the leadership (“dictatorship”) of
the Party with the dictatorship of the working class. On the ground that the
“dictatorship” of the Party can not be counterposed to the dictatorship of
the proletariat Sorin arrived at the wrong conclusion that “the dictatorship of
the proletariat is the dictatorship of our Party.”
But Lenin not only speaks of the impermissibility of such counterposition, he also speaks of the impermissibility of counterposing “the dictatorship of the masses to the dictatorship of the leaders.” Would you, on this
ground, have us identify the dictatorship of leaders with the dictatorship of
the proletariat? If we took that line, we would have to say that “the dictatorship of the proletariat is the dictatorship of our leaders.” But it is precisely to
this absurdity that we are led, properly speaking, by the policy of identifying
the “dictatorship” of the Party with the dictatorship of the proletariat….
Where does Zinoviev stand on this subject?
In essence, Zinoviev shares Sorin’s point of view of identifying the
“dictatorship” of the Party with the dictatorship of the proletariat—with the
difference, however, that Sorin expresses himself more openly and clearly,
whereas Zinoviev “wriggles.” One need only take, for instance, the following passage in Zinoviev’s book Leninism to be convinced of this:
What [says Zinoviev] is the system existing in the USSR from
the standpoint of its class content? It is the dictatorship of
the proletariat. What is the direct mainspring of power in the
USSR? Who exercises the power of the working class? The
Communist Party! In this sense we have the dictatorship of the
Party.123 What is the juridical form of power in the USSR?
What is the new type of state system that was created by the
October Revolution? The Soviet system. The one does not in
the least contradict the other.
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That the one does not contradict the other is, of course, correct if by
the dictatorship of the Party in relation to the working class as a whole we
mean the leadership of the Party.
But how is it possible, on this ground, to place a sign of equality
between the dictatorship of the proletariat and the “dictatorship” of the
Party, between the Soviet system and the “dictatorship” of the Party? Lenin
identified the system of Soviets with the dictatorship of the proletariat, and
he was right; for the Soviets, our Soviets, are organizations which rally the
laboring masses around the proletariat under the leadership of the Party.
But when, where, and in which of his writings did Lenin place a sign of
equality between the “dictatorship” of the Party and the dictatorship of
the proletariat, between the “dictatorship” of the Party and the system of
Soviets, as Zinoviev does now? Neither the leadership (“dictatorship”) of
the Party nor the leadership (“dictatorship”) of the leaders contradicts the
dictatorship of the proletariat. Would you, on this ground, have us proclaim
that our country is the country of the dictatorship of the proletariat, that is
to say, the country of the dictatorship of the Party, that is to say, the country
of the dictatorship of the leaders? And yet the “principle” of identifying the
“dictatorship” of the Party with the dictatorship of the proletariat, which
Zinoviev enunciates surreptitiously and uncourageously, leads precisely to
this absurdity.
In Lenin’s numerous works I have been able to note only five cases
in which he touches, in passing, on the question of the dictatorship of the
Party.
The first case is in his controversy with the Socialist-Revolutionaries
and the Mensheviks, where he says:
When we are reproached with the dictatorship of one party,
and when, as you have heard, a proposal is made to establish
a united socialist front, we reply: “Yes, the dictatorship of one
party! We stand by it, and cannot depart from it; for it is that
Party which, in the course of decades, has won the position of
vanguard of the whole factory and industrial proletariat.”124
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The second case is in his “Letter to the Workers and Peasants in Connection
with the Victory over Kolchak,” in which he says:
Some people (especially the Mensheviks and the Socialist-Revolutionaries—all of them, even the “Lefts” among them) are
trying to scare the peasants with the bogey of the ‘dictatorship
of one party,’ the Party of Bolsheviks, Communists.
The peasants have learnt from the instance of Kolchak not to
be afraid of this bogey.
Either the dictatorship (i.e., iron rule) of the landlords and capitalists, or the dictatorship of the working class.125
The third case is Lenin’s speech at the Second Congress of the Comintern in his controversy with Tanner. I have quoted it above.126
The fourth case is a few lines in the pamphlet “Left-Wing” Communism, an Infantile Disorder. The passages in question have already been
quoted above.127
And the fifth case is in his draft outline of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, published in the Lenin Miscellany, Volume III, where there is a
sub-heading “Dictatorship of One Party.”128
It should be noted that in two out of the five cases, the last and the
second, Lenin puts the words “dictatorship of one party” in quotation
marks, thus clearly emphasizing the inexact, figurative sense of this formula.
It should also be noted that in every one of these cases, by the “dictatorship of the Party” Lenin meant dictatorship (“iron rule”) over the “landlords and capitalists,” and not over the working class, contrary to the slanderous fabrications of Kautsky and Co.
It is characteristic that in none of his works, major or secondary, in
which Lenin discusses or merely alludes to the dictatorship of the proletariat
and the role of the Party in the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
is there any hint whatever that “the dictatorship of the proletariat is the
dictatorship of our Party.” On the contrary, every page, every line of these
125
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works cries out against such a formula. (See The State and Revolution, The
Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky, “Left-Wing” Communism,
an Infantile Disorder, etc.)
Even more characteristic is the fact that in the theses of the Second
Congress of the Comintern on the role of a political party,129 which were
drawn up under the direct guidance of Lenin, and to which Lenin repeatedly referred in his speeches as a model of the correct formulation of the
role and tasks of the Party, we find not one word, literally not one word, about
dictatorship of the Party.
What does all this indicate?
It indicates that:
a) Lenin did not regard the formula “dictatorship of the Party” as irreproachable and exact, for which reason it is very rarely used in Lenin’s
works, and is sometimes put in quotation marks;
b) on the few occasions that Lenin was obliged, in controversy with
opponents, to speak of the dictatorship of the Party, he usually
referred to the “dictatorship of one party,” i.e., to the fact that our
Party holds power alone, that it does not share power with other parties. Moreover, he always made it clear that the dictatorship of the
Party in relation to the working class meant the leadership of the Party,
its leading role;
c) in all those cases in which Lenin thought it necessary to give a
scientific definition of the role of the Party in the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat, he spoke exclusively of the leading role of
the Party in relation to the working class (and there are thousands of
such cases);
d) that is why it never “occurred” to Lenin to include the formula
“dictatorship of the Party” in the fundamental resolution on the role
of the Party—I have in mind the resolution adopted at the Second
Congress of the Comintern;
e) the comrades who identify, or try to identify, the “dictatorship”
of the Party and, therefore, the “dictatorship of the leaders” with the
See V. I. Lenin, “Theses on the Fundamental Tasks of the Second Congress of the
Communist International,” op. cit.
129
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dictatorship of the proletariat are wrong from the point of view of
Leninism, and are politically shortsighted, for they thereby violate
the conditions for correct mutual relations between the vanguard and
the class.
This is apart from the fact that the formula “dictatorship of the Party,”
when taken without the above-mentioned reservations, can give rise to quite
a number of dangers and political setbacks in our practical work. This formula, taken without reservations, says, as it were,
a) to the non-Party masses: don’t dare to contradict, don’t dare to argue,
for the Party can do everything, for we have the dictatorship of the
Party;
b) to the Party cadres: act more boldly, tighten the screw, there is no
need to heed what the non-Party masses say, we have the dictatorship
of the Party;
c) to the top leadership of the Party: you may indulge in the luxury of
a certain amount of complacency, you may even become conceited,
for we have the dictatorship of the Party, and, “consequently,” the
dictatorship of the leaders.
It is opportune to call attention to these dangers precisely at the present moment, in a period when the political activity of the masses is rising,
when the readiness of the Party to heed the voice of the masses is of particular value to us, when attention to the requirements of the masses is a fundamental precept of our Party, when it is incumbent upon the Party to display
particular caution and particular flexibility in its policy, when the danger
of becoming conceited is one of the most serious dangers confronting the
Party in its task of correctly leading the masses.
One cannot but recall Lenin’s golden words at the Eleventh Congress
of our Party:
Among the mass of the people we [the Communists—J. St.]
are after all but a drop in the ocean, and we can administer only
when we properly express what the people are conscious of.
Unless we do this the Communist Party will not lead the pro-
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letariat, the proletariat will not lead the masses, and the whole
machine will collapse.130
“Properly express what the people are conscious of ”—this is precisely
the necessary condition that ensures for the Party the honorable role of the
principal guiding force in the system of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

130

78

V. I. Lenin, “Eleventh Congress of the RCP(B)” in Collected Works, Vol. XXXIII.

VI. The Question of the Victory of Socialism in One Country

VI. The Question of the Victory of Socialism in One
Country
The pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism (May 1924, first edition)
contains two formulations on the question of the victory of socialism in one
country. The first of these says:
Formerly, the victory of the revolution in one country was considered impossible, on the assumption that it would require the
combined action of the proletarians of all or at least of a majority of the advanced countries to achieve victory over the bourgeoisie. Now this point of view no longer fits in with the facts.
Now we must proceed from the possibility of such a victory;
for the uneven and spasmodic character of the development of
the various capitalist countries under the conditions of imperialism, the development within imperialism of catastrophic
contradictions leading to inevitable wars, the growth of the
revolutionary movement in all countries of the world—all this
leads, not only to the possibility, but also to the necessity of the
victory of the proletariat in individual countries.131
This thesis is quite correct and needs no comment. It is directed
against the theory of the Social-Democrats, who regard the seizure of power
by the proletariat in one country, without the simultaneous victory of the
revolution in other countries, as utopian.
But the pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism contains a second formulation, which says:
But the overthrow of the power of the bourgeoisie and establishment of the power of the proletariat in one country does
not yet mean that the complete victory of socialism has been
ensured. The principal task of socialism—the organization of
socialist production—has still to be fulfilled. Can this task be
fulfilled, can the final victory of socialism be achieved in one
country, without the joint efforts of the proletarians in several
advanced countries? No, it cannot. To overthrow the bourgeoi131
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sie the efforts of one country are sufficient; this is proved by
the history of our revolution. For the final victory of socialism, for the organization of socialist production, the efforts of
one country, particularly of a peasant country like Russia, are
insufficient; for that, the efforts of the proletarians of several
advanced countries are required.132
This second formulation was directed against the assertions of the
critics of Leninism, against the Trotskyites, who declared that the dictatorship of the proletariat in one country, in the absence of victory in other
countries, could not “hold out in the face of a conservative Europe.”
To that extent—but only to that extent—this formulation was then
(May 1924) adequate, and undoubtedly it was of some service.
Subsequently, however, when the criticism of Leninism in this sphere
had already been overcome in the Party, when a new question had come
to the fore—the question of the possibility of building a complete socialist
society by the efforts of our country, without help from abroad—the second
formulation became obviously inadequate, and therefore incorrect.
What is the defect in this formulation?
Its defect is that it joins two different questions into one: it joins
the question of the possibility of building socialism by the efforts of one
country—which must be answered in the affirmative—with the question whether a country in which the dictatorship of the proletariat exists
can consider itself fully guaranteed against intervention, and consequently
against the restoration of the old order, without a victorious revolution in a
number of other countries—which must be answered in the negative. This
is apart from the fact that this formulation may give occasion for thinking
that the organization of a socialist society by the efforts of one country is
impossible—which, of course, is incorrect.
On this ground I modified and corrected this formulation in my
pamphlet The October Revolution and the Tactics of the Russian Communists
(December 1924); I divided the question into two—into the question of a
full guarantee against the restoration of the bourgeois order, and the question of
the possibility of building a complete socialist society in one country. This was
effected, in the first place, by treating the “complete victory of socialism” as
a “full guarantee against the restoration of the old order,” which is possible
132
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only through “the joint efforts of the proletarians of several countries”; and,
secondly, by proclaiming, on the basis of Lenin’s pamphlet On Cooperation,133 the indisputable truth that we have all that is necessary for building
a complete socialist society.134
It was this new formulation of the question that formed the basis for
the well-known resolution of the Fourteenth Party Conference “The Tasks
of the Comintern and the RCP(B),”135 which examines the question of the
victory of socialism in one country in connection with the stabilization of
capitalism (April 1925), and considers that the building of socialism by the
efforts of our country is possible and necessary.
This new formulation also served as the basis for my pamphlet The
Results of the Work of the Fourteenth Conference of the RCP(B) published in
May 1925, immediately after the Fourteenth Party Conference.
With regard to the presentation of the question of the victory of
socialism in one country, this pamphlet states:
Our country exhibits two groups of contradictions. One group
consists of the internal contradictions that exist between the
proletariat and the peasantry [this refers to the building of
socialism in one country—J. St.]. The other group consists
of the external contradictions that exist between our country,
as the land of socialism, and all the other countries as lands
of capitalism [this refers to the final victory of socialism—J.
St.]. …Anyone who confuses the first group of contradictions,
which can be overcome entirely by the efforts of one country,
with the second group of contradictions, the solution of which
requires the efforts of the proletarians of several countries com-
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mits a gross error against Leninism. He is either a muddle-head
or an incorrigible opportunist,136
On the question of the victory of socialism in our country, the pamphlet
states:
We can build socialism, and we will build it together with
the peasantry under the leadership of the working class. [For]
under the dictatorship of the proletariat we possess …all that
is needed to build a complete socialist society, overcoming all
internal difficulties, for we can and must overcome them by
our own efforts.137
On the question of the final victory of socialism, it states:
The final victory of socialism is the full guarantee against
attempts at intervention, and hence against restoration; for any
serious attempt at restoration can take place only with serious
support from outside, only with the support of international
capital. Therefore, the support of our revolution by the workers
of all countries, and still more the victory of the workers in at
least several countries, is a necessary condition for fully guaranteeing the first victorious country against attempts at intervention and restoration, a necessary condition for the final victory
of socialism.138
Clear, one would think.
It is well known that this question was treated in the same spirit in
my pamphlet Questions and Answers (June 1925) and in the political report
of the Central Committee to the Fourteenth Congress of the CPSU (B)139
(December 1925).
Such are the facts.
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Joseph Stalin, “The Results of the Work of the Fourteenth Conference of the
RCP(B)” in Works, Vol. VII, Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow, 1954,
pp. 111 and 120-21.—Ed.
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These facts, I think, are known to all the comrades, including Zino-

If now, nearly two years after the ideological struggle in the Party and
after the resolution that was adopted at the Fourteenth Party Conference
(April 1925), Zinoviev finds it possible in his reply to the discussion at the
Fourteenth Party Congress (December 1925) to dig up the old and quite
inadequate formula contained in Stalin’s pamphlet written in April 1924,
and to make it the basis for deciding the already decided question of the
victory of socialism in one country—then this peculiar trick of his only
goes to show that he has got completely muddled on this question. To drag
the Party back after it has moved forward, to evade the resolution of the
Fourteenth Party Conference after it has been confirmed by a plenum of
the Central Committee,140 means to become hopelessly entangled in contradictions, to have no faith in the cause of building socialism, to abandon
the path of Lenin, and to acknowledge one’s own defeat.
What is meant by the possibility of the victory of socialism in one
country?
It means the possibility of solving the contradictions between the
proletariat and the peasantry by means of the internal forces of our country, the possibility of the proletariat seizing power and using that power to
build a complete socialist society in our country, with the sympathy and the
support of the proletarians of other countries, but without the preliminary
victory of the proletarian revolution in other countries.
Without such a possibility, building socialism is building without
prospects, building without being sure that socialism will be completely
built. It is no use engaging in building socialism without being sure that we
can build it completely, without being sure that the technical backwardness
of our country is not an insuperable obstacle to the building of a complete
socialist society. To deny such a possibility means disbelief in the cause of
building socialism, departure from Leninism.
This refers to the plenum of the Central Committee of the RCP(B) which was held
April 23-30, 1925. The plenum endorsed the resolutions adopted by the Fourteenth
Conference of the RCP(B), including the resolution on “The Tasks of the Comintern
and the RCP(B) in Connection with the Enlarged Plenum of the E.C.C.I.” which
defined the Party’s position on the question of the victory of socialism in the USSR
(See Resolutions and Decisions of CPSU Congresses, Conferences and Central Committee
Plenums, in Russian, 1953, Part II, pp. 43-52.)—Ed.
140
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What is meant by the impossibility of the complete, final victory of
socialism in one country without the victory of the revolution in other
countries?
It means the impossibility of having a full guarantee against intervention, and consequently against the restoration of the bourgeois order, without the victory of the revolution in at least a number of countries. To deny
this indisputable thesis means departure from internationalism, departure
from Leninism.
We are living [says Lenin,] not merely in a state, but in a system
of states, and the existence of the Soviet Republic side by side
with imperialist states for a long time is unthinkable. One or
the other must triumph in the end. And before that end comes,
a series of frightful collisions between the Soviet Republic and
the bourgeois states will be inevitable. That means that if the
ruling class, the proletariat, wants to, and will hold sway, it
must prove this by its military organization also.141
We have before us [says Lenin in another passage,] a certain
equilibrium, which is in the highest degree unstable, but an
unquestionable, an indisputable equilibrium nevertheless. Will
it last long? I do not know and, I think, it is impossible to
know. And therefore we must exercise very great caution. And
the first precept of our policy, the first lesson to be learnt from
our governmental activities during the past year, the lesson
which all the workers and peasants must learn, is that we must
be on the alert, we must remember that we are surrounded
by people, classes and governments who openly express their
intense hatred for us. We must remember that we are at all
times but a hair’s breadth from every manner of invasion.142
Clear, one would think.
Where does Zinoviev stand as regards the question of the victory of
socialism in one country?
Listen:
141
142
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By the final victory of socialism is meant, at least: 1) the abolition of classes, and therefore 2) the abolition of the dictatorship
of one class, in this case the dictatorship of the proletariat. …
In order to get a clearer idea of how the question stands here,
in the USSR, in the year 1925 [says Zinoviev further,] we must
distinguish between two things: 1) the assured possibility of
engaging in building socialism—such a possibility, it stands to
reason, is quite conceivable within the limits of one country;
and 2) the final construction and consolidation of socialism,
i.e., the achievement of a socialist system, of a socialist society.
What can all this signify?
It signifies that by the final victory of socialism in one country Zinoviev understands, not a guarantee against intervention and restoration, but
the possibility of completely building socialist society. And by the victory of
socialism in one country Zinoviev understands the kind of building socialism which cannot and should not lead to completely building socialism.
Building at haphazard, without prospects, building socialism, although
completely building a socialist society is impossible—such is Zinoviev’s
position.
To engage in building socialism without the possibility of completely
building it, knowing that it cannot be completely built—such are the absurdities in which Zinoviev has involved himself.
But this is a mockery of the question, not a solution of it!
Here is another extract from Zinoviev’s reply to the discussion at the
Fourteenth Party Congress:
Take a look, for instance, at what Comrade Yakovlev went so
far as to say at the last Kursk Gubernia Party Conference. He
asks: “Is it possible for us, surrounded as we are on all sides by
capitalist enemies, to completely build socialism in one country under such conditions?” And he answers: “On the basis
of all that has been said we have the right to say not only that
we are building socialism, but that in spite of the fact that for
the time being we are alone, that for the time being we are the

85

Concerning Questions of Leninism

only Soviet country, the only Soviet state in the world, we shall
completely build socialism.”143
“Is this the Leninist method of presenting the question,” Zinoviev asks,
“does not this smack of national narrow-mindedness?”144
Thus, according to Zinoviev, to recognize the possibility of completely building socialism in one country means adopting the point of view
of national narrow-mindedness, while to deny such a possibility means
adopting the point of view of internationalism.
But if that is true, is it at all worthwhile fighting for victory over the
capitalist elements in our economy? Does it not follow from this that such
a victory is impossible?
Capitulation to the capitalist elements in our economy—that is what the
inherent logic of Zinoviev’s line of argument leads us to.
And this absurdity, which has nothing in common with Leninism, is
presented to us by Zinoviev as “internationalism,” as “100 percent Leninism!”
I assert that on this most important question of building socialism
Zinoviev is deserting Leninism and slipping to the standpoint of the Menshevik Sukhanov.
Let us turn to Lenin. Here is what he said about the victory of socialism in one country even before the October Revolution, in August 1915:
Uneven economic and political development is an absolute law
of capitalism. Hence, the victory of socialism is possible first in
several or even in one capitalist country taken separately. The
victorious proletariat of that country, having expropriated the
capitalists and organized its own socialist production,145 would
stand up against the rest of the world, the capitalist world,
attracting to its cause the oppressed classes of other countries,
raising revolts in those countries against the capitalists, and

Kurskaya Pravda, No. 279, December 8, 1925.
My italics.—J. St.
145
My italics.—J. St.
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in the event of necessity coming out even with armed force
against the exploiting classes and their states.146
What is meant by Lenin’s phrase “having… organized its own socialist production,” which I have stressed? It means that the proletariat of the
victorious country, having seized power, can and must organize its own
socialist production. And what does “organize socialist production” mean?
It means completely building a socialist society. It scarcely needs proof that
this clear and definite statement of Lenin’s requires no further comment.
Otherwise Lenin’s call for the seizure of power by the proletariat in October
1917 would be incomprehensible.
You see that this clear thesis of Lenin’s, in comparison with Zinoviev’s
muddled and anti-Leninist “thesis” that we can engage in building socialism
“within the limits of one country,” although it is impossible to build it completely, is as different from the latter as the heavens from the earth.
The statement quoted above was made by Lenin in 1915, before the
proletariat had taken power. But perhaps he modified his views after the
experience of taking power, after 1917? Let us turn to Lenin’s pamphlet On
Cooperation, written in 1923.
As a matter of fact, [says Lenin,] state power over all large-scale
means of production, state power in the hands of the proletariat, the alliance of this proletariat with the many millions
of small and very small peasants, the assured leadership of the
peasantry by the proletariat, etc.—is not this all that is necessary for building a complete socialist society from the co-operatives, from the co-operatives alone, which we formerly looked
down upon as huckstering and which from a certain aspect we
have the right to look down upon as such now, under NEP? Is
this not all that is necessary for building a complete socialist society?
This is not yet the building of socialist society, but it is all that
is necessary and sufficient for this building.147, 148
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In other words, we can and must build a complete socialist society; for
we have at our disposal all that is necessary and sufficient for this building.
I think it would be difficult to express oneself more clearly.
Compare this classical thesis of Lenin’s with the anti-Leninist rebuke
Zinoviev administered to Yakovlev, and you will realize that Yakovlev was
only repeating Lenin’s words about the possibility of completely building
socialism in one country, whereas Zinoviev, by attacking this thesis and
castigating Yakovlev, deserted Lenin and adopted the point of view of the
Menshevik Sukhanov, the point of view that it is impossible to build socialism completely in our country owing to its technical backwardness.
One can only wonder why we took power in October 1917 if we did
not count on completely building socialism.
We should not have taken power in October 1917—this is the conclusion to which the inherent logic of Zinoviev’s line of argument leads us.
I assert further that in the highly important question of the victory
of socialism Zinoviev has gone counter to the definite decisions of our Party,
as registered in the well-known resolution of the Fourteenth Party Conference “The Tasks of the Comintern and the RCP(B) in Connection with the
Enlarged Plenum of the ECCI.”
Let us turn to this resolution. Here is what it says about the victory of
socialism in one country:
The existence of two directly opposite social systems gives rise
to the constant menace of capitalist blockade, of other forms of
economic pressure, of armed intervention, of restoration. Consequently, the only guarantee of the final victory of socialism,
i.e., the guarantee against restoration, is a victorious socialist revolution in a number of countries…. Leninism teaches that the
final victory of socialism, in the sense of a full guarantee against
the restoration of bourgeois relationships, is possible only on an
international scale…. But it does not follow from this that it is
impossible to build a complete socialist society149 in a backward
country like Russia, without the “state aid” (Trotsky) of countries more developed technically and economically.150
My italics.—J. St.
Resolutions and Decisions of CPSU Congresses, Conferences and Central Committee
Plenums, in Russian, 1953, Part II, pp. 49 and 46.—Ed.
149
150
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As you see, the resolution interprets the final victory of socialism as a
guarantee against intervention and restoration, in complete contrast to Zinoviev’s interpretation in his book Leninism.
As you see, the resolution recognizes the possibility of building a complete socialist society in a backward country like Russia without the “state
aid” of countries more developed technically and economically, in complete
contrast to what Zinoviev said when he rebuked Yakovlev in his reply to the
discussion at the Fourteenth Party Congress.
How else can this be described if not as a struggle on Zinoviev’s part
against the resolution of the Fourteenth Party Conference?
Of course, Party resolutions are sometimes not free from error. Sometimes they contain mistakes. Speaking generally, one may assume that the
resolution of the Fourteenth Party Conference also contains certain errors.
Perhaps Zinoviev thinks that this resolution is erroneous. But then he
should say so clearly and openly, as befits a Bolshevik. For some reason or
other, however, Zinoviev does not do so. He preferred to choose another
path, that of attacking the resolution of the Fourteenth Party Conference
from the rear, while keeping silent about this resolution and refraining from
any open criticism of the resolution. Zinoviev evidently thinks that this
will be the best way of achieving his purpose. And he has but one purpose,
namely—to “improve” the resolution, and to amend Lenin “just a little bit.”
It scarcely needs proof that Zinoviev has made a mistake in his calculations.
What is Zinoviev’s mistake due to? What is the root of this mistake?
The root of this mistake, in my opinion, lies in Zinoviev’s conviction
that the technical backwardness of our country is an insuperable obstacle to
the building of a complete socialist society; that the proletariat cannot completely build socialism owing to the technical backwardness of our country.
Zinoviev and Kamenev once tried to raise this argument at a meeting of
the Central Committee of the Party prior to the April Party Conference.151
But they received a rebuff and were compelled to retreat, and formally they
submitted to the opposite point of view, the point of view of the majority of
the Central Committee. But although he formally submitted to it, Zinoviev
has continued to wage a struggle against it all the time. Here is what the
Moscow Committee of our Party says about this “incident” in the Central
This refers to the Fourteenth Conference of the RCP(B), held April 27-29,
1925.—Ed.
151
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Committee of the RCP(B) in its “Reply” to the letter of the Leningrad
Gubernia Party Conference:152
Recently, in the Political Bureau, Kamenev and Zinoviev advocated the point of view that we cannot cope with the internal
difficulties due to our technical and economic backwardness
unless an international revolution comes to our rescue. We,
however, with the majority of the members of the Central
Committee, think that we can build socialism, are building
it, and will completely build it, notwithstanding our technical backwardness and in spite of it. We think that the work
of building will proceed far more slowly, of course, than in
the conditions of a world victory; nevertheless, we are making
progress and will continue to do so. We also believe that the
view held by Kamenev and Zinoviev expresses disbelief in the
internal forces of our working class and of the peasant masses
who follow its lead. We believe that it is a departure from the
Leninist position.153
This document appeared in the press during the first sittings of the
Fourteenth Party Congress. Zinoviev, of course, had the opportunity of
attacking this document at the congress. It is characteristic that Zinoviev
and Kamenev found no arguments against this grave accusation directed
against them by the Moscow Committee of our Party. Was this accidental? I
think not. The accusation, apparently, hit the mark. Zinoviev and Kamenev
“replied” to this accusation by silence, because they had no “card to beat it.”
The “New Opposition” is offended because Zinoviev is accused of
disbelief in the victory of socialist construction in our country. But if after
a whole year of discussion on the question of the victory of socialism in one
country; after Zinoviev’s viewpoint has been rejected by the Political Bureau
of the Central Committee (April 1925); after the Party has arrived at a
definite opinion on this question, recorded in the well-known resolution of
the Fourteenth Party Conference (April 1925)—if, after all this, Zinoviev
The reply of the Moscow Committee of the RCP(B) to the letter of the Twenty-Second Leningrad Gubernia Party Conference, a letter that was a factional attack
by the followers of Zinoviev and Kamenev, was published in Pravda, No. 291,
December 20, 1925.—Ed.
153
Ibid.—Ed
152
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ventures to oppose the point of view of the Party in his book Leninism (September 1925), if he then repeats this opposition at the Fourteenth Party
Congress—how can all this, this stubbornness, this persistence in his error,
be explained if not by the fact that Zinoviev is infected, hopelessly infected,
with disbelief in the victory of socialist construction in our country?
It pleases Zinoviev to regard this disbelief of his as internationalism.
But since when have we come to regard departure from Leninism on a cardinal question of Leninism as internationalism?
Will it not be more correct to say that it is not the Party but Zinoviev
who is sinning against internationalism and the international revolution?
For what is our country, the country “that is building socialism,” if not the
base of the world revolution? But can it be a real base of the world revolution if it is incapable of completely building a socialist society? Can it
remain the mighty center of attraction for the workers of all countries that
it undoubtedly is now, if it is incapable of achieving victory at home over
the capitalist elements in our economy, the victory of socialist construction?
I think not. But does it not follow from this that disbelief in the victory of
socialist construction, the dissemination of such disbelief, will lead to our
country being discredited as the base of the world revolution? And if our
country is discredited the world revolutionary movement will be weakened.
How did Messrs. the Social-Democrats try to scare the workers away from
us? By preaching that “the Russians will not get anywhere.” What are we
beating the Social-Democrats with now, when we are attracting a whole
series of workers’ delegations to our country and thereby strengthening the
position of communism all over the world? By our successes in building
socialism. Is it not obvious, then, that whoever disseminates disbelief in our
successes in building socialism thereby indirectly helps the Social-Democrats, reduces the sweep of the international revolutionary movement, and
inevitably departs from internationalism?…
You see that Zinoviev is in no better position in regard to his “internationalism” than in regard to his “100 per cent Leninism” on the question
of building socialism in one country.
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That is why the Fourteenth Party Congress rightly defined the views
of the “New Opposition” as “disbelief in the cause of socialist construction,”
as “a distortion of Leninism.”154

Resolutions and Decisions of CPSU Congresses, Conferences and Central Committee
Plenums, in Russian, 1953, Part II, p. 77.—Ed.
154
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I think that disbelief in the victory of socialist construction is the
principal error of the “New Opposition.” In my opinion, it is the principal
error because from it spring all the other errors of the “New Opposition.”
The errors of the “New Opposition” on the questions of NEP, state capitalism, the nature of our socialist industry, the role of the co-operatives under
the dictatorship of the proletariat, the methods of fighting the kulaks, the
role and importance of the middle peasantry—all these errors are to be
traced to the principal error of the opposition, to disbelief in the possibility
of completely building a socialist society by the efforts of our country.
What is disbelief in the victory of socialist construction in our country?
It is, first of all, lack of confidence that, owing to certain conditions of
development in our country, the main mass of the peasantry can be drawn
into the work of socialist construction.
It is, secondly, lack of confidence that the proletariat of our country,
which holds the key positions in our national economy, is capable of drawing the main mass of the peasantry into the work of socialist construction.
It is from these theses that the opposition tacitly proceeds in its arguments about the paths of our development—no matter whether it does so
consciously or unconsciously.
Can the main mass of the Soviet peasantry be drawn into the work of
socialist construction?
In the pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism there are two main theses on this subject:
1) The peasantry in the Soviet Union must not be confused
with the peasantry in the West. A peasantry that has been
schooled in three revolutions, that fought against the tsar and
the power of the bourgeoisie side by side with the proletariat
and under the leadership of the proletariat, a peasantry that
has received land and peace at the hands of the proletarian revolution and by reason of this has become the reserve of the
proletariat—such a peasantry cannot but be different from a
peasantry which during the bourgeois revolution fought under
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the leadership of the liberal bourgeoisie, which received land
at the hands of that bourgeoisie, and in view of this became
the reserve of the bourgeoisie. It scarcely needs proof that the
Soviet peasantry, which has learnt to appreciate its political
friendship and political collaboration with the proletariat and
which owes its freedom to this friendship and collaboration,
cannot but represent exceptionally favorable material for economic collaboration with the proletariat.
2) Agriculture in Russia must not be confused with agriculture
in the West. There, agriculture is developing along the ordinary
lines of capitalism, under conditions of profound differentiation among the peasantry, with large landed estates and private
capitalist latifundia at one extreme and pauperism, destitution
and wage slavery at the other. Owing to this, disintegration
and decay are quite natural there. Not so in Russia. Here agriculture cannot develop along such a path, if for no other reason than that the existence of Soviet power and the nationalization of the principal instruments and means of production
preclude such a development. In Russia the development of
agriculture must proceed along a different path, along the path
of organizing millions of small and middle peasants in co-operatives, along the path of developing in the countryside a mass
co-operative movement supported by the state by means of
preferential credits. Lenin rightly pointed out in his articles on
co-operation that the development of agriculture in our country must proceed along a new path, along the path of drawing
the majority of the peasants into socialist construction through
the co-operatives, along the path of gradually introducing into
agriculture the principles of collectivism, first in the sphere of
marketing and later in the sphere of production of agricultural
products….
It scarcely needs proof that the vast majority of the peasantry
will eagerly take this new path of development, rejecting the
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path of private capitalist latifundia and wage slavery, the path
of destitution and ruin.155
Are these theses correct?
I think that both theses are correct and incontrovertible for the whole
of our construction period under the conditions of NEP.
They are merely the expression of Lenin’s well-known theses on the
bond between the proletariat and the peasantry, on the inclusion of the
peasant farms in the system of socialist development of our country; of his
theses that the proletariat must march towards socialism together with the
main mass of the peasantry, that the organization of the vast masses of the
peasantry in co-operatives is the high road of socialist construction in the
countryside, that with the growth of our socialist industry, “for us, the mere
growth of co-operation… is identical with the growth of socialism.”156
Indeed, along what path can and must the development of peasant
economy in our country proceed?
Peasant economy is not capitalist economy. Peasant economy, if you
take the overwhelming majority of the peasant farms, is small commodity
economy. And what is peasant small commodity economy? It is economy
standing at the cross-roads between capitalism and socialism. It may develop
in the direction of capitalism, as it is now doing in capitalist countries, or
in the direction of socialism, as it must do here, in our country, under the
dictatorship of the proletariat.
Whence this instability, this lack of independence of peasant economy? How is it to be explained?
It is to be explained by the scattered character of the peasant farms,
their lack of organization, their dependence on the towns, on industry, on
the credit system, on the character of the state power in the country, and,
lastly, by the well-known fact that the countryside follows, and necessarily
must follow, the town both in material and in cultural matters.
The capitalist path of development of peasant economy means development through profound differentiation among the peasantry, with large
latifundia at one extreme and mass impoverishment at the other. Such a
path of development is inevitable in capitalist countries, because the countryside, peasant economy, is dependent on the towns, on industry, on credit
155
156
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concentrated in the towns, on the character of the state power—and in the
towns it is the bourgeoisie, capitalist industry, the capitalist credit system
and the capitalist state power that hold sway.
Is this path of development of peasant farms obligatory for our country, where the towns have quite a different aspect, where industry is in the
hands of the proletariat, where transport, the credit system, the state power,
etc., are concentrated in the hands of the proletariat, where the nationalization of the land is a universal law of the country? Of course not. On the
contrary. Precisely because the towns do lead the countryside, while we have
in the towns the rule of the proletariat, which holds all the key positions
of national economy—precisely for this reason the peasant farms in their
development must proceed along a different path, the path of socialist construction.
What is this path?
It is the path of the mass organization of millions of peasant farms
into co-operatives in all spheres of co-operation, the path of uniting the
scattered peasant farms around socialist industry, the path of implanting
the elements of collectivism among the peasantry at first in the sphere of
marketing agricultural produce and supplying the peasant farms with the
products of urban industry and later in the sphere of agricultural production.
And the further we advance the more this path becomes inevitable
under the conditions of the dictatorship of the proletariat, because co-operative marketing, co-operative supplying, and, finally, co-operative credit
and production (agricultural co-operatives) are the only way to promote
the welfare of the countryside, the only way to save the broad masses of the
peasantry from poverty and ruin.
It is said that our peasantry, by its position, is not socialist, and, therefore, incapable of socialist development. It is true, of course, that the peasantry, by its position, is not socialist. But this is no argument against the
development of the peasant farms along the path of socialism, once it has
been proved that the countryside follows the town, and in the towns it is
socialist industry that holds sway. The peasantry, by its position, was not
socialist at the time of the October Revolution either, and it did not by
any means want to establish socialism in our country. At that time it strove
mainly for the abolition of the power of the landlords and for the ending
of the war, for the establishment of peace. Nevertheless, it followed the lead
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of the socialist proletariat. Why? Because the overthrow of the bourgeoisie
and the seizure of power by the socialist proletariat was at that time the
only way of getting out of the imperialist war, the only way of establishing
peace. Because there was no other way at that time, nor could there be any.
Because our Party was able to hit upon that degree of the combination of
the specific interests of the peasantry (the overthrow of the landlords, peace)
with, and their subordination to, the general interests of the country (the
dictatorship of the proletariat) which proved acceptable and advantageous
to the peasantry. And so the peasantry, in spite of its non-socialist character,
at that time followed the lead of the socialist proletariat.
The same must be said about socialist construction in our country,
about drawing the peasantry into the channel of this construction. The
peasantry is non socialist by its position. But it must, and certainly will take
the path of socialist development; for there is not, and cannot be, any other
way of saving the peasantry from poverty and ruin except the bond with the
proletariat, except the bond with socialist industry, except the inclusion of
peasant economy in the common channel of socialist development by the
mass organization of the peasantry in co-operatives.
But why precisely by the mass organization of the peasantry in co-operatives?
Because in the mass organization in co-operatives “we have found
that degree of the combination of private interest, private trading interest, with state supervision and control of this interest, that degree of its
subordination to the common interests” (Lenin)157 which is acceptable and
advantageous to the peasantry and which ensures the proletariat the possibility of drawing the main mass of the peasantry into the work of socialist
construction. It is precisely because it is advantageous to the peasantry to
organize the sale of its products and the purchase of machines for its farms
through co-operatives, it is precisely for that reason that it should and will
proceed along the path of mass organization in co-operatives.
What does the mass organization of peasant farms in cooperatives
mean when we have the supremacy of socialist industry?
It means that peasant small commodity economy abandons the old
capitalist path, which is fraught with mass ruin for the peasantry, and goes
over to the new path of development, the path of socialist construction.
157
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This is why the fight for the new path of development of peasant
economy, the fight to draw the main mass of the peasantry into the work of
socialist construction, is the immediate task facing our Party.
The Fourteenth Congress of the CPSU (B), therefore, was right in
declaring:
The main path of building socialism in the countryside consists in using the growing economic leadership of socialist state
industry, of the state credit institutions, and of the other key
positions in the hands of the proletariat to draw the main mass
of the peasantry into co-operative organization and to ensure
for this organization a socialist development, while utilizing,
overcoming and ousting its capitalist elements.158
The profound mistake of the “New Opposition” lies in the fact that
it does not believe in this new path of development of the peasantry, that it
does not see, or does not understand, the absolute inevitability of this path
under the conditions of the dictatorship of the proletariat. And it does not
understand this because it does not believe in the victory of socialist construction in our country, it does not believe in the capacity of our proletariat
to lead the peasantry along the path to socialism.
Hence the failure to understand the dual character of NEP, the exaggeration of the negative aspects of NEP and the treatment of NEP as being
mainly a retreat.
Hence the exaggeration of the role of the capitalist elements in our
economy, and the belittling of the role of the levers of our socialist development (socialist industry, the credit system, the co-operatives, the rule of the
proletariat, etc.).
Hence the failure to understand the socialist nature of our state industry, and the doubts concerning the correctness of Lenin’s co-operative plan.
Hence the inflated accounts of differentiation in the countryside, the
panic in face of the kulak, the belittling of the role of the middle peasant,
the attempts to thwart the Party’s policy of securing a firm alliance with the
middle peasant, and, in general, the wobbling from one side to the other on
the question of the Party’s policy in the countryside.
Resolutions and Decisions of CPSU Congresses, Conferences and Central Committee
Plenums, in Russian, 1953, Part II, p. 78.—Ed.
158
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Hence the failure to understand the tremendous work of the Party in
drawing the vast masses of the workers and peasants into building up industry and agriculture, revitalizing the co-operatives and the Soviets, administering the country, combating bureaucracy, improving and remodeling our
state apparatus—work which marks a new stage of development and without which no socialist construction is conceivable.
Hence the hopelessness and consternation in face of the difficulties of
our work of construction, the doubts about the possibility of industrializing
our country, the pessimistic chatter about degeneration of the Party, etc.
Over there, among the bourgeoisie, all is going on fairly well, but
here, among the proletarians, things are fairly bad; unless the revolution in
the West takes place pretty soon, our cause is lost—such is the general tone
of the “New Opposition” which, in my opinion, is a liquidationist tone, but
which, for some reason or other (probably in jest), the opposition tries to
pass off as “internationalism.”
NEP is capitalism, says the opposition. NEP is mainly a retreat, says
Zinoviev. All this, of course, is untrue. In actual fact, NEP is the Party’s policy, permitting a struggle between the socialist and the capitalist elements
and aimed at the victory of the socialist elements over the capitalist elements. In actual fact, NEP only began as a retreat, but it aimed at regrouping our forces during the retreat and launching an offensive. In actual fact,
we have been on the offensive for several years now, and are attacking successfully, developing our industry, developing Soviet trade, and ousting private capital.
But what is the meaning of the thesis that NEP is capitalism, that
NEP is mainly a retreat? What does this thesis proceed from?
It proceeds from the wrong assumption that what is now taking place
in our country is simply the restoration of capitalism, simply a “return” to
capitalism. This assumption alone can explain the doubts of the opposition
regarding the socialist nature of our industry. This assumption alone can
explain the panic of the opposition in face of the kulak. This assumption
alone can explain the haste with which the opposition seized upon the inaccurate statistics on differentiation in the peasantry. This assumption alone
can explain the opposition’s special forgetfulness of the fact that the middle
peasant is the central figure in our agriculture. This assumption alone can
explain the underestimation of the importance of the middle peasant and
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the doubts concerning Lenin’s co-operative plan. This assumption alone can
serve to “substantiate” the “New Opposition’s” disbelief in the new path of
development of the countryside, the path of drawing it into the work of
socialist construction.
As a matter of fact, what is taking place in our country now is not a
one-sided process of restoration of capitalism, but a double process of development of capitalism and development of socialism—a contradictory process of struggle between the socialist and the capitalist elements, a process in
which the socialist elements are overcoming the capitalist elements. This is
equally incontestable as regards the towns, where state industry is the basis
of socialism, and as regards the countryside, where the main foothold for
socialist development is mass co-operation linked up with socialist industry.
The simple restoration of capitalism is impossible, if only for the reason that the proletariat is in power, that large-scale industry is in the hands
of the proletariat, and that transport and credit are in the possession of the
proletarian state.
Differentiation in the countryside cannot assume its former dimensions, the middle peasants still constitute the main mass of the peasantry,
and the kulak cannot regain his former strength, if only for the reason that
the land has been nationalized, that it has been withdrawn from circulation, while our trade, credit, tax and co-operative policy is directed towards
restricting the kulaks’ exploiting proclivities, towards promoting the welfare of the broad mass of the peasantry and leveling out the extremes in
the countryside. That is quite apart from the fact that the fight against the
kulaks is now proceeding not only along the old line of organizing the poor
peasants against the kulaks, but also along the new line of strengthening the
alliance of the proletariat and the poor peasants with the mass of the middle
peasants against the kulaks. The fact that the opposition does not understand the meaning and significance of the fight against the kulaks along this
second line once more confirms that the opposition is straying towards the
old path of development in the countryside—the path of capitalist development, when the kulaks and the poor peasants constituted the main forces in
the countryside, while the middle peasants were “melting away.”
Co-operation is a variety of state capitalism, says the opposition, citing in this connection Lenin’s pamphlet The Tax in Kind;159 and, conse159

V. I. Lenin, “The Tax in Kind” in Collected Works, Vol. XXXII.
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quently, it does not believe it possible to utilize the co-operatives as the main
foothold for socialist development. Here, too, the opposition commits a
gross error.
Such an interpretation of co-operation was adequate and satisfactory
in 1921, when The Tax in Kind was written, when we had no developed
socialist industry, when Lenin conceived of state capitalism as the possible
basic form of conducting our economy, and when he considered co-operation in conjunction with state capitalism. But this interpretation has now
become inadequate and has been rendered obsolete by history; for times
have changed since then: our socialist industry has developed, state capitalism never took hold to the degree expected, whereas the co-operatives,
which now have over 10 million members, have begun to link up with
socialist industry.
How else are we to explain the fact that already in 1923, two years
after The Tax in Kind was written, Lenin began to regard co-operation in
a different light, and considered that “co-operation, under our conditions,
very often entirely coincides with socialism.”160
How else can this be explained except by the fact that during those
two years socialist industry had grown, whereas state capitalism had failed to
take hold to the required extent, in view of which Lenin began to consider
co-operation, not in conjunction with state capitalism, but in conjunction
with socialist industry?
The conditions of development of co-operation had changed. And so
the approach to the question of co-operation had to be changed also.
Here, for instance, is a remarkable passage from Lenin’s pamphlet On
Cooperation (1923), which throws light on this matter:
Under state capitalism, co-operative enterprises differ from state
capitalist enterprises, firstly, in that they are private enterprises
and, secondly, in that they are collective enterprises. Under
our present system, co-operative enterprises differ from private
capitalist enterprises because they are collective enterprises,
but they do not differ161 from socialist enterprises if the land on

160
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V. I. Lenin, “On Cooperation,” op. cit.
My italics.—J. St.
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which they are situated and the means of production belong to
the state, i.e., the working class.162
In this short passage two big questions are solved. Firstly, that “our
present system” is not state capitalism. Secondly, that co-operative enterprises taken in conjunction with “our system” “do not differ” from socialist
enterprises.
I think it would be difficult to express oneself more clearly.
Here is another passage from the same pamphlet of Lenin’s:
…For us, the mere growth of co-operation (with the “slight”
exception mentioned above) is identical with the growth of
socialism, and at the same time we must admit that a radical
change has taken place in our whole outlook on socialism.163
Obviously, the pamphlet On Cooperation gives a new appraisal of the
co-operatives, a thing which the “New Opposition” does not want to admit,
and which it is carefully hushing up, in defiance of the facts, in defiance of
the obvious truth, in defiance of Leninism.
Co-operation taken in conjunction with state capitalism is one thing,
and co-operation taken in conjunction with socialist industry is another.
From this, however, it must not be concluded that a gulf lies between
The Tax in Kind and On Cooperation. That would, of course, be wrong. It is
sufficient, for instance, to refer to the following passage in The Tax in Kind
to discern immediately the inseparable connection between The Tax in Kind
and the pamphlet On Cooperation as regards appraisal of the co-operatives.
Here it is:
The transition from concessions to socialism is a transition from
one form of large-scale production to another form of largescale production. The transition from small-proprietor co-operatives to socialism is a transition from small-scale production
to large-scale production, i.e., it is a more complicated transition, but, if successful, is capable of embracing wider masses of
the population, is capable of pulling up the deeper and more
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tenacious roots of the old, pre-socialist164 and even pre-capitalist
relations, which most stubbornly resist all “innovations.”165
From this quotation it is evident that even during the time of The
Tax in Kind, when we had as yet no developed socialist industry, Lenin was
of the opinion that, if successful, co-operation could be transformed into a
powerful weapon in the struggle against “pre-socialist,” and, hence, against
capitalist relations. I think it was precisely this idea that subsequently served
as the point of departure for his pamphlet On Cooperation.
But what follows from all this?
From all this it follows that the “New Opposition” approaches the
question of co-operation, not in a Marxist way, but metaphysically. It
regards co-operation not as a historical phenomenon taken in conjunction with other phenomena, in conjunction, say, with state capitalism (in
1921) or with socialist industry (in 1923), but as something constant and
immutable, as a “thing in itself.”
Hence the mistakes of the opposition on the question of co-operation, hence its disbelief in the development of the countryside towards
socialism through co-operation, hence its turning back to the old path, the
path of capitalist development in the countryside.
Such, in general, is the position of the “New Opposition” on the
practical questions of socialist construction.
There is only one conclusion: the line of the opposition, so far as
it has a line, its wavering and vacillation, its disbelief in our cause and its
consternation in face of difficulties, lead to capitulation to the capitalist
elements in our economy.
For, if NEP is mainly a retreat, if the socialist nature of state industry
is doubted, if the kulak is almost omnipotent, if little hope can be placed in
the co-operatives, if the role of the middle peasant is progressively declining,
if the new path of development in the countryside is open to doubt, if the
Party is almost degenerating, while the revolution in the West is not very
near—then what is there left in the arsenal of the opposition, what can it
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count on in the struggle against the capitalist elements in our economy? You
cannot go into battle armed only with “The Philosophy of the Epoch.”166
It is clear that the arsenal of the “New Opposition,” if it can be termed
an arsenal at all, is an unenviable one. It is not an arsenal for battle. Still less
is it one for victory.
It is clear that the Party would be doomed “in no time” if it entered
the fight equipped with such an arsenal; it would simply have to capitulate
to the capitalist elements in our economy.
That is why the Fourteenth Congress of the Party was absolutely right
in deciding that “the fight for the victory of socialist construction in the
USSR is the main task of our Party”; that one of the necessary conditions
for the fulfilment of this task is
To combat disbelief in the cause of building socialism in our
country and the attempts to represent our enterprises, which
are of a “consistently socialist type” (Lenin), as state capitalist
enterprises; [that] such ideological trends, which prevent the
masses from adopting a conscious attitude towards the building of socialism in general and of a socialist industry in particular, can only serve to hinder the growth of the socialist elements
in our economy and to facilitate the struggle of private capital
against them; [that] the congress therefore considers that widespread educational work must be carried on for the purpose of
overcoming these distortions of Leninism.167
The historical significance of the Fourteenth Congress of the
CPSU (B) lies in the fact that it was able radically to expose the mistakes of
the “New Opposition,” that it rejected their disbelief and whining, that it
clearly and precisely indicated the path of the further struggle for socialism,
opened before the Party the prospect of victory, and thus armed the proletariat with an invincible faith in the victory of socialist construction.

“The Philosophy of the Epoch” was the title of an anti-Party article written by
Zinoviev in 1925. For a criticism of this article, see Joseph Stalin, Works, Vol. VII,
op. cit.—Ed.
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See Resolutions and Decisions of CPSU Congresses, Conferences and Central Committee Plenums, in Russian, 1953, Part II, pp. 75 and 77.—Ed.
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