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PREFACE

The twelfth volume of J. V. Stalin’s Works contains
writings and speeches of the period from April 1929 to
June 1930.

This was a time when the Bolshevik Party was devel-
oping a general offensive of socialism along the whole
front, mobilising the working class and the labouring
masses of the peasantry for the fight to reconstruct the
entire national economy on a socialist basis, and to
fulfil the first five-year plan. The Bolshevik Party was
effecting a decisive turn in policy—the transition from
the policy of restricting the exploiting tendencies of the
kulaks to the policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class
on the basis of complete collectivisation. The Party
was accomplishing a historic task of the proletarian
revolution—the most difficult since the conquest of pow-
er—the switching of millions of individual peasant
farms to the path of collective farming, the path of so-
cialism.

In his speech at the plenum of the C.C. and C.C.C.,
C.P.S.U.(B.) in April 1929 on “The Right Deviation
in the C.P.S.U.(B),” published in full for the first
time in this volume, J. V. Stalin analyses the class
changes which had taken place in the U.S.S.R. and in
the capitalist countries, and points to the increasing
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socialist offensive in our country against the capitalist
elements of town and country and the consequent sharp-
ening of the class struggle. J. V. Stalin shows that
the partial stabilisation of capitalism was being shat-
tered and that the elements of a revolutionary upsurge
in the capitalist countries were accumulating, and he sub-
stantiates the need for intensifying the struggle against
the Right elements in the Communist Parties.

J. V. Stalin denounces the anti-Party factional ac-
tivities of Bukharin’s group, their double-dealing and
their secret negotiations with the Trotskyists for the
organisation of a bloc against the Party.

J. V. Stalin stresses that the Right deviation and
conciliation towards it were the chief danger at that
period, exposes the Right capitulators as enemies of
Leninism and agents of the kulaks, and lays bare the
bourgeois-liberal, anti-revolutionary nature of the Right-
opportunist “theory” that the kulaks would grow
peacefully into socialism. In the struggle against the
Bukharin opposition, J. V. Stalin develops Lenin’s thesis
that the exploiting classes must be eliminated by means
of a fierce class struggle of the proletariat. He shows
that the Right capitulators’ opportunist line on ques-
tions of class struggle was linked with Bukharin’s anti-
Leninist errors concerning the theory of the state.

In the struggle against the Right opportunists,
J. V. Stalin upholds and develops the Marxist-Leninist
theory of the state and of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat.

In the article “Emulation and Labour Enthusiasm
of the Masses,” J. V. Stalin defines socialist emulation
as the communist method of building socialism, as the
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lever with which the working people are destined to
transform the entire economic and cultural life of the
country on the basis of socialism.

In “A Year of Great Change,” J. V. Stalin assesses
the year 1929 as one of great achievements on all fronts
of socialist construction: in the sphere of labour produc-
tivity, and in the development of industry and agricul-
ture. Noting the success of the collective-farm move-
ment, he shows that the main mass of the peasantry
—the middle peasants—were joining the collective
farms, and that, as a result of the individual peasant
farming taking the path of socialism, the last sources
for the restoration of capitalism in the country were
being eliminated.

Proceeding from V. I. Lenin’s co-operative plan,
J. V. Stalin elaborates the theory of collectivisation
of agriculture and indicates the practical ways and means
of putting it into practice.

In his speech “Concerning Questions of Agrarian
Policy in the U.S.S.R.,” J. V. Stalin exposes the bour-
geois and Right-opportunist theories of “equilibrium,”
of “spontaneity” in socialist construction, and of the
stability” of small-peasant farming, and demon-
strates the advantages of large-scale collective economy
in agriculture. He defines the nature of collective farming
as a socialist form of economy, and substantiates the
change from the policy of restricting and ousting the
capitalist elements in the countryside to the policy of
eliminating the kulaks as a class on the basis of com-
plete collectivisation

In “Dizzy With Success,” “Reply to Collective-Farm
Comrades” and other works, J. V. Stalin denounces
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“Leftist” distortions of the Party line in the develop-
ment of collective farms, indicates the ways and means
of correcting these distortions, and shows that the chief
and basic link in the collective-farm movement at the
given stage was the agricultural artel.

This volume, contains the “Political Report of the
Central Committee to the Sixteenth Congress of the
C.P.S.U.(B.),” in which J. V. Stalin gives a profound
analysis of the crisis of world capitalism and reveals
the sharpening of the contradictions of the capitalist
system. Describing the relations between the U.S.S.R.
and the capitalist states, he defines the foreign policy
of the Soviet state as a consistent policy of peace. He
shows the growing economic progress of the U.S.S.R.
and the superiority of the socialist economic system over
the capitalist system, and defines the nature and tasks
of the sweeping socialist offensive along the whole front.
Mobilising the Party to combat deviations in the na-
tional question he shows that the period of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat and the building of socialism
in the U.S.S.R. is one of the development of national
cultures, socialist in content and national in form.

The volume contains hitherto unpublished letters of
J. V. Stalin to Felix Kon, A. M. Gorky and Comrades
Bezymensky and Rafail.

Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute
of the C.C., C.P.S.U.(B.)
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THE RIGHT DEVIATION
IN THE C.P.S.U.(B.)*

Speech Delivered at the Plenum of
the Central Committee and the Central Control Commission
of the C.PS.U.(B.) in April 1929!

(Verbatim Report)

Comrades, I shall not touch on the personal factor,
although it played a rather conspicuous part in the
speeches of some of the comrades of Bukharin’s group. I
shall not touch on it because it is a trivial matter, and
it is not worth while dwelling on trivial matters.
Bukharin spoke of his private correspondence with me. He
read some letters and it can be seen from them that al-
though we were still on terms of personal friendship
quite recently, now we differ politically. The same note
could be detected in the speeches of Uglanov and Tom-
sky. How does it happen, they say, we are old Bolshe-
viks, and suddenly we are at odds and unable to respect
one another.

I think that all these moans and lamentations are not
worth a brass farthing. Our organisation is not a family
circle, nor an association of personal friends; it is the
political party of the working class. We cannot allow
interests of personal friendship to be placed above the
interests of our cause.

* The present text of this speech contains over 30 pages
which were not published in the press at the time.—Fd.
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Things have come to a sorry pass, comrades, if the
only reason why we are called old Bolsheviks is that we
are old. Old Bolsheviks are respected not because they
are old, but because they are at the same time eternal-
ly fresh, never-aging revolutionaries. If an old Bolshe-
vik swerves from the path of the revolution, or degen-
erates and fails politically, then, even if he is a hun-
dred years old, he has no right to call himself an old
Bolshevik; he has no right to demand that the Party
should respect him.

Further, questions of personal friendship cannot be
put on a par with political questions, for, as the saying
goes, friendship is all very well, but duty comes first.
We all serve the working class, and if the interests of
personal friendship clash with the interests of the rev-
olution, then personal friendship must come second. As
Bolsheviks we cannot have any other attitude.

I shall not touch either on the insinuations and
veiled accusations of a personal nature that were contained
in the speeches of comrades of the Bukharin opposi-
tion. Evidently these comrades are attempting to cover
up the underlying political basis of our disagreements
with insinuations and equivocations. They want to sub-
stitute petty political scheming for politics. Tomsky’s
speech is especially noteworthy in this respect. His was
the typical speech of a trade-unionist politician who
attempts to substitute petty political scheming for
politics. However, that trick of theirs won’t work.

Let us get down to business.
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|
ONE LINE OR TWO LINES?

Have we a single, common, general line or have we
two lines? That, comrades, is the basic question.

In his speech here, Rykov said that we have a sin-
gle general line and that if we do have some “insignif-
icant” disagreements, it is because there are “shades of
difference” in the interpretation of the general line.

Is that correct? Unfortunately, it is not. And it is
not merely incorrect, but it is absolutely contrary to
the truth. If we really have only one line, and there are
only shades of difference between us, then why did
Bukharin run off to yesterday’s Trotskyites led by Ka-
menev, in an effort to set up with them a factional bloc
directed against the Central Committee and its Politi-
cal Bureau? Is it not a fact that Bukharin spoke there
of a “fatal” line of the Central Committee, of Bukharin’s,
Tomsky’s and Rykov’s disagreements in principle with
the Central Committee of the Party, of the need for a
drastic change in the composition of the Political Bu-
reau of the Central Committee?

If there is only one line, why did Bukharin con-
spire with yesterday’s Trotskyites against the Central
Committee, and why did Rykov and Tomsky aid him
in this undertaking?

If there is only one general line, how can one part
of the Political Bureau, which supports the single, com-
mon, general line, be allowed to undermine the other
part, which supports the same general line?

Can a policy of such shifts be allowed if we have
a single, common, general line?
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If there is only one line, how are we to account for
Bukharin’s declaration of January 30, which was wholly
and solely aimed against the Central Committee and its
general line?

If there is only one line, how are we to account for
the declaration of the trio (Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky)
of February 9, in which, in a brazen and grossly slan-
derous manner, they accuse the Party: a) of a policy
of military-feudal exploitation of the peasantry, b) of
a policy of fostering bureaucracy, and ¢) of a policy of dis-
integrating the Comintern?

Perhaps these declarations are just ancient history?
Perhaps it is now considered that these declarations
were a mistake? Perhaps Rykov, Bukharin and Tom-
sky are prepared to take back these undoubtedly mistaken
and anti-Party declarations? If that is the case, let them
say so frankly and honestly. Then everyone will under-
stand that we have only one line and that there are only
shades of difference between us. But, as is evident from
the speeches of Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky, they
would not do that. And not only would they not do
that, but they have no intention of repudiating these
declarations of theirs in the future, and they state that
they adhere to their views as set forth in the declara-
tions.

Where then is the single, common, general line?

If there is only one line, and, in the opinion of
Bukharin’s group, the Party line consists in pursuing a
policy of military-feudal exploitation of the peasantry,
then do Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky really wish to
join us in pursuing this fatal policy, instead of combat-
ing it? That is indeed absurd.
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If there is only one line, and, in the opinion of the
Bukharin opposition, the Party line consists in foster-
ing bureaucracy, then do Rykov, Bukharin and Tomsky
really wish to join us in fostering bureaucracy within
the Party, instead of combating it? That is indeed non-
sense.

If there is only one line, and, in the opinion of the
Bukharin opposition, the Party line consists in disin-
tegrating the Comintern, then do Rykov, Bukharin and
Tomsky really wish to join us in disintegrating the
Comintern, instead of combating this policy? How are
we to believe such nonsense?

No, comrades, there must be something wrong with
Rykov’s assertion that we have a single, common line.
Whichever way you look at it, if we bear in mind the
facts just set forth regard ing the declarations and con-
duct of Bukharin’s group, there is something amiss with
the business of one, common line.

If there is only one line, then how are we to account
for the policy of resigning adopted by Bukharin, Rykov
and Tomsky? Is it conceivable that where there is a
common general line, one part of the Political Bureau
would systematically refuse to implement the repeated
decisions of the Central Committee of the Party and
continue to sabotage Party work for six months? If
we really have a single, common, general line, how are
we to account for this disruptive policy of resigning
that is being methodically pursued by one part of the
Political Bureau?

From the history of our Party we know of examples
of the policy of resigning. We know, for instance, that
on the day after the October Revolution some comrades,
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led by Kamenev and Zinoviev, refused the posts assigned
to them and demanded that the policy of the Party should
be changed. We know that at that time they sought to
justify the policy of resigning by demanding the crea-
tion of a coalition government that would include the Men-
sheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries, in opposition to
the Central Committee of our Party whose policy was to
form a purely Bolshevik government. But at that time
there was some sense in the policy of resigning, because
1t was based on the existence of two different lines, one
of which was for forming a purely Bolshevik govern-
ment, and the other for forming a coalition government
jointly with the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolution-
aries. That was clear and comprehensible. But we see
no logic, no logic whatsoever, when the Bukharin oppo-
sition, on the one hand, proclaims the unity of the
general line, and, on the other hand, pursues a policy
of resigning, adopted from that of Zinoviev and Kame-
nev in the period of the October Revolution.

One thing or the other—either there is only one
line, in which case Bukharin and his friends’ policy of
resigning is incomprehensible and inexplicable; or we
have two lines, in which case the policy of resigning is
perfectly comprehensible and explicable.

If there is only one line, how are we to explain the
fact that the trio of the Political Bureau—Rykov,
Bukharin and Tomsky—deemed it possible, during the
voting in the Political Bureau, to abstain when the
main theses on the five-year plan and on the peasant
question were being adopted? Does it ever happen that
there is a single general line but that one section of the
comrades abstains from voting on the main questions
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of our economic policy? No, comrades, such wonders do
not occur.

Finally, if there is only one line, and there are only
shades of difference between us, why did the comrades
of the Bukharin opposition—Bukharin, Rykov and
Tomsky—reject the compromise proposed by a commis-
sion of the Political Bureau on February 7 of this year?
Is it not a fact that this compromise gave Bukharin’s
group a perfectly acceptable way out of the impasse
in which it had landed itself?

Here is the text of this compromise proposed by
the majority of the Central Committee on February 7
of this year:

“After an exchange of views in the commission it was ascer-
tained that:

“1) Bukharin admits that his negotiations with Kamenev
were a political error;

“2) Bukharin admits that the assertions contained in his
‘declaration’ of January 30, 1929, alleging that the Central Com-
mittee is in fact pursuing a policy of ‘military-feudal exploita-
tion of the peasantry,” that the Central Committee is disinte-
grating the Comintern and is fostering bureaucracy within the
Party—that all these assertions were made in the heat of the
moment, during passionate polemics, that he does not maintain
these assertions any longer, and considers that there are no
differences between him and the Central Committee on these
questions;

“3) Bukharin recognises, therefore, that harmonious work
in the Political Bureau is possible and necessary;

“4) Bukharin withdraws his resignation both as regards
Pravda and as regards the Comintern;

“5) consequently, Bukharin withdraws his declaration of Jan-
uary 30.

“On the basis of the above, the commission considers it
possible not to submit its draft resolution containing a political
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appraisal of Bukharin’s errors to the joint meeting of the Politi-
cal Bureau and the Presidium of the Central Control Commission,
and suggests that the joint meeting of the Political Bureau and the
Presidium of the Central Control Commission withdraw from
circulation all existing documents (verbatim reports of speeches,
etc.).

“The commission requests the Political Bureau and the Pre-
sidium of the C.C.C. to provide Bukharin with all the condi-
tions necessary for his normal work as editor-in-chief of Pravda
and Secretary of the Executive Committee of the Comintern.”

Why did Bukharin and his friends reject this com-
promise if we really have only one line, and if there are
only shades of difference between us? Is it not perfectly
obvious that Bukharin and his friends should have been
extremely eager to accept the compromise proposed by
the Political Bureau, so as to put an end to the tension
existing within the Party and create an atmosphere
conducive to unanimity and harmony in the work of
the Political Bureau?

There is talk of the unity of the Party, of collective
work in the Political Bureau. But is it not obvious
that anyone who wants genuine unity and values the
collective principle in work should have accepted the
compromise? Why then did Bukharin and his friends
reject this compromise?

Is it not obvious that if we had only one line, then
there would never have been either the trio’s declaration
of February 9 or Bukharin and his friends’ refusal to
accept the compromise proposed by the Political Bureau
of the Central Committee?

No, comrades, if we bear in mind the facts set forth
above, there must be something amiss with the busi-
ness of your one, common line.
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It turns out that in reality we have not one line,
but two lines; one of them being the line of the Cen-
tral Committee and the other the line of Bukharin’s
group.

In his speech, Rykov did not tell the truth when he
declared that we have only one general line. He sought
thereby to disguise his own line, which differs from the
Party line, for the purpose of stealthily undermining
the Party line. The policy of opportunism consists pre-
cisely in attempting to slur over disagreements, to
gloss over the actual situation within the Party, to dis-
guise one’s own position and to make it impossible for
the Party to attain complete clarity.

Why does opportunism need such a policy? Because
it enables opportunists to carry out in effect their own
line, which differs from the Party line, behind a smoke
screen of talk about the unity of the line. In his speech
at the present plenum of the Central Committee and
Central Control Commission Rykov adopted this opportu-
nist standpoint.

Would you care to hear a characterisation of the
opportunist in general, as given by Comrade Lenin in
one of his articles? This characterisation is important
for us not only because of its general significance, but
also because it fits Rykov perfectly.

Here is what Lenin says about the specific features
of opportunism and of opportunists:

“When we speak of fighting opportunism, we must never
forget the feature characteristic of the whole of present-day op-
portunism in every sphere, namely, its indefiniteness, diffuseness,
elusiveness. An opportunist, by his very nature, always evades
formulating an issue definitely and decisively, he seeks a
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middle course, he wriggles like a snake between two mutually
exclusive points of view, trying to ‘agree’ with both and to re-
duce his differences of opinion to petty amendments, doubts,
righteous and innocent suggestions, and so on and so forth”
(Vol. VI, p. 320).

There you have a portrait of the opportunist, who
dreads clearness and definiteness and who strives to
gloss over the actual state of affairs, to slur over the
actual disagreements in the Party.

Yes, comrades, one must be able to face the facts
no matter how unpleasant they may be. God forbid
that we should become infected with the disease of fear
of the truth. Bolsheviks, incidentally, are different
from all other parties because they do not fear the truth
and are not afraid of facing the truth no matter how
bitter it may be. And in the present case the truth is
that in fact we have not got a single, common line.
There is one line, the Party line, the revolutionary,
Leninist line. But side by side with it there is another
line, the line of Bukharin’s group, which is combat-
ing the Party line by means of anti-Party declarations,
by means of resignations, by means of slander and
camouflaged undermining activities against the Party,
by means of backstairs negotiations with yesterday’s
Trotskyites for the purpose of setting up an anti-Party
bloc. This second line is the opportunist line.

There you have a fact that no amount of diplomatic
verbiage or artful statements about the existence of a
single line, etc., etc., can disguise.
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II
CLASS CHANGES AND OUR DISAGREEMENTS

What are our disagreements? What are they con-
nected with?

They are connected, first of all, with the class changes
that have been taking place recently in our country and
in capitalist countries. Some comrades think that the
disagreements in our Party are of an accidental nature.
That is wrong, comrades. That is quite wrong. The dis-
agreements in our Party have their roots in the class
changes, in the intensification of the class struggle
which has been taking place lately and which marks
a turning point in development.

The chief mistake of Bukharin’s group is that it
fails to see these changes and this turning point; it
does not see them, and does not want to notice them.
That, in fact, explains the failure to understand the
new tasks of the Party and of the Comintern, which
is the characteristic feature of the Bukharin opposi-
tion.

Have you noticed, comrades, that the leaders of
the Bukharin opposition, in their speeches at the ple-
num of the Central Committee and the Central Control
Commission, completely evaded the question of the
class changes in our country, that they did not say a
single word about the intensification of the class strug-
gle and did not even remotely hint at the fact that our
disagreements are connected with this very intensifi-
cation of the class struggle? They talked about every-
thing, about philosophy and about theory, but they
did not say a single word about the class changes which
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determine the orientation and the practical activity of
our Party at the present moment.

How is this strange fact to be explained? Is it for-
getfulness, perhaps? Of course not! Political leaders
cannot forget the chief thing. The explanation is that
they neither see nor understand the new revolutionary
processes now going on both here, in our country, and
in the capitalist countries. The explanation is that
they have overlooked the chief thing, they have over-
looked those class changes, which a political leader has
no right to overlook. This is the real explanation for
the confusion and unpreparedness displayed by the
Bukharin opposition in face of the new tasks of our Party.

Recall the recent events in our Party. Recall the
slogans our Party has issued lately in connection with
the new class changes in our country. I refer to such
slogans as the slogan of self-criticism, the slogan of in-
tensifying the fight against bureaucracy and of purging
the Soviet apparatus, the slogan of training new eco-
nomic cadres and Red experts, the slogan of strength-
ening the collective-farm and state-farm movement, the
slogan of an offensive against the kulaks, the slogan of
reducing production costs and radically improving the
methods of trade-union work, the slogan of purging the
Party, etc. To some comrades these slogans seemed stag-
gering and dizzying. Yet it is obvious that these slogans
are the most necessary and urgent slogans of the Party
at the present moment.

The whole thing began when, as a result of the Shakhty
affair,”? we raised in a new way the question of new
econémic cadres, of training Red experts from the ranks
of the working class to take the place of the old experts.
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What did the Shakhty affair reveal? It revealed
that the bourgeoisie was still far from being crushed;
that it was organising and would continue to organise
wrecking activities to hamper our work of economic
construction; that our economic, trade-union and, to
a certain extent, Party organisations had failed to
notice the undermining operations of our class enemies,
and that it was therefore necessary to exert all efforts
and employ all resources to reinforce and improve our or-
ganisations, to develop and heighten their class vigilance.

In this connection the slogan of self-criticism be-
came sharply stressed. Why? Because we cannot im-
prove our economic, trade-union and Party organisa-
tions, we cannot advance the cause of building socialism
and of curbing the wrecking activities of the bourgeoi-
sie, unless we develop criticism and self-criticism to
the utmost, unless we place the work of our organisa-
tions under the control of the masses. It is indeed a
fact that wrecking has been and is going on not only in
the coal-fields, but also in the metallurgical industries,
in the war industries, in the People’s Commissariat of
Transport, in the gold and platinum industries, etc.,
etc. Hence the slogan of self-criticism.

Further, in connection with the grain-procurement
difficulties, in connection with the opposition of the
kulaks to the Soviet price policy, we stressed the ques-
tion of developing collective farms and state farms to
the utmost, of launching an offensive against the kulaks,
of organising grain procurements by means of pressure
on the kulak and well-to-do elements.

What did the grain-procurement difficulties reveal?
They revealed that the kulak was not asleep, that the
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kulak was growing, that he was busy undermining the
policy of the Soviet government, while our Party,
Soviet and co-operative organisations—at all events, some
of them—either failed to see the enemy, or adapted
themselves to him instead of fighting him.

Hence the new stress laid on the slogan of self-crit-
icism, on the slogan of checking and improving our
Party, co-operative and procurement organisations gen-
erally.

Further, in connection with the new tasks of recon-
structing industry and agriculture on the basis of so-
cialism, there arose the slogan of systematically reducing
production costs, of strengthening labour discipline, of
developing socialist emulation, etc. These tasks called
for a revision of the entire activities of the trade unions
and Soviet apparatus, for radical measures to put new
life into these organisations and for purging them of
bureaucratic elements.

Hence the stress laid on the slogan of fighting
bureaucracy in the trade unions and in the Soviet ap-
paratus.

Finally, the slogan of purging the Party. It would
be ridiculous to think that it is possible to strengthen
our Soviet, economic, trade-union and co-operative or-
ganisations, that it is possible to purge them of the
dross of bureaucracy, without giving a sharp edge to
the Party itself. There can be no doubt that bureaucrat-
ic elements exist not only in the economic and co-
operative, trade-union and Soviet organisations, but in
the organisations of the Party itself. Since the Party
is the guiding force of all these organisations, it is ob-
vious that purging the Party is the essential condition
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for thoroughly revitalising and improving all the other
organisations of the working class. Hence the slogan of
purging the Party.

Are these slogans a matter of accident? No, they
are not. You see yourselves that they are not accidental.
They are necessary links in the single continuous chain
which is called the offensive of socialism against the ele-
ments of capitalism.

They are connected, primarily, with the period of
the reconstruction of our industry and agriculture on
the basis of socialism. And what is the reconstruction
of the national economy on the basis of socialism? It
is the offensive of socialism against the capitalist ele-
ments of the national economy along the whole front.
It is a most important advance of the working class of
our country towards the complete building of social-
ism. But in order to carry out this reconstruction we
must first of all improve and strengthen the cadres of
socialist construction—the economic, Soviet and trade-
union cadres and also Party and co-operative cadres;
we must give a sharp edge to all our organisations, purge
them of dross; we must stimulate the activity of the
vast masses of the working class and peasantry.

Further, these slogans are connected with the fact
of the resistance of the capitalist elements of the nation-
al economy to the offensive of socialism. The so-called
Shakhty affair cannot be regarded as something acci-
dental. “Shakhtyists” are at present entrenched in every
branch of our industry. Many of them have been
caught, but by no means all of them. The wrecking ac-
tivities of the bourgeois intelligentsia are one of the most
dangerous forms of resistance to developing socialism.



16 J.V.STALIN

The wrecking activities are all the more dangerous
because they are connected with international capital.
Bourgeois wrecking is undoubtedly an indication of the
fact that the capitalist elements have by no means laid
down their arms, that they are gathering strength for
fresh attacks on the Soviet regime.

As for the capitalist elements in the countryside, there
is still less reason to regard as accidental the opposition
of the kulaks to the Soviet price policy, which has
been going on for over a year already. Many people
are still unable to understand why it is that until 1927
the kulak gave his grain of his own accord, whereas
since 1927 he has ceased to do so. But there is nothing sur-
prising in it. Formerly the kulak was still relatively
weak; he was unable to organise his farming properly;
he lacked sufficient capital to improve his farm and so
he was obliged to bring all, or nearly all, his surplus
grain to the market. Now, however, after a number of
good harvests, since he has been able to build up his
farm, since he has succeeded in accumulating the nec-
essary capital, he is in a position to manoeuvre on the
market, he is able to set aside grain, this currency of
currencies, as a reserve for himself, and prefers to bring
to the market meat, oats, barley and other secondary
crops. It would be ridiculous now to hope that the ku-
lak can be made to part with his grain voluntarily.

There you have the root of the resistance which the
kulak is now offering to the policy of the Soviet re-
gime.

And what does the resistance offered by the capital-
ist elements of town and country to the socialist offensive
represent? It represents a regrouping of the forces of
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the class enemies of the proletariat for the purpose of
defending the old against the new. It is not difficult to
understand that these circumstances cannot but lead to
an intensification of the class struggle. But if we are
to break the resistance of the class enemies and clear the
way for the advance of socialism, we must, besides every-
thing else, give a sharp edge to all our organisations,
purge them of bureaucracy, improve their cadres and
mobilise the vast masses of the working class and la-
bouring strata of the countryside against the capitalist
elements of town and country.

It was on the basis of these class changes that our
Party’s present slogans arose.

The same must be said about the class changes in
capitalist countries. It would be ridiculous to think that
the stabilisation of capitalism has remained unchanged.
Still more ridiculous would it be to assert that the stabi-
lisation is gaining in strength, that it is becoming se-
cure. As a matter of fact, capitalist stabilisation is
being undermined and shaken month by month and
day by day. The intensification of the struggle for foreign
markets and raw materials, the growth of armaments, the
growing antagonism between America and Britain,
the growth of socialism in the U.S.S.R., the swing to the
Left of the working class in the capitalist countries,
the wave of strikes and class conflicts in the European
countries, the growing revolutionary movement in
the colonies, including India, the growth of communism
in all countries of the world—all these are facts which
indicate beyond a doubt that the elements of a new
revolutionary upsurge are accumulating in the capital-
ist countries.
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Hence the task of intensifying the fight against
Social-Democracy, and, above all, against its “Left” wing,
as being the social buttress of capitalism.

Hence the task of intensifying the fight in the Com-
munist Parties against the Right elements, as being the
agents of Social-Democratic influence.

Hence the task of intensifying the fight against con-
ciliation towards the Right deviation, as being the refuge
of opportunism in the Communist Parties.

Hence the slogan of purging the Communist Parties
of Social-Democratic traditions.

Hence the so-called new tactics of communism in
the trade unions.

Some comrades do not understand the significance and
importance of these slogans. But a Marxist will always
understand that, unless these slogans are put into effect,
the preparation of the proletarian masses for new class
battles is unthinkable, victory over Social-Democracy
is unthinkable, and the selection of real leaders of the
communist movement, capable of leading the working
class into the fight against capitalism, is impossible.

Such, comrades, are the class changes in our country
and in the capitalist countries, on the basis of which
the present slogans of our Party both in its internal
policy and in relation to the Comintern have arisen.

Our Party sees these class changes. It understands
the significance of the new tasks and it mobilises forces
for their fulfilment. That is why it is facing events fully
armed. That is why it does not fear the difficulties con-
fronting it, for it is prepared to overcome them.

The misfortune of Bukharin’s group is that it does
not see these class changes and does not understand the
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new tasks of the Party. And it is precisely because it
does not understand them that it is in a state of complete
bewilderment, is ready to flee from difficulties, to re-
treat in the face of difficulties, to surrender the po-
sitions.

Have you ever seen fishermen when a storm is brewing
on a big river—such as the Yenisei? I have seen them
many a time. In the face of a storm one group of fisher-
men will muster all their forces, encourage their fellows
and boldly guide the boat to meet the storm: “Cheer up,
lads, keep a tight hold of the tiller, cut the waves, we’ll
win through!”

But there is another type of fishermen—those who, on
sensing a storm, lose heart, begin to snivel and demoral-
ise their own ranks: “It’s terrible, a storm is brewing:
lie down, lads, in the bottom of the boat, shut your eyes,
let’s hope she’ll make the shore somehow.” (General
laughter.)

Does it still need proof that the line and conduct
of Bukharin’s group exactly resembles the line and con-
duct of the second group of fishermen, who retreat in
panic in the face of difficulties?

We say that in Europe the conditions are maturing for
a new revolutionary upsurge, that this circumstance
dictates to us new tasks along the line of intensifying
the fight against the Right deviation in the Communist
Parties and of driving the Right deviators out of the
Party, of intensifying the fight against conciliation,
which screens the Right deviation, of intensifying the
fight against Social-Democratic traditions in the Com-
munist Parties, etc., etc. But Bukharin answers us that
all this is nonsense, that no such new tasks confront us,
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that the whole fact of the matter is that the majority
in the Central Committee wants to “haul” him, i.e.,
Bukharin, “over the coals.”

We say that the class changes in our country dictate
to us new tasks which call for a systematic reduction of
costs of production and improvement of labour discipline
in industry, that these tasks cannot be carried out with-
out radical change in the practices of work of the trade
unions. But Tomsky answers us that all this is nonsense,
that no such new tasks confront us, that the whole fact
of the matter is that the majority in the Central Com-
mittee wants to “haul” him, i.e., Tomsky, “over the
coals.”

We say that the reconstruction of the national econ-
omy dictates to us new tasks along the line of intensify-
ing the fight against bureaucracy in the Soviet and eco-
nomic apparatus, of purging this apparatus of rotten
and alien elements, wreckers, etc., etc. But Rykov
answers us that all this is nonsense, that no such new
tasks confront us, that the whole fact of the matter is
that the majority in the Central Committee wants to
“haul” him, i.e., Rykov, “over the coals.”

Now, is this not ridiculous, comrades? Is it not ob-
vious that Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky see nothing
but their own navels?

The misfortune of Bukharin’s group is that it does
not see the new class changes and does not understand
the new tasks of the Party. And it is precisely because it
does not understand them that it is compelled to drag in
the wake of events and to yield to difficulties.

There you have the root of our disagreements.
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I

DISAGREEMENTS IN REGARD
TO THE COMINTERN

I have already said that Bukharin does not see and
does not understand the new tasks of the Comintern
along the line of driving the Rights out of the Communist
Parties, of curbing conciliation, and of purging the
Communist Parties of Social Democratic traditions—
tasks which are dictated by the maturing conditions for
a new revolutionary upsurge. This thesis is fully con-
firmed by our disagreements on Comintern questions.

How did the disagreements in this sphere begin?

They began with Bukharin’s theses at the Sixth Con-
gress® on the international situation. As a rule, theses
are first examined by the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.).
In this case, however, that condition was not observed.
What happened was that the theses, signed by Bukharin,
were sent to the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) at the
same time as they were distributed to the foreign dele-
gations at the Sixth Congress. But the theses proved to
be unsatisfactory on a number of points. The delegation
of the C.P.S.U.(B.) was obliged to introduce about
twenty amendments into the theses.

This created a rather awkward situation for Bukha-
rin. But who was to blame for that? Why was it necessary
for Bukharin to distribute the theses to the foreign
delegations before they had been examined by the dele-
gation of the C.P.S.U.(B.)? Could the delegation of the
C.P.S.U.(B.) refrain from introducing amendments if
the theses proved to be unsatisfactory? And so it came
about that the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) issued
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what were practically new theses on the international
situation, which the foreign delegations began to coun-
terpose to the old theses signed by Bukharin. Obviously,
this awkward situation would not have arisen if Bukha-
rin had not been in a hurry to distribute his theses to the
foreign delegations.

I should like to draw attention to four principal
amendments which the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) in-
troduced into Bukharin’s theses. I should like to draw
attention to these principal amendments in order to il-
lustrate more clearly the character of the disagreements
on Comintern questions.

The first question is that of the character of the
stabilisation of capitalism. According to Bukharin’s-

theses it appeared that nothing new is taking place at
the present time to shake capitalist stabilisation, but
that, on the contrary, capitalism is reconstructing itself
and that, on the whole, it is maintaining itself more or
less securely. Obviously, the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.)
could not agree with such a characterisation of what is
called the third period, i.e., the period through which we
are now passing. The delegation could not agree with it
because to retain such a characterisation of the third
period might give our critics grounds for saying that we
have adopted the point of view of so-called capitalist
“recovery,” i.e., the point of view of Hilferding, a point of
view which we Communists cannot adopt. Owing to this,
the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) introduced an amend-
ment which makes it evident that capitalist stabilisation
is not and cannot be secure, that it is being shaken
and will continue to be shaken by the march of events,
owing to the aggravation of the crisis of world capitalism.
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This question, comrades, is of decisive importance
for the Sections of the Comintern. Is capitalist stabi-
lisation being shaken or is it becoming more secure? It
is on this that the whole line of the Communist Parties
in their day-to-day political work depends. Are we pass-
ing through a period of decline of the revolutionary move-
ment, a period of the mere gathering of forces, or are
we passing through a period when the conditions are
maturing for a new revolutionary upsurge, a period of
preparation of the working class for future class battles?
It is on this that the tactical line of the Communist Par-
ties depends. The amendment of the delegation of the
C.P.S.U.(B.), subsequently adopted by the congress, is
a good one for the very reason that it gives a clear line
based on the latter prospect, the prospect of maturing
conditions for a new revolutionary upsurge.

The second question is that of the fight against
Social-Democracy. In Bukharin’s theses it was stated that
the fight against Social-Democracy is one of the funda-
mental tasks of the Sections of the Comintern. That, of
course, is true. But it is not enough. In order that the
fight against Social-Democracy may be waged success-
fully, stress must be laid on the fight against the so-
called “Left” wing of Social-Democracy, that “Left”
wing which, by playing with “Left” phrases and thus
adroitly deceiving the workers, is retarding their mass
defection from Social-Democracy. It is obvious that un-
less the “Left” Social-Democrats are routed it will be
impossible to overcome Social-Democracy in general.
Yet in Bukharin’s theses the question of “Left” Social-
Democracy was entirely ignored. That, of course, was
a great defect. The delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.) was
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therefore obliged to introduce into Bukharin’s theses
an appropriate amendment, which was subsequently
adopted by the congress.

The third question is that of the conciliatory ten-
dency in the Sections of the Comintern. Bukharin’s
theses spoke of the necessity of fighting the Right devia-
tion, but not a word was said there about fighting con-
ciliation towards the Right deviation. That, of course,
was a great defect. The point is that when war is declared
on the Right deviation, the Right deviators usually dis-
guise themselves as conciliators and place the Party in
an awkward position. To forestall this manoeuvre of
the Right deviators we must insist on a determined fight
against conciliation. That is why the delegation of the
C.P.S.U.(B.) considered it necessary to introduce into
Bukharin’s theses an appropriate amendment, which was
subsequently adopted by the congress.

The fourth question is that of Party discipline. In
Bukharin’s theses no mention was made of the necessity
of maintaining iron discipline in the Communist Parties.
That also was a defect of no little importance. Why?
Because in a period when the fight against the Right de-
viation is being intensified, in a period when the slogan
of purging the Communist Parties of opportunist ele-
ments is being put into effect, the Right deviators usu-
ally organise themselves as a faction, set up their own
factional discipline and disrupt and destroy the discip-
line of the Party. To protect the Party from the factional
sorties of the Right deviators we must insist on iron dis-
cipline in the Party and on the unconditional subordi-
nation of Party members to this discipline. Without that
there can be no question of waging a serious fight against
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the Right deviation. That is why the delegation of the
C.P.S.U.(B.) introduced into Bukharin’s theses an ap-
propriate amendment, which was subsequently adopted
by the Sixth Congress.

Could we refrain from introducing these amendments
into Bukharin’s theses? Of course not. In olden times it
was said about the philosopher Plato: We love Plato, but
we love truth even more. The same must be said about
Bukharin: We love Bukharin, but we love truth, the Party
and the Comintern even more. That is why the delegation
of the C.P.S.U.(B.) found itself obliged to introduce these
amendments into Bukharin’s theses.

That, so to speak, was the first stage of our disagree-
ments on Comintern questions.

The second stage of our disagreements is connected
with what is known as the Wittorf and Thidlmann case.
Wittorf was formerly secretary of the Hamburg organi-
sation, and was accused of embezzling Party funds. For
this he was expelled from the Party. The conciliators in
the Central Committee of the German Communist Party,
taking advantage of the fact that Wittorf had been close
to Comrade Thédlmann, although Comrade Thidlmann
was in no way implicated in Wittorf’s crime, converted
the Wittorf case into a Thdlmann case, and set out to
overthrow the leadership of the German Communist
Party. No doubt you know from the press that at that
time the conciliators Ewert and Gerhart succeeded
temporarily in winning over a majority of the Central
Committee of the German Communist Party against Com-
rade Thdlmann. And what followed? They removed Thal-
mann from the leadership, began to accuse him of cor-
ruption and published a “corresponding” resolution
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without the knowledge and sanction of the Executive
Committee of the Comintern.

Thus, instead of the directive of the Sixth Congress
of the Comintern about fighting conciliation being car-
ried out, instead of a fight against the Right deviation
and against conciliation, there was, in fact, a most gross
violation of this directive, there was a fight against
the revolutionary leadership of the German Communist
Party, a fight against Comrade Thédlmann, with the
object of covering up the Right deviation and of consoli-
dating the conciliatory tendency in the ranks of the Ger-
man Communists.

And so, instead of swinging the tiller over and cor-
recting the situation, instead of restoring the validity
of the violated directive of the Sixth Congress and calling
the conciliators to order, Bukharin proposed in his well-
known letter to sanction the conciliators’ coup, to hand
over the German Communist Party to the conciliators,
and to revile Comrade Thédlmann in the press again by
issuing another statement declaring him to be guilty.
And this is supposed to be a “leader” of the Comintern!
Can there really be such “leaders”?

The Central Committee discussed Bukharin’s pro-
posal and rejected it. Bukharin, of course, did not like
that. But who is to blame? The decisions of the Sixth
Congress were adopted not in order that they should be
violated but in order that they should be carried out. If
the Sixth Congress decided to declare war on the Right de-
viation and conciliation towards it, keeping the leadership
in the hands of the main core of the German Communist
Party, headed by Comrade Thédlmann, and if it occurred
to the conciliators Ewert and Gerhart to upset that
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decision, it was Bukharin’s duty to call the conciliators to
order and not to leave in their hands the leadership of the
German Communist Party. It is Bukharin, who “forgot”
the decisions of the Sixth Congress, who is to blame.

The third stage of our disagreements is connected with
the question of the fight against the Rights in the Ger-
man Communist Party, with the question of routing the
Brandler and Thalheimer faction, and of expelling the
leaders of that faction from the German Communist
Party. The “position” taken up by Bukharin and his
friends on that cardinal question was that they persistent-
ly avoided taking part in settling it. At bottom, it was
the fate of the German Communist Party that was being
decided. Yet Bukharin and his friends, knowing this,
nevertheless continually hindered matters by systemat-
ically keeping away from the meetings of the bodies which
had the question under consideration. For the sake of
what? Presumably, for the sake of remaining “clean”
in the eyes of both the Comintern and the Rights in the
German Communist Party. For the sake of being able
subsequently to say: “It was not we, the Bukharinites,
who carried out the expulsion of Brandler and Thalheimer
from the Communist Party, but they, the majority
in the Central Committee.” And that is what is called
fighting the Right danger!

Finally, the fourth stage of our disagreements. It is
connected with Bukharin’s demand prior to the Novem-
ber plenum of the Central Committee* that Neumann
be recalled from Germany and that Comrade Théilmann,
who, it was alleged, had criticised in one of his speeches
Bukharin’s report at the Sixth Congress, be called to
order. We, of course, could not agree with Bukharin,
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since there was not a single document in our possession
supporting his demand. Bukharin promised to submit
documents against Neumann and Thidlmann but never
submitted a single one. Instead of documents, he
distributed to the members of the delegation of the
C.P.S.U.(B.) copies of the speech delivered by Hum-
bert-Droz at the Political Secretariat of the E.C.C.I.,
the very speech which was subsequently qualified by the
Presidium of the E.C.C.I. as an opportunist speech. By
distributing Humbert-Droz’s speech to the members of
the delegation of the C.P.S.U.(B.), and by recommending
it as material against Thdalmann, Bukharin wanted to
prove the justice of his demand for the recall of Neu-
mann and for calling Comrade Thidlmann to order. In
fact, however, he thereby showed that he identified him-
self with the position taken up by Humbert-Droz, a po-
sition which the E.C.C.I. regards as opportunist.

Those, comrades, are the main points of our disagree-
ments on Comintern questions.

Bukharin thinks that by conducting a struggle
against the Right deviation and conciliation towards it
in the Sections of the Comintern, by purging the German
and Czechoslovak Communist Parties of Social-Demo-
cratic elements and traditions, and by expelling the
Brandlers and the Thalheimers from the Communist
Parties, we are “disintegrating” the Comintern, “ruin-
ing” the Comintern. We, on the contrary, think that by
carrying out such a policy and by laying stress on the
fight against the Right deviation and conciliation to-
wards it, we are strengthening the Comintern, purging
it of opportunists, bolshevising its Sections and helping
the Communist Parties to prepare the working class for
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the future revolutionary battles, for the Party is
strengthened by purging itself of dross.

You see that these are not merely shades of difference
in the ranks of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.(B.),
but quite serious disagreements on fundamental ques-
tions of Comintern policy.

v

DISAGREEMENTS IN REGARD
TO INTERNAL POLICY

I have spoken above on the class changes and the class
struggle in our country. I said that Bukharin’s group is
afflicted with blindness and does not see these changes,
does not understand the new tasks of the Party. I said
that this has caused bewilderment among the Bukharin
opposition, has made it fearful of difficulties and
ready to yield to them.

It cannot be said that these mistakes of the Bukharin-
ites are purely accidental. On the contrary, they are
connected with the stage of development we have already
passed through and which is known as the period of resto-
ration of the national economy, a period during which
construction proceeded peace fully, automatically, so to
speak; during which the class changes now taking place
did not yet exist; and during which the intensification of
the class struggle that we now observe was not yet in
evidence.

But we are now at a new stage of development, dis-
tinct from the old period, from the period of restoration.
We are now in a new period of construction, the period
of the reconstruction of the whole national economy on the
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basis of socialism. This new period is giving rise to new
class changes, to an intensification of the class struggle.
It demands new methods of struggle, the regrouping of
our forces, the improvement and strengthening of all our
organisations.

The misfortune of Bukharin’s group is that it
is living in the past, that it fails to see the specific
features of this new period and does not understand the
need for new methods of struggle. Hence its blindness,
its bewilderment, its panic in the face of difficulties.

a) THE CLASS STRUGGLE

What is the theoretical basis of this blindness and
bewilderment of Bukharin’s group?

I think that the theoretical basis of this blindness
and bewilderment is Bukharin’s incorrect, non-Marxist
approach to the question of the class struggle in our coun-
try. I have in mind Bukharin’s non-Marxist theory of
the kulaks growing into socialism, his failure to under-
stand the mechanics of the class struggle under the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat.

The passage from Bukharin’s book, The Path to
Socialism, on the kulaks growing into socialism has
been quoted several times here. But it has been quoted
here with some omissions. Permit me to quote it in full.
This is necessary, comrades, in order to demonstrate
the full extent of Bukharin’s departure from the Marxist
theory of the class struggle.

Listen:

“The main network of our co-operative peasant organisa-
tions will consist of co-operative units, not of a kulak, but of a
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‘toiler’ type, units that grow into the system of our general state
organs and thus become /links in the single chain of socialist economy.
On the other hand, the kulak co-operative nests will, similarly,
through the banks, etc., grow into the same system; but they will
be to a certain extent an alien body, similar, for instance, to the
concession enterprises.”*

In quoting this passage from Bukharin’s pamphlet,
some comrades, for some reason or other, omitted the
last phrase about the concessionaires. Rosit, apparently
desiring to help Bukharin, took advantage of this and
shouted here from his seat that Bukharin was being
misquoted. And yet, the crux of this whole passage lies
precisely in the last phrase about the concessionaires. For
if concessionaires are put on a par with the kulaks, and
the kulaks are growing into socialism—what follows
from that? The only thing that follows is that the con-
cessionaires are also growing into socialism; that not
only the kulaks, but the concessionaires, too, are grow-
ing into socialism. (General laughter.)

That is what follows.

Rosit. Bukharin says, “an alien body.”

Stalin. Bukharin says not “an alien body,” but “to a
certain extent an alien body.” Consequently, the kulaks
and concessionaires are “to a certain extent” an alien
body in the system of socialism. But Bukharin’s mistake
is precisely that, according to him, kulaks and conces-
sionaires, while being “to a certain extent” an alien
body, nevertheless grow into socialism.

Such is the nonsense to which Bukharin’s theory
leads.

* My italics.—J. St.
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Capitalists in town and country, kulaks and conces-
sionaires, growing into socialism—such is the absurdity
Bukharin has arrived at.

No, comrades, that is not the kind of “socialism”
we want. Let Bukharin keep it for himself.

Until now, we Marxist-Leninists were of the opinion
that between the capitalists of town and country, on the
one hand, and the working class, on the other hand,
there is an irreconcilable antagonism of interests. That is
what the Marxist theory of the class struggle rests on.
But now, according to Bukharin’s theory of the capitalists’
peaceful growth into socialism, all this is turned upside
down, the irreconcilable antagonism of class interests
between the exploiters and the exploited disappears,
the exploiters grow into socialism.

Rosit. That is not true, the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat is presumed.

Stalin. But the dictatorship of the proletariat is-
the sharpest form of the class struggle.

Rosit. Yes, that is the whole point.

Stalin. But, according to Bukharin, the capitalists
grow into this very dictatorship of the proletariat. How
is it that you cannot understand this, Rosit? Against
whom must we fight, against whom must we wage the
sharpest form of the class struggle, if the capitalists of
town and country grow into the system of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat?

The dictatorship of the proletariat is needed for the
purpose of waging a relentless struggle against the capi-
talist elements, for the purpose of suppressing the bour-
geoisie and of uprooting capitalism. But if the capital-
ists of town and country, if the kulak and the concession-
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aire are growing into socialism, is the dictatorship
of the proletariat needed at all? If it is, then for the
suppression of what class is it needed?

Rosit. The whole point is that, according to Bukharin,
the growing into presumes the class struggle.

Stalin. 1 see that Rosit has sworn to be of service
to Bukharin. But his service is really like that of the bear
in the fable; for in his eagerness to save Bukharin he is
actually hugging him to death. It is not without reason
that it is said, “An obliging fool is more dangerous than
an enemy.” (General laughter.)

One thing or the other: either there is an irreconcila-
ble antagonism of interests between the capitalist class
and the class of the workers who have come to power
and have organised their dictatorship, or there is no such
antagonism of interests, in which case only one thing
remains—namely, to proclaim the harmony of class
interests.

One thing or the other:

either Marx’s theory of the class struggle, or the
theory of the capitalists growing into socialism;

either an irreconcilable antagonism of class interests,
or the theory of harmony of class interests.

We can understand “socialists” of the type of Bren-
tano or Sydney Webb preaching about socialism growing
into capitalism and capitalism into socialism, for these
“socialists” are really anti-socialists, bourgeois liberals.
But one cannot understand a man who wishes to be a
Marxist, and who at the same time preaches the theory
of the capitalist class growing into socialism.

In his speech Bukharin tried to reinforce the theory
of the kulaks growing into socialism by referring to a
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well-known passage from Lenin. He asserted that Lenin
says the same thing as Bukharin.

That is not true, comrades. It is a gross and unpar-
donable slander against Lenin.

Here is the text of this passage from Lenin:

“Of course, in our Soviet Republic the social order is based
on the collaboration of two classes: the workers and peasants, in
which the ‘Nepmen,’ i.e., the bourgeoisie, are now permitted to
participate on certain conditions” (Vol. XXVII, p. 405).

You see that there is not a word here about the capi-
talist class growing into socialism. All that is said is
that we have “permitted” the Nepmen, i.e., the bour-
geoisie, “on certain conditions” to participate in the
collaboration between the workers and the peasants.

What does that mean? Does it mean that we have
thereby admitted the possibility of the Nepmen growing
into socialism? Of course not. Only people who have lost
all sense of shame can interpret the quotation from Lenin
in that way. All that it means is that at present we do
not destroy the bourgeoisie, that at present we do not
confiscate their property, but permit them to exist on
certain conditions, i.e., provided they unconditionally
submit to the laws of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
which lead to increasingly restricting the capitalists
and gradually ousting them from national-economic
life.

Can the capitalists be ousted and the roots of capi-
talism destroyed without a fierce class struggle? No,
they cannot.

Can classes be abolished if the theory and practice
of the capitalists growing into socialism prevails? No,
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they cannot. Such theory and practice can only cultivate
and perpetuate classes, for this theory contradicts the
Marxist theory of the class struggle.

But the passage from Lenin is wholly and entirely
based on the Marxist theory of the class struggle under
the dictatorship of the proletariat.

What can there be in common between Bukharin’s
theory of the kulaks growing into socialism and Lenin’s
theory of the dictatorship as a fierce class struggle?
Obviously, there is not, and cannot be, anything in
common between them.

Bukharin thinks that under the dictatorship of the
proletariat the class struggle must die down and come
to an end so that the abolition of classes may be brought
about. Lenin, on the contrary, teaches us that classes
can be abolished only by means of a stubborn class strug-
gle, which under the dictatorship of the proletariat
becomes even fiercer than it was before the dictatorship
of the proletariat.

>

“The abolition of classes,” says Lenin, “requires a long, dif-
ficult and stubborn class struggle, which, after the overthrow of
the power of capital, after the destruction of the bourgeois state,
after the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
does not disappear (asthe vulgar representatives of
the old socialism and the old Social-Democracy imagine), but
merely changes its forms and in many respects becomes even
fiercer” (Vol. XXIV, p. 315).

That is what Lenin says about the abolition of
classes.

The abolition of classes by means of the fierce class
struggle of the proletariat—such is Lenin’s formula.
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The abolition of classes by means of the extinction of
the class struggle and by the capitalists growing into social-
ism—such is Bukharin’s formula.

What can there be in common between these two
formulas?

Bukharin’s theory of the kulaks growing into social-
ism is therefore a departure from the Marxist-Leninist
theory of the class struggle. It comes close to the theory
propounded by Katheder-Socialism.?

That is the basis of all the errors committed by
Bukharin and his friends.

It may be said that it is not worth while dwelling
at length on Bukharin’s theory of the kulaks growing
into socialism, since it itself speaks, and not only speaks,
but cries out, against Bukharin. That is wrong, com-
rades! As long as that theory was kept hidden it was
possible not to pay attention to it—there are plenty of
such stupid things in what various comrades write!
Such has been our attitude until quite lately. But re-
cently the situation has changed. The petty-bourgeois
elemental forces, which have been breaking out in recent
years, have begun to encourage this anti-Marxist the-
ory and made it topical. Now it cannot be said that
it is being kept hidden. Now this strange theory of
Bukharin’s is aspiring to become the banner of the Right
deviation in our Party, the banner of opportunism. That
is why we cannot now ignore this theory. That is why
we must demolish it as a wrong and harmful theory,
so as to help our Party comrades to fight the Right de-
viation.
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b) THE INTENSIFICATION OF THE CLASS STRUGGLE

Bukharin’s second mistake, which follows from his
first one, consists in a wrong, non-Marxist approach
to the question of the intensification of the class strug-
gle, of the increasing resistance of the capitalist elements
to the socialist policy of the Soviet government.

What is the point at issue here? Is it that the capi-
talist elements are growing faster than the socialist sec-
tor of our economy, and that, because of this, they are
increasing their resistance, undermining socialist con-
struction? No, that is not the point. Moreover, it is
not true that the capitalist elements are growing faster
than the socialist sector. If that were true, socialist
construction would already be on the verge of col-
lapse.

The point is that socialism is successfully attacking
the capitalist elements, socialism is growing faster than
the capitalist elements; as a result the relative impor-
tance of the capitalist elements is declining, and for the
very reason that the relative importance of the capi-
talist elements is declining the capitalist elements re-
alise that they are in mortal danger and are increasing
their resistance.

And they are still able to increase their resistance
not only because world capitalism is supporting them,
but also because, in spite of the decline in their relative
importance, in spite of the decline in their relative growth
as compared with the growth of socialism, there is still
taking place an absolute growth of the capitalist elements,
and this, to a certain extent, enables them to accumulate
forces to resist the growth of socialism.



38 J.V.STALIN

It is on this basis that, at the present stage of devel-
opment and under the present conditions of the relation
of forces, the intensification of the class struggle and
the increase in the resistance of the capitalist elements
of town and country are taking place.

The mistake of Bukharin and his friends lies in fail-
ing to understand this simple and obvious truth. Their
mistake lies in approaching the matter not in a Marxist,
but in a philistine way, and trying to explain the inten-
sification of the class struggle by all kinds of accidental
causes: the “incompetence” of the Soviet apparatus, the
“imprudent” policy of local comrades, the “absence” of
flexibility, “excesses,” etc., etc.

Here, for instance, is a quotation from Bukharin’s
pamphlet, The Path to Socialism, which demonstrates an
absolutely non-Marxist approach to the question of the
intensification of the class struggle:

“Here and there the class struggle in the countryside breaks out
in its former manifestations, and, as a rule, this intensification is
provoked by the kulak elements. When, for instance, kulaks,
or people who are growing rich at the expense of others and have
wormed their way into the organs of Soviet power, begin to shoot
village correspondents, that is a manifestation of the class strug-
gle in its most acute form. (This is not true, for the most acute form
of the struggle is rebellion.—J. Stalin) However, such incidents,
as a rule, occur in those places where the local Soviet appara-
tus is weak. As this apparatus improves, as all the lower units
of Soviet power become stronger, as the local, village, Party
and Young Communist League organisations improve and
become stronger, such phenomena, it is perfectly obvious, will
become more and more rare and will finally disappear without
a trace.”*

* My italics.—J. St.
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It follows, therefore, that the intensification of the
class struggle is to be explained by causes connected
with the character of the apparatus, the competence or
incompetence, the strength or weakness of our lower
organisations.

It follows, for instance, that the wrecking activities
of the bourgeois intellectuals in Shakhty, which are a form
of resistance of the bourgeois elements to the Soviet
government and a form of intensification of the class
struggle, are to be explained, not by the relation of class
forces, not by the growth of socialism, but by the in-
competence of our apparatus.

It follows that before the wholesale wrecking oc-
curred in the Shakhty area, our apparatus was a good one,
but that later, the moment wholesale wrecking occurred,
the apparatus, for some unspecified reason, suddenly
became utterly incompetent.

It follows that until last year, when grain procure-
ments proceeded automatically and there was no partic-
ular intensification of the class struggle, our local or-
ganisations were good, even ideal; but that from last
year, when the resistance of the kulaks assumed par-
ticularly acute forms, our organisations have suddenly
become bad and utterly incompetent.

That is not an explanation, but a mockery of an ex-
planation. That is not science, but quackery.

What then is the actual reason for this intensifica-
tion of the class struggle?

There are two reasons.

Firstly, our advance, our offensive, the growth of
socialist forms of economy both in industry and in
agriculture, a growth which is accompanied by a
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corresponding ousting of certain sections of capitalists in
town and country. The fact is that we are living accord-
ing to Lenin’s formula: “Who will beat whom?” Will we
overpower them, the capitalists—engage them, as Lenin
put it, in the last and decisive fight—or will they over-
power us?

Secondly, the fact that the capitalist elements have
no desire to depart from the scene voluntarily; they
are resisting, and will continue to resist socialism, for
they realise that their last days are approaching. And
they are still able to resist because, in spite of the de-
cline of their relative importance, they are nevertheless
growing in absolute numbers; the petty bourgeoisie in
town and country, as Lenin said, daily and hourly
produces from its midst capitalists, big and small, and
these capitalist elements go to all lengths to preserve their
existence.

There have been no cases in history where dying
classes have voluntarily departed from the scene. There
have been no cases in history where the dying bourgeoi-
sie has not exerted all its remaining strength to pre-
serve its existence. Whether our lower Soviet appara-
tus is good or bad, our advance, our offensive will dimin-
ish the capitalist elements and oust them, and they, the
dying classes, will carry on their resistance at all costs.

That is the basis for the intensification of the class
struggle in our country.

The mistake of Bukharin and his friends is that
they identify the growing resistance of the capitalists
with the growth of the latter’s relative importance.
But there are absolutely no grounds for this identifi-
cation. There are no grounds because the fact that the
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capitalists are resisting by no means implies that they
have become stronger than we are. The very opposite
is the case. The dying classes are resisting, not because
they have become stronger than we are, but because
socialism is growing faster than they are, and they are
becoming weaker than we are. And precisely because
they are becoming weaker, they feel that their last days
are approaching and are compelled to resist with all
the forces and all the means in their power.

Such is the mechanics of the intensification of the
class struggle and of the resistance of the capitalists
at the present moment of history.

What should be the policy of the Party in view of
this state of affairs?

The policy should be to arouse the working class
and the exploited masses of the countryside, to increase
their fighting capacity and develop their mobilised pre-
paredness for the fight against the capitalist elements
in town and country, for the fight against the resisting
class enemies.

The Marxist-Leninist theory of the class struggle
is valuable, among other reasons, because it facili-
tates the mobilisation of the working class against the
enemies of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Wherein lies the harm of the Bukharin theory of the
capitalists growing into socialism and of the Bukharin
conception of the intensification of the class struggle?

It lies in the fact that it lulls the working class to
sleep, undermines the mobilised preparedness of the rev-
olutionary forces of our country, demobilises the work-
ing class and facilitates the attack of the capitalist
elements against the Soviet regime.
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¢) THE PEASANTRY

Bukharin’s third mistake is on the question of the
peasantry. As you know, this question is one of the
most important questions of our policy. In the condi-
tions prevailing in our country, the peasantry consists
of various social groups, namely, the poor peasants,
the middle peasants and the kulaks. It is obvious that
our attitude to these various groups cannot be the same.
The poor peasant as the support of the working class,
the middle peasant as the ally, the kulak as the class
enemy—such is our attitude to these social groups. All
this is clear and generally known.

Bukharin, however, regards the matter somewhat
differently. In his description of the peasantry this dif-
ferentiation is omitted, the existence of social groups
disappears, and there remains but a single drab patch,
called the countryside. According to him, the kulak is
not a kulak, and the middle peasant is not a middle
peasant, but there is a sort of uniform poverty in the
countryside. That is what he said in his speech here:
Can our kulak really be called a kulak? he said. Why,
he is a pauper! And our middle peasant, is he really
like a middle peasant? Why, he is a pauper, living on
the verge of starvation. Obviously, such a view of the
peasantry is a radically wrong view, incompatible with
Leninism.

Lenin said that the individual peasantry is the
last capitalist class. Is that thesis correct? Yes, it is
absolutely correct. Why is the individual peasantry
defined as the last capitalist class? Because, of the two
main classes of which our society is composed, the peas-
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antry is the class whose economy is based on private
property and small commodity production. Because the
peasantry, as long as it remains an individual peasantry
carrying on small commodity production, produces capi-
talists from its midst, and cannot help producing them,
constantly and continuously.

This fact is of decisive importance for us in the ques-
tion of our Marxist attitude to the problem of the al-
liance between the working class and the peasantry. This
means that we need, not just any kind of alliance with
the peasantry, but only such an alliance as is based on
the struggle against the capitalist elements of the peas-
antry.

As you see, Lenin’s thesis about the peasantry being
the last capitalist class not only does not contradict
the idea of an alliance between the working class and the
peasantry, but, on the contrary, supplies the basis for
this alliance as an alliance between the working class
and the majority of the peasantry directed against the
capitalist elements in general and against the capitalist
elements of the peasantry in the countryside in par-
ticular.

Lenin advanced this thesis in order to show that
the alliance between the working class and the peas-
antry can be stable only if it is based on the struggle
against those capitalist elements which the peasantry
produces from its midst.

Bukharin’s mistake is that he does not understand
and does not accept this simple thing, he forgets about
the social groups in the countryside, he loses sight of the
kulaks and the poor peasants, and all that remains is
one uniform mass of middle peasants.
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This is undoubtedly a deviation to the Right on
the part of Bukharin, in contradistinction to the “Left,”
Trotskyite, deviation, which sees no other social groups
in the countryside than the poor peasants and the ku-
laks, and which loses sight of the middle peasants.

Wherein lies the difference between Trotskyism and
Bukharin’s group on the question of the alliance with
the peasantry? It lies in the fact that Trotskyism is
opposed to the policy of a stable alliance with the
middle-peasant masses, while Bukharin’s group is in favour
of any kind of alliance with the peasantry in general.
There is no need to prove that both these positions are
wrong and that they are equally worthless.

Leninism unquestionably stands for a stable alli-
ance with the main mass of the peasantry, for an alli-
ance with the middle peasants; but not just any kind
of alliance, however, but such an alliance with the
middle peasants as ensures the leading role of the work-
ing class, consolidates the dictatorship of the proletariat
and facilitates the abolition of classes.

“Agreement between the working class and the peasantry,”
says Lenin, “may be taken to mean anything. If we do not bear in
mind that, from the point of view of the working class, agreement
is permissible, correct and possible in principle only if it supports
the dictatorship of the working class and is one of the measures
aimed at the abolition of classes, then the formula of agreement
between the working class and the peasantry remains, of course,
a formula to which all the enemies of the Soviet regime and all
the enemies of the dictatorship subscribe” (Vol. XXVI, p. 387).

And further:

“At present,” says Lenin, “the proletariat holds power and
guides the state. It guides the peasantry. What does guiding the
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peasantry mean? It means, in the first place, pursuing a course
towards the abolition of classes, and not towards the small produc-
er. If we wandered away from this radical and main course we
should cease to be socialists and should find ourselves in the
camp of the petty bourgeoisie, in the camp of the Socialist-Revolu-
tionaries and Mensheviks, who are now the most bitter enemies
of the proletariat” (ibid., pp. 399-400).

There you have Lenin’s point of view on the ques-
tion of the alliance with the main mass of the peasantry,
of the alliance with the middle peasants.

The mistake of Bukharin’s group on the question
of the middle peasant is that it does not see the dual
nature, the dual position of the middle peasant between
the working class and the capitalists. “The middle
peasantry is a vacillating class,” said Lenin. Why?
Because, on the one hand, the middle peasant is a toil-
er, which brings him close to the working class, but,
on the other hand, he is a property owner, which brings
him close to the kulak. Hence the vacillations of the
middle peasant. And this is true not only theoretically.
These vacillations manifest themselves also in prac-
tice, daily and hourly.

“As a toiler,” says Lenin, “the peasant gravitates towards
socialism, preferring the dictatorship of the workers to the dic-
tatorship of the bourgeoisie. As a seller of grain, the peasant
gravitates towards the bourgeoisie, towards freedom of trade,
i.e., back to the ‘habitual,” old, ‘time-hallowed’ capitalism”
(Vol. XXIV, p. 314).

That is why the alliance with the middle peasant can
be stable only if it is directed against the capitalist
elements, against capitalism in general, if it guarantees
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the leading role of the working class in this alliance, if
it facilitates the abolition of classes.

Bukharin’s group forgets these simple and obvious
things.

d) NEP AND MARKET RELATIONS

Bukharin’s fourth mistake is on the question of
NEP (the New Economic Policy). Bukharin’s mistake
is that he fails to see the two-fold character of NEP,
he sees only one aspect of NEP. When we introduced
NEP in 1921, we directed its spearhead against War
Communism, against a regime and system which exclud-
ed any and every form of freedom for private trade. We
considered, and still consider, that NEP implies a cer-
tain freedom for private trade. Bukharin remembers
this aspect of the matter. That is very good.

But Bukharin is mistaken in supposing that this
is the only aspect of NEP. Bukharin forgets that NEP
has also another aspect. The point is that NEP by no
means implies complete freedom for private trade, the
free play of prices in the market. NEP is freedom for
private trade within certain limits, within certain bound-
aries, with the proviso that the role of the state as the
regulator of the market is guaranteed. That, precisely, is
the second aspect of NEP. Moreover, this aspect of NEP
is more important for us than the first. In our country
there is no free play of prices in the market, such as is
usually the case in capitalist countries. We, in the
main, determine the price of grain. We determine the price
of manufactured goods. We try to carry out a policy
of reducing production costs and reducing prices of man-
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ufactured goods, while striving to stabilise the prices
of agricultural produce. Is it not obvious that such spe-
cial and specific market conditions do not exist in capi-
talist countries?

From this it follows that as long as NEP exists,
both its aspects must be retained: the first aspect, which
is directed against the regime of War Communism and
aims at ensuring a certain freedom for private trade,
and the second aspect, which is directed against com-
plete freedom for private trade, and aims at ensuring
the role of the state as the regulator of the market.
Destroy one of these aspects, and the New Economic
Policy disappears.

Bukharin thinks that danger can threaten NEP
only “from the Left,” from people who want to abolish
all freedom of trade. That is not true. It is a gross error.
Moreover, such a danger is the least real at the pres-
ent moment, since there is nobody, or hardly anybody,
in our local and central organisations now who does not
understand the necessity and expediency of preserving
a certain measure of freedom of trade.

The danger from the Right, from those who want
to abolish the role of the state as regulator of the market,
who want to “emancipate” the market and thereby
open up an era of complete freedom for private trade,
is much more real. There cannot be the slightest doubt
that the danger of disrupting NEP from the Right is
much more real at the present time.

It should not be forgotten that the petty-bourgeois
elemental forces are working precisely in this direction,
in the direction of disrupting NEP from the Right. It
should also be borne in mind that the outcries of the
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kulaks and the well-to-do elements, the outcries of the
speculators and profiteers, to which many of our com-
rades often yield, bombard NEP from precisely this
quarter. The fact that Bukharin does not see this sec-
ond, and very real, danger of NEP being disrupted
undoubtedly shows that he has yielded to the pressure
of the petty-bourgeois elemental forces.

Bukharin proposes to “normalise” the market and
to “manoeuvre” with grain-procurement prices accord-
ing to areas, i.e., to raise the price of grain. What
does this mean? It means that he is not satisfied with
Soviet market conditions, he wants to put a brake on
the role of the state as the regulator of the market and
proposes that concessions be made to the petty-bourgeois
elemental forces, which are disrupting NEP from the
Right.

Let us assume for a moment that we followed
Bukharin’s advice. What would be the result? We raise
the price of grain in the autumn, let us say, at the begin-
ning of the grain-purchasing period. But since there
are always people on the market, all sorts of speculators
and profiteers, who can pay three times as much for
grain, and since we cannot keep up with the speculators,
for they buy some ten million poods in all while
we have to buy hundreds of millions of poods, those
who hold grain will all the same continue to hold it
in expectation of a further rise in price. Consequently,
towards the spring, when the state’s real need for grain
mainly begins, we should again have to raise the price
of grain. But what would raising the price of grain in
the spring mean? It would mean ruining the poor and
economically weaker strata of the rural population, who
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are themselves obliged to buy grain in the spring, partly
for seed and partly for food—the very grain which they
sold in the autumn at a lower price. Can we by such
operations obtain any really useful results in the way of
securing a sufficient quantity of grain? Most probably
not, for there will always be speculators and profiteers
able to pay twice and three times as much for the same
grain. Consequently, we would have to be prepared to
raise the price of grain once again in a vain effort to
catch up with the speculators and profiteers.

From this, however, it follows that once having
started on the path of raising grain prices we should
have to continue down the slippery slope without any
guarantee of securing a sufficient quantity of grain.

But the matter does not end there.

Firstly, having raised grain-procurement prices, we
should next have to raise the prices of agricultural raw
materials as well, in order to maintain a certain propor-
tion in the prices of agricultural produce.

Secondly, having raised grain-procurement prices,
we should not be able to maintain low retail prices of
bread in the towns—consequently, we should have to
raise the selling price of bread. And since we cannot
and must not injure the workers, we should have to in-
crease wages at an accelerated pace. But this is bound
to lead to a rise in the prices of manufactured goods,
for, otherwise, there could be a diversion of resources
from the towns into the countryside to the detriment
of industrialisation.

As a result, we should have to adjust the prices of
manufactured goods and of agricultural produce not on
the basis of falling or, at any rate, stabilised prices, but
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on the basis of rising prices, both of grain and of manu-
factured goods.

In other words, we should have to pursue a policy
of raising the prices of manufactured goods and agricul-
tural produce.

It is not difficult to understand that such “manoeu-
vring” with prices can only lead to the complete nul-
lification of the Soviet price policy, to the nullification
of the role of the state as the regulator of the market,
and to giving a free rein to the petty-bourgeois elemen-
tal forces.

Who would profit by this?

Only the well-to-do strata of the urban and rural
population, for expensive manufactured goods and agri-
cultural produce would necessarily become out of the
reach both of the working class and of the poor and
economically weaker strata of the rural population. It
would profit the kulaks and the well-to-do, the Nepmen
and other prosperous classes.

That, too, would be a bond, but a peculiar one, a
bond with the wealthy strata of the rural and urban
population. The workers and the economically weaker
strata of the rural population would have every right
to ask us: Whose government are you, a workers’ and
peasants’ government or a kulak and Nepmen’s govern-
ment?

A rupture with the working class and the economi-
cally weaker strata of the rural population, and a bond
with the wealthy strata of the urban and rural popula-
tion—that is what Bukharin’s “normalisation” of the
market and “manoeuvring” with grain prices accord-
ing to areas must lead to.
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Obviously, the Party cannot take this fatal path.

The extent to which all conceptions of NEP in Bu-
kharin’s mind have become muddled and the extent to
which he is firmly held captive by the petty-bourgeois
elemental forces is shown, among other things, by the
more than negative attitude he displays to the question
of the new forms of trade turnover between town and
country, between the state and the peasantry. He is
indignant and cries out against the fact that the state has
become the supplier of goods for the peasantry and
that the peasantry is becoming the supplier of grain for
the state. He regards this as a violation of all the rules
of NEP, as almost the disruption of NEP. Why? On
what grounds?

What can there be objectionable in the fact that the
state, state industry, is the supplier, without middlemen,
of goods for the peasantry, and that the peasantry is
the supplier of grain for industry, for the state, also
without middlemen?

What can there be objectionable, from the point of
view of Marxism and a Marxist policy, in the fact that
the peasantry has already become the supplier of cotton,
beet and flax for the needs of state industry, and that
state industry has become the supplier of urban goods,
seed and instruments of production for these branches
of agriculture?

The contract system is here the principal method
of establishing these new forms of trade turnover be-
tween town and country. But is the contract system con-
trary to the principles of NEP?

What can there be objectionable in the fact that,
thanks to this contract system, the peasantry is becoming
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the state’s supplier not only of cotton, beet and flax,
but also of grain?

If trade in small consignments, petty trade, can be
termed trade turnover, why cannot trade in large con-
signments, conducted by means of agreements concluded
in advance (contracts) as to price and quality of goods
be regarded as trade turnover?

Is it difficult to understand that it is on the basis
of NEP that these new, mass forms of trade turnover
between town and country based on the contract system
have arisen, that they mark a very big step forward on
the part of our organisations as regards strengthening
the planned, socialist direction of our national economy?

Bukharin has lost the capacity to understand these
simple and obvious things.

e¢) THE SO-CALLED “TRIBUTE”

Bukharin’s fifth mistake (I am speaking of his prin-
cipal mistakes) is his opportunist distortion of the Party
line on the question of the “scissors” between town
and country, on the question of the so-called “tribute.”

What is the point dealt with in the well-known res-
olution of the joint meeting of the Political Bureau and the
Presidium of the Central Control Commission (February
1929) on the question of the “scissors”? What is said
there is that, in addition to the usual taxes, direct and
indirect, which the peasantry pays to the state, the peas-
antry also pays a certain supertax in the form of
an over-payment for manufactured goods, and in the
form of an under-payment received for agricultural
produce.
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Is it true that this supertax paid by the peasantry
actually exists? Yes, it is. What other name have we
for this supertax? We also call it the “scissors,” the
“diversion” of resources from agriculture into industry
for the purpose of speeding up our industrial develop-
ment.

Is this “diversion” necessary? We all agree that, as
a temporary measure, it is necessary if we really wish
to maintain a speedy rate of industrial development.
Indeed, we must at all costs maintain a rapid growth of
our industry, for this growth is necessary not only for
industry itself, but primarily for agriculture, for the
peasantry, which at the present time needs most of all
tractors, agricultural machinery and fertilisers.

Can we abolish this supertax at the present time?
Unfortunately, we cannot. We must abolish it at the
first opportunity, in the next few years. But we cannot
abolish it at the present moment.

Now, as you see, this supertax obtained as a result
of the “scissors” does constitute “something in the na-
ture of a tribute.” Not a tribute, but “something in
the nature of a tribute.” It is “something in the nature
of a tribute” on account of our backwardness. We need
this supertax to stimulate the development of our in-
dustry and to do away with our backwardness.

But does this mean that by levying this additional
tax we are thereby exploiting the peasantry? No, it
does not. The very nature of the Soviet regime precludes
any sort of exploitation of the peasantry by the state.
It was plainly stated in the speeches of our comrades
at the July plenum® that under the Soviet regime ex-
ploitation of the peasantry by the socialist state is ruled
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out; for a constant rise in the well-being of the labour-
ing peasantry is a law of development of Soviet society,
and this rules out any possibility of exploiting the peas-
antry.

Is the peasantry capable of paying this additional
tax? Yes, it is. Why?

Firstly, because the levying of this additional tax
is effected under conditions of a constant improvement
of the material position of the peasantry.

Secondly, because the peasants have their own pri-
vate husbandry, the income from which enables them
to meet the additional tax, and in this they differ from
the industrial workers, who have no private husbandry,
but who nonetheless devote all their energies to the cause
of industrialisation.

Thirdly, because the amount of this additional tax
is being reduced year by year.

Are we right in calling this additional tax “some-
thing in the nature of a tribute”? Unquestionably, we
are. By our choice of words we are pointing out to our
comrades that this additional tax is detestable and un-
desirable, and that its continuance for any considerable
period is impermissible. By giving this name to the
additional tax on the peasantry we intend to convey
that we are levying it not because we want to, but be-
cause we are forced to, and that we, Bolsheviks, must
take all measures to abolish this additional tax at the
first opportunity, as soon as possible.

Such is the essence of the question of the “scissors,”
the “diversion,” the “supertax,” of what the above-
mentioned documents designate as “something in the
nature of a tribute.”
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At first, Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky tried to
wrangle over the word “tribute,” and accused the Party
of pursuing a policy of military-feudal exploitation of
the peasantry. But now even the blind can see that this
was just an unscrupulous attempt of the Bukharinites
at gross slander against our Party. Now, even they them-
selves are compelled tacitly to acknowledge that their
chatter about military-feudal exploitation was a re-
sounding failure.

One thing or the other:

either the Bukharinites recognise the inevitability,
at the present time, of the “scissors” and “diversion” of
resources from agriculture into industry—in which case
they are forced to admit that their accusations are of a
slanderous nature, and that the Party is entirely right;

or they deny the inevitability, at the present time,
of the “scissors” and “diversion,” but in that case
let them say it frankly, so that the Party may class
them as opponents of the industrialisation of our country.

I could, incidentally, refer to a number of speeches
of Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky, in which they recog-
nise without any reservations the inevitability, at the
present time, of the “scissors” and “diversion” of re-
sources from agriculture into industry. And this, in-
deed, is equivalent to an acceptance of the formula
“something in the nature of a tribute.”

Well then, do they continue to uphold the point of
view with regard to the “diversion,” and the preserva-
tion of the “scissors” at the present time, or not? Let
them say it frankly.

Bukharin. The diversion is necessary, but “tribute”
is an unfortunate word. (General laughter.)



56 J.V.STALIN

Stalin. Consequently, we do not differ on the essence
of the question; consequently, the “diversion” of resources
from agriculture into industry, the so-called “scis-
sors,” the additional tax, “something in the nature of
a tribute”—is a necessary though temporary means for
industrialising our country at the present time.

Very well. Then what is the point at issue? Why
all the tumult? They do not like the word “tribute” or
the words “something in the nature of a tribute,” because
they believe that this expression is not commonly used
in Marxist literature?

Well then, let us discuss the word “tribute.”

I assert, comrades, that this word has long been in
use in our Marxist literature, in Comrade Lenin’s writ-
ings, for example. This may surprise some people who
do not read Lenin’s works, but it is a fact, comrades.
Bukharin vehemently asserted here that “tribute” is an
unfitting word to use in Marxist literature. He was in-
dignant and surprised at the fact that the Central Com-
mittee of the Party, and Marxists in general, take the
liberty of using the word “tribute.” But what is surpris-
ing in this, if there is proof that this word has long
been in use in the writings of such a Marxist as Comrade
Lenin. Or perhaps, from Bukharin’s viewpoint, Lenin
does not qualify as a Marxist? Well, you should be
straightforward about it, dear comrades.

Take for example the article “‘Left-Wing’ Childish-
ness and Petty-Bourgeois Mentality” (May 1918), which
was written by no less a Marxist than Lenin, and read
the following passage:

“The petty bourgeois who hoards his thousands is an enemy
of state capitalism; he wants to employ these thousands just for
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himself, against the poor, in opposition to any kind of state control;
yet the sum total of these thousands amounts to many thousands
of millions that supply a base for speculation, which undermines
our socialist construction. Let us assume that a certain number of
workers produce in a few days values equal to 1,000. Let us then
assume that 200 out of this total vanishes owing to petty specu-
lation, all kinds of pilfering and of “dodging” Soviet decrees
and regulations by small property owners. Every class-conscious
worker would say: If I could give up 300 out of the 1,000 for
the sake of achieving better order and organisation, I would will-
ingly give up 300 instead of 200, because to reduce this “tribute”
later on, to, say, 100 or 50, will be quite an easy matter under
the Soviet regime, once we have achieved order and organisation
and once we have completely overcome the disruption of all
state monopoly by small property owners” (Vol. XXII, p. 515).

That is clear, I think. Should Lenin on this account
be declared an advocate of the policy of military-
feudal exploitation of the working class? Just try, dear
comrades!

A voice. Nevertheless the term “tribute” has never
been used in relation to the middle peasant.

Stalin. Do you believe by any chance that the mid-
dle peasant is closer to the Party than the working
class? You are some Marxist! (General laughter.) 1f we,
the Party of the working class, can speak of “tribute”
when it concerns the working class, why cannot we do
so when it concerns the middle peasantry, which is only
our ally?

Some of the faultfinding people may imagine that
the word “tribute” in Lenin’s article “‘Left-Wing’ Chil-
dishness” is just a slip of the pen, an accidental slip.
A check-up on this point, however, will show that the
suspicions of those fault-finding people are entirely
groundless. Take another article, or rather a pamphlet,
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written by Lenin: The Tax in Kind (April 1921) and read
page 324 (Vol. XXVI, p. 324). You will see that the
above-quoted passage regarding “tribute” is repeated
by Lenin word for word. Finally, take Lenin’s article
“The Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Power” (Vol. XXII,
p. 448, March-April 1918), and you will see that in it,
too, Lenin speaks of the “tribute (without quotation
marks) which we are paying for our backwardness in
the matter of organising accounting and control from
below on a nationwide scale.”

It turns out that the word “tribute” is very far from
being a fortuitous element in Lenin’s writings. Com-
rade Lenin uses this word to stress the temporary nature
of the “tribute,” to stimulate the energy of the Bolshe-
viks and to direct it so as at the first opportunity, to
abolish this “tribute,” the price the working class has
to pay for our backwardness and our “muddling.”

It turns out that when I use the expression “some-
thing in the nature of a tribute” I find myself in quite
good Marxist company, that of Comrade Lenin.

Bukharin said here that Marxists should not toler-
ate the word “tribute” in their writings. What kind
of Marxists was he speaking about? If he had in mind
such Marxists, if they may be so called, as Slepkov,
Maretsky, Petrovsky, Rosit, etc., who are more like
liberals than Marxists, then his indignation is perfectly
justified. If, on the other hand, he has in mind real
Marxists, Comrade Lenin, for example, then it must
be admitted that among them the word “tribute” has
been in use for a long time, while Bukharin, who is not
well acquainted with Lenin’s writings, is wide of the
mark.
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But this does not fully dispose of the question of
the “tribute.” The point is that it was no accident that
Bukharin and his friends took exception to the word
“tribute” and began to speak of a policy of military-
feudal exploitation of the peasantry. Their outcry about
military-feudal exploitation was undoubtedly meant to
express their extreme dissatisfaction with the Party
policy towards the kulaks that is being applied by our
organisations. Dissatisfaction with the Leninist policy
of the Party in its leadership of the peasantry, dissatis-
faction with our grain-procurement policy, with our pol-
icy of developing collective farms and state farms to
the utmost, and lastly, the desire to “emancipate” the
market and to establish complete freedom for private
trade—that is what was expressed in Bukharin’s howl-
ing about a policy of military-feudal exploitation of
the peasantry.

In the history of our Party I cannot recall any other
instance of the Party being accused of pursuing a pol-
icy of military-feudal exploitation. That weapon against
the Party was not borrowed from the arsenal of Marx-
ists. Where, then, was it borrowed from? From the
arsenal of Milyukov, the leader of the Cadets. When
the Cadets wish to sow dissension between the working
class and the peasantry, they usually say: You,
Messieurs the Bolsheviks, are building socialism on the
corpses of the peasants. When Bukharin raises an outcry
about the “tribute,” he is singing to the tune of Mes-
sieurs the Milyukovs, and is following in the wake of
the enemies of the people.
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f) THE RATE OF DEVELOPMENT OF INDUSTRY
AND THE NEW FORMS OF THE BOND

Finally, the question of the rate of development of
industry and of the new forms of the bond between town
and country. This is one of the most important questions
of our disagreements. Its importance lies in the fact
that it is the converging point of all the threads of our
practical disagreements about the economic policy of the
Party.

What are the new forms of the bond, what do they
signify from the point of view of our economic policy?

They signify, first of all, that besides the old forms
of the bond between town and country, whereby indus-
try chiefly satisfied the personal requirements of the peas-
ant (cotton fabrics, footwear, and textiles in general, etc.),
we now need new forms of the bond, whereby industry
will satisfy the productive requirements of peasant econ-
omy (agricultural machinery, tractors, improved seed,
fertilisers, etc.).

Whereas formerly we satisfied mainly the personal
requirements of the peasant, hardly touching the pro-
ductive requirements of his economy, now, while contin-
uing to satisfy the personal requirements of the peasant,
we must do our utmost to supply agricultural machinery,
tractors, fertilisers, etc., which have a direct bearing on
the reconstruction of agricultural production on a new
technical basis.

As long as it was a question of restoring agriculture
and of the peasants putting into use the land formerly
belonging to the landlords and kulaks, we could be con-
tent with the old forms of the bond. But now, when it is
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a question of reconstructing agriculture, that is not
enough. Now we must go further and help the peasantry
to reorganise agricultural production on the basis of
new technique and collective labour.

Secondly, they signify that simultaneously with the
re-equipment of our industry, we must begin seriously
re-equipping agriculture too. We are re-equipping, and
have already partly re-equipped our industry, placing
it on a new technical basis, supplying it with new,
improved machinery and new, improved cadres. We
are building new mills and factories and are reconstruct-
ing and extending the old ones; we are developing the
metallurgical, chemical and machine-building indus-
tries. On this basis new towns are springing up, new
industrial centres are multiplying and the old ones are
expanding. On this basis the demand for food products
and for raw materials for industry is growing. But
agriculture continues to employ the old equipment, the old
methods of tillage practised by our fore-fathers, the old,
primitive, now useless, or nearly useless technique, the old,
small-peasant, individual forms of farming and labour.

Consider, for example, the fact that before the Rev-
olution we had nearly 16,000,000 peasant households,
while now there are no less than 25,000,000. What does
this indicate if not that agriculture is becoming more
and more scattered and disunited. And the characteristic
feature of scattered small farms is that they are unable
properly to employ technique, machines, tractors and
scientific agronomic knowledge, that they are farms with
a small marketable surplus.

Hence the insufficient output of agricultural prod-
uce for the market.
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Hence the danger of a rift between town and coun-
try, between industry and agriculture.

Hence the necessity for increasing the rate of devel-
opment of agriculture, bringing it up to that of our
industry.

And so, in order to eliminate this danger of a rift,
we must begin seriously re-equipping agriculture on the
basis of new technique But in order to re-equip it we
must gradually unite the scattered individual peasant
farms into large farms, into collective farms; we must
build up agriculture on the basis of collective labour,
we must enlarge the collectives, we must develop the
old and new state farms, we must systematically employ
the contract system on a mass scale in all the principal
branches of agriculture, we must develop the system of
machine and tractor stations which help the peasantry
to master the new technique and to collectivise labour—
in a word, we must gradually transfer the small individ-
ual peasant farms to the basis of large-scale collective
production, for only large-scale production of a socially-
conducted type is capable of making full use of scien-
tific knowledge and modern technique, and of ad-
vancing the development of our agriculture with giant
strides.

This, of course, does not mean that we must neglect
poor and middle individual peasant farming. Not at
all. Poor and middle individual peasant farming plays
a predominant part in supplying industry with food and
raw materials, and will continue to do so in the immediate
future. For that very reason we must continue to assist
poor and middle individual peasant farms which have
not yet united into collective farms.
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But this does mean that individual peasant farming
alone is no longer adequate. That is shown by our grain-
procurement difficulties. That is why the development
of poor and middle individual peasant farming must be
supplemented by the widest possible development of col-
lective forms of farming and of state farms.

That is why we must make a bridge between individ-
ual poor- and middle-peasant farming and collective,
socially-conducted forms of farming by means of the con-
tract system on a mass scale, by means of machine
and tractor stations and by the fullest development of
a co-operative communal life in order to help the peas-
ants to transfer their small, individual farming on to the
lines of collective labour.

Failing this it will be impossible to develop agri-
culture to any extent. Failing this it will be impossible
to solve the grain problem. Failing this it will be impos-
sible to save the economically weaker strata of the
peasantry from poverty and ruin.

Finally, this signifies that we must develop our in-
dustry to the utmost as the principal source from which
agriculture will be supplied with the means required
for its reconstruction: we must develop our iron and
steel, chemical and machine-building industries; we must
build tractor works, agricultural-machinery works, etc.

There is no need to prove that it is impossible to
develop collective farms, that it is impossible to develop
machine and tractor stations, without drawing the main
mass of the peasantry into collective forms of farming,
with the aid of the contract system on a mass scale,
without supplying agriculture with a fairly large quan-
tity of tractors, agricultural machinery, etc.
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But it will be impossible to supply the countryside
with machines and tractors unless we accelerate the
development of our industry. Hence, rapid development
of our industry is the key to the reconstruction of agri-
culture on the basis of collectivism.

Such is the significance and importance of the new
forms of the bond.

Bukharin’s group is obliged to admit, in words, the
necessity of the new forms of the bond. But it is an
admission only in words, with the intention, under cov-
er of a verbal recognition of the new forms of the bond,
of smuggling in something which is the very opposite.
Actually, Bukharin is opposed to the new forms of the
bond. Bukharin’s starting point is not a rapid rate of
development of industry as the lever for the reconstruc-
tion of agriculture, but the development of individual
peasant farming. He puts in the foreground the “normal-
isation” of the market and permission for the free play
of prices on the agricultural produce market, complete
freedom for private trade. Hence his distrustful atti-
tude to the collective farms which manifested itself in
his speech at the July plenum of the Central Committee
and in his theses prior to that July plenum. Hence his
disapproval of any form of emergency measures against
the kulaks during grain procurement.

We know that Bukharin shuns emergency measures
as the devil shuns holy water.

We know that Bukharin is still unable to understand
that under present conditions the kulak will not supply a
sufficient quantity of grain voluntarily, of his own accord.

That has been proved by our two years’ experience
of grain-procurement work.
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But what if, in spite of everything, there is not enough
marketable grain? To this Bukharin replies: Do not
worry the kulaks with emergency measures; import grain
from abroad. Not long ago he proposed that we import
about 50,000,000 poods of grain, i.e., to the value of
about 100,000,000 rubles in foreign currency. But what
if foreign currency is required to import equipment for
industry? To this Bukharin replies: Preference must be
given to grain imports—thus, evidently, relegating im-
ports of equipment for industry to the background.

It follows, therefore, that the basis for the solution
of the grain problem and for the reconstruction of agri-
culture is not a rapid rate of development of industry,
but the development of individual peasant farming,
including kulak farming, on the basis of a free market
and the free play of prices in the market.

Thus we have two different plans of economic policy.

The Party’s plan:

1. We are re-equipping industry (reconstruction).

2. We are beginning seriously to re-equip agriculture
(reconstruction).

3. For this we must expand the development of col-
lective farms and state farms, employ on a mass scale
the contract system and machine and tractor stations as
means of establishing a bond between industry and agri-
culture in the sphere of production.

4. As for the present grain-procurement difficulties,
we must admit the permissibility of temporary emergency
measures that are backed by the popular support of the
middle- and poor-peasant masses, as one of the means
of breaking the resistance of the kulaks and of obtaining
from them the maximum grain surpluses necessary for
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dispensing with imported grain and saving foreign cur-
rency for the development of industry.

5. Individual poor- and middle-peasant farming plays,
and will continue to play, a predominant part in sup-
plying the country with food and raw materials;
but alone it is no longer adequate—the development
of individual poor- and middle-peasant farming must
therefore be supplemented by the development of collec-
tive farms and state farms, by the contract system
on a mass scale, by accelerating the development of
machine and tractor stations, in order to facilitate the
ousting of the capitalist elements from agriculture and
the gradual transfer of the individual peasant farms on to
the lines of large-scale collective farming, on to the lines
of collective labour.

6. But in order to achieve all this, it is necessary
first of all to accelerate the development of industry,
of the metallurgical chemical and machine-building in-
dustries, tractor works, agricultural-machinery works, etc.
Failing this it will be impossible to solve the grain prob-
lem just as it will be impossible to reconstruct agricul-
ture.

Conclusion: the key to the reconstruction of agricul-
ture is a rapid rate of development of our industry.

Bukharin’s plan:

1. “Normalise” the market; permit the free play of
prices on the market and a rise in the price of grain,
undeterred by the fact that this may lead to a rise in the
prices of manufactured goods, raw materials and bread.

2. The utmost development of individual peasant
farming accompanied by a certain reduction of the rate
of development of collective farms and state farms (Bu-
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kharin’s theses in July and his speech at the July ple-
num).

3. Grain procurements to proceed automatically,
excluding at any time or under any circumstances even
a partial use of emergency measures against the kulaks,
even though such measures are supported by the middle-
and poor-peasant masses.

4. In the event of shortage of grain, to import about
100 million rubles’ worth of grain.

5. And if there is not enough foreign currency to
pay for grain imports and imports of equipment for in-
dustry, to reduce imports of equipment and, conse-
quently, the rate of development of our industry—other-
wise our agriculture will simply “mark time,” or even
“directly decline.”

Conclusion: the key to the reconstruction of agricul-
ture is the development of individual peasant farming.

That is how it works out, comrades!

Bukharin’s plan is a plan to reduce the rate of de-
velopment of industry and to undermine the new forms
of the bond.

Such are our disagreements.

Sometimes the question is asked: Have we not been
late in developing the new forms of the bond, in de-
veloping collective farms, state farms, etc.?

Some people assert that the Party was at least about
two years late in starting with this work. That is wrong,
comrades. It is absolutely wrong. Only noisy “Lefts,”
who have no conception of the economy of the U.S.S.R.,
can talk like that.

What is meant by being late in this matter? If it
is a question of foreseeing the need for collective farms
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and state farms, then we can say that we began that
at the time of the October Revolution. There cannot
be the slightest doubt that already then—at the time
of the October Revolution—the Party foresaw the need
for collective farms and state farms. Lastly, one can
take our programme, adopted at the Eighth Congress of
the Party (March 1919). The need for collective farms
and state farms is recognised there quite clearly.

But the mere fact that the top leadership of our
Party fore saw the need for collective farms and state
farms was not enough for carrying into effect and organ-
ising a mass movement for collective farms and state
farms. Consequently, it is not a matter of foreseeing,
but of carrying out a plan of collective-farm and state-
farm development. But in order to carry out such a
plan a number of conditions are required which did not
exist before, and which came into existence only re-
cently.

That is the point, comrades.

In order to carry out the plan for a mass movement
in favour of collective farms and state farms, it is nec-
essary, first of all, that the Party’s top leadership
should be supported in this matter by the mass of the
Party membership. As you know, ours is a Party of a
million members. It was therefore necessary to con-
vince the mass of the Party membership of the correct-
ness of the policy of the top leadership. That is the first
point.

Further, it is necessary that a mass movement in
favour of collective should arise within the peas-
try, that the peasants—far from fearing the collec-
tive farms—should themselves join the collective farms
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and become convinced by experience of the advantage
of collective farming over individual farming. This is
a serious matter, requiring a certain amount of time.
That is the second point.

Further, it is necessary that the state should possess
the material resources required to finance collective-
farm development, to finance the collective farms and
state farms. And this, dear comrades, is a matter that
requires many hundreds of millions of rubles. That is the
third point.

Finally, it is necessary that industry should be fair-
ly adequately developed so as to be able to supply agri-
culture with machinery, tractors, fertilisers, etc. That
is the fourth point.

Can it be asserted that all these conditions existed
here two or three years ago? No, it cannot.

It must not be forgotten that we are a party in pow-
er, not in opposition. An opposition party can issue
slogans—I am speaking of fundamental practical slo-
gans of the movement—in order to carry them into effect
after coming into power. Nobody can accuse an opposi-
tion party of not carrying out its fundamental slogans
immediately, for everybody knows that it is not the
opposition party which is at the helm, but other parties.

In the case of a party in power, however, such as
our Bolshevik Party is, the matter is entirely different.
The slogans of such a party are not mere agitational
slogans, but something much more than that, for they
have the force of practical decision, the force of law, and
must be carried out immediately. Our Party cannot issue
a practical slogan and then defer its implementation.
That would be deceiving the masses. For a practical
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slogan to be issued, especially so serious a slogan as
transferring the vast masses of the peasantry on to the
lines of collectivism, the conditions must exist that will
enable the slogan to be carried out directly; finally,
these conditions must be created, organised. That is why
it is not enough for the Party’s top leadership merely
to foresee the need for collective farms and state farms.
That is why we also need the conditions to enable us
to realise, to carry out, our slogans immediately.

Was the mass of our Party membership ready for
the utmost development of collective farms and state
farms, say, some two or three years ago? No, it was not
ready. The serious turn of the mass of the Party member-
ship towards the new forms of the bond began only
with the first serious grain-procurement difficulties. It
required those difficulties for the mass of the Party
membership to become conscious of the full necessity of
accelerating the adoption of the new forms of the bond,
and primarily, of the collective farms and state farms,
and resolutely to support its Central Committee in this
matter. This is one condition which did not exist be-
fore, but which does exist now.

Was there any serious movement among the vast
masses of the peasantry in favour of collective farms or
state farms some two or three years ago? No, there was
not. Everybody knows that two or three years ago the
peasantry was hostilely disposed to the state farms,
while they contemptuously called the collective farms
the “kommunia,” regarding them as something utterly
useless. And now? Now, the situation is different. Now
we have whole strata of the peasantry who regard
the state farms and collective farms as a source of assist-
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ance to peasant farming in the way of seed, pedigree
cattle, machines and tractors. Now we have only to
supply machines and tractors, and collective farms will
develop at an accelerated pace.

What was the cause of this change of attitude among
certain, fairly considerable, strata of the peasantry?
What helped to bring it about?

In the first place, the development of the co-opera-
tives and a co-operative communal life. There can be
no doubt that without the powerful development of the
co-operatives, particularly the agricultural co-operatives,
which produced among the peasantry a psychological
background in favour of the collective farms, we would
not have that urge towards the collective farms which
is now displayed by whole strata of the peasantry.

An important part in this was also played by the
existence of well-organised collective farms, which set
the peasants good examples of how agriculture can be
improved by uniting small peasant farms into large,
collective, farms.

The existence of well-organised state farms, which
helped the peasants to improve their methods of farm-
ing, also played its part here. I need not mention other
facts with which you are all familiar. There you have
another condition which did not exist before, but which
does exist now.

Further, can it be asserted that we were able some
two or three years ago to give substantial financial aid
to the collective farms and state farms, to assign hun-
dreds of millions of rubles for this purpose? No, it can-
not be asserted. You know very well that we even
lacked sufficient means for developing that minimum of
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industry without which no industrialisation at all is
possible, let alone the reconstruction of agriculture.
Could we take those means from industry, which is the
basis for the industrialisation of the country, and trans-
fer them to the collective farms and state farms? Obvi-
ously, we could not. But now? Now we have the means
for developing the collective farms and state farms.

Finally, can it be asserted that some two or three
years ago our industry was an adequate basis for sup-
plying agriculture with large quantities of machines,
tractors, etc.? No, it cannot be asserted. At that time our
task was to create the minimum industrial basis required
for supplying machines and tractors to agriculture in
the future. It was on the creation of such a basis that our
scanty financial resources were then spent. And now?
Now we have this industrial basis for agriculture. At
all events, this industrial basis is being created at a
very rapid rate.

It follows that the conditions required for the mass
development of the collective farms and state farms were
created only recently.

That is how matters stand, comrades.

That is why it cannot be said that we were late in
developing the new forms of the bond.

g) BUKHARIN AS A THEORETICIAN

Such, in the main, are the principal mistakes com-
mitted by the theoretician of the Right opposition, Bu-
kharin, on the fundamental questions of our policy.

It is said that Bukharin is one of the theoreticians
of our Party. This is true, of course. But the point is
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that not all is well with his theorising. This is evident
if only from the fact that on questions of Party theory
and policy he has piled up the heap of mistakes which I
have just described. These mistakes, mistakes on Com-
intern questions, mistakes on questions of the class
struggle, the intensification of the class struggle, the
peasantry, NEP, the new forms of the bond—these
mistakes could not possibly have occurred accidentally.
No, these mistakes are not accidental. These mistakes of
Bukharin’s followed from his wrong theoretical line,
from the defects in his theories. Yes, Bukharin is a theo-
retician, but he is not altogether a Marxist theoretician;
he is a theoretician who has much to learn before he can
become a Marxist theoretician.

Reference has been made to the letter in which Com-
rade Lenin speaks of Bukharin as a theoretician. Let us
read this letter:

“Of the younger members of the Central Committee,” says
Lenin, “I should like to say a few words about Bukharin and
Pyatakov. In my opinion, they are the most outstanding forces
(of the youngest ones), and regarding them the following should
be borne in mind: Bukharin is not only a very valuable and im-
portant theoretician in our Party, he is also legitimately regarded
as the favourite of the whole Party, but it is very doubtful wheth-
er his theoretical views can be classed as fully Marxist, for there
is something scholastic in him (he has never studied and, I think,
has never fully understood dialectics)”* (Verbatim report of the
July plenum, 1926, Part IV, p. 66).

Thus, he is a theoretician without dialectics. A
scholastic theoretician. A theoretician about whom it

* My italics.—J. St.
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was said: “It is very doubtful whether his theoretical
views can be classed as fully Marxist.” That is how Lenin
characterised Bukharin’s theoretical complexion.

You can well understand, comrades, that such a
theoretician has still much to learn. And if Bukharin
understood that he is not yet a full-fledged theoretician,
that he still has much to learn, that he is a theoretician
who has not yet mastered dialectics—and dialectics
is the soul of Marxism—if he understood that, he would
be more modest, and the Party would only benefit there-
by. But the trouble is that Bukharin is wanting in
modesty. The trouble is that not only is he wanting in
modesty, but he even presumes to teach our teacher
Lenin on a number of questions and, above all, on the
question of the state. And that is Bukharin’s misfor-
tune.

Allow me in this connection to refer to the well-
known theoretical controversy which flared up in 1916
between Lenin and Bukharin on the question of the
state. This is important for us in order to expose both
Bukharin’s inordinate pretensions to teach Lenin and
the roots of his theoretical weaknesses on such impor-
tant questions as the dictatorship of the proletariat,
the class struggle, etc.

As you know, an article by Bukharin appeared in
1916 in the magazine Internatsional Molodyozhy,” signed
Nota Bene; this article was in point of fact directed
against Comrade Lenin. In this article Bukharin wrote:

“. .. It is quite a mistake to seek the difference between
the Socialists and the Anarchists in the fact that the former are
in favour of the state while the latter are against it. The real
difference is that revolutionary Social-Democracy desires to
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organise the new social production as centralised production, i.e.,
technically the most advanced production; whereas decentralised
anarchist production would mean only retrogression to old
technique, to the old form of enterprises. . . .”

“. . . Social-Democracy, which is, or at least should be, the
educator of the masses, must now more than ever emphasise its
hostility in principle to the state. . . . The present war has shown
how deeply the roots of the state idea have penetrated the souls
of the workers.”

Criticising these views of Bukharin’s, Lenin says in
a well known article published in 1916:

“This is wrong. The author raises the question of the differ-
ence in the attitude of Socialists and Anarchists towards the
state. But he replies not to this question, but to another, namely,
the difference in the attitude of Socialists and Anarchists towards
the economic foundation of future society. That, of course, is
a very important and necessary question. But it does not follow
that the main point of difference in the attitude of the Socialists
and Anarchists towards the state can be ignored. The Socialists
are in favour of utilising the modern state and its institutions in
the struggle for the emancipation of the working class, and they
also urge the necessity of utilising the state for the peculiar tran-
sitional form from capitalism to socialism. This transitional
form, which is also a state, is the dictatorship of the proletariat.
The Anarchists want to ‘abolish’ the state, to ‘blow it up’ (“spren-
gen”), as Comrade Nota Bene expresses it in one place, erroneously
ascribing this view to the Socialists. The Socialists—unfortu-
nately the author quotes the words of Engels relevant to this sub-
ject rather incompletely—hold that the state will ‘wither away,’
will gradually ‘fall asleep’ after the bourgeoisie has been expro-
priated.” . ..

“In order to ‘emphasise’ out ‘hostility in principle’ to the
state, we must indeed understand it ‘clearly.” This clarity, how-
ever, our author lacks. His phrase about the ‘roots of the state
idea’ is entirely muddled, non-Marxist and non-socialist. It is
not ‘the state idea’ that has clashed with the repudiation of the
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idea of the state, but opportunist policy (i.e., an opportunist,
reformist, bourgeois attitude towards the state) that has clashed
with revolutionary Social-Democratic policy (i.e., with the rev-
olutionary Social-Democratic attitude to the bourgeois state and
towards utilising the state against the bourgeoisie in order to over-
throw it). These are entirely different things” (Vol. XIX, p. 296).

I think it is clear what the point at issue is, and
what a semi-anarchist mess Bukharin has got into!

Sten. At that time Lenin had not yet fully formulated
the necessity for “blowing up” the state. Bukharin, while
committing anarchist mistakes, was approaching a for-
mulation of the question.

Stalin. No, that is not what we are concerned with
at present. What we are concerned with is the attitude
towards the state in general. The point is that in Bukha-
rin’s opinion the working class should be hostile in prin-
ciple to any kind of state, including the working-class
state.

Sten. Lenin then only spoke about utilising the state;
he said nothing in his criticism of Bukharin regarding
the “blowing up” of the state.

Stalin. You are mistaken, the “blowing up” of the
state is not a Marxist formula, it is an anarchist for-
mula. Let me assure you that the point here is that,
in the opinion of Bukharin (and of the Anarchists), the
workers should emphasise their hostility in principle
to any kind of state, and, therefore, also to the state
of the transition period, to the working-class state.

Just try to explain to our workers that the working
class must become imbued with hostility in principle to
the proletarian dictatorship, which, of course, is also a
state.



THE RIGHT DEVIATION IN THE C.P.S.U.(B.) 77

Bukharin’s position, as set forth in his article in
Internatsional Molodyozhy, is one of repudiating the state
in the period of transition from capitalism to socialism.

Bukharin overlooked a “trifle” here, namely, the
whole transition period, during which the working class
cannot do without its own state if it really wants to sup-
press the bourgeoisie and build socialism. That is the
first point.

Secondly, it is not true that at the time Comrade
Lenin in his criticism did not deal with the theory of
“blowing up,” of “abolishing” the state in general.
Lenin not only dealt with this theory, as is evident from
the passages I have quoted, but he criticised and de-
molished it as an anarchist theory, and counterposed to
it the theory of forming and utilising a new state after the
overthrow of the bourgeoisie, namely, the state of the
proletarian dictatorship.

Finally, the anarchist theory of “blowing up” and
“abolishing” the state must not be confused with the
Marxist theory of the “withering away” of the proletar-
ian state or the “breaking up,” the “smashing” of the
bourgeois state machine. There are persons who are in-
clined to confuse these two different concepts in the
belief that they express one and the same idea. But
that is wrong. Lenin proceeded precisely from the Marx-
ist theory of “smashing” the bourgeois state machine and
the “withering away” of the proletarian state when he
criticised the anarchist theory of “blowing up” and “abol-
ishing” the state in general.

Perhaps it will not be superfluous if, for the sake
of greater clarity, I quote here one of Comrade Lenin’s
manuscripts on the state, apparently written at the end
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of 1916, or the beginning of 1917 (before the February
Revolution of 1917). From this manuscript it is easily
seen that:

a) in criticising Bukharin’s semi-anarchist errors
on the question of the state, Lenin proceeded from the
Marxist theory of the “withering away” of the prole-
tarian state and the “smashing” of the bourgeois state
machine;

b) although Bukharin, as Lenin expressed it, “is

nearer to the truth than Kautsky,” nevertheless, “in-

stead of exposing the Kautskyites, he helps them with
his mistakes.”
Here is the text of this manuscript:

“Of extremely great importance on the question of the state
is the letter of Engels to Bebel dated March 18-28, 1875.

“Here is the most important passage in full:

“. .. ‘The free people’s state is transformed into the free
state. Taken in its grammatical sense, a free state is one where
the state is free in relation to its citizens, hence a state with a
despotic government. The whole talk about the state should be
dropped, especially since the Commune, which was no longer a state
in the proper sense of the word. The “people’s state” has been
thrown in our faces by the Anarchists to the point of disgust,
although already Marx’s book against Proudhon and later the
Communist Manifesto directly declare that with the introduction
of the socialist order of society the state will dissolve of itself (sich
auflost) and disappear. As, therefore, the state is only a transi-
tional institution which is used in the struggle, in the revolution,
in order to hold down one’s adversaries by force, it is pure non-
sense to talk of a free people’s state: so long as the proletariat
still uses (Engels’ italics) the state, it does not use it in the inter-
ests of freedom but in order to hold down its adversaries, and as
soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedom the state as such
ceases to exist. We would therefore propose to replace the word state
(Engels’ italics) everywhere by the word “community” (Gemein-
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wesen), a good old German word which can very well represent
the French word “commune.”’

“This is, perhaps, the most remarkable, and certainly, the
most pronounced passage, so to speak, in the works of Marx and
Engels ‘against the state.’

“(1) ‘The whole talk about the state should be dropped.’

“(2) ‘The Commune was no longer a state in the proper sense
of the word.” (What was it, then? A transitional form from the
state to no state, obviously!)

“(3) The ‘people’s state’ has been ‘thrown in our faces’ (in
die Zdéhne geworfen, literally—thrown in our teeth) by the Anar-
chists too long (that is, Marx and Engels were ashamed of the ob-
vious mistake made by their German friends; but they regarded
it, and of course, in the circumstances that then existed, correctly
regarded it as a far less serious mistake than that made by the
Anarchists. This NB!!).

“(4) The state will ‘disintegrate (“dissolve”) (Nota Bene)
of itself and disappear’ . (compare later “will wither away”)
‘with the introduction of the socialist order of somety

“(5) The state is a temporary institution’ which is used
‘in the struggle, in the revolution’ . . . (used by the proletariat,
of course). . ..

“(6) The state is needed not for freedom, but for holding down
(Niederhaltung is not suppression in the proper sense of the word,
but preventing restoration, keeping in submission) the adver-
saries of the proletariat.

“(7) When there will be freedom, there will be no state.

“(8) ‘We’ (i.e., Engels and Marx) would propose to replace
the word ‘state’ ‘everywhere’ (in the programme) by the word ‘com-
munity’ (Gemeinwesen), ‘commune’!!!

“This shows how Marx and Engels were vulgarised and de-
filed not only by the opportunists, but also by Kautsky.

“The opportunists have not understood a single one of these
eight rich ideas!!

“They have taken only what is practically necessary for the
present time: to utilise the political struggle, to utilise the pres-
ent state to educate, to train the proletariat, to ‘wrest conces-
sions.” That is correct (as against the Anarchists), but that is
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only Y100 part of Marxism, if one can thus express it arithmeti-
cally.

“In his propagandist works, and publications generally,
Kautsky has completely slurred over (or forgotten? or not under-
stood?) points 1, 2, 5, 6, 7 and 8, and the ‘Zerbrechen’ of Marx (in
his controversy with Pannekoek in 1912 or 1913, Kautsky (see
below, pp. 45-47) completely dropped into opportunism on this
question.)

“What distinguishes us from the Anarchists is (o) the use
of the state now and (B) during the proletarian revolution (the ‘dic-
tatorship of the proletariat’)—points of very great importance in
practice at this moment. (But it is these very points that Bukha-
rin forgot!)

“What distinguishes us from the opportunists is the more
profound, ‘more permanent’ truths regarding (oot) the ‘tempo-
rary’ nature of the state, (BB) the harm of ‘chatter’ about it
now, (YY) the not entirely state character of the dictatorship
of the proletariat, (80) the contradiction be tween the state and
freedom, (€€) the more correct idea (concept, programmatic
term) ‘community’ instead of state, ({{) ‘smashing’ (Zerbrechen)
of the bureaucratic-military machine.

“It must not be forgotten also that the avowed opportunists in
Germany (Bernstein, Kolb, etc.) directly repudiate the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, while the official programme and Kautsky
indirectly repudiate it, by not saying anything about it in
their day-to-day agitation and folerating the renegacy of Kolb
and Co.

“In August 1916, Bukharin was written to: ‘Allow your
ideas about the state to mature.” Without, however, allowing them
to mature, he broke into print, as ‘Nota Bene,” and did it in such
a way that, instead of exposing the Kautskyites, he helped them
with his mistakes!! Yet, as a matter of fact, Bukharin is nearer
to the truth than Kautsky.”$

Such is the brief history of the theoretical controversy
on the question of the state.

It would seem that the matter is clear: Bukharin
made semi-anarchist mistakes—it is time to correct
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those mistakes and proceed further in the footsteps of
Lenin. But only Leninists can think like that. Bukharin,
it appears, does not agree. On the contrary, he asserts
that it was not he who was mistaken, but Lenin; that it
was not he who followed, or ought to have followed, in
the footsteps of Lenin, but, on the contrary, that it was
Lenin who found himself compelled to follow in the foot-
steps of Bukharin.

You do not believe this, comrades? In that case,
listen further. After the controversy in 1916, nine years
later, during which interval Bukharin maintained silence,
and a year after the death of Lenin—namely, in 1925—
Bukharin published an article in the symposium Revo-
lutsia Prava, entitled “Concerning the Theory of the
Imperialist State,” which previously had been rejected
by the editors of Shornik Sotsial-Demokrata® (i.c., by
Lenin). In a footnote to this article Bukharin bluntly
declares that it was not Lenin but he, Bukharin, who was
right in this controversy. That may seem incredible,
comrades, but it is a fact.

Listen to the text of this footnote:

“V. I. (i.e., Lenin) wrote a short article containing criticism
of the article in Internatsional Molodyozhy. The reader will easily
see that I had not made the mistake attributed to me, for I clearly
saw the need for the dictatorship of the proletariat; on the other
hand, from Ilyich’s article it will be seen that at that time he
was wrong about the thesis on ‘blowing up’ the state (bourgeois
state, of course), and confused that question with the question of
the withering away of the dictatorship of the proletariat.* Perhaps
I should have enlarged on the subject of the dictatorship at that
time. But in justification I may say that at that time there was

* My italics.—J. St.
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such a wholesale exaltation of the bourgeois state by the Social-
Democrats that it was natural to concentrate all attention on the
question of blowing up that machine.

“When I arrived in Russia from America and saw Nadezhda
Konstantinovna* (that was at our illegal Sixth Congress and at
that time V. I. was in hiding) her first words were: ‘V. 1. asked
me to tell you that he has no disagreements with you now over
the question of the state.” Studying this question, Ilyich came
to the same conclusions** regarding ‘blowing up,’ but he developed
this theme, and later the theory of the dictatorship, to such an
extent as to create a whole epoch in the development of theoreti-
cal thought in this field.”

That is how Bukharin writes about Lenin a year
after Lenin’s death.

There you have a pretty example of the hypertrophied
pretentiousness of a half-educated theoretician!

Quite possibly, Nadezhda Konstantinovna did tell
Bukharin what he writes here. But what conclusions can
be drawn from this fact? The only conclusion that can
be drawn is that Lenin had certain grounds for believing
that Bukharin had renounced or was ready to renounce
his mistakes. That is all. But Bukharin thought differ-
ently. He decided that henceforth, not Lenin, but he,
i.e., Bukharin, must be regarded as the creator, or, at
least, the inspirer of the Marxist theory of the state.

Hitherto we have regarded ourselves as Leninists,
and we continue to do so. But it now appears that both
Lenin and we, his disciples, are Bukharinites. Rather
funny, comrades. But that’s what happens when one
has to deal with Bukharin’s puffed-up pretentiousness.

* Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaya, Lenin's wife.—7r.
** My italics.—J. St.
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It might be thought that Bukharin’s footnote to the
above-mentioned article was a slip of the pen, that he
wrote something silly, and then forgot about it. But
it turns out that that is not the case. Bukharin, it turns
out, spoke in all seriousness. That is evident, for exam-
ple, from the fact that the statement he made in this
footnote regarding Lenin’s mistakes and Bukharin’s cor-
rectness was republished recently, namely, in 1927, i.e.,
two years after Bukharin’s first attack on Lenin, in a
biographical sketch of Bukharin written by Maretsky,
and it never occurred to Bukharin to protest against
this . . . boldness of Maretsky. Obviously Bukharin’s
attack on Lenin cannot be regarded as accidental.

It appears, therefore, that Bukharin is right, and
not Lenin, that the inspirer of the Marxist theory of the
state is not Lenin, but Bukharin.

Such, comrades, is the picture of the theoretical
distortions and the theoretical pretensions of Bukharin.

And this man, after all this, has the presumption
to say in his speech here that there is “something rotten”
in the theoretical line of our Party, that there is a devia-
tion towards Trotskyism in the theoretical line of our
Party!

And this is said by that same Bukharin who is mak-
ing (and has made in the past) a number of gross theoret-
ical and practical mistakes, who only recently was a
pupil of Trotsky’s, and who only the other day was
seeking to form a bloc with the Trotskyites against the
Leninists and was paying them visits by the backdoor.

Is that not funny, comrades?
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h) A FIVE-YEAR PLAN OR A TWO-YEAR PLAN

Permit me now to pass to Rykov’s speech. While
Bukharin tried to provide a theoretical basis for the
Right deviation, Rykov attempted in his speech to pro-
vide it with a basis of practical proposals and to fright-
en us with “horrors” drawn from our difficulties in
the sphere of agriculture. That does not mean that Rykov
did not touch upon theoretical questions. He did touch
upon them. But in doing so he made at least two serious
mistakes.

In his draft resolution on the five-year plan, which
was rejected by the commission of the Political Bureau,
Rykov says that “the central idea of the five-year plan
is to increase the productivity of labour of the people.”
In spite of the fact that the commission of the Political
Bureau rejected this absolutely false line, Rykov defended
it here in his speech.

Is it true that the central idea of the five-year plan
in the Soviet country is to increase the productivity of
labour? No, it is not true. It is not just any kind of in-
crease in the productivity of labour of the people that
we need. What we need is a specific increase in the pro-
ductivity of labour of the people, namely, an increase
that will guarantee the systematic supremacy of the social-
ist sector of the national economy over the capitalist sec-
tor. A five-year plan which overlooks this central idea is
not a five-year plan, but five-year rubbish.

Every society, capitalist and pre-capitalist society
included, is interested in increasing the productivity
of labour in general. The difference between Soviet so-
ciety and every other society lies in the very fact that it
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is interested not in just any kind of increase of the pro-
ductivity of labour, but in such an increase as will en-
sure the supremacy of socialist forms of economy over
other forms, and primarily over capitalist forms of
economy, and will thus ensure that the capitalist forms
of economy are overcome and ousted. But Rykov for-
got this really central idea of the five-year plan of de-
velopment of Soviet society. That is his first theoretical
mistake.

His second mistake is that he does not distinguish,
or does not want to understand the distinction—from
the point of view of trade turnover—between, let us
say, a collective farm and all kinds of individual enter-
prises, including individual capitalist enterprises. Rykov
assures us that from the point or view of trade turn-
over on the grain market, from the point of view of
obtaining grain, he does not see any difference between
a collective farm and a private holder of grain; to him,
therefore, it is a matter of indifference whether we buy
grain from a collective farm, a private holder, or an
Argentinian grain merchant. That is absolutely wrong. It
is a repetition of the statement of Frumkin, who at one
time used to assure us that it was a matter of indiffer-
ence to him where and from whom we bought grain,
whether from a private dealer or from a collective farm.

That is a masked form of defence, of rehabilitation,
of justification of the kulak’s machinations on the
grain market. That this defence is conducted from the
point of view of trade turn over does not alter the fact
that it is, nevertheless, a justification of the kulak’s
machinations on the grain market. If from the view-
point of trade turnover there is no difference between
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collective and non-collective forms of economy, is it
worth while developing collective farms, granting them
privileges and devoting ourselves to the difficult task
of overcoming the capitalist elements in agriculture? It
is obvious that Rykov has taken a wrong line. That is
his second theoretical mistake.

But this is by the way. Let us pass to the practical
questions raised in Rykov’s speech.

Rykov said here that in addition to the five-year
plan we need another, a parallel plan, namely, a two-
year plan for the development of agriculture. He justi-
fied this proposal for a parallel two-year plan on the
grounds of the difficulties experienced in agriculture. He
said: the five-year plan was a good thing and he was in
favour of it; but if at the same time we drew up a two-
year plan for agriculture it would be still better—other-
wise agriculture would get into a fix.

On the face of it there appears to be nothing wrong
with this proposal. But upon closer scrutiny we find
that the two-year plan for agriculture was invented in
order to emphasise that the five-year plan is unreal, a
plan merely on paper. Could we agree to that? No, we
could not. We said to Rykov: If you are dissatisfied
with the five-year plan with regard to agriculture, if
you think that the funds we are assigning in the five-
year plan for developing agriculture are inadequate, then
tell us plainly what your supplementary proposals are,
what additional investments you propose—we are ready
to include these additional investments in agricul-
ture in the five-year plan. And what happened? We
found that Rykov had no supplementary proposals to
make about additional investments in agriculture. The
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question arises: Why then a parallel two-year plan for
agriculture?

We said to him further: In addition to the five-year
plan there are yearly plans which are part of the five-
year plan. Let us include in the first two of the yearly
plans the concrete additional proposals for developing
agriculture that you have, that is, if you have any at
all. And what happened? We found that Rykov had
no such concrete plans for additional assignments to
propose.

We then realised that Rykov’s proposal for a two-
year plan was not made for the purpose of developing
agriculture, but arose from a desire to emphasise that
the five-year plan was unreal, a plan merely on paper,
from a desire to discredit the five-year plan. For “con-
science” sake, for appearance sake, a five-year plan;
but for work, for practical purposes, a two-year plan—
that was Rykov’s strategy. Rykov brought the two-year
plan on the scene in order subsequently, during the prac-
tical work of carrying out the five-year plan, to coun-
terpose it to the five-year plan, reconstruct the five-
year plan and adapt it to the two-year plan by paring
down and curtailing the assignments for industry.

It was on these grounds that we rejected Rykov’s
proposal for a parallel two-year plan.

i) THE QUESTION OF THE CROP AREA

Rykov tried here to frighten the Party by asserting
that the crop area throughout the U.S.S.R. is showing
a steady tendency to diminish. Moreover, he threw out
the hint that the policy of the Party was to blame for
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the diminution of the crop area. He did not say outright
that we are faced with a retrogression of agriculture,
but the impression left by his speech is that something
like retrogression is taking place.

Is it true that the crop area is showing a steady
tendency to diminish? No, it is not true. Rykov made
use of average figures of the crop area throughout the
country. But the method of average figures, if it is not
corrected by data for individual districts, cannot be
regarded as a scientific method.

Rykov has, perhaps, read Lenin’s Development of
Capitalism in Russia. 1f he has read it he ought to re-
member how Lenin inveighed against the bourgeois econ-
omists for using the method of average figures showing
the expansion of the crop area and ignoring the data for
individual districts. It is strange that Rykov should
now repeat the mistakes of the bourgeois economists.
Now, if we examine the changes in the crop area accord-
ing to districts, i.e., if we approach the matter scientif-
ically, it will be seen that in certain districts the crop
area is expanding steadily, while in others it sometimes
diminishes, depending chiefly on meteorological condi-
tions; moreover, there are no facts to indicate that there
is a steady diminution of the crop area anywhere, even
in a single important grain growing district.

Indeed, there has recently been a decrease in the crop
area in districts which have been affected by frost or
drought, in certain regions of the Ukraine, for in-
stance. . ..

A voice. Not the whole Ukraine.

Schlichter. In the Ukraine the crop area has increased
by 2.7 per cent.
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Stalin. 1 am referring to the steppe regions of the
Ukraine. In other districts, for instance in Siberia,
the Volga region, Kazakhstan, and Bashkiria, which
were not affected by un favourable weather conditions,
the crop area has been steadily expanding.

How is it that in certain districts the crop area is
steadily expanding, while in others it sometimes dimin-
ishes? It cannot really be asserted that the Party has
one policy in the Ukraine and another in the east or in
the central area of the U.S.S.R. That would be absurd,
comrades. Obviously weather conditions are of no little
importance here.

It is true that the kulaks are reducing their crop
areas irrespective of weather conditions. For that, if
you like, the policy of the Party, which is to support
the poor- and middle-peasant masses against the kulaks,
is “to blame.” But what if it is? Did we ever pledge
ourselves to pursue a policy which would satisfy all
social groups in the countryside, including the kulaks?
And, moreover, how can we pursue a policy which would
satisfy both the exploiters and the exploited—if we
desire at all to pursue a Marxist policy? What is there
strange in the fact that, as a result of our Leninist pol-
icy, which is intended to restrict and overcome the
capitalist elements in the countryside, the kulaks begin
partly to reduce the area of their crops? What else would
you expect?

Perhaps this policy is wrong? Then let them tell
us so plainly. Is it not strange that people who call them-
selves Marxists are so frightened as to try to make out
that the partial reduction of crop areas by the kulaks
is a decrease of the crop area as a whole, forgetting that
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besides the kulaks there are also the poor and middle
peasants, whose crop area is expanding, that there are
the collective farms and state farms, whose crop area is
growing at an increasing rate?

Finally, one more error in Rykov’s speech regarding
the crop area. Rykov complained here that in certain
places, namely, where there has been the greatest de-
velopment of collective farms, the tillage of the in-
dividual poor and middle peasants is beginning to di-
minish. That is true. But what is wrong with that? How
could it be otherwise? If the poor- and middle-peasant
farms are beginning to abandon individual tillage and
are going over to collective farming, is it not obvious
that the growth in size and numbers of the collective
farms is bound to result in a decrease of the tillage
of the individual poor and middle peasants? But what
would you expect?

The collective farms now have something over two
million hectares of land. At the end of the five-year
plan period, the collective farms will have more than
25,000,000 hectares. At whose expense does the tillage
of the collective farms expand? At the expense of the
tillage of the individual poor and middle peasants. But
what would you expect? How else is the individual
farming of the poor and middle peasants to be transferred
on to the lines of collective farming? Is it not obvious
that in a large number of areas the tillage of the
collective farms will expand at the expense of individual
tillage?

It is strange that people refuse to understand these
elementary things.
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j) GRAIN PROCUREMENTS

A lot of fairy-tales have been told here about our
grain difficulties. But the main features of our current
grain difficulties have been overlooked.

First of all, it has been forgotten that this year we
harvested about 500-600 million poods of rye and
wheat—I refer to the gross harvest—Iless than last year.
Could this fail to affect our grain procurements? Of
course it was bound to affect them.

Perhaps the policy of the Central Committee is re-
sponsible for this? No, the policy of the Central Com-
mittee has nothing to do with it. The explanation lies
in the serious crop failure in the steppe regions of the
Ukraine (frost and drought), and the partial crop failure
in the North Caucasus, the Central Black Earth region,
and the North-Western region.

That is the principal reason why our grain procure-
ments (rye and wheat) in the Ukraine by April 1 last
year totalled 200,000,000 poods, while this year the
total barely reached 26-27 million poods.

That also explains the drop in wheat and rye procure-
ments in the Central Black Earth region to about one-
eighth and in the North Caucasus to about one-fourth.

In certain regions in the East, grain procurements
this year almost doubled. But this could not compensate,
and, of course, did not compensate, for our grain deficit
in the Ukraine, the North Caucasus and the Central
Black Earth region.

It must not be forgotten that in normal harvest years
the Ukraine and the North Caucasus provide about one
half of the total grain procurements in the U.S.S.R.
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It is strange that Rykov lost sight of this fact.

Finally, the second circumstance, which constitutes
the chief feature of our current grain-procurement dif-
ficulties. I refer to the resistance of the kulak elements
in the countryside to the grain-procurement policy of
the Soviet government. Rykov ignored this circumstance.
But to ignore it means to ignore the chief factor in grain
procurements. What does the experience of the past two
years as regard grain procurements show? It shows that
the well-to-do strata of the countryside, who hold con-
siderable grain surpluses and play an important role in
the grain market, refuse to deliver voluntarily the neces-
sary quantity of grain at the prices fixed by the Soviet
government. In order to provide bread for the towns and
industrial centres, for the Red Army and the regions grow-
ing industrial crops, we require about 500,000,000 poods
of grain annually. We are able to procure 300-350 mil-
lion poods coming in automatically. The remaining
150,000,000 poods have to be secured through organ-
ised pressure on the kulaks and the well-to-do strata
of the rural population. That is what our experience of
grain procurements during the past two years shows.

What has happened during these two years? Why
these changes? Why were automatic deliveries adequate
before, and why are they inadequate now? What has hap-
pened is that during these years the kulak and well-to-do
elements have grown, the series of good harvests has not
been without benefit to them, they have become strong-
er economically; they have accumulated a little capi-
tal and now are in a position to manoeuvre in the market;
they hold back their grain surpluses in expectation of
high prices, and get a living from other crops.
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Grain should not be regarded as an ordinary commod-
ity. Grain is not like cotton, which cannot be eaten
and which cannot be sold to everybody. Unlike cotton,
grain, under our present conditions, is a commodity
which everybody will take and without which it is im-
possible to exist. The kulak takes this into account
and holds back his grain, infecting the grain holders
in general by his example. The kulak knows that grain
is the currency of currencies. The kulak knows that a
surplus of grain is not only a means of self-enrichment,
but also a means of enslaving the poor peasant. Under
present conditions, grain surpluses in the hands of the
kulak is a means of economically and politically strength-
ening the kulak elements. Therefore, by taking these
grain surpluses from the kulaks, we not only facilitate
the supply of grain to the towns and the Red Army,
but we also destroy a means of strengthening the kulaks
economically and politically.

What must be done to obtain these grain surpluses?
We must, first of all, abolish the harmful and dangerous
mentality of letting matters take their own course. Grain
procurements must be organised. The poor- and middle-
peasant masses must be mobilised against the kulaks,
and their public support organised for the measures of
the Soviet government to increase grain procurements.
The significance of the Urals-Siberian method of grain
procurement, which is based on the principle of self-
imposed obligations, lies precisely in the fact that it
makes it possible to mobilise the labouring strata of the
rural population against the kulaks for the purpose of
increasing grain procurements. Experience has shown
that this method gives us good results. Experience has
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shown that these good results are obtained in two di-
rections: firstly, we extract the grain surpluses from
the well-to-do strata of the rural population and thereby
help to supply the country; secondly, we mobilise on
this basis the poor- and middle-peasant masses against the
kulaks, educate them politically and organise them into
a vast, powerful, political army supporting us in the
countryside. Certain comrades fail to realise the importance
of this latter factor. Yet it is one of the important
results, if not the most important result, of the
Urals-Siberian method of grain procurement.

It is true that this method is sometimes coupled
with the employment of emergency measures against
the kulaks, which evokes comical howls from Bukharin
and Rykov. But what is wrong with it? Why should
we not, sometimes, under certain conditions, employ
emergency measures against our class enemy, against
the kulaks? Why is it regarded as permissible to ar-
rest speculators in the towns by