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present article will discuss the familiar question
transition". It has become f,a.miliar and
-lhas attracted everybody's attention because Khrushchov
raised it at the 20th Congress of the CPSU and rounded
it into a complete system in the form of a programme
at the 22nd Congress, where he pitted his revisionist
vie,u'r,s against the Marxist-Leninist views. The Open
Letter of the Central Comrnittee of the CPSU of July
14, 1.963 once again struck up this old tune.
In the history of the international conmunist movement the betrayal of Marxism and of the proletariat by
the revisionists has always manifested itself most sharply
in their opposition to violent revolution and to the dictatorship of the proletariat and in their arlvocacy of
peaceful transition from capitalism to socialism. This is
likewise the case with Khrushchov's revisionism. On this
question, Klr.rushchov is a disciple oI Browder and Tito
as well as of Bernstein and Kautsky.
Since the days of World lVar II, we have witnessed
the emergence of Browderite revisionisnr, Titoite revisionisrn and the theory of structural reform. These
varieties of revisionism are local phenomena in the international communist movement. But Khrushchov's
revisionism, whicir has ernerged and gaincd ascendancy
in tire leadership of the CPSU, constitutes a major question of overall significance for the international communist movement with a vital bearing on the success
or failure of the entire revolutionary cause of the internationai proletariat"
c,f "peaceful

Printed ilx the Peaple's EepuhXie at China

For this reason, in the present article we are replying
to the revisionists in rnore explicit terrns than before.

the seizure of state power and the smashing of the bourgeois state machinery. He says that, for the working
class,

A DISCPLE OF BERNSTEIN AND KAUTSKY
Beginning with the 20th Congress of the CPSU,
Khrushchov put forward the road of "peaceful transition", i.e., "transition to socialism by the parliamentary
road",l which is diametrically opposed to the road of the
October Revolution.
Let us examine the "parligmentary road" peddled by
Khrushchov and his like.
Khrushchov holds that the proletariat can win a stable
majority in parliament under the bourgeois dictatorship
and under bourgeois electoral laws. He says that in the
capitalist countries
. . . the working class, by rallying around itself the
toiling peasantry, the intelligentsia, all patriotic forces,
and'resolutely repulsing the opportunist elements who
are incapable of giving up the policy of compromise
with the capitalists and landlords, is in a position to
defeat the reactionary forces opposed to the popular
interest, to eapture a stable majority in parliament. ...s

. to win a majority in parliament and transform
it into an organ of the people's power, given a powerful revolutionary movement in the country, means
smashing the military-bureaucratic machine of the
bourgeoisie and setting up a new, proletarian people's
state in parliamentarSl forrn.l

Khrushchov holds that if the proletariat can win a
stable majority in parliament, this in itself will enable
it to realize the socialist transformation of society. He
says that the winning of a stable parliamentary majority
n'could create for the
working class of a number of capitalist and former colonial countries the conditions needed to secure fundamental social changes".z Also,

. . . the present situation offers the working class in
a number of capitalist countries a real opportunity to
unite the overwhelming majority of the people under
its leadership and to secure the transfer of the basic
means of production into the hands of the people.s

Khrushchov maintains that if the proletariat can win
a majority in parliament, this in itself will amount to

The Programme of the CPSU maintains that .,the
working class of many countries can, even before capitalism is overthrown, compel the bourgeoisie to carry out

lN. S. Khrushchov, "Report of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of tl-re Soviet Union to the 20th Party Congress",
The 2ath Congt'ess of the Comntunast PartA of the Souiet Union,
Ri:ssian ed., Moscolv, 1956, p. 39.
2 N. S. Khrushchov, Report of the Central Committee of the
Communist PartA of the Souiet Union to the ZAth Partg Congress'

lN. S. Khrushchov, "For New Victories for the World Communist Movement", World Marrist Reoieu, Jan. 1961.
2 N. S. Khrushchov, Report of the Central Committee of the
Communist Partg of the Souiet Union to the 20th Party Congress,

FLPII,

Moscor.v, 1956,

p.

45.

FLPII, Moscow,
g

lbid., p.

45.

1956,

p,

46.

ttrat lratrsce-rid otdirrirry refol'ms".1 The Pro^
gramn:e even staies thnt under tlle loourgeois dictator'*
ship it is pcrssible for a situation to cnlerge in certain
countries, in rnhich "it will bc pr"eferable tor the bourgeoisie . . to agree to the basic means of procluction
being purchased frorn il"''e
The stuff Khrushchov is touting is nothing original
but is simply a reproduction of the revisionism of the
Second Intelnaliouai, a revival of Bernsteinism and

rneasLlre)s

'Kautiikyisrn.

The main distinguishing marks of Belnstein's betrayatr
of the legal parliamentary
road and his opposition to violent revolution, the smash*
ing of the old state machinery and the dictatorship of
the proletariat.
Bernstein held thal capiterlism could "grow into socialism" peacefully" He said that the political system oe
modern boufgeois society' "shourlcl not be destroyed bu[
should only he further developed",3 and that "rn'e are
now bringing about by voting, demonstrations and
similar means of presswe reforms rvhich would have
required bloody revolution a llundred years ago."a
He held that the legal parliamentary road was the only
way to bring about socialisrn. He said that iI the working class has o'universal and eqnal suffrage, the sociatr
o.t Marxism were his advocacy

"Programme of tl-re Comrnttnist Par'Ly of the Sovie {, Uni66"',
The Road to Comntttnisnr, tr'LPFI, lVloscorv, 1961, p. 4ti2,
1

2

lbid., p.

3

E. Bernstein, The Prerequi'sites {ar

486.

ol the Sacktl-Democrati"c
a

lbid., p.

L97,

Soci.alisrn antl tk!? T'4s7,:s
Parig, German erl., Berlin, 1923, p" 11.

pl:incipie r,virich is the irasic condiii,rn for emanuipaiion

is attainecl".r
He asserted that "the day will come when it [the

will haore become nLrmericaily so strong
and will be so important for the r,vhole of society that so
to speak the patrace of the ruler.s r,vill no longer be able
to withstand its pressr.lre ancl will collapse semispontaneously".2
rvorking classl

Lenin said:
The Bernsteiirians accepted and accept tr\{arxism
trtirtus its dir:ecily revolutionary aspect. They do not
'regard the parliarneniary struggle as one of the
weapons particularJy suitable for definite historical
periods, but as the main and almost the sole forr:r of
struggle making "force", "seizure", "dictatorship,,,
unilecessary. ("The Victory of the Cadets and the
Tasks of the Worters' Party", Collected Works, Foreign Languages PuLrlishing llouse, Moscow, 1962, Vol.
n0, p. 249.)

I{err Kautshy rvas a fitting successor to Bernstein.
Like Bernstein, he actively publicized the parliainentary
road and opposed violent revolntion and the dictatorship
of the proletariat. FIe said that under the bourgeois
democratic systenr there is "l'lo trnore room for armed
struggle for the settlement of elass eonflicts"3 and that
to preach a violent political.
'oit would be ridiculous
n

p.

E. Eernstein, \Yhat Is Socialism? Ger-rnan ed., Berlin,

1022,

28.

2 E. Bcrnslein, 'The PolitLcal Moss Strike anit the Political Situati,on oI the Social-Democl'atic Party in Gernxo,nA, German ed.,
Berlirr, 1905, p. 3?.
s K. l(autsky, The Materialist Interpretation af History, Gern:an
ed., tserlin, 1927, pp, 431-32.

r
overthrov/'.1 He attacked Lenin and the Bolshevik Party
by comparing thern to "an impatient midwife who uses
violence to make a pregnant woman give birth in the
fifth month instead of the ninth."z
Kautsky was hopelessly afflicted with parliamentary
cretinism. He made the well-known statement, "The
aim of our political struggle retnains, as hitherto, the
conquest of state power by winning a majority in parliament and by converting parliament into the master of
the government."s
He also said:

The parliamentary republic with a monarchy at
the top on the English model,-or without is to my
mind the base out of which proletarian dictatorship
and socialist society grorv. This republic is the "state
of the future" to"tard which rne must strive.a
Lenin severely criticized these absurd statements of
Kautsky's.
In denouncing Kautsky, Lenin declared:
Only scoundrels or simpletons can think that the proletariat must win the majority in elections carried out
under the yoke of the bourgeoisie, under the Aoke ol
wage-slauery, and that it should win power afterwards. This is the height of folly or hypocrisy; it is
r K. Kautsky, Soci,al Democracg Versus Communism, Rand
School Press, New York, 1946, p. 1l?.
2I(. Kautsky, The Proletarian Retsolution antl lts Prograrnme,
German ed., Berlin, 1922, p. 9O.
3 K. Kautsky, "New Tactics", Neue Zeit, No. 46, 1912.
a K. Kautsky's argument quoted by G. K. Soselia, Reuisionism
d,nd" the Maruist Theory ol the Dictatorship ol the Proletariat,
Russian ed., Moscow, 1960, p. 46,

substituting voting, under the old system and with the
old power, for class struggle and revolution. ("Greetings to the Italian, French and German Communists",
Collected Works, 4th Russian ed., Mosconz, VoI" 30,

p.

40.)

Lenin made the pointed comment that Kautshy's parLiamentary road "is nothing but the purest and the most
vulgar opportunism: repudiating revolution in deeds,
while accepting it in words". ("The State and Revolution", Selected Works, FLPH, Moscow, 1952, Vol. 2, Part
1, p. 323.) He said:
By so o'interpreting" the concept n'revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat" as to expunge the revolutionary violence of the oppressed class against its
oppressors, Kautsky beat the world record in the liberadistortion of Marx. ("The Proletarian Revolution and
the Renegade Kautsky", Selected Works, FLPH, Moscow, 1952, VoI. 2, Part 2, pp. 47-48.)
Ilere, we have quoted Khrushchov as well as Bernstein
and Kautsky and Lenin's criticism of these two worthies
at some length in order to show that Khrushchovls revisionism is modern Bernsteinism and Kautskyism, pure
and simple. As with Bernstein and Kautsky, Khrushchov's betrayal of Marxism is most sharply manifested
in his opposition to revolutionary violence, in what he
does "to expunge revolutionary violence". In this respect, Kautsky and Bernstein have now clearly lost their
title to Khrushchov who has set a new world record.
Khrushchov, the worth5l disciple' of Bernstein and
Kautsky, has excelled his masters.

VIOLHNT MEVOLUTION IS A UNIVEtrI,SAI", LAW
OF PBOLETARIAN REVOTUTION
Tire entire iristory of the rn rirtr<ing-r:lass moveinerit t:etrls
us that the acknornriedgement or" noR-acknorvledgement
of violent revolution as a universal Iaw of proletarian
revolution, of the necessity of smashing the old state
machine, and of the necessity of replacing the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie by the dictatorship of the proletariat has al.ways heeu the rvatershed betrveen Marxism and all brands of oppr:rtunism and revisionisrn,:
between proletarian revcllutionaries and all renegades
frorn the proletariat"
According to the basic icachings of Marxism-Leninism,'
the key question in every revolution is that of state
power" And the key question in the proletarian revolu;
tion is that of the seizure of state power and the smashing of the bourgeois stale rnachine by violence, the
establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat and
the replacement of the bourgeois state by the proletarian
state.

Marxism. has always proclaimed the inerritalaility
viotrent revolution. It points out that violent
revolution is the midwife to socialist society, the only
road to the replaccment of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie by the dictatorshr'p of the proletariat, and a universal law of proletarian revolution.
Marxism teacires us that the state itsel-t is a form of,
viol.ence. The main components of the state machine
are the army and the police. Itistory shows that all
ruling classes depeila upon violence to maintain their

of

rule.

The pi'o)etar-iat, wrtulcl, ol cottrse, ple.ter to gain power
by peaceful lueans. tsut *bundant hislol'ical evidenae
illdical.es ihat t,he reactiottary classes never give up power

volrrnlat'ily and that lhey are always the first to use
. violence io repress the revolul.ionary trrass movernent
and [o provoke civil wai:, t]rrts placing a':med struggle
t:n the agencla.
Lenin has spoken of "civil war, lvi'{,hou'u r,vhich not a
single great revolution in history has yet been able to
get aiong, and witirout u'hich not a single serious Nlarxist
has conceived of the ttansiiion from capitalism to socialisnr". ("Prophetic Vfords", Callecteil Worhs, 4th
Russlan ed., Moscow, Vol. 2'l , P" 457.)
The greart revolutions in histor:y ref,erred to by Lenin
inclucle the bourgeois revolution. l'he bourgeois levolution is one in which one exploiting elass overthrows
another, and yet it cannot be made without a eivil war.
Still rrrore is this the case with the proletarian revolution, rvhich is a revolutiorr to abolish ail exploiting classes
and sys1,ems.
Regarcling the fact that violent revolution is a universal lar,v of proletarian revolution, Lenin repeatedly
poinl.ed out that "between capitalism and socialism there
lies a long period oI 'birth pains'- that violence is aIways the midrn'ife of the old society" ("Those Who Are
Terrified l:y the Collapse of ttrre Old and Those Who
Fight for the New", Catlected Works, 4th Russian ed.,
Vol" 26, p.. 362), that the bourgeois stal'e "cannot be
superseded by the proletarian state (the dictatorship of
the pnoletariat) through the process of 'withering away,'
but, as a general rule, only through a vioient revolution",
and that "the necessity of systematically imbuing the
masses with this and precisely this view of violent rev-.

olution lies at the root of all the teachings of Marx and
Engels". ("The State and Revolution", Selected Works,
FLPH, Moscow, 1952, Vol. 2, Part 1, pp. 219-20.)
Stalin, too, said that a violent revolution of the proletariat, the dictatorship of the proletariat, is "an inevitable and indispensable condition" for the advance
towards socialism in all countries ruled by capital.
("Reply to the Discussion on the Report on 'The SocialDemocratic Deviation in Our Party"', Works, FLPH,
Moscow, 1954, Vol. B, p. 323.)
Can a radical transformation of the bourgeois order
be achieved without violent revolution, without the dictatorship of the proletariat? Stalin answered:

reactionary ruling classes cannot be overthrown and
the people cannot win political power. ("On Contradiction", Selected Works, 2nd Chinese ed., Peking, Vol.
1, p. 322.)

Obviously not. To think that such a revolution can
be carried out peacefully, within the framework of
bourgeois democracy, which is adapted to the rule of
the bourgeoisie, means that one has either gone out
of one's mind and lost normal human understanding,
or has grossly and openly repudiated the proletarian
revolution" ("Concerning Questions of Leninism',,
Works, FLPH, Moscow, 1954, Vol. 8, p. 25.)
Basing himself on the Marxist-Leninist theory of
violent revolution and the new experience of the proIetarian revolution and the people's democratic revolution led by the proletariat, Comrade Mao Tse-tung
advanced the celebrated dictum that ,,political power
grows out of the barrel of a gun".

He stated further:
Experience in the class struggle in the era of imperialism teaches us that it is only by the power of
the gun that the working class and the labouring
masses can defeat the armed bourgeoisie and landlords; in this sense we may say that only with guns
can the whole world be transformed. (lbid., p. 273.)
To sum up, violent revolution is a universal larv of
proletarian revolution. This is a fundamental tenet of
Marxism-Leninism. It is on this most important question that Khrushchov betrays Marxism-Leninism.

Comrade Mao Tse-tung said:

. revolutions and revolutionary wars are inevitable in class society and . in their absence no
leap in social development can be accomplished, the

He stated:
The seizure of power by armed force, the settlement
of the issue by war, is the central task and the highest
form of revolution. This Marxist-Leninist principle
of revolution holds good universally, for China and
for all other countries. ("Problems of War and
Strategy", Selected, Military Writings, Foreign Languages Press, Peking, 1963, p. 267.)

OUR STR,UGGLE AGAINST KHRUSHCIIOV'S
REVISIONISM

When Khrushchov first put forward the "parliamentary road" at the 20th Congress of the CPSU, the
Chinese Comrnunist Party considered it a gross error, a
11

violation ol the fundamental theories of

fuIarxisrn-

Leninism, and absolutely unacceptab e.
As Khrushchov's revisionism was still in its incipient stage and the ieaders of the CPSU had n,"-rt as
yet p,rovoked open polemics, vloe refrained for a tinee
from publiciy exposing or criticizlng Khrushchov's etrror
of the "parliamentary road"" But, as against his erroneous proposition, we stated the l\[anxist-Leninist view in
a positive form in our documents arrd articles" At the
same tirne w'e waged the appropriate and necessary
struggle against it at inter-Party talks and meetings
among the fraternal Parties.
Summing up the experience of the Chinese revolution, we clearly stated in the poiitical report of oun Central Committee to the Eighth National Congress of our
Party in Septernber 1956:
Whitre our Party was working for peaeeful change,
it did not allow itseU to be put off its guard or to give
up the people's arms. ; : :

Unlike the reactionaries, the peoptre are not warIike. " . . But when the people were cornpelled to
take up arms, they \ffere cornpletely justified in doing
so. To have opposed the people's taking up arms and
to have asked thern to submit to the attacking enerny
would have been to follow an opportunist line. Here,
the question of following a revolutionary line or an
opportunist line became the major issue of whether
our six hundred rnillion people should or should not
capture political power when conCitions were ripe.
Our Party followed the r:evolutionary line and today
rve have the People's Republic of China.
L2

On this question; the Marxist-Leninist r"iew of the
Eighth National Congress of the CPC is opposed to the
revisionist vierv of the 20th eougress of the CPSU.
In December 1956 we explained the road of Lhe Oetober Revolution in a positive way in the article "More
on the Historical Experience of the Dictatorship of the
Proletariat", thus in fac"t critieizing the so-called parlianr,entary road which Khrushchov set against the road
of the October Revolution.
In many private talks with the leaders of the CPSU,
the leading comrades of the Central Cornmittee of the
CPC made serious criticisms of l(hrushchcv's erroneous
views. We hoped in all sincerit5r 1L"1 he rvould correct
his mistakes.
At the tirne of the meeting o{ representatives of the
Communist and Workers' Parties in 1957, the delegation
of the CPC engaged in a sharp debate wl.th the delegation of the CPSU on the questiou of the transition from
capitalisrn to socialism.
In the first draft for the Declaration rvhieh it proposed
during the preparations f,or the Moscow meeting, the
Central Cornmittee of the CPSU referred or-rly to the
possibility of peaceful transition and said nothing about
the possibility of non-peaceful transition; it referred only
to the parliamentary road and said nothing about other
means of struggle, and at the same time pinned hopes
for the winning of state power through the parliamentary
road on "the concerted actions of Communists and socialists"" Naturally the Central Committee of the CPC
could not agree to these wrong vielvs, which depart from
Marxis n-l,eninism, being written into the programmatic
document of all the Communist and Workers' Parties.
13

After the delegation of the CPC made its criticisrns,
the Central Committee of the CPSU produced a seeond
draft for the Declaration. .A,lthough phrases about the
p:ssibility of non-peaceful transition were added, the
formulation of the question of peaceful transition in this
draft still reflected the revisionist views put forw,ard by
Khrushchov at the 20th Congress of the CPSU.
The delegation of the CPC expressed its disagreement
with these erroneous views in clear terms. On November
10, 1957 i1 systematically explained its own views on the
question of the transition from capitalism to socialism to
the Central Committee of the CPSU, to which it also
presented a written outline.
The main points made in our written outline are summarized below.

ft is advantageous from the point of view of tactics
to refer to the desire for peaceful transition, but it
would be inappropriate to over-emphasize the possibility of peaeeful transition. It is necessary to be

prepared at all times to repulse counter-revolutionary
attacks and, at the critical juncture of the revolution
rvhen the working class is seizing state power, to overthrow the bourgeoisie by armed force if it uses armed
force to suppress the people's tevolution (generally
speaking, it is inevitable that the bourgeoisie witl do so).
The parliamentary form of struggle must be fully
utilized, but its role is limited. What is most important
is to proeeed with the hard work of accumulating revolutionary strength; peaceful transition should not be
interpreted in such a way as solely to mean transition
through a parliamentary majority. The main question
is that of the state machinery, namely, the smashing
14

of the old state rnachinery (chiefly the arrned forces)
and the establishment of the new state machinery
(chiefly the arrned forces).
The social demoeratic parties are not parties of
socialism; with the exception of certain Left wings,
they are a variant of bourgeois political parties. On
the question of socialist revolution, our position is
fundamentally different from that of the social democratic parties. This distinction must not be obscured.
These views of ours are in full accord with MarxismLeninisrn.
The comrades of the delegation of the Central Committee of the CPSU lvere unable to argue against them,

but they repeatedly asked us to make allowances for
their internal needs, expressing the hope that the
formulation of this question in the draft Declaration
might show some connection with its formulation by the
20th Congress of the CPSU"
We had refuted the wrong views of the leadership of
the CPSU and put forr,vard a written outline of our own
views. For this reason and for the sake of the common
struggle against the enemy, the delegation of the CPC
decid,ed to meet the repeated wishes of the comrades of
the CPSU and agreed to take the draft of the Central
Committee of the CPSU sn this question as the basis,
while suggesting amendments in only a few places.
We hoped that through this debate the comrades of
the CPSU would awaken to their errors and correct themBut contrary to our hopes, the leaders of the CPSU did
not do so.
At the meeting of fraternal Parties in 1960, the delegation of the CPC again engaged in repeated sharp debates

with the delegation of the CPSU on the question of the
transition from capitalisnr to socialism, and thoroughJy
exposed and criticized Khrushchov's revisionist vi€ws.
During the meeting, the Chinese and the Soviet sides
each adhered to its own position, and no agreernent could
be reached. In view of the general wish of fraternal
Parties that a cornmon document should be hammered out
at the meeting, the delegation of the CPC finally made
a concession on this question again and agreed to the
verbatim transcription of the relevant passages in the
1957 Declaration into the 1960 Staternent, again out of
consideration for the needs of the leaders of the CPSU.
At the same time, during this nreeting we distributed the
Outline of Views on the Question of Peaceful Transition
put forward by the Chinese Communist Party on Novennber 10, 1957, and made it clear that we were giving
consideration to the leadership of the CPSU on this issue
for the last time, and would not do so again.

If comrades now make the criticism that we were wrong
in giving this consideration to the leaders of the CPSU,
we are quite ready to accept this criticism.
As the formulation of the question of peaceful transition in the Declaration and the Statement was based on
the drafts of the CPSU and in some places retained the
Iormulation by its 20th Congress, there are serious weakin the overall presentation, even though
a certain amount of patching up was done. While indicating that the ruling classes never relinquish power
voluntarily, the formulation in the two documents also
asserts that state power can be won in a nurnhr of capitalist countries without civil war; while stating that
extra-parliamentary mass struggle should be waged to
smash the resiqtanee of the reactionary forces, it also
nesses and errors

r6

a.sserts that a stable majority can be secured in parliament
and that parliament can thus be transformed into an
instrurnent serving the working people; and while ree
ferring to non-peacefuL transition, it fails to stress violent
revolution as a universal law. The leadership of the
CPSU has taken advantage of these weaknesses and
errors in the Declaration and the Statement and used
them as an excuse for peddling Khrushchov's revisionism.
It must be solemnly declared that the Chinese Communist Party has all along rnaintained its differing'views
on the formulation of the question of the transition from
capitalism to socialism in the Declaration of 1957 and the
Statement of 1960. We have never concealed our views.
We hold that in the interest of the revolutionary cause
of the international proletariat and in order to prevent
the revisionists from misusing these programmatic documents of the fraternal Parties, it is necessary to amend
the formulation of the question in the Declaration and
the Staternent through joint consultation of Communist
and Workers' Parties so as to conform to the revolution-r
ary principles of Marxism-Leninism.
In order to help readers acquaint themselves with the
full views of the Chinese Communist Party on this question, we are re-publishing the complete text of the Outline of Views on the Question of Peaceful Transition put
forward by the delegati<-rn of the CPC to the Central
Committee of the CPSU on November 10, 1957, as an
apper.dix to this article.
In the last eight yeans the struggle of the MarxistLeninist pailies and of the world's Marxist-Leninists

against Khrushchov's revisionism has made great progress"
More and more people have come to recognize the true
features of Khrushchov's revisionism" Nevertheless, the
1?

t""a"". of the CPSU are still resorting to subterfuge and
quibbles, and trying in every possible way to peddle their
nonrense.

Therefore, it is still necessary for us to refute the fallacy
of "peaceful transition".

SOPHISTRY CANNOT ALTETi HISTORY

The leaders of the CPSU openly distort the works of
Marx and Lenin and distort history too to cover up their
betrayal of Marxism-Leninism and justify their revisionist
line.

They argue: Did not Marx "admit such A possibility
[peaceful transition] for England and America"?l In
fact, this argument is taken from the renegade Kautsky
who used the self-same method to distort Marx's views
and oppose the proletarian revolution and the dictatorship
of the proletariat.
It is true that in the 1870's Marx said that in countries
like the United States and Britain "the workers can reach
their goal by peaceful means". But at the same time
he stressed that this possibility was an exception. He
said that "even if this be so, we must also recognize that
in the majolity of countries on the continent force rnust
serve as the lever of our revolution". ("On the Hagr"le
Congress", Speech at a Mass Meeting in Amsterdam,
Collected Works of Marx and Engels, 2nd Russian ed.,
Moscow, VoI. 18, p. 154.) What is more, he pointed
out,
1O. V. Kuusinen and others, Founilations of Marrism-Leninism,
Russian ed., Moscow, 1959, p, 526.

The English bourgeoisie has always shorvn its readito accept the decision of the majority, so long as
it has the monopoly of the suffrage. But believe rne,
at the moment when it finds itself in the minority on
questions which it considers vitally important, we will
have a new slave-holders' war here. (,,Record of a
Talli Between K. Marx and the Correspondent of The
World", Collected Works ol Marx anct, Engels, 2nd
Russian ed., Moscow, Vol. 17, p. 632.)
ness

Lenin said in his criticism of the renegilde Kautsky:

The argument that Marx in the 'seventies granted
the possibility of a peaceful transition to socialisrn in
trngland and America is the argument of a sophist, or,
to put it blunttry, of a su,indler who juggles rnith quotations and references. First, Marx regarded this possibility as an exception even then. Secondly, in those
days monopoly capitalism, i.e., imperialism, did not yet
exist. Thirdly, in England and America there was no
military then as there is now serving as the chief
- bourgeois state machine.
apparatus of the
("The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky',,
Collected lVorlcs, International Publishers, Nelv York,
1945, Vol. 23, pp. 233-34.)
Lenin said that, by virtue of its fundarnental economic
traits, imperialism is distinguished "by a minimum attachment for peace and freedom, and by a maximum and,
universal development of militarism". "To 'fail to notice'
this" in the discussion of the question of peaceful or
violent change is "to stoop to the position of a comrnon
or garden variety lackey of the bourgeoisie." (Ibid., p. 357.)
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Today, the leaders of the CPSU have struck up
Kautsky's o1d tune. What is this if not stooping to the
position of a common or garden lackey of the bourgeoisie?
Again, the leaders of the CPSU argue: Did not Lenin
'oadmit in principle the possibility of a peaceful revolution"?1 This is even worse sophistry.
For a time after the February Revolution of 1917 Lenin
envisaged a situation in which "in Russia, by way of an
exception, this revolution can be a peaceful revolution".
("First All-Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers' and
Soldiers' Deputies", S elected W orks, FLPH, Moscow, 1952,
Yol. 2, Part 1, p. S0.) He called this "an exception" because of the special circumstances then obtaining: "The
essence of the matter was that the arms were in the hands
of the people, and that no coercion from without was
exercised in regard to the people." ("On Slogans",
Selected Works, FLPH, Moscow, 1952, Vol. 2, Part l, p,
BB ) In JuIy 1917 the counter-revolutionary bourgeois
governnent suppressed the masses by force of arms,
drenching the streets of Petrograd with the blood of
workers and soldiers. After this incident Lenin declared
that "all hopes for a peaceful development of the Russian
Revolution have definitely vanished". ("The Political
Situation", Collected Works, International Publishers,
New York, 1932, Vo1. 21, Book 1, p. 37.) In October 1917
Lenin and the Bolshevik Party resolutely led the workers
and soldiers in an armed uprising and seized state power.
Lenin pointed out in January 1918 that "the class
struggle . - . has turned into a civil war". ("People from
1A. Beliakov and F. Burlatsky, "Lenin's Theory of Socialist

Revolution and the Present Day", Romntunist, No. 13,
1960.

IVloscow,

the Next World", Collected Works, 4th Russian
Moscow, Vol. 26, p.

ecl.,

393.) The Soviet state had to wage
another three and half years of revolutionary war and
to make heavy sacrifices before it srrashed both the

domestic counter-revolutionary rebellion and the foreign
armed intervention. Only then was the victory of the
revolution consolidated. In 1g1g Lenin said that ,,revolutionary violenee gained briliiant successes in the October
Revolution". ("The Successes and Difficulties of Soviet
Power", Collected Works,4th Russian ed., Moscorv, Vol.
29, p. 41.)
Now the leaders of the CPSU have the impudence to
say that the October Revolution was ,,the most bloodless
of all revolutions"l and was "accomplished almost peacefully''.z Their assertions are totally contrary to the historical facts. How can they face the revolutionary
rnartyrs who shed their blood and sacrificed their lives
to create the world's first socialist state?
When we point out that world history has thus far
produced no precedent for peaceful transition from capitalism to socialism, the leaders of the CPSU quibble,
saying that "practical experience exists of the achievement of the socialist revolution in peaceful form,,. And
shutting their eyes to a1l the facts, they state, ,'In Hungary
in 1919, the dictatorship of the proletariat was established
by peaceful means."3
1 F. Konstantinov,
"Lenin and Our Own Times',, Kommuni,st,
No. 5, Moscow, 1960.
2 A" Mikoyan, Speech at the 20th Congress, The ZCtlt Congress
ol the Communi,st Pattv of the Soyiet Union, Russian ed., Moscow;

p. 313.
s"Marxism-Leninism-the Basis of Unity of the Comrnunist

1956, VoL 1,

Movement", editorial article

in

Kommunist, No. 15, Moscow,
2t

1963.

Is this true? No, it is not. I"et us see r'vhat Rela I{un,
the leader of the Hungarian revolution, had to say'
fhe Cointnunist Party of llungary lvas founded in
Novernber 1918. The net'v-born Par[y immediateiy
plungecl into revolutionary struggle and proclaimed as the
slogans of socialist tevotruticn: "Disai:m the bourgeoisie,
arm the proletariat, establish Soviet power'" (Bela Kun,
Lessons of the Proletarian Reuctlution ztr, llunga'ry,
Russian ecl., Nloscorv, 1960, p. 46') The Flungarian Conr'rnunist Party worhecl activeJ.y in all fielcls for an armed
uprising. It aimecl the worhers, strove to win over the
government troops and organize the demobilized scldiers,
in exuelling
the agricultural workers in seizing large estates, disarmed the reactionary army officers, troops and police, coinbined strihes
with armed uprisings, and so forth.
In fact, the l{ungarian revolution abounded in arrned
struggle of variotrs forms ancl on various scales. Bela
Ktrn wrote,
stagecl armed demonstrations, led the workers
their boss,es and occupying ttrre factories, led

From the clay of the founding of the Communist
Party to tire tai;ing of power, arrnecl clashes v,'ith the
organs

of

bourgeois por,'uer occurred

with

increasing

frequency. Starting with December 12, 1918 when
the armed Budapest garrison came out into the streets
in a demonstration against the War Minister of the
Provisior:al Governrnent, . . there ',vas probably not
a single day on which the press failed to repo.t-t
sanguinary clashes between the revolutionary worlcers
and soldiers and armed rurits of the goverr-Illlent force,s,
and in particular of the police. TIte Conri'runists
22

organized numerous uprisings not oniy rn Budapest, but
in the provinces as r,ve1l. (Be1a Kun, Lessons of the
Proletarian Ret:olutton tn Hwngary, Russian ed., Moscorv, 1960, p. 57.)

The leaders of the CPSU are felling a glaring 1ie vrhen
they say that the Hunga.r'ian revolution w'as ao example
of peaceful transition.
It is alleged in the Soviet pi'ess that the l{ur-rgarian
botlrgeois government "voluntarily resignecl",l and this
is probably the only ground the leaders of the CPSU base
'themselves on. But r,,rhat were the facts?
Karolyi, the head of the Ilungarian botilgeois g'overnrnent at the time, rvas quite explicit on this 1:ornt, He
declared:

I signed a proclamation concerning my olvn resignation and the transfer of power to the proletariat, which
in reality had a1read5, taken over and proclaimed po'\,ver
earlier . . .l did not hand ouer palDer to the proletartat,
as it, had already won it earlier, thanlcs to its pl,anned
creation, of a socialist army.
r:eason, Bela Kun pointed out that to say the
bourgeoisie voluntarily handed political power over to
the proletariat was a deceptive "legend": (Be1a l(un,
Lessorzs oJ the Proletarian Reuolution in Hungary, Russian ed., Moscorv, 1960, p. 49.)
The IJungarian Revolution of 1919 r,vas defeatcd. In
examining the chief lessons of its defeat, Lenin said that
one fatal error committed by the young Elungarian Com-

For this

l"[Iovr the World

Revolutionary Process

oietskaeTa Rossia, August 1, 1963.
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Is Developing", S@-

muni.st Party was that il" \vas n
ing dictatorship over the enemY

momcnt, Moreover, the Hung
correct measures to rneet the peasants' demand for the

solution of the land problem and therefore divoreed itself
from tlle peasantry. Another important r€ason for the
defeat of the Revolution was the amalgamation oI the
Communist Party and the opportunist Socia1 Democratic
Parly.
It is a shecr distortion of history when the leaders of,
the CPSU allege that the Hungarian Rerrolution of 191'8r
1919 is a model of n'peaceful transition".
Furthermore, they allege that the working class of,
Czechoslovahia r,von "power by the peaceful road".l This
is another absurd distortion of histot-y.
The people's democratic power in Czechoslovakia was
established in the course of the anti-fascist war; it was
not tzLlien from the bourgeoisie 'opeacefully", During
World War II, the Connmunist Party led the people in
guerrilla warfare and armed uprisings against the
fascists, it destroyed the German fascist troops and their
servitre regime in Czechoslovakia rr,'ith the assistanee of
the Soviet Army and established a national frnnt coalition
government. fhis government was in essence a people's
democratic dictatorship under the leadership of the proletariat, i.e., a form of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
In February 1948 the reactionaries inside Czechoslovakia, backed by U.S. imperialisrn, plotted a counterrevolutionary coup d'6tat to overthrow the people's
government hy an arrned rebeliion. But the government
I L. I. Brezlrnev, Speech at the 12th Congress of the Communist
Party of C::echoslovahia, Prauda, Dec. 6, 1962.

led by the Communist Party imnaediately deployed its
armed forces and organized armed mass clemonstrations,

thus shatteling the bourgeois plot for a counter-revolutionary come-back. These facts clearly testify that the
February event was not a "peaeeful" seizure of political
power by the working class from the boulgeoisie but a
suppression of a counter-revolutionary bourgeois coup
d'6tat by the working class through its own state apparatus, and mainly through its own arrned forces.
In sumrnarizing the February event Gottwald said:
Even before the February event we said: one of the
basic changes compared with what existed before the
war is precisely that the state apparatus already serves
new classes and not the previous ruling classes. The
February event showed that the state apparatus, in this
sense, played an outstanding role. , . . (Speech at the
plenary session of the Central Committee of the Communist Pari,y of Czeehoslovakia, Nov. 17, 1948.)

How can the above instances be regarded as precedents

for peaceful transition?

Lenin said, o'Kautsky had to resort to aII these subterfuges, sophistries and fraudulent falsifications only in
order to d,issociste himseif frorn uiolent revolution, and
to conceal his r€nunciation of it, his desertion to the
liberal labour policy, i.e., to the bourgeoisie." And he
added, o'That is where the trouble lies." ("The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky", Selected
Works, FLPH, Moscow, 1952, VoI. 2, Part 2, p. 44.)
Why has Khrushchov so shamelessly distorted the
works of Marx and Lenin, fabricated history and resorted
to subterfuges? Again, that is where the trouble li.es.

LIES CANNOT COVDR UP REALITY
The principal argument used by the leaders of the
CPSU to justify their anti-revolutionary line of "peaceful transiiioil" is that historical conditions have changed"
With regard to the appraisal of the changes in historical
condiLions since Wor1d Vv'ar II and the conclusions to be
drawn from them, Marxist-Leninists hold en1,irel;r different views from those of Khru,shchov.
Marxis[-I,eninists hold that historical conditions have
changed fundarrentally since ttre War. The change is
rnainly manifested in the great increase in the forces of
proletarian socialism and the great rveakening of the
forces of imperialism. Since the War, the ilighty socialist
camp and a rvhole s,eries of new and indep'endent nationalist states have emergcd, and tirere have occllrred a continuous succession of armed revolutionary struggles, a
n€w upsurge in the mass movements in capitalist countries and the great expansion of the ranks c,f the international communisf movement. The international proletarian socialist revolutionar'y moven'rent and the national
democratic rerrolutionary moverrrent iir Asia, Africa and
Latin America trave br:come the trnrr.r major historical
trends of our time.
In the early post-war p,eriod, CornraCe Mao Tse-tung
repeatedly pointed out that the world balance of forces
u,as far"ourable to us and not to thc enemy, and that this
new situation "has opened up still wider possibilities for
the emancipation of the working class and the oppressed
peoples of the world and has opened up stiil mone realistic
pall-rs towards it". ("Revolutionary Forces of the World
Unite, Fight Against Imperialist Aggression!", Selected
Works. FLP, Peking, 1961, Vol. IV, p. 284.1
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He also indicated,
Make trouble, fail, urake trouble again, fail again . . .
till their dooin; that is the logic of the imperialists and
all reactionaries the rvorld over in dealing rvith the
people's cause, and they will never go against this
logic. This is a Marxist law. When we say "imperialism is ferocioLrs", we mean that its nature will never
change, thert the imperialists will never lay down their
butcher knives, that they will never become Buddhas,
till their doom. ("Cast A$zay Illusi.ons, Prepare for
Struggle", Selected lVorlcs, FtP, Peking, 1961, Vol. IV,

p.

428.)

Marxist-Leninists base themselves on the fact that the
in post-rvar conditions irave become increasingly
favourable for revolution ancl on the larnz that imperialism
and reaction r,vill never change their nature. Thei'efore
they drarv the conclusion that revolution must be promoted, and they hold that full use must be made of this
very favor.rrable situation and that in the light of the
specific conditions in different countries the development
of revolutionaly struggles must be actively promoted and
preparations nrust be rnade to seize victory in the
revolution.
On the other hand, using the pretext of these very
changes in post-war conditions, Khrushchov draws the
conclusion that revolution must be opposed and repudiated, and he holds that as a result of the changes in
the world balance of forces imperialism and reaction
have changed their nature, the law of class struggle has
changed, and the common road of the October Revolution
and the Marxist-Leninist theory of proletarian revolution have becorne outmoded.
changes
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his like are spreading an Arabian
Nights tale" They maintain, "Now favourable interr
Khr"ushchov and

national and internal conditions are taking shape for the
working class of a number of capitalist countries to accom<
plish the socialist reyolution in peaceful form."l
They sa5,:
between the first and second world
wans, the reactionary bourgeoisie in rrrany European
countries, incessantly developing and perfecting its
police-buleaucratic machine, savagely repressed the
mass rnovements of the working people and left no possibility for the achievement of the socialist revolution
by the peaceful road.

In the period

But according to them the situation has now changed.2
They say that "basic shifts in favour of socialism in
the relationship of forces in the international arena" now
create the possibility of "paralyzing the intervention of
international reaction in the affairs of countries carrying
out revolution",s and that "this lessens the possibilities
for the unleashing of civil war by the bourgeoisie".4
But the lies of Khrushchov and his like cannot cover
up realities.

Two outstanding facts since World War II are that the
imperialists and the reactionaries are everywhere rein1A. Butenko, "W'ar and Revolution",
1

Kon1,finu,nisf, No. 4, Moscow,

961.

2 O. V. Kuu,qinen and others, Founilations of Marrism-Leninism,
Russian ed., Moscow, 1959, p, 528.

s

A, Beliakov and F, Burlatsky, "Lenin's Theory of

Socialist

Revolution and the Present Day", Kommunist, No. 13, Moscow,
1960.
4
1

A. Butenkq "War and Revolution", Kommunist, No.

S61.

4, Moscow,
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forcing lheir apparatus of violence fot'crueily suppr€ssing
the masses and that imperialism headed by the United
States is conducting counter-revolutionary armed interyention in all parts of tlre world.
Today the United States of America has becetme more
militarized than ever and has increased its troops to over
2,?00,000 lnen, or eleven times the 1934 total and nine
times the 1939 total, It has so lllany police and secret
service organizations that' even some of the big U.S. capitalists have had to admit that it tops the world in this
respect, having far surpassed Hitlerite Germany.
Britain's standing army inereased from over 250,000
men in 1934 t,o over 420,000 in 1963, and its police force

from

67,000

in

1934

to

87,000

in

1'963.

France's standing army increased from 650,000 in 1934
to over ?40,000 in 1963, and its police and security
forces from 80,000 in 1934 to 120,000 in 1963'
Other imperialist countries and even the oldinary run
of capitalist countries are no exceptions to this largescale strengthening of the armed forces and policeKhrushchov is zealowly using the slogan of general
and complete disarmarnent to immobilize the people. FIe
has been chanting it for many years now. But in actual
-fact there is not even a shadow of general and comple-ee
disarmament. Everywhere in the irnperialist camP
headed by the United States one finds a general and
eomplete arms drive and an expansion and strengthening of the apparatus of violent suppression.
Why are the bourgeoisie so frenziedly reinforcing their
armed forces and police in peace tirne? Can it be that
their purpose is not to suppress the mass movements of
the working people but rather to guarantee that they
can win state power by peaceful means? Haven't the

ruJing bourgeoisie commitbed enough atrocities in the
nineteen years since the War in employing soldiers and
policemen to suppress striking workers and people
struggling for their democratic rights?
In the past nineteen years, U.S. imperialism has
organized rnilitary blocs and concluded rrriliLary treaties
with more than forty countries. It has set up over 2,200
military bases and installations in all parts of the capitaiist world. Its armed forces stationed abroad exceed
1,000,000. Its "Strike Comuland" directs a mobile land
and air force, ready at all times to be sent anywhere to
suppress the people's revolution,
In the past nineteen years, the U.S. and other imperiaiists have not only given every support to the reactionaries
of various countries and helped them to suppress the peo-

ples' revolutionary movernents; they have also directly
planned and executed numerous counter-revolutionary
armed aggressions and interventions, i.e., they have ex-u
ported counter-revolution. U.S. imperialism, for instance;
helped Chiang Kai-shek fight the civil rvar in China,
sent its own troops to Greece and commanded the attack
on the Greek people's liberated areas, unleashed the war
of aggression in Korea, landed troops in Lebanon to
threaten the revolution in lraq, aided and abetted the
Laotian reactionaries in extending civil war, organized
and directed a so-called United Nations force to suppress
the national independence movement in the Congo, and
conducted counter-revolutionary invasions of Cuba. It
is still fighting to suppress the liberation struggle of the
people of South Viet Nam. Recently it has used armed
force to suppress the just struggle of the Panamanian
people in defence of their sovereignty and participated
in the armed intervention in Cyprus.

take de-termined action
cloes
eople's revolutions and
ancl
to suppress
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some nationalist
show
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regimes
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these
During
colouration.

Not only

Government has engineered numerous counter-ret'o1utionary rniiitary coups d'6tat in a number of countries
in Asia, Africa and Latin America. It has even used
violence to remove puppets of its orvn fostering, such as
Ngo Dinh Diem, once they have ceased to suit its purposes
"kiIl the donkey as soon as you take it frortl the
rnill-stone", as the saYing goes.
Facts have demonstrated that nowadays in order to
make re,r'olutions and achieve liberation all oppressed
peoples and nations not only have to cope with violent
suppressior. by the domestic reactionary ruling classes,
but must prepare themselves fully against armed intervention by irnperiaLism, and especially U'S' imperialism. W'ithout such preparation and witho'ut steadfastly
rebuffing counter-revolutionary violence by revolutionary
violence whenet,er necessary, revolution, Iet alone
victory, is cut of the question.
Without strengthening their armed forces, without
preparing to meet imperialist armed aggr:es-sion and intervention and without adhering to the policy of waging
struggles against imPerialism,
independence will not be able
independence and still less to
revolutionary cause.
We would Iike to ask the leaders of the CPSU: Since
you taik so glibly about the new features of the postiar situation, why have you chosen to omit the most irnportant and conspicuops one, namely, that the U'S' and

other irnperialists are suppressing revolution everywhere?
You never weary of talking about peaceful transition,
but why have you never had a single word to say about
how to deal with the bloated apparatus of forcibte
suppression built up by the imperialists and reactionaries?
You brazenly cover up the bloody realities of the cruel
suppression of the national liberation and popular revolutionary movements by imperialism and reaction and
spread the illusion that the oppressed nations and peoples
can achieve victory by peaceful means. Isn't it obvious
that you are trying to luLl the vigilance of the people,
pacify the angry masses with empty promises about the
bright future and oppose their revolution, thus in fact
actirg as accornplices of imperialism and the reactionaries
of all countries?
On this question, it is useful to let Johr: Foster Dulles,
the Iate U.S. Secretary of State, be our ,,teacher by
negative example".
DuIIes said in a speech on June 21, 1956 that all socialist countries had hitherto been estabtished ,,through the
use of violence". He then said that ,'the Soviet rulers
now say that they wiII renounce the use of violence,, and
that "we welcome and shall encourage these develop-

said in another speech that "of all the tasks of government
the most basic is to protect its citizens [read "reactionary
ruling classes"] against violence' " ' ' So in every
civilized community the rnembers contribute toward the

maintenance of a police force as an arrn of law and
order".r
Here Du1les was telling the truth. The political foundation of the rule of imperialism and all reaction is nothing
"a police force". So long as this foundaother than
tion is unimpaired, nothing else is of any importance
and their rule will not be shaken' The more the leaders
of.the CPSU cover up the fact that the bourgeoisie relies
on violence for its rule and spread the fairy tale of
peaceful transition, which was so welcome to Dulles' the
^more
they reveal their true colours as cronies oI the imperialists in opposing revolution'

REFUTATION OF TIIE "PARLIAMENTARY ROAD'

ments".1

As a faithful champion of the capitalist system, Dulles
was of course perferctly aware of the essential role of
force in class struggle. While welcoming Khrushchov,s
renunciation of violent revolution, he laid great stress
on the bourgeoisie's need to strengthen its counterrevolutionary violence in order to maintain its rule. He

War II.
Is this true? Of course not'
Events since World War II have demonstrated yet
again that the chief component of the bourgeois state
mlchine is armed force and not parliament' Parliament

t J, F. Dulles' Address at the 41st Aunual Convention of Kiwanis
International, June 21, 19b6.
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is only an ornament and a scrreen for bourgeois rule. To
adopt or discard the parliamentar"y system, to grant parliaruent greater or l.ess po\,ver, to adopt one kincl of electoral law or another
betrveen these alterna- thebychoice
tives is always dictated
the needs and interests of
bo'urgeois r:ule. So long as the bor_rrgeoisie qonti.ols the
military-bureaucratic apparatus, eithr;r the acquisition of
a o'stable majority in parliament,, by the proletariat
through elections is impossiblc, or this ,ostable majority,'
is undependable. To realize socialism through the ,,partriamentary road" is utterly impossible and is mere dcceptive talk.
About half the Communist parties in the capitaiist
countries are still illegal. Since these parties have no
legal status, the winning of a parliamentary majority is,
of course, out of the question.
For example, the Communist Party of Spain lives
under trVhite terror and has no opportunity to run in eleetions. It is pathetic and tragic that Spanish Comrnunist
leaders like Ibarruri should fo1low Khrushchov in advocating "peaceful transition,, in Spain.
With all the unfair restrictions imposed by bourgeois
electoral laws in those capitalist countries where Com.munist Parties are legal and can take part in elections,
it is very difficult for them to r,vin a majority of the
votes under bourgeois rule. And even if they get a
majority of the votes, the bourgeoisie can prevent i;hem
from obtaining a majority of the seats in parliament by
revising the electoral laws or by other means.
For example, since World War II, the French monopoly
capitalists have tr,vice revised the electoral law, in each
case bringing about a sharp fall in the parliamentary
seats held by the Communist party of tr'rance. In the par-

lian'lentary election in 1946, the CPF gaiired 182 seats. But
in the election of 1951, the re.rision of the electoral law
by the monopoly capitalists resulted in a sharp reduction in the number of CPI' seats to 103, that- is, there
was a loss of ?9 seats. In the 1956 election, the CPF
gained I50 scats. But before the parliamentary election
in 1958, the monopoly capitalists again revised the electoral law with the result that the number of seats held
by the CPF feIl very drastically to 10, that is, it lost 140

$

I

seats.

-

Even if in certain circumstances a Communist Party
should lvin a majority of the seats in parliament or parficipate in the government as a result of an electoral
victory, it would not change the bourgeois nature of
parliament or government, still less would it mean the
smashing of the old and the establishment of a new state
machine. It is'absolutely impossible to bring about a
fundamental social change by relying on bourgeois parliaments or governments. With the state machine under
its control the reactionary boui-geoisie can nullify elections, dissolve parliarnent, expel Comrnunists from the
government, outlaw the Corrrmunist Party and resort to
brute force to suppress the masses and the progressive
forces.

rl

For instance, in 1946 the Communist Party of Chile
supported the bourgeois Radical Party in winning an
electoral victory, and a coalition government was formed
with the participation of Communists. At the tirne, the
leaders of the Chilean Communist Party went so far as
to describe this bourgeois-controlled government as a
"people's demo,cratic government". But in less than a
year the bourgeoisie compelled them to quit the govern-

ment, carrid out mass arrests of Communists and in
1948 outlawed the Communist Party.
When a workers' party degenerates and becomes a
hir.elirrg of the bourgeoisie, the latter may permit it to
have a rnajority in parliament and to form a government'

case with the bourgeois social-democratic
parties in certain countries. But this sort of thing only
i"r.r"" to safeguard and consolidate the dictatorship of
the bourgeoisie; it does not, and cannot, in the least alter
the position of the proletariat as an oppressed and exploited class. Such facts only add testimony to the
bankruptcy of the parliamentary road'
Events since World War II have also shown that if
Communist leaders believe in the parliamentary road and
fall victim to the incurable disease of "parliamentary
cretinism", they wilt not only get nowhere but will inevitably sink into the quagmire of revisionism and ruin the
revolutionary cause of the proletariat.
There has always been a fundamental difference be'
tween Marxist-Leninists on the one hand and opportunists and revisionists on the other on the proper attitude to adopt towards bourgeois parliaments'
Marxist-Leninists have always held that under certain
conditions the proletarian party should take part in parIiamentary struggle and utilize the platform of parliament for exposing the reactionary nature of the bourgeoisie, educating the masses and helping to accumulate
revolutionary strength. It is wrong to refuse to utilize
this legal form of struggle when necessary' But the
substitute ParliamentarY
prole
ion or entertain the illustrug
cialism carr be achieved
sion

fhis is the

through the parliamentary road.

It

must at all times

concentrate on mass struggles.
Lenin said:

The party of the revolutionary proletariat must take
part in bourgeois parliamentarism in order to enlighten
the masses, which can be done during elections and in
the struggle between parties in parliament. But to
limit the class struggle to the parliamentary struggle,
or to regard the latter as the highest and decisive form,
to which all the other forrn-s of struggle are subordinate, means actually deserting to the side of the
bourgeoisie and going against the proletariat. (The
Constituent Assembly Elections and the Dictatorship of
the Proletariat, FLPH, Moscow, 1954, p. 36.)

He denounced the revisionists of the Second International for chasing the shadow of parliamentarism and
for abandoning the revolutionary task of seizing state
power" They converted the proletarian party into an
electoral party, a parliamentary party, an appendage of
the bourgeoisie and an instrrrment for preserving the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. In advocating the parliamentary road, Khrushchov and his followers can only
meet with the same fate as that of the revisionists of the
Second International.

REFUTATION OF "OPPOSITION TO LEFII
OPPORTUNISM"
The Open Letter of the Central Committee of the CPSU
f,abricates a tissue of lies in its treatment of the question

of proletarian revolution. It

asserls that the Chinese

Communist Party favours "advancing the slogan of immediate plolelarian revolution" even in the absence of
a revolutionary situation, that it stands for abandoning
"the struggle for the democratic rights and vital interests
of the r,vorking people in capitalist countries",r that it
tnakes armed struggle "absolute",2 and so on' They
frequently pin such labels as "Left opportunism", "Left
adventurism" and "Trotskyisrn" on the Chinese Communist Party.
The truth is that the leaders of the CPSU are making
this hullabaloo in order to cover up their revisionist line
which opposes and repudiates revolution. What they are
attacking as "Left opportunism" is in fact nothing but
the Marxist-Leninist revolutionary line.
We have always maintained that a revolution cannot
be made at will and is impossible unless a revolutionary
situation objectively exists' But the outbreak and the
victory of revolution dqpend not only on the existence
of a revoltttionary situation but also on the preparations
and efforts made by the subjective revolutionary forces.
It is "Left" adventurism il the party of the proletariat
does not accurately appraise both the objective conditions and subjective forces making for revolution and
if it rashly launches a revolution before the conditions
are ripe. But it is Right opportunism, or revisionism, if the proletarian party makes - no active preparations for revolution before the conditions are ripe, or
l "Open Letter of the Central Committee of the Communist
partybf the Soviet Union to AII Party Organizations, to All Communists of the Soviet Union", Neu: Times, No. 29, 1963'
z"Marxism-Leninism-the Basis of Unity of the Communist
Movement"o editorial article in Kommunist" No. 15, Moscow, 1963'
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dare not lead a revolution and seize state power rvhen a
revolutionary situation exists and the conditions are ripe.
Un+"iI tlre time arrives for seizing state power, the
fundamental and most important task for the proletarian
party is to concentrate on the painstaking work of accumulating revolutionary strength. The active leadership
given in day-to-day struggle must have as its central aim
the trr.riiding up of revolutionary strength and the preparations for seizing victory in the revolution rvhen the
conditions are ripe. The proletarian party should use the
various forms of day-to-day struggle to raise the political
consciousness of the proletariat and the masses of the
peopl.e, to train its own class forces, to temper its fighting capacity and to prepare for revolution ideologically,
politically, organizationally and n'rilitarily. It is only in
this way that it will not miss the opportunity of seizing
victory when the conditions for revolution are riper
Otherwise, the proletarian party will simply let the op-

portunity of making revolution slip by even when

a

revolutionary situation objectively exists.
While tirelessly stres,sing that no revolution should be
made in the absence of a revolutionary situation, the
Ieaders of the CPSU avoid the question of how the party
of the proletariat shoutrd conduct day-to-day revolutionary
struggle and accumulate revolutionary strength before
there is a revolutionary situation. In reality, they are
'renouncing the task of building up revolutionary strength
and preparing for revolution on the pretext of the
absence of a revolutionary situation.
Lenin once gave an excellent description of the
renegade Kautsky's attitude towards the question of a
revolutionary situation. He said of Kautsky that if the
revolutionary crisis has arrived, "then he too is prepared

becorne a uevolutionary! But then, tret us olosetwe,
every blackguard. . . would proclaim himself a revolutionary! If it has not, then Kautsky will turn his back
on revolution!" As Lenin pointed out, Kautsky was like
a typical philisting and the difference between a revolutionary Marxist and a philistine is that the Marxist has
the courage to "prepare the proletariat and all the toiling
and exploited masses for it [r'evolution]", ("The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky", Callecteil
Works, International Publishers, Ner,v York, 1945, VoI.
23, pp. 403-404.) People can judge for themselves
whether or not Khrushchov and his followers resemble
the Kautsky type of philistine denounced by Lenin.
We have always held that the proletarian parties in
the capitalist countries must actively lead the rvorking
class and the working people in struggles to oppose
monopoly capital, to defend democratic rights, to improve living conditions, to oppose imperialist alrms expansion and war preparations, to defend lvorld peace and
to give vigorous support to the revolutionary struggles
of the oppressed nations.
In the capitalist countries which are subject to bullying, control, intervention and aggression by U.S. im-

to

perialism, the proletarian parties should raise the national
banner of opposition to U.S. imperialism and direct

the edge of the mass struggle mainly against U.S.
imperialism as well as against monopoly capital"
and other reactionary forces at home which are betraying the national interests. They should unite all
the forces that can be united and form a united front
against U.S. impelialism and its lackeys.
In recent years the working class and the working
people in many capitalist countries have been waging

broad mass struggles which not only hit monopoly capital
ancl other reactionary forces at home, but render pow-erful support to the revolutionary stmggles of the Asian,
African and Latin American peoples and to the countries
of the socialist camp. We have ah,r,ays fully appreciated

this contribution.

While actively leading immediate struggles, Communists should link them with the struggle for longrange and general interests, educate the masses in a
proletarian rerrolutionary spirit, ceaselessly raise their
political consciousness and accumulate revolutionary
strength in order to seize victory in revolution when
the time is opportune" Our view is in full accord with
Marxism-Leninism.
In opposition to the views of Marxist-Leninists, the
Ieaders of the CPSU spread the notion that "in the
highlydeveloped capitalist countries, democratic and
socialist tasks are so closely intertwined that there, least
of all, is it possible to draw any sort of lines of demarcation".l This is to substitute immediate for long-range
struggles and reformism for proletarian revolution.
Lenin said that "no reform can be durable, genuine
and serious if it is not supported by the revolutionary
methods of struggle of the masses". A workers' party
that "does not combine this struggle for reforms with
the revolutionary methods of the workers' movement may
be transformed into a sect, and may become torn away
from the masses, and . . . this is the most serious threat
to the success of genuine revolutionary socialism". ("To
the Secretary of the 'socialist Propaganda League"',
1A. Beliakov and F. Burlatsky, "Lenin's Theory of Socialist

Revolution and the Present Day", Rotnmutist, No. 13, Moscow'
1960.

Collected Woz"lcs, 4th Russian ed., Moscorlin, Vol" 21, p.
3Bs.)

ar'med, open and secret, legai and ilIegal, parliamentary
and mass str:uggIe, as well as both domest'ic and in'r,erna-

the higher interests of socialism". ("A Caricature of N'Iarxism and
'Imperialist Economism"', Selected Vlorks, International
Publishers, New Yorh, 1943, Vol. 5, p. 292,) Further, in
Thr State and, Reuolutiorz Lenin quoted Engcls as follows.
The forgetfulness of the grea! main standpoii-rt in the
momentary interests of the day, the struggling and striv=
ing for the success of the mornent without considel'ation
for the later consequences, the sacrifice of the future of
the movement for its present was opportunism, and
dangerous opportunism at that.
It was prrcisely on this ground that Lenin criticized
Kautsky for "praising reforrnism and submission to the
imperialist bourgeoisie, and blaming and renouncing
revolution". He said that "the proletariat fights for the
revolutionary overthrow of the imperialist bourgeoisie",
while Kautsky "fights for the reformist 'improvement'
of inrperialism, for adaptation to it, while submitting
to it". ("The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade
Kautsky", Against Reuisi,oni.sm, FLPH, Moscow, 1959, p.
441 and p. a40.)
Lenin's criticism of Kautsky is an apt portrayal of the
present leaders of the CPSU.
We have always held that in order to lead the working
class and. the masses of the people in revolution, the
party of the prr:letariat must master all forms o{ struggle
and be able to combine different forms, swiftly substituting one form for another as the conditions of struggle
change. It will be invincible in all circumstances onLy
if it masters all forms of struggle, such as peaceful and

tional strr-rggle.
The victory of the Chinese revolution was precisely the
result of the skilful and thorough mastery oLf all for"ms
of struggle in keeping with the specific characteristics
- revolution by the Communists of China
of the Chinese
experience of internarvho learned from the historical
tional proletarian struggle. Armed strttggle was the
chief form in the Chinese levolution, but the revolution
could not have been victorious rvithor-rt the use of other
forms of struggle.
In the course of the Chinese revolution the Chinese
Communist Par:ty fought on trvo fronts. It tought both
the Right deviation of legalisin and the "Left" illegalist
deviation, and properly combined legal with illegal struggle. In the country as a r,vhole, it correctly combined
struggle in the revolutionary base areas with struggle in
the Kuomintang areas, while in the Kuomintang areas it
correctly combined open and secret work, made full use
of legal opportunities and kept strictly to Party rules governing secret work, The Chinese revolution has brought
forth a complexity and variety of fornx of struggle suited
to its own specific conditions.
From its long practical experience, the Chinese Cornmunist Party is fully aware that it is rrizrong to reject legal
struggle, to restrict the Party's rvork within narro\M confines and ther"eby to alienate itself from the masses.
But one should never tolerate the legalism peddled by the
revisionists. The revisionists reject armed struggle and all
other illegal struggle, engage only in legal struggle and
activity and confine the Party's activities and rnass struggles rn ithin the framework allowed by the ruling classes.
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He said that "evcry democratic demand
class conscious worlcers, subordinated to

. . , is, for the

They debase and even discard the Party's basic programme, renounce revolution and adapt thernselves solely
to reactionary systems of law.
As Lenin rightly pointed out in his criticism, revisionists such as Kautsky were degraded and dulled by bowgeois legality. "For a mess of pottage given to the organizations that are recognized by the present police law,
the proletarian right of revolution was sold." ("The
Collapse oI the Second International", Collected Works,
International Publishers, New York, 1930, VoI. 18, p. 3f 4.)
While the leaders of the CPSU and their follower.s talk
about the use of all forms of struggle, in reality they stand
for legalism and discard the objective of the proletarian
revolution on the pretext of changing forms of struggle.
This is again substituting Kautskyism for Leninism.
The leaders of the CPSU often make tlse of Lenin's
gr"eat work, "'Left-Wing'Communism, an Infantile Disorder", to justify their erroneous line and have rnade it a
"basis" for their attacks on the Chinese Communist Party.
This is of course futile. Like all his other w-orks, this
book of Lenin's can only serve as a weapon for MarxistL,eninists in the fight against various kinds of opportunism
and can never serve as an instrument of revisionist apologetics.

When Lenin eriticized the "Left-wing" infantite disorder and asked the party of the proletariat to be skil-ful in
applying revolutionary tactics and to do better in preparing for revolutions, he had already broken vrith the revisionists of the Second International and had founded the
Third fnternational.
Indeed, in "'Left-Wing' Communism" he stated that
the main enemy of the international working-class movement at the time was Kautsky's type of opportunism.

IjIe repeatedly stressed that unless a break was rnade

with

revisionism there could be no talk of horv to master revolutionary tactics.
Those comrades whom Lenin criticized for their "Leftwing'2 infantile disorder all wanted revolution, while the
latter-day revisionist I(hrushchov is against it, has therefore to be included in the same category as Kautsky and
has no right whatsoever to speak on the question of combating the "LeIt-wing'2 infantile disorder.
It is most absurd for the leadership of the CPSU to
pin the label of "Trotsk).ism" on the Chinese Communist
Party. In fact, it is Khrushchov hirnself who has succeeded to the mantle of Trotskyism and who stands.with
the Trotskyites of today.
Trotskyisrn manifests itself in different ways on different questions and often weal's the mask of "ultrateftism", but its essence is opposition to revolution,
repudiation of revolution.
As far as the fundamental fact of their opposition to
the proletarian revolution and the dictatorship of the prcletariat is concerned, Trotskyism and the revisionism of
the Second International are virtually the same' This
is why Stalin repeatedly said that Trotskyisrn is a variety
of Menshevism, is Iiautskyism and social democracy, and
is the advanced detachment of the counter-nevolutionary
bourgeoisie.
In its essence, the present-day revisionism of Khrushchov also opposes and repudiates revolution. Therefore,
the only logical conclusion is that Khrushchov's revisionism is not only cut from the same cloth as Kautskyism,
but also converges with Trotskyism to oppose revolution.
Khrushchov had better pin the label of Trotskyism on
himself.

TWO DIFFER,ENT LINES, TWO DIFF-ERENT
R,ESULTS

IJistory is the most telling witness. Bich experience
II both in the international comrnunist movement and in the peoples, reyolutionary struggles. There has been successltrl as well as
unsuccessful experience. Communists and the revolutionary people of all countries need to drarv thg yig51
concltrsions from this historical experience.
The countries in Eastern Ei-rrope, Asia 'and Latin
America which have succeeded in making a socialist revolution since the War have done so by fotrlowing the
revolutioirary Mafxist-Leninist line and the road of the
October Revolution. Now, in addition to the experience
of the October Revolution, there is the experience of ilre
revolutions of China, the socialist countries in Eastern
Europe, Korea, Viet Nam and Cuba. The victorious levolutions in these countries have enriched and developed
[larxism-Leninism and the experience of the October
has been gained since World War

Revolution.

Frorn Ctrina to Cuba, atrI these revolutiorrs r.vithout
exception w-ere won by arn-red struggle and by tighting
against arrned imperialist aggression and intervention.
The Chinese people were victorious in their revolution
after waging revolutionary wars for twentv-two years,
including the three years of the People's Liberation War,
in which they thoroughly defeated the Chiang Kai-shek
reactionaries who were backed up to the hilt by U.S.
imperialism.
The Korean people carried on fifteen years of revolutionary armed struggle against Japanese imperialisrn b+
ginning in the lg30's, built up and expanded their rev46

olutionary arrned forces, and finally achieved vietory
with the help of the Soviet Army. After the founding
of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, it took
another three years of war against U.S' imper:ialist arrned
aggression before the victory of their revolution eould
be consolidarted.

The Vietnamese people seized state power by the armed
uprising of Augr-rst 1945. trmmediately afierrvards, they
had to beqin fighting a rvar of national liberation lasting
eight year-s against French imperialism and to de-teat the

U.S. imper:ialist miliiary intervention, and only then did
they triurnph in northern Viet Nam- The people of
southern Viet Nsm are still waging a heroic struggle
against U.S. imperialist armed aggresslon.
The Cuban people star-ted their armed uprising in 1953,
and later it took more than two years of people's revolutionary war before they overthrew the rule of U'S'
imperialism and its Cuban puppet, Batista. After their
victorious revolution, the Cuban people smashed armed invasions by U.S. imperialist mercenaries and safeguarded
the fruits of rcvolution.
'Ihe other socialist countries too were all established
through armed struggle.
What are the main lessons of the successful proletarian
revolutions in the countries extending from China to
Cuba after World lVar II?
l Violent revolution is a universal Iaw of proletarian
revolution. To realize the transi'uion to socialism, the
proletariat must wage armed struggle, smash the old state
rnachine and establish the dictatorship of the proletariat'
2. The peasants are the rnost dependable allies of the
proletariat. The proletariat must closely rely on the
peasants, esr;ablish a broad united front based on the

worker-peasant alliance, and
leadership in the revolution.

insist upon proletarian

3. U.S. imperialism is the arch enemy of people,s
revolution in a1l countries. The protetariat must hold
high the national banner of opposition to U.S. imperialism
and have the courage to fight with firm resolve against
the U"S. imperialists and their lackeys in its own country.
4. The revolution of the oppressed nations is an indispensable ally of the proletarian revolution. The workers
of all countries must unite, and they must unite with all
the oppressed nations and all the forces opposed to
irnperialisrn and its lackeys to form a broad international
united front.
5. To make a revolution, it is essential to have a
revolutionary party. The triumph of the proletarian
revolution and the triumph of the dictatorship of the
proletariat are impossible without a revolutionary proletarian party established in accordance with the revolutionary theory and style of Marxism-Leninism, a party
which is irreconciiable towards revisionism and opportunism and which takes a revolutionary attitude towards
the reactionary ruling classes and their state power.
To insist on revolutionary arrned struggle is of primary
importance not only to the proletarian revolution but also
to the national democratic revolution of the oppressed
nations. The victory of the Algerian national liberation
war has set a good example in this respect.
The whole history of the proletarian parties since the
War has shown that those parties which have followed
the line of revolution, adopted the correct strategy and.
tactics and actively led the masses in revolutionary
struggle are able to lead the revolutionary cause forward
step by step to victory and grow vigorously in strength.

Conversely, all those parties which have adopted a nonrevolutionary opportunist line and accepted Khrushchov's
Iine of "peaceful transition" are doing serious damage to
the revolutionary cause and turning themselves into
li-feless and reforn'Iist parties, or becoming completely
degenerate and serving as tools of the bourgeoisie against
the proletariat. There is no lack of such instances.
The comrades of the Communist Party of Iraq were
once full of revolutionary ardour. But acceptance of
Khrushchov's revisionist line was forced on them by
outside pressure, and they Iost their vigilance against
counter-revolution. In the armed counter-revolutionary
coup d'6tat, leading comrades heroically sacrificed their
lives, thousands of Iraqi Communists and revolutionaries
were massacred in cold blood, the powerful Iraqi Communist Party was dispersed, and the revolutionary cause
of Iraq suffered a grave setback. This is a tragic lesson
in the annals of proletarian r.evolution, a lesson written

in

blood.

The leaders of the Algerian Communist Party danced
to the baton of Khrushchov and of the leadership of the
French Communist Party and completely accepted the
revisionist line against armed struggle. But the Algerian
people refused to listen to this rubbish. They courageously fought for national independence against imperialism, waged a war of national liberation for over
seven years and finally compelled the French Government to recognize Algeria's independence. But the Algerian Communist Party, which followed the revisionist
Iine of the leadership of the CPSU, forfeited the con-fidence of the Algerian people and its position in Algerian
political life.

During the Cuban revolution, some leaclels of the
Popular Socialist Party refused to pursue the revolutionary Marxist-Leninist line, the correct iine of revolutionary arrned struggle, but, foltrowing Khrushcholn,s
revisionist line, adr,,ocated,,peaceful transiticn,' ancl
opposed violent revolution. In these circurn-stances,
Mar:xist-Leninists outside ancl inside the Cuban party,
repres
idel Castro
passed

those
hands

d violent
with the re

joined
Cuban
people, and finally won a vietory of great historic significance.
Certain leaders of the Communist party of France of
wtlorn Thorez is representative have long been pursuing

a revisionist line, have publicized the
road" in response to Khrushchov,s baton, ancl have actually reduced the Communist party to the 1evel of a
,,parJ.iamentary

social democratic party, They have ceased to give active
support to the revolutionary aspirations of the people
and rolled up the nationaL banner of opposition to U.S.
imperialisrn. The rcsult of their pursuit of this revisi.onist line is that the Communist party, which once had

great influence arnong the people, has become increasingly
isolated frorn the masses ancl has deteriorated more and
rnore.

Certain leaders of the Indian Comrnunist party, typified by Dange, have long pursued a revisionist line, hauied
down the banner of revolution and faiied to lead the
masses in national and democratic revolutionary struggles.
TIle Dange clique has slid farther and farther down the
path of revisionism and degenerated into national chauvinists, into tools oI the reactionary policies of India,s
50

big landlords and big bourgeoisie, and into renegades from
the proletariat.
The record shows that the two fundamentally different
lines lead to two fundamentaltry different results" All
these lessons merit close study.

FROM BROWDEB AND TITO TO KHRUSHCHOV
Khrushchov's revisionism has deep historical and social
roots and bears the imprint of the times. As Lenin said,
"opportunisrn is no accident, no sin, no slip, no betrayal
on the part of individual persons, but the social product
of a whole historical epoch". ("The Collapse of the

Second International", Collected Works, International
Publishers, New York, 1930, VoI. 18, p. 310.)
While making great progress since World War II, the
international communist movement has produced its antithesis within its own ranks an adverse current of
revisionism which is opposed- to socialism, MarxismLeninism and proletarian revolution. This adverse current was chiefly represented first by Browder, later by
Tito and now by Khrushchov. Khrushchov's revisionism
is nothing but the continuation and development of
Browderism and Titoisrn.
Brou,der began to reveal his revisionism around 1935.
He worshipped bour$eois democracy, abandoned making
the necessary criticisms of the bourgeois government and
regarded the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie as a fine
thing for Con-rmunists, his slogan being "Communism Is
T,arentieth Century Americanism".r
l Cited in William Z. Foster's HistorA of the Communist Party
ol the United State$, International Publisherg New York, 1952,
p. 337.
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With the forrnation of the international and domestic
anti-fascist united fronts during World W'ar II, he became
obsessed with bourgeois "democracy", '"progress'r and
"reason", prostrated himself before the bourgeoisie and
degeneuated into an out-and-out capitulationist.
Browder propagated a whole set of revisionist views
which embellished the bourgeoisie and opposed and negated revolution,
He declared that the Teheran Declaration of the Soviet
Union, the United States and Britain ushered in an epoch
of "long-term confidence and collaboration" between
capitalism and socialism and was capable of guaranteeing
"a stable peace for generations".l
He spread the notion that the international agreements
of the Soviet Union, the United States and Britain repre
sented "the most vital interests of every nation and every
people in the world without exception"2 and that the
perspeetive of inner chaos "is incompatible with the
perspective of international order". Therefore, it was
necessary to oppose "an explosion of class conflict" within
the country and "to minimize, and to place definite limits
upon" internal class struggle.s
He spread the view that a riew war would be "a real
catastrophic smash-up of a large pagt of the world" and
'omay throw ; ; . nlost of the world back into barbarism
for 50 or 100 years", and that the "emphasis upon agreelE.

in War anil Peace, Internap. 23 and p. 27"

Brorvder, Teherd,n, Our Path

tional Publishers, New York,

1944,

lbiitr., p. 31.
E. Browder, Teheran and Ameriu,, Workers Library Publishers,
New York, 1944,9,17 and p. 28.
z
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ment that transcends all class divisions"l was necessary
in order to wipe out the disaster of war.
IIe advocated relying "entirely upon democratic persuasion and conviction"z to realize socialism, and declared

that after World War II certain countries "have gained
the conditions in which a peaceful transition to socialism
has become possible",8
He negated the independent role of the proletarian
parties, saying that "the practical political aims they
[the Communists] hold will for a long time be in agreement on all essential points with the aims of a much larger
body of non-Communists",4
Guided by these ideas, he dissolved the Communist
Party of the U.S.A,
For a time, Browder's revisionism led the revolutionary
cause of the American proletariat to the brink of the
precipice, and it contaminated the proletarian parties of
other countries with the poison of liquidationism.
Browder's revisionist line was opposed by many American Communists headed by Comrade William Z. Foster
and was rejected and repudiated by many fraternal Parties, However, the revisionist trend represented by
Browderism was not thoroughly criticized and liquidated
by the international communist movement as a whole.

lE. Browder, Communists and National Unitg, Workers Library Publishers, New York, 1944, pp. 9-10.
2 E. Bro'wder, The Roail to Victorg, Workers Library Publishers, New York, L94L, p. 22.
a E. Browder, Wmlil Communism anil U.S, Foreign Policg,
published by The Author, New York City, 1948, p. 19.
a E. Browder, Teheran, Our Path in War anil, Peace, International Publisllers, New York, 1944, p, 117,
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In the new circumstances after the War, the revisionist
trend developed anew among the Communist ranks in
certain countries"
In the capitalist countries, the growth of the revisionist
trend first manifested itseU in the fact that the Ieaders
of certain Communist Parties abandoned the revolutionary Marxist-Leninist line and embraced the line of
"peaceful transition". This line is clearly typified in
Togliatti's theory of structural reform, which advocates
the proletariat's attainment of the leadership of the state
through the legal channels of bourgeois democracy and
the socialist transformation of the national economy
through such nationalization and planning as serve
monopoly capital. According to this line, it is possible
to establish new socialist relations of production and
make the transition to socialism without srnashing the
bourgeois state machine. In practice, this amounts to
making communism degenerate into social-democracy.
In the socialist countries, the revisionist trend first
appeared in Yugos).avia. Capitulation to U.S. imperialism is an important characteristic of Titoite revisionism.
The Tito clique have sold thernselves body and soul to
U.S. imperialism; they have not only restored capitalism
in Yugoslavia, but have become an imperialist instrument for undermining the socialist camp and the international communist movement and are playing the role
of a special detachment of U.S. imperialism for sabotaging world revolution.
In their efforts to serve U.S. imperialism and to oppose
and abolish proletarian revolution, the Tito clique have
outspokenly asserted that violent revolution has become
"increasingly superfluous as a means of resolving social
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contradictions"l and that the "evolutionary process of
development toward socialism" through a bourgeois parliament "is not only possible but has already become a
real fact".z They virtually equate capitalism with socialism, asserting that the present-day world "as a whole
has deeply 'plunged' into socialism, become socialist".3
They also say that "now the question socialism or
capitalism
is already solved on a world- scale".4
Browderite revisionism, the theory of structural reform and Titoite revisionism these have been the chief
- trend since World War
mani-festations of the revisionist

II.
Between the 20th and the 22nd Congresses of the
of "peaceful transition", "peaceful coexistence" and "peaceful competition'r
became a complete system. He has been hawking this
stuff everywhere as his "new creation". Yet it is nothing
new but is merely a rehashed and meretricious combination of Browderite revisionism, the theory of structural
reform and Titoite revisionism. In international relations, Khrushchov's revisionism practises capitulation to
U.S. imperialism; in the imperialist and capitalist countries it practises capitulation to the reactionary ruling
cldsses; in the socialist countries it encourages the development of capitalist forces.
CPSU, Khrushchov's revisionist line

1I. KosanoviQ Historical Matetialisn, t958.
E. Kardeli, "Socialist Democracjr in Yugoslav Practice", a
lecture delivered before activists of the Norwegian Labour
Party in Oslo on Oct. 8, 1954.
2

3M. Todorovii, "On the Declaration Concerning Relations.tsetween the LCY and the CPSU", KomrnAnuct (Belgrade), Nos. 7-8,
1956.
a

M. Perovid, PolitiCko Eleonomi.ia" Belgradg

1958, 2nd ed., p. 466,

IJ Bernstein, Kautsky and the other revisionists of the
ran in a single line and belonged
to the same family around the time of World War I,
then the same is true of Browder, Tito and Khrtrshchov
after World War II.
Browder has made this point clear. He wrote in 1960;
"Khrushchov has now adoptecl the 'heresy' for which I
was kicked out of the Communist Party in 1945.'l And
he added that Khrushchov's new policy "is almost word
for word the same line I adl'ocated fifteen years ago.
So my crime has become -- at least for the rnoment
the new orthodoxy""l
Khrushchov himselJ has admitted that he and the Tito
ctrique "belong to one and the same idea and are guided
by the same theory".z
In the nature of the case, Khrushchov's revisionism
is even more pernicious than the revisionism of Bernstein, Kautsky, Browder and Tito. Why? Because the
USSR is the first socialist state, a large country in the
socialist camp and the native land of Leninism. The
CPSU is a large party created by Lenin and in the international communist movement it enjoys a prestige
shaped by history. Khmshehov is exploiting his position as the leader of the CPSU and of the Soviet Llnion
to push through his revisionist line.
He describes his revisionist line as a "Leninist" line
and utilizes the prestige. of the great'Lenin and of the
great Bolshevik Party to confuse and deceive people.
Second International

1E. Browder, "How Stalin Ruined the American Comrrunist

Party", Horftefs Magazine, New York, March 1960.
2 N. S. Khrushchov's Intecview with Forrcign Correspondents at
Brioni in Yugoslavia, August 28, 1963.

Exploiting the inherited prestige of the CPSU and.the
position of a large party and a large country, he has been
waving tris baton and employing all kinds of potriticalr
economic and diplomatic rneasures to force others to
accept his revisionist line.
In line rvith the imperialist policy of buying over l,he
labour aristocracy, he is buying over certain bourgeoisified Communists in the international communist nf,overnent who have betrayed foIarxism-Leninism and
inducing them to acclairn and serve the anti-revolutionary line of the leaders of the CPSU.
That is why all other revisionists, whether past or
present, are dwarfed by Khrushchov.
As the Declaration of 195? points out, the social source
of modern revisionism is surrender to external imperialist pressure and acceptance of domestic bourgeois influence.
Like the old-line revisionists, the rnodern revisionists
answer to the description given by Lenin: ". . objbetively, they are a political detachment of the bourgeoisie,
. . . they are transmitters of its influence, its agents in
the Iabour . movement." ("The Collapse of the Second
- International", Collected Works, International Publishers, New York, 1930, Vol. 18, p. 310.)
The economic basis of the emergence of modern revisionism, like that of old-line revisionism, is in the
words of Lenin "an insignificant section of the 'top' of
the labour movement". ("Opportunism and the Collapse
of the Second International", Collected Works, International Publishers, New York, 1930, Vol. 18, p. 389.)
Modern revisionism is the product of the policies of
, imperialism and of international monopoly capital which

are both headed by the United States. Terrified by the
policy of nuclear blackmail and corrupted by the policy
of buying over, the modern revisionists are serving as
the pawns of U.S. imperialism and its servile followers
in opposing revolution.
The revisionist Khrushchov is also scared out of his
wits by the hysterical war cries of the U.S. imperialists,
and he thinks that this "Noah's ark", the earth, is threatened with destruction at any moment and he has completely lost confidence in the future of mankind. Proceeding from national egoism, he fears that revolutions by the
oppressed classes and nations might create trouble for
him and implicate him. Therefore, he tries 'to oppose
every revolution by aII means and, as in the case of the
Congo, does not scruple to take joint action with U.S.
imperialism in stamping out a people's revolution. He
thinks that by so doing he can avoid risks and at the
same time conspire with U.S. imperialism to divide ihe
world into spheres of inJluence, thus killing two birds
with one stone. All this only goes to show that Khrushchov is the greatest capitulationist in history. The enforcement of Khrushchov's pernicious poiicy will inevitably result in inestimable damage to the great Soviet
Union itself.
Why has Khrushchov's revisionism emerged in the
Soviet Union, a socialist state with a history of several
decades? Actually, this is not so strange. For in every
socialist country the question of who wins over whom
or capitalism-can only be gradually
-socialism
settled over a very long historical period. So long as
there are capitalist forces and there are classes in society,
there is soil for the growth of revisionism.

Khrushchov asserts that in the Soviet Union classes
have been abolished, the danger of capitalist restoration
is ruled out and the building of communism is under
way. AII these assertions are lies.
In fact, as a result of Khrushchov's revisionist rule,
of the open declaration that the Soviet state has changed
its nature and is no longer a dictatorship of the proletariat, and of the execution of a whole series of erroneous domestic and foreign policies, the capitalist forces in
Soviet society have become a deluge sweeping over all
fields of life in the USSR, including the political, economic, cultural and ideological fields. The social source
of Khrushchov's revisionism lies precisely in the capitalist forces which are ceaselessly spreading in the Soviet
Union.
Khrushchov's revisionism represents and serves these
capitalist forces. Therefore, it will never bring communism to the Soviet people; on the contrary, it is
seriously jeopardizing the fruits of socialism and is opening the floodgates for the restoration of capitalism. This
is the very road of "peaceful evolution" craved by U.S.
imperialism.
The whole history of the dictatorship of the proletariat
tells us that peaceful transition from capitalism to socialism is impossible. However, there is already the
Yugoslav precedent for the "peaceful evolution" of sociaLism back into capitalism. Now Khrushchov's revisionism is leading the Soviet Union along this road.
This is the gravest lesson in the history of the dictatorship of the proletariat. All Marxist-Leninists, all revolutionaries and the generations to come must under no
circumstances forget this great lesson.
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$UR IIOFIiS
Oniy eigirt ycars havc, clapsed iince the 20Lh Corrgrelss
of the CPSU. In this exlierrrr:ly short pel'iod of histcry,
Khrushchov's revisionisn-l has inflictcd ver,v- gre,at, and
gl'ave dtrrnage on the Sovlel {Jnion and Lhe l'evoir-rti,:n*
ary cause of lhe international prolelariat.
Now is the Lime ._ Irotrv it is high t,ime *- i"o l'rrprrdiate
and liquidate Khrushchor,"s revisionism!
Here, we would give Lhe }eading cornrades o{ {,her
CPSU a piece of advice: Since so many oppoltr.lnists
and revisionists have beerr l,hrown otr to the rubbisXl
heap of ltistory, why nrtist, you obdurately follow their
example?

I-Iere, too, we express f,he hope Lhat those Ieading
comrades oI other fi"aternal Parties lvho have comnlitted

a renegade, the Gcnnrrn Marxi-q[ Lieleknecht
only express his appeal to the working class in
this tva3, -* "to ptr.sh aside sueh 'lea.ders,' to free thernselrres from their stultifying and debasing propaganda,
to rise in revolt dn spite of therm, withaut thern, and
nrarcli over their heads towords reaolu,ti,on!" (Selected
It"orks. FLPH, Moscour, 1952, Vol. 2, Part 2, p. 105.)
Wren the Ser:ond Internationai.'s brar:d of revisionism
prevaiLed in many Parties in Europe, Lenin attached
great significance to the r,,iews of ttrre French Communist
Paiil Golay"
bccalrr*
ccr-r.Id

Goiay said:
Clur adversaries talked lor,rdly of the bankruptcy of
Socialisrn. That is going a bit too fast. Still, who
woulcl rjare to assert l,hat they are entirely wrong?
WI:a{, is dying at present is not Socialism at all, but
olie \rariety oI socialisn:, a sugary socialism without
the spirit of idealism and without passion, rn'ith the
vr'af5 sf a paunchy official and of a substantiatr paterfamilias, a social.ism without boldness or fierce enth,.rsiasm, a devotee of statistics with its nose buried

revisionist errors will think this over: What have theSr
gaiqed l:y following the revisionist line of the leaders
of the CPSU? We understand that, exceptlngg those rn'ho
have fallen deep into the revisionist quagrnire, quite a
number of conaradcs have been confused and deceived,
or compelled to foliow the rvrong path. We beIie,,'e that
all those who are protretarian revolutionaries will eventually choose the revolutionary Line and reject the antirevolutionar"y line, wiil evenl,ually choose &,{arxisrnLeninisr:: and reject revisionism. lVe enterl,ain very
great hopes in this regard"
Revisionism can never stop the wheel of history, the
wheel of revolution" Revisionist treaders who do not
make revoLution themselves can never prevent the
genuine Marxists and the revolutionary people frorn rising in revolution. In The Proletariam Reuolution and
the Renegade Kautskgtr Lenin wrote that when Kautsky

What a supertr description! Lenin called it the honest
voice of a French Co;nmunist. People now ask: Is not
modern revisionism precisely l.he "varieiy of socialisrn"
rvhich is dying? They r.r.'i11 soou hear the resounding
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in friendly

agreemenLs with capiLalism, a socialism
u'trrich is preoccupied solely with reforms and which
has sold its birthright for a rness of pottage, a Socialism

which in the eyes of the bourgeoisie is a throttle on
the popular irnpatience and. an automatic brake on proietarian audacity" (?he Socdnlism. Which, ls DyinE and
the Saciulism Wh,i,ch, Must Be Rebarn,, Lausanne, 1915.)

ring of the honest voices of innumerable Comtrunists
inside the Parties dominated by revisionism.
"A thousand sails pass by the shipwreck; ten thoul
sand saplings shoot up beyond the withered tree." Bogus

socialism is dying, whereas scientific socialism is bursting with youthful vigour and is advancing in bigger
strides than ever. Revolutionary socialism with its vitality will overcome aII di{ficulties and obstacles and
advance step hy step towards victory until it has won
the whole world.
Let us wind up this article with the concluding words
of the Commrunlst Manifesto:
"The Communists disdain to conceal their views and
aims. They openly declare that their ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let the ruling classes tremble at a Communistic revolution. The proletarians have nothing to
lose but their chains. They have a world to win.
..WORKING MEN OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE!"

A,PPENDI](

OUTLINE OF VIEWS ON THE QUESTION OF
PEACEF'I.'L TTiANSITION
(A Written Outline Presented by the Delegation
of the CPC to the Central Cornmittee of the
CPSU on November 10,

195?)

I, On the question of the transition from capitalism
to socialism, it would be more flexible to refer to the
two possibilities, peaceful transition and non-peaceful

transition, than to just one, and this would place us i?r a
position where we can have the initiative politically at
any time.
1. Referring to the possibility of peaceful transition
indicates that for us the use of violence is primarily a
matter of self-defence. It enables the Communist Parties
in the capitalist countries to sidestep attacks on them
advanon this issue, and it is politically advantageous
tageous for winning the masses and also for depriving the
bourgeoisie of its pretexts for such attacks and isolating
it.
2. If practical possibilities for peaceful transition were
to arise in individual countries in the future when the
international or domestic situation changes drastically,
we could then make timely use of the opportunity to
win the support of the masses and solve the problem of
state power by peaceful means,

3.

not tie or,rr otvn l.raricls beof thls desire. The bourgeoisie lvi1l not step down
from the stage of history voluntarily" This is a unh,ersal
law of class struggle" In no country should thc proletariat and the Communist Party slacken their prepanations for the revolution in any way. They mr"lst be pre-

in;rppl.'opliate because it does not conlorm rvith ti:e reali'
ties in the overlvhetrming noajority of eoun.tries" Shoulel

Ne'"'ertheless, rve strrould

cause

pared at all times to repulse counter-revoltrtionary attaclis
and, at the critical juncture of the revolution urhen the

working class is seizing slate power, to overthr:orv Lhe
bourgeoisie by armed force if it uses arnted force Lo suppress the people's revolu.tion (generaltry speahing, it !s
i.nevitable that the bourgeoisie -','t ill do so).
il, In the present situation of the i.nternaii.onal communist movernent, it is advairtageous from the pr.iint of
view of tactics to refer to the desire for peaccful transition. But it rvould be inappropriate to over-emphasize
the possibility of peaceful Lransition. Tl.:e reasons are:
1. Possibility and reality, the desile and whether on
not it can be fulfilled, ale two different matter-q. \Ye
should refer to the clesire lor peaceful transiticn, irnt we
should not place our hopes rrrainly on it and lhereiore
should not over-emphasize this aspect.
2. If too much str-ess is laid on the possibility of peaceful transition, and especially on the possibility of seizing
state power by winning a majority in par.liament it is
liable to weaken the revolutionary witrl of the pr:o1et;rri.at,
the rn orking people and the Communist Party and cli.sarm them icleologicniJ,v,
3. To t.he best of our knor,,;1edge, there is sti_[ not a
single countr:y where this possibility is of any practical
significance. Even i-f it is slightl;y more apparent in a
particular coui-rtly, or.er-ernphasizing this possibility is

'

sueh a prrssibilit',5r actually occLir in solrle country, the
Comrnunist Pat-{,y ther:e rullst on the one hand stl'ir''e to
realize it, anci ot'l I'he othcr hand alr.t'ays be prepared to
reptrl-se lhe artued atlacks of the bourgeoisie.
4. 'tr'he resnll. oJl emphasizing this possil:iiity wilt
neither wealicn thr: t'e;iciicrrrary natut'e of the bourgeoisie
nor luil them,
5. Nor u'ill such emphaiis ttaile tht,l social dcmocratic
partics an)- ltore rer,'olutionary,
6. Nor r,r,'i11 such emphasis rnake Cotnmunist Parties
grow ;rny stronger, Cln the conlrary, if sotne Communist
FarLies should as a rcsuli ol)scrrre their revoiutionary
features ancl thus becolrnc cotrlused rry-il,h f ire social demo'
eraiic partits in the eyes of the pec"rp1e, they N'ould only
he rveetkcned"
?" It is ver:y irard to accumulai€' strength aud plepale
;tor t.he revolution, and alter all parliameni,ary str:uggle
is eras-r' ir, cr-rmparison. We musi. ftrlly tr[ilize the parlia"
mentirr! form of struggle, but iis role is limited' What
is nrost impoltant is to prticeed u'ith the hard t'ork of
accumulitiing revolutiouary strength.
IiL To obtain a majority in parlilrrnent is not the
same as smastring the o1d sLate machiner:y (chiefly the
arrrrecl forces) ancl establishing re vr' state machinery
(chiefl,r. the armed forces). Urtlerss ihe nrilitary-bureaucratic siaie machinery of 1,he br:tt rgtlctisie is stlashed, a
parlinmenlaly majoritrr lor the proletariat and their
reliahle allies rvill either bc irnpossibie (because the
hourgeoisie rr.rill aurend thc constitution '"vhenevcr lleces!
sarf ir-r order io facilitate thc consolidi.lLion of theil' dicta:
G;

|-

torship) or undependable (for instance, elections may be
declared null and void, the Communist Party may be
outlawed, parliament may be dissolved, etc.).
IV. Peaceful transition to socialism should not be
interpreted in such a way as solely to mean transition
throLlgh a parliamentary majority. .The main question
is that of the state rnachinery. In the 1870's, Marx was
of the opinion that there was a possibility of achieving
socialism in Britain by peaceful means, because "at that
time England was a country in which militarism and
bureaucracy were less pronounced than in any other".
For a -period after the February Revolution, Lenin hoped
that through "all power to the Soviets" the revolution
would develop peacefully and triumph, because at that
time "the arms were in the hands of the people". Neither
Marx nor Lenin meant that peaceful transition could be
realized by using the old state machinery. Lenin repeatedly elaborated on the famous saying of Marx andr
Engels, "The working class cannot simply lay hold of
the ready-made state machinery and wield it for its own
purposes."

V. The social democratic parties are not parties of socialism. With the exception of certain Left wings, they
are parties serving the bourgeoisie and capitalism. They
are a variant of bourgeois political parties. On the question of socialist revolution, our position is fundamentally
different from that of the social democratic parties. This
distinction must not be obscured. To obscure this distinction only helps the leaders of the social democratic
parties to deceive the masses and hinders us from winning the masses away from the influence of the social
democratic parties. However, it is unquestionably very
important to strengthen our work with respect to the
66

social democratic parties and strive to establish a united
front with their left and middle groups.

VI. Such is our understanding of this question. We
do hold differing views on this question, but out of

various considerations we did not state our views after
the 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union. Since a joint Declaration is to be issued, we must
now'explain our views. However, this need not prevent
us from attaining common language in the draft Declaration. In order to show a connection between the
formulation of this question in the draft Declaration and
the formulation of the 20th Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union, we agree to take the draft put
forward today by the Central Committee of the Com:
munist Party of the Soviet Union as a basis, while proposing amendments in certain places.
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