
the workers in factories and peasants in farms cease and 
until the worldwide victory of the proletarian revolut10n 
is assured, no question can arise of abandoning the dicta
torship of the proletariat. 

Closely connected with the non-class revisionist concept 
of a people's state is the concept of characterising the 
co·mmunist Party of the Soviet Union as the "party of the 
whole people". It is needless to reiterate that the Com
munist Party as the revolutionary political organisation 
of the proletariat is indispensable for the victory of the 
socialist revolution and for the entire historical stage of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. The dicta:torship of 
the proletariat has to carry on the struggle against all 
the overthrown capitalist class enemies, to remould the 
whole of society, to eliminate the last remnants of 
capitalism, to build the class-less socialist society and to 
fulfil the tasks of building full-scale communism. These 
tasks can neither be discharged without the· leadership of 
the Communist Party, nor is it permissible to dissolve 
the class party into an amorphous so-called non-class 
"party of the whole people". But the leadership of the 
CPSU has discarded this Marxist-Leninist concept, just 
as it discarded the concept of proletarian dictatorship. 

ON THE ISSUE OF MATERIAL INCENTIVES 
IN THE SOVIET UNION 

There is a serious controversy on the issue of material 
incentives and its meaning in a socialist state. The ques
tion is not, as some people try to distortedly present it, 
one of 'material incentives versus spiritual incentives', or 
whether there is place or· not for material incentives in 
the process of· socialist and communist construction. The 
real question is, why is it that special stress and emphasis 
on material incentives for work have become necessary 
during the phase of building communism after half a century 
of socialist construction, and whether it squares with the 
expected socialist and communist consciousness of the 
Soviet citizen. 

It would be highly instructive to recall to our minds 
the penetrating observations of Lenin regarding the nature 
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of real communist manner of work. He exhorts, "First 
i:;how that you are capable of working without remunera
tion in the interest of society, in the interest of all the 
working people" ; characterises the communist spirit of 
work as one "constituting the labour of individuals on an 
extensive scale for the public good" ; and says that 
"Communism begins when the rank and file workers display 
an enthusiastic concern" to "production of goods, which 
do not accrue to the workers personally, or their 'close' 
kith and kin, but to their 'distant' kith and kin, i.e., to the 
society as a whole, to tens of hundreds of millions of people 
united first in one socialist state, and then in a union of 
Soviet republics". 

But the present drive by the present leaders of the 
Soviet state on the material incentives aspect, contrary 
to the one emphasised by Lenin, raises the legitimate 
question whether this would not lead to the moulding of 
working class consciousness on the bourgeois basis of 
personal profit, individual and selfish interests, etc. 
Theoretically speaking, either proletarian communist ideas 
and consciousness would grow stronger and stronger and 
defeat and eliminate bourgeois habits, ideas and conscious
ness, or in its absence, the latter would invade the former 
and stifle ..,its growth and development. The resort to 
capitalist incentives and ideas of personal profit, in the 
final analysis, paves the way for the restoration of a new 
type of capitalism, and harms the cause of socialism and 
<:ommunism. This danger is all the more so when the 
concept of material incentives is unduly emphasised in a 
socialist society at a stage which they claim to be full
scale construction of communism. 

ON THE ISSUE OF STALIN AND THE SO-CALLED 
CULT OF PERSONALITY 

It is not our endeavour now to assess Stalin, his role 
.i 11d contribution, his omissions and commissions, his 
l'nlllll'es and successes and his unique contribution to the 
lll1i11t·y and practice of socialism and communism. Nor is 
It OLll' contention that there did not occur lapses and 
111 b-;tl1kes on his part as the head of the first socialist state 
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and the leader of the world Communist movement for 
nearly thirty years after the death of Lenin. The CPSU 
was perfectly entitled to self-critically examine its past 
work and correct whatever shortcomings and mistakes 
that had crept into its work of building socialism in the 
Soviet Union and discharging its responsibilities towards 
the world Communist movement. But what was done, 
in the so-called secret report of Khrushchov on Stalin at 
the 20th Congress and the subsequent period following it, 
is something far different from it. The fact that the 
report was enthusiasttcally seized upon by the U.S. 
imperialists and widely circulated by the different anti
communist and reactionary agencies all over the world, 
the fact that the leadership of the CPSU while formally 
refuting the authenticity of such a report on the one hand 
made a piecemeal corroboration of its contents through 
speeches and writings in the Soviet press on the other, the 
fact that no authoritative version has yet seen the light 
of day even a decade after the 20th Congress and above 
all, the fact that this 'secret report' on Stalin became 
more a weapon in the hands of avowed enemies of 
communism in their effort to tarnish the image of 
communism and to undermine the faith of the people in 
the cause of Marxism-Leninism, than an instrument in 
the hands of communists to learn from the mistakes and 
to confidently march forward, speak volumes against this 
notorious piece of work by Khrushchov. The entire 
question of Stalin was dealt with as a question simply 
connected with the Soviet Union, as a 'private affair' of 
the CPSU and as an issue concerning the individual of 
Stalin and his merits and demerits. The biggest fact of 
history-that he was destined to act as the spokesman of 
the CPSU and the Communist International for decades 
following the death of Lenin, to defend Marxism-Leninism 
from the attacks of right: and left-opportunist trends, to 
head the building of socialism in the Soviet Union and 
transform it into a mighty world power, lead the historic
anti-fascist war to victory, to rebuild rapidly the war
ravaged economy and industrial might of the Soviet Union, 
and to lead the formation and functioning of the world 
socialist camp was sought to be simply ignored, and a 
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one-sided, distorted and subjective assessment was made. 
'l'o put it sharp, it was nothing short of an attempt to deli
berately tear off pages covering thirty years of history of 
the world Communist movement, and in a way world 
history, which cannot be substituted with the rag of a so
called 'secret report' by Khrushchev. No true Leninis'f 
can succeed in the effort to carry forward the mantle of 
Leninism if its steadfast and acknowledged defender for 
three decades after Lenin is damagingly denigrated and 
depicted almost as ·a megalomaniac, a job that Khrushchev 
undertook in vain and with disastrous results. In . the 
name of fighting the 'cult of personality', an anarchic 
trend of denouncing the authority of men and their place 
in revolutionary movements was freely fostered. 

The Soviet revisionist leaders had not shown any 
concern for the world Communist movement and the 
possible pernicious results of such a scandalous report on 
Stalin and did not even care to have prior consultation 
and discussions with at least the leading fraternal 
Communist Parties of the world on the subject. Thus 
they provided grist to the mill of world imperialism. 

The total negation of Stalin by the leaders of modern 
revisionism, we have t'o state, is closely linked with their 
assaults ori a series of Marxist-Leninist theories and propo
sitions on imperialism, on war and peace, on the concepts 
of proletarian hegemony and dictatorship of the proletariat 
on the strategy and tactics of the revolutions in colonial 
and dependent countries, and on the nature, character and 
rnle of the Communist Party. 

In spite of all the efforts of modern revisionists, Stalin's 
name will continue to be inseparable from Marxism-
1,cninism. 

iN YUGOSLAV REVISIONISM 

The anti-Marxist-Leninist views ·of the Yugoslav revi
Nl111lii-;t were subjected to thorough criticism by the world 
t '11111nrnnist movement when they came with their full
ll1•df(('CI revisionist programme in 1958. They had earlier 
1 d11111 1<1 Lo accept the 1957 Moscow Declaration. Eightyone 
< '0111r1111nist and Workers' Parties in their Moscow Con-
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