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Introduction
 and 

Chapter 1 

"Marxism is the science of the laws governing the development of nature and society, the
science of the revolution of the oppressed and exploited masses, the science of the victory of

socialism in all countries, the science of building communist society." (Stalin)

"Leninism is Marxism of the era of imperialism and the proletarian revolution. To be more
exact, Leninism is the theory and tactics of the proletarian revolution in general, the theory

and tactics of the dictatorship of the proletariat in particular." (Stalin)

Stalinism is Marxism-Leninism for the transition from the First Period of "socialism in one
country" to the Second Period of socialism on a world scale, in general.

Stalinism is Marxism-Leninism for the transition from socialism "in one country" to
"communism in one country", in particular. (Comintern/ML)

Hoxhaism is the doctrine of popular revolution against fascism and its transition to socialist
revolution, the teachings of the theory and tactics of the anti-revisionist and anti-social-
imperialist struggle in the period of revisionism in power in general and is especially the
theory and tactics of the dictatorship of the proletariat under the conditions of capitalist-

revisionist encirclement. (Comintern/ML)



Preface

This article was written in connection with our original article about

the events in Georgia in August 2008.

To better understand these events, we wrote a short biographical article about

Stalin’s first creative period in the Caucasus.

This historical image is now rounded off with this third, final (and once again far too long,
unfortunately!) part, as the traces of his struggle before his death take us back to the Caucasus.

The text should actually end with the chapter about the Mingrelian Conspiracy, but ...

...with this last chapter the traces for finding the truth about Stalin inevitably led back to Moscow,
tempting the author not to conclude the voyage of discovery with the subject of Georgia, but to
continue it with the subject of so-called "de-Stalinization". Something quite different has now

emerged from this:

"On the Foundations and Concerning Questions of Stalinism".

The reader may decide for himself whether he wants to end his study of the Georgia text with the
chapter on the Mingrelian Conspiracy thematically (Chapter III) or whether he is curious enough

and wants to continue to bite his way through the whole text and deepen his study of the
foundations and concerning questions of Stalinism.

The central link between the two themes is Berianism. Beria played a criminal role against Stalin
not only in Georgia. His crimes even go far beyond the borders of the USSR, which is why we have

critically exposed the defenders of Beria, the Berianists, the spread of their Berianism. This
reactionary current within the Marxist-Leninist World Movement has caused ideological confusion
and has caused not little damage to our movement. And therefore we must expose Berianism and

destroy its influence in the Marxist-Leninist World Movement. The following article is dedicated to
this task, which should therefore be understood as a self-contained, independent text. In the process,

some world political foundations and questions of Stalinism with a current outlook have "quite
incidentally" come to light.

But enough of the preface!

Why should communism fail? Because of the betrayal within the own communist ranks!

How do we achieve communism? By fighting against its traitors!
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Why did Stalin's work fail? Because of the betrayal of Stalin!

How do we complete the work of Stalin? In the fight against his traitors!

We communists will always be victims of fraud and self-deception as long as we do not learn
to look for the interests of the exploiting and oppressing classes behind Stalinist phrases!

There is much talk of Stalinism, but what is Stalinism, what are the foundations of Stalinism?

"...if we have full knowledge of Stalin's activity after the Second World War then we will see
his titanic Marxist-Leninist greatness more clearly." (Enver Hoxha, 'Reading an Article about
the Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China' in: 'Reflections of China', Volume I; Tirana; 1979;

p.327; English Edition).

This particular sentence of Enver Hoxha's, the 5th Classic of Marxism-Leninism, is, so to say,
our starting point.

We believe that it is absolutely necessary to continue working on this "full overview", and
that is why we wanted to make a small contribution to this.

How are the foundations of Stalinism being worked out?

Always by exposing and demarcating opportunists who have defended Stalinism in words but
betrayed it in deeds.

Whoever wants to defend Stalinism against opportunism today must also defend it against the
opportunists who wanted to sell us the anti-Stalinists Beria and Malenkov as "Marxist-

Leninists".

The Khrushchevites are burnt out, but the Berianists are still digging! Therefore, we decided
to develop the foundations of Stalinism in the struggle against the anti-Stalinism of Berianism.



Chapter I

On the Ideological Foundations of Stalinism

We Stalinists will emerge victorious against anti-Stalinism!

Down with Berianism!

The fact that we Stalinists, between the 55th anniversary of Stalin's death and the 130th birthday 
(!), have only now begun the struggle against Berianism, even though we have been fighting for 
Stalinism for 40 years, proves the precariousness of the Berianists who operate in secret. We have 
been giving these people a bad example this whole time and we are honestly ashamed of it. We had 
suspected them from the beginning, but we did not know how to explain this suspicion. We lacked 
sound information and quite simply the revolutionary consciousness to substantiate and prove our 
suspicions. We thought more about not risking our good reputation as Stalinists. We were afraid that
by accusing Beria, we would be moving away from Marxism-Leninism. We were not thinking of 
the fight for the truth about Stalin.

Before, we were not 100% sure, we kept silent. In retrospect, with the destructive evidence we 
uncovered, one might not want to believe that we had been so blind and silent about all the 
betrayal, but it is still true and this fact remains a shameful but all the more instructive fact for us. 
What does it show us? It shows us that we can only correct our own subjectivism by examining the 
facts only on the basis of reality, that we never have a "ready-made Marxism-Leninism" and that we
must not fill our gaps in knowledge with idealism, that we always have to struggle with doubts, that 
things are often not as we explain and imagine them, that we are constantly dealing with our 
ignorance, have to struggle with our shortcomings, that we approach the truth only relatively close 
to the truth in a permanent, self-critical process of self-conquest, that we Communists must always 
first free ourselves a little bit from errors in our own past, from our mistakes, before we are able and
entitled to illuminate another, small piece of the way to the liberation of the working class. We have 
realized that we must correct, expand and consolidate our views of Marxism-Leninism not only on 
the basis of the misconceptions of others, but above all on the basis of the misconceptions in our 
own thinking and acting, that we can only strive so tirelessly to become, to be, and to remain, 
honest, self-critical disciples of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and Hoxha.

What has changed in our attitude towards Comrade Bill Bland? Not a little, as it turns out.

Our apology should be that we had a principled ideological struggle against, for example, the ISML
("Alliance" Marxist-Leninist, Hari Kumar) and their "friends" around the world, and we are 
continuing this struggle. Hari Kumar visited us in Hamburg in 1998, and at first we had a positive, 
promising impression of him regarding the improvement of the situation on the theoretical front 
within the Marxist-Leninist World Movement. Through Hari Kumar we also came into contact with 



Bill Bland. Later, the differences between us and Hari Kumar became so great that he even wanted 
to ban us from speaking and finally excluded us from his Yahoo group and thus from contact with 
other Marxist-Leninists who had logged on there. We had documented this outrageous process on 
our Comintern/ML homepage. Hari Kumar was afraid that his anti-Marxist-Leninist internet forum 
would turn into a Marxist-Leninist forum through our comrades so he pulled the emergency brake 
and threw us out.

It was also Bill Bland's writings that contributed to the spread of Berianism, so that we finally had 
to subject them to a long overdue criticism. We realized that unfortunately not only we alone, but 
other Marxist-Leninist organizations throughout the world had also been infected by the virus of 
Berianism. The positive attitude of the Albanians towards Bill Bland was an orienting basis for our 
trust in him. The friendship that the Albanians had with Bill Bland gave us a positive attitude 
towards him. And indeed, we got to know Comrade Bill Bland as an upright comrade and this 
attitude did not change after his death. We are very glad that in London, in his own house, the 
important communiqué between the Communist League and the KPD/ML came into being in 
1999, the contents of which we published on the homepage of the Comintern/ML and which is still 
published on the homepage of the "Communist League", probably not without the explicit will of 
Comrade Bill Bland. Apparently Hari Kumar did not succeed in convincing the "Communist 
League" to delete this communiqué from their homepage. It is significant that neither Hari 
Kumar, nor the ISML nor any other Marxist-Leninist organization mentions this document 
with a single word, although Hari Kumar claims to defend Bill Bland!! What is one to think of 
such a "defense", if he does not mention our common communiqué with a single syllable? 
There must have been differences of opinion between Hari Kumar and Bill Bland, which Hari 
Kumar vehemently denied, in order to allude to differences of opinion between us and Bill Bland, 
which we, at least at that time, did not see any more than Bill Bland did.   From Bill Bland's side, 
nothing was known about this either. The communiqué of 1999 is the bond with which we are 
connected to Bill Bland until today and will remain connected forever. It is and remains a 
valuable document with which the foundation of the Comintern/ML began. That's why Bill 
Bland's significance, which he had for us at that time, cannot be erased.

It was fundamentally correct that we defended Comrade Bill Bland against the ISML and its 
Trotskyite haze around the world, stretching as far as India, against its neo-revisionist, neo-
Trotskyite course. Even during our visit to London we were uncomfortably struck by the 
condescension of intellectual there with Comrade Bill Bland. When we shared our impressions with
Bill Bland, he agreed with us, and he lowered his head depressingly. We had been struggling with 
such people in Germany for years, but at that time they had since been long gone. What is certain is 
that these arrogant intellectuals had exerted a corrosive influence in London that we would not have
tolerated in Germany. Admirably, however, Bill Bland quickly showed his humorous side and made 
us understand that we had to get through this situation and patiently continue working with this 
garbage. Okay. That was his business, not ours. And indeed, he had survived a whole series of 
attacks by his opponents in his life, including his exclusion from the "Stalin Society", which in our 
eyes was an opportunistic society. What fascinated us about Bill Bland was that he was not to be 
fooled by anybody, but used his own head and decided for himself what was right and wrong. This 
fundamentally critical attitude contributed greatly to his criticism of modern revisionism. In our 
hearts we feel deeply connected with the character of Bill Bland. However, we have seriously 
studied his writings and have come to the conclusion that he made a number of serious mistakes, 
which are more from his sources themselves than from studying them. Bill Bland, after all, had 
taken the standpoint of objectively examining contradictory points of view without prejudice, 
whether they were right or wrong.

It is sometimes much harder to convince a revolutionary heart of an error than a revolutionary mind.
This also applies to our attitude towards Comrade Bill Bland. We had come to know Comrade Bill 



Bland in person as a lovable, warm, modest and upright internationalist comrade, who to our 
astonishment had met our aims and wishes to the greatest extent possible. And this attitude has not 
changed and will not change until today. Bill Bland seemed to us to be able to literally "read our 
Marxist-Leninist attitude from our faces", which we were very happy about at the time and, frankly,
it amazed us. We told him at that time that we would sincerely regret that we had made friends so 
late. In the jointly written communiqué of 1999, this document of the Marxist-Leninist World 
Movement, as it could be called at that time a groundbreaking ray of hope, there is neither 
something Trotskyite nor revisionist to be found, for it stands on the firm ground of Marxism-
Leninism. It is a principled document of historical importance for the Marxist-Leninist World
Movement, which we defend and which continues to serve as the basis and guidance for our 
revolutionary action.

At that time, there were only comradely expressed differences of opinion about the assessment of 
the KLA in Kosova, which consisted in the fact that Comrade Bill Bland unreservedly supported it, 
while the KPD/ML took a sympathetic, but rather critically distanced position towards certain 
nationalist and Maoist circles within the KLA. That was the only position where a compromise was 
sought and found. There was complete agreement on all other points which were of fundamental 
importance to us - such as our wish to push ahead with the building of the Comintern/ML and 
to express this unconditionally in the communiqué. Bill Bland was in favor of building the 
Comintern/ML. We measured the good relationship with Bill Bland not least by the fact that this 
communiqué came into being, but at that time we did not know his writings in detail. He gave us 
some to read and some others were published on the homepage of the Communist League and the 
ISML, in English of course. It was only with the Bill Bland texts translated into German by G. v. 
Scheven, which we published, that we became suspicious without seriously and critically dealing 
with them and seeing them in contradiction to the joint communiqué of 1999. We thus interpreted 
the attacks on us by Hari Kumar and the ISML as attacks against Comrade Bill Bland and defended 
him. Only later did we realize the contradiction that we could not defend Bill Bland without 
criticizing some of his theoretical theses and conclusions as errors. Basically, we were not allowed 
to defend Bill Bland's mistakes against the correct views of Bill Bland. We had to kneel 
ourselves into the matter, into the material that Bill Bland was dealing with. It was not that easy and
it took a lot of time and effort. But we think it was worth it for all of us, because the deeper we 
penetrated into the matter, the more clearly Bill Bland's weaknesses became apparent, the more we 
began to distance ourselves from his wrong positions, the more necessary it seemed to us to work 
out our own independent position against them. So we had to torment ourselves to distance 
ourselves from Bill Band's positions.

Whether Marx and Engels, Lenin, Stalin or Enver Hoxha, they all had a justified critical 
relationship to the Anglo-American physiognomy of Marxism. Its strength was the purely objective 
approach, a sober and effective working style. But it's had theoretical weaknesses. There was a lack 
of a clear line, a consistent demarcation from bourgeois influences. Anglo-American Marxism was 
never consistent, never penetrated enough into the depths. It was not able to recognize the 
dialectical connection of things. Above all, the Bolshevik character of partiality was weak. It was 
unsuitable to be a guide to action for the entire Marxist World Movement, and unfortunately 
nothing has changed in this respect until today, if one takes a closer look at the Anglo-American 
"Marxist-Leninists".

Stalin emphasized American efficiency as a special feature of Lenin's working style:

"American efficiency, on the other hand, is an anti-dote to 'revolutionary' Manilovism and 
fantastic scheme concocting. American efficiency is that indomitable force which neither 
knows nor recognises obstacles; which with its business-like perseverance brushes aside all 
obstacles;which continues at a task once started until it is finished, even if it is a minor task; 
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and without which serious constructive work is inconceivable.

"But American efficiency has every chance of degenerating into narrow and unprincipled 
practicalism if it is not combined with Russian revolutionary sweep

"(…) The combination of Russian revolutionary sweep with American efficiency is the essence
of Leninism in Party and state work." (Stalin: 'The Foundations of Leninism' in: 'Works', Volume
6; Moscow; 1953; p.195-196; English Edition).

It was Stalin who, after Lenin, masterfully applied Lenin's working style. There is no doubt 
that Stalin's working style is one of the foundations of Stalinism, we will learn from his 
working style, we will strive to acquire it, to master it. Today, we revolutionaries find global 
conditions to acquire a globalized, Stalinist style of work, a new World Bolshevik style of 
work, the world revolutionary style of work, which puts into practice the internationalist 
worldview of the proletariat, where not only Russian and American, but the most useful 
working styles of all countries of the whole world are united into a globalized style of work.

Drawing consistent demarcation lines and remaining elastic enough despite a principled attitude 
towards opportunism has always been a problem for the Anglo-American Marxist movement. There
is a broad spectrum of right opportunism on the one hand and plenty of sectarianism on the other 
hand, but this broad opportunistic spectrum was always opposed by a far too weak 
independent position of Marxism-Leninism. The Anglo-American comrades have never really 
succeeded in completely freeing themselves from bourgeois influence and in Bolshevizing 
themselves. In England and America, Marxism-Leninism, with laudable exceptions, has never 
really been emancipated. This can be documented historically - above all on the basis of the 
teachings of the classics of Marxism-Leninism. It should turn out that we too had our problems with
the Anglo-American literature on Marxism-Leninism and now only after nearly 10 years are trying 
to create clarity by dealing with the writings of Bill Bland more closely and unfortunately, not with 
all of them yet. The initial euphoria and hope was followed by disillusionment and distance. While 
studying his writings, we went through a period when we began to doubt Bill Bland, but we finally 
convinced ourselves that we could not let Bill Bland fall into the trap, that he could not be criticized
without defending his positive aspects. Although we think he had made mistakes, we do not want to
deny him his merits. But despite his merits, there were finally such serious mistakes that are not at 
all compatible with Marxism-Leninism and therefore had to be rejected by us absolutely. In our 
opinion it was a mistake of Bill Bland to get involved with people like Hari Kumar at all. Hari 
Kumar is a skillful neo-Trotskyite who has been able to subordinate disguised Trotskyism, that is, 
Trotskyism wrapped up in "Marxism-Leninism" to some Marxist-Leninists. He undoubtedly made 
use of Bill Bland's mistake. When we talk about Berianism here, it has been fostered in no small 
part by Bill Bland's misconception of the role of Beria, Malenkov, etc., but exploiting this 
misconception in the interest of the class enemy is something that others have done. In any case, we
cannot find any underhanded intention behind Bill Bland's misjudgment of Beria, as serious as it is 
for keeping the foundations of Stalinism clean and defending them, and we do not want to accuse 
him of a deliberate deception or the fulfillment of an intelligence mission. But mistakes are to be 
criticized as mistakes, whether they were made intentionally or unintentionally. With the defense of 
the Berianists, the picture with which Bill Bland tried to draw the defense of Stalin has a 
devastating effect on us. We cannot and do not want to make friends with the picture that Bill Bland
drew of Stalin. Let us summarize our position on Bill Bland as follows.

Bill Bland's criticism of revisionism is, in our view, altogether flawed and therefore must to be 
critically judged.

What are we as Stalinists to think of a "critique of revisionism" that starts from the 



outrageous thesis that "revisionist rule already existed in 1934"? In our eyes this is not a 
criticism of revisionism, but a retreat from revisionism, a simple capitulatory attitude towards
revisionism!

On the other hand, there is general agreement among us Stalinists that the dictatorship of the 
Soviet proletariat existed at least until the murder of Stalin, that is, until 1953, and not the 
"dictatorship of the bourgeoisie", because what else can such a "rule of the revisionists" be 
than "Stalinism" under the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie? We only recognize Stalinism 
under the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Whoever questions the axioms of Bolshevism, whoever slanders Stalinism, whoever falsifies 
the history of the Soviet Union over a period of two decades dismantles the real merits of 
Comrade Stalin in the struggle against revisionism and above all, underestimates the power of
Stalinism against revisionism. However, revisionism cannot be seriously defeated with such a 
self-disarmament. In general: confusing the dictatorship of the proletariat with the 
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie has, in our opinion, nothing to do with scientific analysis. Such 
a mistake is more than just a small trifle, it is not a trifling matter. And that is why it is our 
duty as Stalinists to contradict these "scientific" analyses of Bill Bland clearly, since they are a
staple for the Trotskyites to smuggle their old garbage under a new mask into the Marxist-
Leninist World Movement, which we have labelled "Berianism".

Any attempt to transform the crimes of Beria into "Marxist-Leninist" deeds by quoting Stalin
is grist for the mills of the Berianists, leads into the swamp of Berianism and inevitably meets 
with the resistance of us Stalinists.

But we would be making a mistake to condemn the writings of Bill Bland in bulk. Bill Bland's 
writings certainly contain certain merits, useful source material, collections of quotations, 
useful hints, etc., which have helped us in our own criticism of revisionism. Bill Bland's 
writings were and are instructive because not only did they help us to better distance 
ourselves from his false conclusions, but they also allowed us to consolidate our own point of 
view and develop new ideas. In this respect, and only in this respect, we recommend the study 
of his writings available to us, they are an enrichment for the further development of the anti-
revisionist struggle of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement.

We point out that one must not limit oneself, as Bill Bland did, to the gathering of source 
material, not even to factual material, but that a Marxist-Leninist must take care to analyze 
the gathered material theoretically and generalize it scientifically in order to prove the 
objective regularities of social development in the period of Stalinism and to draw conclusions
from it in the service of the current world revolutionary liberation struggle of the proletariat. 
This is precisely the weak point of Bill Bland.

This is the conclusion reached by the Comintern/ML with its investigations, which we have 
presented in detail, although not yet exhaustively, in the following. We must continue to study the 
writings of Bill Bland, we cannot draw a definitive conclusion here, his material is far too extensive
for that. Our assessment is also incorrect due to our own inadequate information. But 
remaining silent only for that reason cannot bring the Marxist-Leninist World Movement forward. 
We must finally speak our mind, even if we are aware of our weaknesses.

It is only now, not least on the basis of the writings of Bill Bland, that we ourselves are able to 
uncover the ideology of Berianism. So far we had only noticed tendencies like neo-Trotskyism and
neo-revisionism, which is the truth. As far as we know, we are the first and so far the only ones in 
the world to have   named the ideology and with it the concept of "Berianism" as such  . We 



therefore not only deal with what we think is wrong with Berianism, but also point out its class 
origin and social function in order to make it understand what Berianism really means in practice.

After all, we founded our Comintern/ML in the year 2000 in demarcation from the Canadian 
"Alliance ML" and the ISML. We raised Comrade Enver Hoxha to the rank of a 5th Classic of 
Marxism-Leninism in order to better defend Marxism-Leninism, to better defend Stalinism.

And in the past years we have tried to contribute to the defense of Marxism-Leninism, to its further 
development towards world revolution. Despite our tiny existence, we were endeavored to make 
our modest ideological contribution to strengthen the Marxist-Leninist World Movement, to show it
the way out of the crisis as best as we could. We have distinguished ourselves from ISML more and 
more sharply in the struggle, have seen our own way more and more clearly in front of our eyes, 
have worked out an independent world revolutionary, Marxist-Leninist position, although we 
had no idea about the existence of Berianism until now. Our theory has now become strong enough 
to attack and expose the ISML and its ideological haze as an anti-Marxist-Leninist current in the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement. We'll settle up with these people here now. We may have 
missed the mark at one time or another in the exposure of Berianism, but we certainly hit this 
hostile ideology hard. One cannot refute Marxism-Leninism, not even on the "ground of Marxism-
Leninism". We have already extracted this tooth for the modern revisionists. What is decisive here 
now is the detection of Berianism. The focus on the character of Beria unfortunately makes an 
overestimation of his historical role inevitable, for which we ask for understanding, because only 
with increased attention to his criminal deeds we will be able to recognize and smash the 
ideological danger of Berianism, we will overcome such mistakes of the first period of socialism 
and draw correct conclusions from the experiences of that time.

We say it openly and we will never take it back: Beria did not act from his own conviction, but 
was directed against Stalin by a foreign hand, by bourgeois ideology and its paid adepts. Beria
has been "convicted" of all sorts of bourgeois positions, whether from the positions of 
Khrushchev or other bourgeois positions (including, not least, the bourgeois position of 
today's Berianists themselves, namely that Beria was allegedly a "Marxist-Leninist"). There 
are also revisionist voices that criticize Beria as much as Khrushchev, in order to put 
themselves in an anti-revisionist light (see the "red channel" English-language article: "The 
Careerist-Revisionist Beria"). All of this has led us on the wrong track. There is only one 
Marxist-Leninist standpoint to lift the veil which the Berianists try to hide behind after 
Beria's death - this is the Marxist-Leninist standpoint of the 5 classics Marx, Engels, Lenin, 
Stalin and Enver Hoxha. Only now have we begun to realize what a dangerous opponent 
Stalin must have faced in his immediate vicinity. With our criticism of Beria we have 
recognized Stalin's titanic Marxist-Leninist greatness even better.

Accusing Beria of his crimes is not difficult. Others before us have done the same. That is not 
what we are concerned with alone, we are concerned with Berianism, with its ideological 
roots. If Berianism is not destroyed, then the misbelief about this alleged "Marxist-Leninist" 
will continue to haunt unhindered. Indeed, by constantly fueling this misbelief, only more 
comrades will be "moved" to instinctively protect him from his Khrushchevite accusations. 
The fact that we are protecting Stalin from the Khrushchevites, that Khrushchev had Beria 
shot and that we would therefore involuntarily also protect Beria (namely without putting 
Beria under the magnifying glass!!), is exactly what the Berianists are speculating on, namely 
that they know about us very well: The Stalinists are defending Stalin against the dirty 
slingshots of bourgeois propaganda. And so the Berianists then set themselves the task of 
making the "Marxist-Leninist" Beria a cuckoo's egg in the nest of us Stalinists. The Berianists
are pursuing the goal that the enemy, hidden in a Marxist-Leninist eggshell, will throw us out 
of our own nest as soon as we have fed and strengthened him enough. Berianism is therefore a



parasitic ideology, which one has tried to implant in Stalinism in order to destroy its further 
development from within. To overcome Berianism as an ideology is therefore much more 
difficult, much more complicated, but all the more necessary and effective than to content 
oneself with criticism of the character of Beria. If we fail to plough the ground of the Berianist
ideology deeply and thoroughly, new Berianists will always grow out of the earth, who will be 
nurtured and cared for by us Marxist-Leninists "in good faith", but as a result, the growth of 
Marxism-Leninism, which is close to our hearts, will no longer get a chance. We still have only
ourselves to blame if we suddenly find ourselves in the hands of the class enemy. We didn't do 
that favor for Mao either with his slogan, "Let a thousand flowers bloom!" We are tearing the
roots out of Berianism, which has surrounded itself with its "aura of closeness to Stalin", to 
throw it onto the dustbin of history.

Concealing the truth and distracting from it by covering up traces, by setting up false tracks 
was the method of the secret service chief Beria, which the Berianists copied from him. But 
you cannot outwit Marxism-Leninism, you cannot manipulate it arbitrarily or even treat it as 
secret. Stalin also got to the bottom of Beria, but by then it was already too late. Marxism-
Leninism is not there to cover the traces of our opponents, but to uncover them! One can try 
to brainwash the Marxist-Leninists, but one cannot brainwash Marxism-Leninism itself. And 
with that the whole "glory" of Berianism ends, which makes the Berianists all the more angry.
One cannot put Marxism-Leninism behind social-fascist bars and draw confessions from it, 
nor can one undertake a purge against Marxism-Leninism. The truth cannot be forbidden, 
cannot be purged away, it is indestructible, immortal. Marxism-Leninism is always directed 
against those who have to abuse it in order to fight against world communism and for the 
liberation of the world proletariat. We of the Comintern/ML have the courage to openly 
appear as accusers and to take full responsibility for such an accusation against Beria and 
Berianism in front of the whole Marxist-Leninist World Movement, in front of the whole 
world proletariat! This is in every respect a serious step for us, but the only principled, 
revolutionary way. But lies about Beria are cheap; loss of principles cost nothing. Let the 
Berianists with their unprincipled attitude go quietly under. But we do not allow anyone to 
hide behind Stalin's back with his lies and to attack us from there with the mask of "Stalin"!

We try to learn from our mistakes with criticism and self-criticism. It is never too late to learn from 
your mistakes. However, the criticism is completely justified why it took us so long to do so, 
especially since we see ourselves as loyal Stalinists. We hope to overcome our criminally neglected 
Marxist-Leninist vigilance with this long overdue step. We sincerely hope that all other comrades 
may learn from our mistakes, becoming fully aware of the deadly difference between true loyalty 
and hypocritical "loyalty" to Stalin, to expose this difference and to condemn the 
masterminds behind the cover-up of this difference. And, dear comrades, this applies not only to 
Stalin but to all our beloved leaders of the communist world movement, this applies to the entire 
worldview of the world proletariat and this also applies to Comrade Enver Hoxha. There are 
countless examples of Berianism. Hypocritical "loyalty" is one thing, open betrayal and open 
treason is another thing. Both go hand in hand, but one is much more difficult to see through than 
the other. We owe it to Stalin to clarify this, and we are honestly glad and relieved that we were 
finally able to free ourselves from the clutches of these ideologues, that we were able to free Stalin 
a little bit from the betrayal of Berianism and thus drew a little closer to him. With the fight against 
Berianism, after 40 years of fighting for Stalinism, we have honestly earned our proud name as 
Stalinists.

Without Beria the Khrushchevites would probably have "not so easily" come to power. Beria 
has opened the way for them. Until his death, Beria was the greatest and most brutal anti-
Stalinist of the USSR. The Berianism of today has followed in his anti-Stalinist footsteps. 
Defending Stalin, therefore, means for us: not to stop with the fight against the 



Khrushchevites, but to continue our fight against Berianism. The fight against modern 
revisionism does not exclude the fight against the pioneering role of Berianism, but 
presupposes it. How else can one really fight revisionism if one turns one's attention only to 
the one hand which Beria was shot by the Khrushchevites with and does not notice what the 
other hand of the Khrushchevites was doing, which in fact was protectively covering 
Berianism which had been left alive. The Khrushchevites could not convince the sly fox Beria 
to share his plunder. They flayed him alive, for they could camouflage themselves much better
with it than with their own lousy skin. The principle behind it was revealed by Lenin at the 
time. Or rather, Lenin had slapped counter-revolutionary spies on the fingers. They pointed 
out from their sewing box that it was tactically unwise to completely smash the Marxist 
organization because it would have to be re-invented in order to rebuild it. It is more 
advantageous to maintain a Marxist organization, because this way you can continue to 
control and direct it from within without anyone's suspicion. This is how the Berianists 
worked in our ranks.

Why does Berianism try to keep its hypocritical "loyalty" to Stalin alive beyond his death as 
"honest" loyalty? In order to make them sublime to the faithful Marxist-Leninists, in order to
repeat to us the vile example set for Stalin. Whoever, like the Berianists, makes the murderer 
of Stalin a "Marxist-Leninist loyal to Stalin" makes himself an enemy of Stalin, makes himself
an anti-Stalinist accomplice of revisionism, is a pathetic lackey of world imperialism. Whoever
defends Beria, stands against Stalin. Whoever defends Beria stands against Stalinism. 
Whoever stands against Stalinism has no place in the Marxist-Leninist World Movement and 
belongs on the other side of the barricade, stands in the enemy camp which we are destroying.

The Berianists have quite cleverly taken advantage of our Marxist-Leninist hatred of 
Khrushchevites, they have sailed under our flag, not so that we would clean the halo of their 
Beria, but so that we would help them to replace Marxism-Leninism with Berianism, 
naturally in the name of "Marxism-Leninism". We did not do the Berianism this favor, we put
them in the pillory of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement, the only place where they 
belong.

Comrade Enver Hoxha rehabilitated the Marxist-Leninist World Movement in the struggle 
against the Titoites, against the Khrushchevites, against the Maoists, against the 
Euro"communists", against modern revisionism and has lifted it to a higher level.

The Comintern/ML will rehabilitate the Marxist-Leninist World Movement in the struggle
against the Berianists, against the neo-Trotskyites, against neo-revisionism and will raise it to

a higher level in the spirit of Enver Hoxha!

The struggle to rehabilitate the Marxist-Leninist World Movement will continue
permanently!

The Marxist-Leninist World Movement is stronger than all its enemies combined!

"We regard the ideological struggle against modern revisionism as an inseparable component
part of the struggle for the construction and defence of socialism in Albania, for the triumph
of the freedom of the peoples and the revolution everywhere in the world." (Hoxha: 'Report to

the 6th Congress of the PLA' in: 'Selected Works'; Tirana; 1982; p.746; English Edition).

With the shooting of Beria, the Khrushchevites could conveniently bury all of their own 
crimes against the proletariat in his grave. But eliminating of Beria does not mean that his 
ideology, the spirit of Berianism is eliminated! Berianism, however, has remained for the 



modern revisionists as a sure signpost for the restoration of capitalism, as a reserve invisibility
cloak in the struggle against Marxism-Leninism. With the help of the Khrushchevites, 
Berianism was able to live on to disorientate us Stalinists, even 17 years after the final 
withdrawal from the Soviet Union! This is a really dangerous sham maneuver of the Soviet 
revisionists and everything else but a "diminution" of the crimes of the Khrushchevites 
against Stalin and the communist world movement. The "arguments" of Khrushchev against 
Stalin are without doubt of the same nature as the "arguments" of the Berianists against us 
Marxist-Leninists, only that some keep their "arguments" hidden behind the fig leaf of 
"Leninism" and others their "arguments" behind the fig leaf of "Stalinism" ! Khrushchev 
was able to cut Beria's head off, but Berianism cannot be defeated by the modern revisionists 
themselves, but only by us Marxist-Leninists! Revisionism can never be defeated by 
revisionists, no matter how much they claim their "anti-revisionism" and try to defame us as 
"sectarians" and "dogmatists"! The real sectarians and dogmatists are the Berianists 
themsleves! Their only mistake is that they conclude from themselves to others.

Khrushchev was only one of the heads of the "Hydra" of Beria! If one rejects his revisionist 
ideology, new heads will grow back for the Hydra. In this respect, the head of Beria cut off by 
Khrushchev did not really mean the death of the Hydra, but on the contrary, the Hydra 
created for itself the best camouflage that could exist to continue its revisionist evil 
unrecognized and unharmed until today! "Let the Marxist-Leninists calmly believe that the 
Hydra is finished, let them cut off the head of Khrushchevism, modern revisionism will 
survive thanks to Berianism".The Berianists certainly believed that, until we met them!

Do you remember, comrades? Stalin's "Short Course" ended with a metaphor from Greek 
mythology, that the Bolsheviks are invincible if they remain connected to the masses, like Antaeus 
to Mother Earth. What did Beria do? He ambushed Stalin. And in a weak moment he murdered him.
With this he made the Soviet country, the Party, the state, the army, the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, the world proletariat leaderless and opened the way for the subjugation of socialism to 
capitalism. Beria reached for the key of invincibility of the Bolshevik leadership and the Hydra 
shouted: "I did him in! I have saved all of you!" (Beria, May 1st, 1953).

We are referring to Stalin's daughter Svetlana, whom aptly called Beria the Hydra, and with this 
metaphor we want to follow Stalin's journey into Greek mythology with     how Hercules killed the 
Hydra:

Hercules shot burning arrows into their cave to lure her out. Angrily hissing, she shot at him, but he 
grabbed her and clasped her with an iron grip below her nine-fold throat. She wrapped her huge 
body around him, but Hercules did not give in. He then took the sickle he had in his belt and cut off 
her head one by one, but two heads always grew back for every head. With a torch, Heracles [his 
Greek name] burned out stump after stump before another head could shoot out. With one fist he 
held the beast. In the end, only the ninth head remained, the middle one, which he also cut off, but it
lived on and jumped at him again and again. But he grabbed it and buried it in a deep hole in the 
ground, which he rolled a heavy rock over. Underneath it now rumbled the head, but the stone was 
too heavy. He cut the body of the snake into pieces and dipped his arrows into her poisonous blood. 
The puncture wounds were incurable. What does that tell us Stalinists?

The world proletariat must, like Hercules, shoot the burning arrows of anti-Berianism into the caves
of the Berianists to draw out the snake of treason. In doing so, it must not be afraid to shoot through
all the masks of "Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and Enver Hoxha" behind which they hide all their 
heads for our deterrence and for their protection. The world proletariat must neither hesitate nor 
tremble like a hare in front of the snake! The world proletariat must take all traitors in the whole 
world by the throat and must not let any of them go. The sickle symbolizes the poor peasants with 



whose help the workers must cut off the ideological head of the traitors. The torch symbolizes 
Marxism-Leninism. Thus, the ideology of betrayal must be burned out with stump and torch before 
it can grow back. The laboring masses, the peoples of the world, the world proletariat is merging 
into one huge rock which the ninth head, the centrist head of the Hydra is buried under. But the 
world proletariat uses the poisonous blood of the traitors to incurably poison the counter-revolution 
itself.

Within the destruction of the global betrayal of communism lies the key of the invincibility of 
World Bolshevism. The traitors to communism are the paid agents of world imperialism! And 
among its ideological scribblers and lackeys are the Berianists!

"De-Stalinization" begins with the prevention of disclosure, with the concealment of the 
complete documents and writings of Stalin. We ask you, comrades: Who had access to them? 
Who was responsible for the Soviet archives? Who supervised them? Who could manipulate 
or destroy them? Who could falsify or make Stalin's documents disappear? Who could make 
the crimes against Stalin, against the Russian people, against the people of the Soviet Union 
disappear? Who could cover his own tracks? Who supervised the amnesties and 
rehabilitations after Stalin's death? Only a minister who was in charge of the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs and all the secret services could do that, only Beria could do that! And not 
only could he do it, but he did it and exactly on the same day when Stalin was dying! And the 
"Beria File" itself? Even up to Gorbachev the "Beria File" remained allegedly "untraceable" 
(?!). The secret of the Berianists is still carefully guarded by the former KGB. By whom? By 
still active Berianists! The mysterious spirit of Beria is still omnipresent in today's Russian 
state. Even bourgeois historians complain about the incomplete and sparse publication of 
documents from the archives. Who decides what may be published and what may not? 
Explosive historical facts are still kept strictly under lock and key. Historical documents were 
exposed to the sea of flames in Moscow! Who are the arsonists? What have they got to hide?

Why is the speech of Stalin's secretary Poskrebyshev at the XIX Party Conference nowhere to
be found?! It is said to have spoken about vigilance and the role of the USA in the fight 
against Bolshevism. It was probably written by Stalin, or at least under his guidance. Was it 
suppressed by the revisionists?

It is time, comrades, that the world learns the entire truth about Beria's worldwide counter-
revolutionary network! The truth about Beria is one of the many keys to the truth about 
Stalin! The world proletariat wants to know the truth, nothing but the full, the pure, the 
whole truth! Has there ever been a Berianist who would have fought for the dissemination of 
the works of Stalin, for the disclosure of the documents of Stalin? No, there is not and there 
will never be. They are content to "reprocess" Stalin on the basis of the material disclosed (not
by them, but by bourgeois historians), in order to fish in the mud! We Stalinists, through 
painstaking labor, distributed the works of Stalin after the betrayal of the modern revisionists 
and they do have their good reasons to hate us!

Comrades, millions of "documents" from the archives of the Soviet Union have now supposedly 
been "revealed". Millions of bourgeois judgements and comments have been written about them. A 
mess of disinformation. The world proletariat and we communists have only one tiny question: If so
much has been revealed, why are there no documents from Stalin? Why are the missing writings of 
Stalin, still under lock and key or "lost", 55 years (!!!) after his death? Why is it necessary to fight 
an unyielding, tough battle for every single document of Stalin's? Who is interested in not finally 
releasing the works of Stalin completely to the whole world? If that is not censorship, then what is? 
Is the public not allowed to form its own opinion about Stalin's writings? Does the public need the 
"help" of historical "experts" to understand what Stalin said, wrote and meant? Or are we afraid that



all the myths of anti-Stalinism would collapse like a house of cards if we let Stalin speak for 
himself? These are all legitimate questions, right? Is there a greater scandal in bourgeois historical 
"science", a scandal of the world domination of capital, than the secrecy of the complete writings of
Stalin? This secrecy alone is damaging to our communist cause in the eyes of the proletariat. 
Without the complete publication of all the works of Stalin, we cannot fully defend Stalin, he 
cannot fully defend himself!

The first demand that we Stalinists must make and fulfill is the complete release of all documents 
not only "about" Stalin, but first and foremost the release of every utterance that come from his 
own mouth and from his own hand. By his own statements, by his own writings, one should be
able to measure and judge Stalin. As long as this demand is not completely fulfilled, a huge 
stigma will remain on bourgeois "science", which they themselves have stuck the label of 
unbelief and insincerity on all their "scientific" works about Stalin with. They carry out the 
lackey services of their clients and they remain in the background. And the "scientific" 
lackeys of capital will never be able to wash away this shame, this scandal.

The other thing is that here before and after Stalin's death we can only, and incorrectly, write 
an important reason why Stalin is censored in gaps. In any case, the lack of Stalin's 
documents means that a lot of further corrections and revisions of our own views are 
inevitable. All the more disconcerting is the fact that within the camp of Marxist-Leninists there are
only a few in the world, apart from us from the Comintern/ML and the KPD/ML of Comrade Ernst 
Aust, who have made this fundamental demand of releasing the documents at all. For 40 years our 
comrades have made a sincere effort to publish the works of Stalin (we have already published 
volumes 1-17 in German!!) and today we are doing everything possible to collect and publish 
missing documents.

Let us take the legendary Plenum of the CC of the CPSU after the 19th Party Congress in 
October 1952, where Stalin spent many hours passionately announcing an important political 
statement (probably his most important ever!!). It dealt with the fateful questions of the future of the
USSR and communism. He expressed his opinion about the future of communism after his death in 
it. Stalin did not mince his words in his indiscriminate criticism of all members of the 
Presidium. His criticism in front of the ears of the audience was so devastating for them that they 
froze and fell silent. They could not prevent Stalin's criticism of the restoration of capitalism at the 
19th Party Congress, because he had surprised them with it only the day before so they prevented 
the announcement of his campaign against the restoration of capitalism in the USSR in order to 
hush up its world-historical significance for communism. What insolence! Let us remember how the
entire anti-Bolshevik world pointed its dirty finger at Stalin with Lenin's alleged "Testament"! 
What a cowardly gang of criminals, who sank Stalin's farewell political speech into his grave! 
Betrayal all along the line, betrayal to the inauguration of the 4th Classic of Marxism-Leninism, and
betrayal of him on the day of the announcement of his resignation! Betrayal, betrayal, betrayal! 
Give Stalin back his political farewell speech!! Give it back!!! It doesn't belong to you traitors 
to communism! It belongs to all people in the world, whose liberation Stalin fought for and 
whose liberation we continue to fight for!!! Fight until Stalin's works are finally and 
completely published!!!!

It is easy to understand the fact that during this historical period, before and after Stalin's death, 
relatively little genuinely Marxist-Leninist literature has come into the public domain that can be 
based on authentic documents of Stalin, especially against the background of today's events in the 
Caucasus in our case... and there has been torrential flood of anti-communist, "scientific", "well-
founded" "document research" after 1991. It is also a fact that this Marxist-Leninist literature has 
not even come to uniform and consistent conclusions, that rather the most diverse, even 
contradictory standpoints and opinions have come out, enriched with newly documented 



"revelations" and some half-truths, and then vigorously mixed with old as well as new anti-Stalinist 
ideas in order to confuse the Marxist-Leninists with them, just as the Berianists do. The great 
Sisyphean task remains for us to separate the wheat from the chaff. All in all, the world 
bourgeoisie is stirring up its seething cauldron full of eclectic, tough, masses of revisionist lava, 
which is pouring over the Marxist-Leninist World Movement in order to concrete in the real 
communist, our own (!) documents about our history after the cooling process, to make them 
forever inaccessible for the world proletariat.

The text we present here is proof enough that we are aware that the world proletariat is still far from
having completely freed itself from the influence of modern revisionism, Trotskyism and other anti-
Stalin influences, as in the case of Berianism, that the struggle against modern revisionism is still an
international class struggle to the death, that must be fought and won laboriously and resolutely, and
that even then it must continue for decades. But the dialectics of anti-communist counter-
revolution was built on the dormant volcanoes of world revolution, which are erupting all the 
more violently the more one tries to prevent their eruption. After decades, the volcano of the 
October Revolution had just been brought under control by the global counter-revolutionary fire 
brigade with the help of the revisionist extinguishing agent, at least that is what the counter-
revolution hoped for. But with the most sophisticated control of the laws of the counter-revolution, 
the laws of the revolution cannot be overruled. On the contrary: under a global counter-revolution, 
the October Revolution must turn into a global world revolution so revolutionary volcanoes will 
erupt all over the world and the counter-revolution will be buried under its hot lava. This is the 
dialectics of world communism! The counter-revolution has also tried to cover the truth about 
Stalin with lies, with this result: the volcano of Stalinism is now erupting globally and it will 
bury anti-Stalinism under its enormous lava mass!

Whoever refuses to speak of Stalinism, of Stalinists, should do so. Here you are. It's up to you. 
But we comrades from the Comintern/ML despise this attitude as capitulatory to the anti-
Stalinism of the bourgeoisie. If you don't want to call yourself Stalinist, why do you call 
yourself Marxist? That is inconsistent. The bourgeoisie "defames" us too, don't they? If you 
defend Marx, you are a Marxist, and if you defend Stalin, you are not a Stalinist? How can 
one make such a meaningless "difference" plausible to anyone? It's ridiculous.

Without Marx there would be no anti-Marxism and without Stalin there would be no anti-
Stalinism. How can one profess Marxism, but conceal or even deny the commitment to 
Stalinism? Where might the comrades get their stomach aches from, if they do not dare to 
publicly confess themselves to be Stalinists? They may calmly and self-critically think about 
it! We communists call ourselves Stalinists just as we call ourselves Marxists, Leninists or 
Hoxhaists, because we despise hiding our connection with all the classics of Marxism-
Leninism (also see Communist Manifesto of Marx and Engels).

The concept of "Stalinism" was discredited by the bourgeoisie and served the hateful anti-
communist and revisionist propaganda, but it did not catch on historically and could not do so 
either with "Marxism" or "Leninism". Even in Stalin's time, comrades considered themselves 
Stalinists not only in the Soviet Union but all over the world, the name Stalinist was a name of 
honor, and it will remain so, also and especially under the pressure of anti-Stalinist agitation.

Especially with the struggle against modern revisionism, a new Marxist-Leninist World 
Movement emerged, which was mainly based on the teachings of Stalin and understood them 
as independent teachings of the 4th Classic of Marxism-Leninism. The teachings of the "4 
Heads" were finally the teachings from which the Marxist-Leninists ideologically distinguished 
themselves from all other bourgeois currents within the communist movement. With the 4 Heads, 
the Marxist-Leninist World Movement led by Comrade Enver Hoxha led the struggle against 



modern revisionism. With the defense of Stalin we defended Marxism-Leninism against 
modern revisionism. Stalin is and remains a touchstone, a demarcation line. One must defend 
Stalin as the 4th Classic of Marxism-Leninism, otherwise one cannot defend Stalin. Just as we 
do not have to be ashamed but can be proud to call ourselves Marxist-Leninists, we do not have to 
be ashamed as Stalinists and we can be rightly proud to bear this name. But only those who fight 
for Stalinism in words and deeds may rightfully call themselves Stalinists, only those who 
fight for Hoxhaism in words and deeds may rightfully call themselves Hoxhaists, and only 
those who fight for Marxism-Leninism in words and deeds may rightfully call themselves 
Marxist-Leninists. All of this is actually self-evident. The concepts of Leninism, Stalinism and 
Hoxhaism are essentially identical with the concept of the further development of the teachings 
of Marxism. One cannot speak of Marxism-Leninism and avoid Stalinism! These are all 
concepts which have shaped and will continue to shape the development and further development of
the communist worldview, the communist world movement, in the historical course of the class 
struggle against capitalism (for more information on the topic of "Classics of Marxism-Leninism" 
see our German-language article: "Enver Hoxha, the 5th Classic of Marxism-Leninism").

In irreconcilable demarcation to this, all other concepts like Maoism, Trotskyism, etc., are merely 
bourgeois ideologies which served and will continue to serve to adapt the communist worldview to 
the bourgeois worldview, the communist world movement to the bourgeois world movement, to 
assimilate it and once it has come into the hands of the class opponent, to direct it against the 
communist worldview, against the world proletariat and its revolution.

The head of Mao Zedong was banned from the series of classics of Marxism-Leninism by Enver 
Hoxha. For this alone, Enver Hoxha would have belonged to the banner of the Marxist-Leninist 
World Movement as the Ffifth Head at that time. Since his death another 15 years had to pass until 
the Comintern/ML replaced the 4-headed banner of the Hoxhaist World Movement by the 5-headed 
banner in 2000 and the struggle for the 5 Heads has still not been finally decided upon within the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement ten years later, it must be victoriously finished. And as long as 
"Hoxhaists" walk around with the "4 Heads" banner, this struggle can never be finished. Without 
the 5-headed banner, the Marxist-Leninist World Movement was quite "headless" after the death of 
Comrade Enver Hoxha, but under the 4-headed banner, many revisionists were able to save 
themselves, who, with the collapse of the revisionist Soviet Union, were looking for a "new home" 
where they could go into hiding. Since the foundation of the Comintern/ML in 2000, "Hoxhaists" 
who have reconciled with neo-revisionists have no place in the Marxist-Leninist Movement (anti-
revisionism in words only is revisionism in deeds).

Just as Beria cut off the 4th Head in 1953, the Berianists today refuse to recognize the 5th 
head, putting themselves on the same level with the opportunists in the Marxist-Leninist 
World Movement who do not want to part with their 4-headed banner. Today all opportunists 
in the Hoxhaist World Movement and the opportunists who continue to do their mischief with
the 3-headed banner are united in not recognizing Enver Hoxha as the 5th Classic of 
Marxism-Leninism. The Hoxhaist World Movement will be united only from the moment it 
recognizes Enver Hoxha as the 5th Classic of Marxism-Leninism in word and deed, when it 
defends and carries the 5-headed banner of the Comintern/ML and gives a proper rebuff to 
the sham organizations which are sprouting everywhere like mushrooms and which try to 
take the 5-headed banner of the Comintern/ML and to fight against the Comintern/ML. The 
5-headed banner was raised by the Comintern/ML in 2000 and nobody will be able to snatch 
it from its hands, to doubt or to undo this historical act! We were the first to raise the 5-
headed banner in the year 2000 and nobody else.

Comrades, we did not leave the concept of "Marxism" to anti-communism, why should we change 
the concept of "Stalinism"? Why should we do that? Just as we are not afraid to show the flag in 
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front of the workers as communists, we do it as Stalinists. How are we to explain the teachings of 
Stalin to the workers if, on the one hand, we allow the concept of "Marxism" but, on the other hand,
we distance ourselves from the concept of "Stalinism"? The worker would have this justified 
suspicion: "The communists think that everything is alright with Marxism, but with Stalinism they 
seem to have certain doubts and reservations so Stalinism cannot be right, Stalinism is not to be 
trusted, one must be careful with it.

Just as a true Marxist cannot distance himself from Leninism, he cannot possibly distance himself 
from Stalinism or Hoxhaism. The teachings of the classics build on each other, form a 
dialectical unity and must not be divided, set against each other or equated. Only together 
their teachings guarantee the victory of the world proletariat over capitalism, one can speak 
of the teachings of Marxism-Leninism at all.

Defending Marxism-Leninism cannot mean copying it from its original stage of development at the 
time of Marx and Lenin to the present conditions. Marxism would have died long ago if it had not 
been further developed by Lenin, Stalin and Enver Hoxha. So what does it mean to defend its 
further development with Marxism-Leninism? It means defending Stalinism. Whoever refuses to
defend Stalinism, denies the further development of Leninism. Whoever refuses to defend the 
further development of Leninism, refuses to defend the further development of Marxism and thus 
denies Leninism. Whoever denies the further development of Marxism through the teachings of 
Lenin, Stalin and Enver Hoxha, denies Marxism at all. We Stalinists consider Stalinism to be a 
further development of Leninism, not just Leninism and its application by Stalin. The only point is
that we can only develop it ourselves, and we have neglected this for the benefit of the bourgeoisie.

Anti-Stalinism inevitably follows its inner logic and does so in a lawful way:

The weaker Stalinism develops, the weaker the position of Stalinism and the stronger the position of
anti-Stalinism. The further back the Stalin Era is, the more comfortably the bourgeoisie can let it 
"hsitorically rot", in its own words, to calm it down. But in the measure that it gets new 
nourishment with its further development, it is revived, and thus becomes a tangible, current, 
subjective factor for the revolution of the world proletariat, anti-Stalinism reaches the point where 
the further development of Stalinism becomes more dangerous for it than even Stalinism in its 
original state of development. At this point, anti-Stalinism shifts its main task to the struggle 
against the development of Stalinism, tries to confront it with the original Stalinism in order to 
separate and divide its unity and to brand the development as "illegitimate". Above all, the 
bourgeoisie then tries to pick up the old banner of Stalinism in order to kill its further development. 
The bourgeoisie wants to erect a victor's monument to itself as a "champion for the liberation of 
Stalinism" from the weeds of the "theories of legitimacy" that overgrown it. The better the 
bourgeoisie is able to "defend" everything about Stalinism that hurts it the least, the greater the 
chance of misleading and deceiving its class opponent. This task is currently being taken over by 
the "anti-revisionist" revisionists.

And just as this anti-communist law is applied to Stalin, it has been applied to Marxism, to 
Leninism before and will be applied to Hoxhaism. We must be clear about what it means that Stalin 
had already finished working on the foundations and questions of Leninism shortly after Lenin's 
death, while today, 56 years after Stalin's death, we are still in the beginning with the foundations 
and questions of Stalinism. What we are trying to say is that the anti-Stalinist struggle - and we are 
only talking about the theoretical-ideological struggle here, is far from over, let alone won, which 
we can never repeat often enough.

We Stalinists, for example, are directed against those who turn Stalinism from an international 
proletarian doctrine into a product of specifically Russian conditions.



As Leninism defined Bolshevism as "a model of tactics for ALL", Stalinism built on that 
tactic. But it did not stop at the level of development of Bolshevism "in one country". At the 
first level, that is, the Leninist level of development, Bolshevism was based on a single 
Bolshevik party in power, the Party of Lenin and Stalin, while all other Communist parties of 
the Third International not in power were based on the same tactic. Stalinism transformed 
Bolshevism into a higher quality by equipping it with a base of a world socialist camp as a 
tactic, thus creating a much greater international development of Bolshevism as "a model of 
tactics for all". This new base of the Bolshevik World Camp enabled a number of communist 
parties to use this tactic like the Bolshevism in power. This is, of course, an enormous advance 
over the Comintern Era and thus a decisive step towards world Bolshevism in power. Between
the tactics of Bolshevism in general and the tactics of Bolshevism in power in particular, there 
is a dialectical relationship which Stalin was able to apply masterfully, and it is in this 
relationship that the whole essence of Stalinism is reflected. World Bolshevism in power is the 
form of Bolshevism in which "tactics for all" reaches its highest quality. It is only at this stage 
of development that Bolshevism has achieved its greatest effectiveness as a world proletarian 
tactic, which Stalin fought for and which he had striven for all his life.

Stalinism is the generalization of the experiences of the revolutionary movement of all 
countries under the conditions of the first world socialist camp.

You can twist and turn as you like. There is no way around the recognition of Stalinism as a 
further development of the international proletarian doctrine of Leninism.

And what did Comrade Bill Bland do? Of all things, he wrote an article about the negative 
concept of "Stalinism", but not to wrest the concept of Stalinism from the bourgeoisie, but to 
leave it to the bourgeoisie. Which side did he take in this? We did not come here to write an 
article about the negative concept of "Marxism" in order to leave this concept to the 
bourgeoisie. Where, please, is there a difference? The concept of "Marxism", just like the 
concept of "Stalinism", belongs to the world proletariat. There can be no doubt about this 
among us Stalinists. And whoever wants to spread the world proletariat's worldview, cannot 
even defend the concept of "Marxism", if he rejects the concept of "Stalinism" and at the 
same time, if he rejects "Stalinism" as a concept for one of the further developments of 
Marx's doctrine!

Since when is Marxism essentially a completed worldview ? Marx did not create Marxism to 
take it to his grave? They'd like that, wouldn't they?! If Marxism was not developable in its 
essence, it would have died long ago, and this is also true for Stalinism. If Stalinism is not 
developed further, it dies and all that would remain of it would be the anti-Stalinist aftertaste 
of the bourgeois smear campaigns. And you would like that too, you anti-Stalinists! We cannot
and do not want to set Bill Bland at this yardstick of the further development of Stalin's 
teachings, but by rejecting the term "Stalinism" he has certainly not covered himself with 
glory as a co-founder of the English Stalin Society. Marxism "as such" is not that strong, but 
in its further development is its real strength, because only this further development of 
Marxism can change the situation of the world proletariat fundamentally and therefore 
revolutionary. Stalinism is not that strong, but its further development is what constitutes its 
real strength. Every comrade has understood this and our class enemies know this very well. 
The world proletariat needs the further developed Stalinism NOW and TODAY to liberate 
itself. But it cannot dress him in his old, tight uniform for the present liberation struggle. The 
uniform of Stalinism has to be adapted to the size of the developed world proletariat and not 
vice versa with the size of the world proletariat to Stalinism (as it had still fitted perfectly in 
the Stalin Era).



We understand if comrades at some point express their resentment at having to constantly deal with 
the picking apart of Marxism-Leninism, that they are fed up with the quotation battles and prefer to 
take refuge in practical work. They form a certain image of Stalinism, which they have acquired 
over the years, and now think that this is a sufficient basis "which must not be shaken any more". 
This is a sort of defiant behavior that is often observed among children, a sort of resistance not 
wanting to have at least the final shirt removed. Stalinism as the "final shirt" of the Stalinists? Well, 
let's keep in mind that sooner or later something like that must be faced: An involuntary retreat into 
dogmatic and sectarian fragments of Stalinism has dire consequences. Stalinism, as we know, is 
misused by the bourgeoisie as a retreat strategy to maintain its power, as we know it from the 
restoration of capitalism, from the revisionists. But Stalinism is the worldview of a class that 
ultimately wants to abolish class society and build communism and for that you cannot treat it like 
your "final shirt". With such a defeatist attitude, how can one be able to develop Stalinism in the 
struggle against the revisionists? How did Stalin develop Leninism? Would he have been able to 
develop Leninism a single millimeter further without his fierce struggle against the Right and 
Trotskyite Bloc, without fighting quotation battles? Study the works of Stalin to convince yourself 
of the exact opposite. Quotation battles and "quotation battles" are thus far from being the 
same thing. It essentially depends on whether they are fought by Stalinists or by their opponents, 
what political intention is pursued, which class they serve and which class they harm, etc. 
Admittedly, most of all the quotation battles fought were certainly avoidable, each serious "detail 
work" is a hundred times more valuable, but it is, firstly, undoubtedly inevitable to get along 
without quotation battles at all and secondly, extremely stupid or anarchistic without wanting to get 
by and thirdly, it is incredibly dangerous to justify their absolute renunciation with "Marxist" 
phrases. This too, by the way, is a tenet of Stalinism in its struggle to defend Leninism.

Let us see how Bill Bland behaves in this regard. It is noticeable that in his writings one 
quotation after the other (whereby the predominance of bourgeois and revisionist quotations 
alone should give the unbiased reader something to think about) and his own conclusions and 
comments, on the other hand, are amazingly thin, and sometimes even exhaust themselves in a
single sentence. That is not the point, however. The point is that the position expressed in this 
final sentence causes our substantive displeasure, our ideological rejection indeed. Bill Bland 
avoids imposing his own opinion and lets the reader decide. At first glance, this looks engaging
and sympathetic. The reader has the impression of being informed by the presentation of 
different points of view and is grateful to the author for informative thought-provoking 
impulses to help him or her form his or her own opinion. But to be able to form one's own 
opinion more easily or to sweeten a wrong opinion with "objectivity", to have the author do 
the thinking for you, in order to easily take over this uncritically and unconsciously is a 
serious difference for us. In fact, a reader without Marxist-Leninist background knowledge is 
all too inclined to take this trustworthy "factual-scientific" presentation at face value and to 
buy it all too lightly, not to question it critically or not critically enough. But once the reader 
has struggled to critically work through what is presented and to think his way deeper and 
deeper into the uninterrupted series of quotations, especially to look at the authors of the 
sources under the magnifying glass, more and more questions remain open, it is very difficult 
to find out for oneself what is actually right and what is wrong. It is all too easy to interpret 
things "one way or the other". Making something interpretable one way or another is the tool 
of the opportunists, not the Stalinists. Stalin, as a Classic of Marxism-Leninism, is 
characterized by unsurpassed clarity and logic with which he disarmed all "so and so" 
opportunists.

There seems to be a "line" with Bill Bland, like a tunnel that you walk through by focusing on
the light at the end of the tunnel, which only seems to get brighter and brighter. But you have 
to overcome this tunnel vision for things that come out of the dark when you're not blinded. 



This means that one must examine all the previously hidden, newly revealed information 
within the prism of Marxism-Leninism, one must set to work to correctly evaluate and judge 
the "news". This can and must be expected from a serious Marxist-Leninist, because only 
after critical examination can one say with certainty what illuminates the truth and what 
darkens it in the "new, glaring light". Some readers may be satisfied with Bill Bland's 
collection of quotes, but are these really reliable sources he used? From whom does his 
information come? What does the author want to prove or disprove with this information? 
Studying the vast number of sources listed by Bill Bland and to critically question the people 
from whom these sources originate is indispensable for a Marxist-Leninist, but not for a lazy 
reader who is used to having everything chewed over. He is satisfied as it is. He is either too 
comfortable to use his own head or he has simply not learned otherwise. Comrades, this 
undoubtedly cannot be an attentive Marxist-Leninist reader. In the newspaper 
"Komsomolskaya Pravda" No. 12 of January 15th, 1939, Yaroslavsky writes why Stalin 
"directly treats with contempt those comrades who are too lazy to deal with theory, who are 
afraid to think theoretically boldly and to raise new questions that show cowardice in 
thinking. If you dedicate your life to the struggle of the workers for their liberation, you must 
struggle all your life for the domination of Marxism-Leninism, you must make it accessible to 
the working class, as Stalin did, but not parrot everything uncritically."

And indeed, the whole movement seems to be infected by the disease of reluctance to deal with 
something that has been "chewed through a hundred times". This has led to a vulgarization of 
Marxism-Leninism. And let us calmly remain with the reproach of "chewed through" Marxism-
Leninism: The vulgarization of Marxism-Leninism starts where one stops chewing. And where one 
stops chewing, one only begins to swallow down until one can only choke down single, bite-sized 
pieces and finally goes over to letting oneself be presented with pre-chewed porridge, because only 
porridge can be swallowed without chewing. This pre-chewed porridge is exactly the disease of 
today's Marxist-Leninist World Movement, one can even speak of a chronic suffering. Let us listen 
to the great words which Karl Marx described the timeless struggle for scientificity with:

"There is no royal road to learning, and the only people with any chance of scaling its sunlit 
peaks are those who have no fear of weariness when ascending the precipitous paths that lead 
up to them." (Marx: 'Capital' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 35; London; 1996; p.23; English 
Edition).

Instead, the movement today prefers to let itself be dragged along by the events of the day rather 
than to seriously tackle the theoretical work, without which there can be no world revolutionary 
movement. Is it any wonder that the movement suffers from its spontaneism, that it detaches the 
"communism debate" or the "socialism" questions as "special" questions from the entire activity of 
the communists, makes them independent, alienates them and dismisses them as annoying 
"fundamental debates - burdens" and puts them far away from the class struggle into a drawer, 
which one opens and closes at one or the other opportunity (when it is once again too late!)

The essence of (living) Marxism-Leninism (and dead Marxism-Leninism is dogmatism) is never to 
regard it as a dogma for eternal times, to regard it as a finished and completed doctrine, to take it as 
a pre-chewed mush. The revolutionary spirit of Marxism-Leninism precisely consists in the fact that
it is capable of development to meet the changed conditions, the present conditions of globalization.
The classics can no longer provide the right answers to this, we Marxist-Leninists must do this 
ourselves today. We must literally "bite through" ourselves. Hoxhaism is the highest stage in the 
development of Marxism so far, but it is far from being its final stage. This is what our opponents 
would like. It is a characteristic feature of Marxism that a final stage, a closure and finality of its 
development is foreign to it. Under the conditions of globalization, Hoxhaism alone will not get us 
very far either. We Marxist-Leninists are called upon to develop Marxism-Leninism independently 



on the basis of the teachings of the 5 Classics and to defend our own development against our 
opponents. Let us recall Enver Hoxha's thesis, which he put forward at the 7th Congress of the 
PLA, that "the question of the revolution and people's liberation is not just an aspiration but a 
problem presented for solution!" We believe that it is completely in line with Hoxhaism to deal 
with the foundations of Stalinism, as it is an indispensable compass for the practical solution of 
world socialism. But with the fundamentals of Stalinism, alone and on its own, we will not be able 
to completely solve the problems of globalized socialism, we must develop Marxism-Leninism 
itself for this new task. This was no different with Marxism than Lenin and Stalin had to solve the 
problem of socialism "in one country". Without the further development of Marxism, without 
Leninism, without Stalinism, this problem, which at that time had to be solved, would never have 
been mastered.

When Trotsky began to use the insult word "Stalinism," he was only slapping himself in the face 
with it, he was only differentiating himself from Marxism-Leninism. We are not Trotskyites and 
therefore have no reason to separate ourselves from Stalinism. Conversely, we distinguish ourselves
from the opponents of Marxism-Leninism by separating them from Stalinism. One cannot fight 
against Marxism with anything, but only with Marxism. You can fight anti-Leninism only 
with Leninism. You can't fight anti-Stalinism with Marx, Engels and Lenin alone. You must 
fight it with the teachings of Stalin. This all sounds like a play on words, but in reality this is a 
very principled and fundamental question which we Stalinists have to answer carefully here 
and which every comrade must make absolutely and absolutely clear. Not to reduce or even 
reject our proletarian cause just because our opponent has heaped dirt buckets on it, but to 
remove the dirt buckets and clean and develop our proletarian cause. That is the only correct, 
revolutionary attitude. Everything else is retreating from the class enemy, is a capitulatory 
attitude towards Stalinism, towards Marxism-Leninism, is the way into the opportunist 
swamp.

We have nothing against some comrades clashing with the concept of Stalinism, but defending
the teachings of Stalin. In contrast, we have something against such "comrades" who get 
upset about the concept of Stalinism only because they do not want to admit that they 
basically distance themselves from the content of Stalinism or question its independent 
existence as an inseparable part of Marxism-Leninism. The fact that Stalin was the best 
Leninist of all times is one thing, but reducing the meaning of Stalin to that, reducing the 
meaning of Stalinism, is another thing, is revisionist. Yes, it is not even enough to be satisfied 
with the mere abstract statement that Stalin (somehow) "developed" Leninism further. Much 
more important is this question: What does this further development actually consist of, what 
do we have to imagine concretely, what are the foundations of Stalinism? If one asks the 
comrades about the foundations of Stalinism, many of them embarrass themselves, because 
they always find out that they never get beyond the teachings of Leninism in all their answers.
Everything they attribute to Stalin has in fact already been developed by Lenin (for example: 
socialism " in one country"). So, with Leninism alone you really cannot scientifically explain 
Stalinism. A little more already belongs to this.

So what is a Marxist-Leninist, even a Stalinist worth, if they swear loudly to the teachings of 
the classics of Marxism-Leninism, but are not able to defend the teachings of Stalin against 
those who have reduced the teachings of Stalin to the teachings of Lenin in a revisionist way? 
Who reduces Stalinism to revisionism is on no other way than fighting Stalinism with 
Leninism à la Khrushchev. It is impossible to fight either the Berianists or the 
Khrushchevites, against modern revisionism without the foundations of Stalinism. This is a 
yardstick by which Enver Hoxha measured the seriousness of anti-revisionists, below which 
the Maoists promptly fell. If Enver Hoxha had not based himself on the foundations of 
Stalinism, there would not have been a Socialist Albania, there would not have been a 



Hoxhaist World Movement. Only on the foundations of Stalinism the Hoxhaist World 
Movement could develop and will develop further. In essence, Hoxhaism is as Stalinist as 
Stalinism is Leninist and as Leninism is Marxist. But to only put between Leninism and 
Stalinism a line of equality, to recognize the identity of both, but to deny both characteristics, 
how they differ from each other at all, is just as inadmissible as it is to reduce Leninism to 
Marxism. We also dissociate ourselves from all comrades who want to reduce Hoxhaism to the
Marxist-Leninist teachings of the four preceding classics (we mean all 4-headed "Marxist-
Leninists"!). Like Stalinism, Hoxhaism = (same) Marxism-Leninism, but their characteristics 
are the successive development of Marxism-Leninism. Just as Leninism is the further 
development of Marxism and Stalinism is the further development of Leninism, Hoxhaism is 
the further development of Stalinism. Whoever does not understand this, has no idea of the 
meaning of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism and cannot lead the world proletariat to the 
victorious socialist revolution.

Just as Stalin worked out the foundations of Leninism, we have to complete the work of Enver
Hoxha and work out the foundations of Stalinism. You cannot defend Comrade Stalin if you 
do not defend his teachings, if you do not defend Stalinism. But to do so, one must first know 
what Stalinism is. The decisive thing is to understand, recognize and put into practice the 
essence of what constitutes this Leninist development towards Stalinism. One must be able to 
scientifically justify the further development of Leninism, must not only prove that the path of
Stalin was Leninist, but must also prove what actually distinguishes Stalinism as a further 
development of Leninism. Stalin was not content to describe Leninism as Marxist, but first of 
all he emphasized the special features of Leninism in comparison to Marxism and secondly he 
threw the outdated formulas of Marxism overboard. This is also the fate of Stalinism. As it 
happened to Marxism and Leninism, it happens to Stalinism and Hoxhaism. Principles of 
these teachings that are still valid are applied and other, outdated principles are thrown 
overboard or modified or recycled.

In the words of Stalin when he gave his lecture at Sverdlovsk University on the foundations of 
Leninism:

Expounding the foundations of Stalinism still does not mean expounding the basis of Stalin’s 
worldview. Stalin’s worldview and the foundations of Stalinism are not identical in scope. 
Stalin was a Leninist, and Leninism is, of course, the basis of his worldview. But from this it 
does not at all follow that an exposition of Stalinism ought to begin with an exposition of the 
foundations of Leninism. To expound Leninism means to expound the distinctive and new in 
the works of Stalin that Stalin contributed to the general treasury of Marxism-Leninism and 
that is naturally connected with his name. Only in this sense will the Comintern/ML speak in 
my lectures of the foundations of Stalinism. (Incidentally, what is said here must apply in the 
same way to Hoxhaism as soon as we publish our next text "On the Foundations of Hoxhaism").

We Stalinists must never allow our opponents to declare with impunity that the answers to the
questions of Stalinism are superfluous in order to present Stalinism as an unscientific doctrine
with the flimsy reason: "Stalinism does not really exist, it is only a symbol of the 
inflammatory propaganda of anti-communism." Their anti-Stalinism is the result of the 
struggle against our teachings of Stalinism, not the other way round!

The concept of Stalinism is therefore for us Marxist-Leninists, and we make no apology for 
constantly repeating ourselves, an important, indispensable scientific concept for the further 
development of Leninism of the time when Stalin lived and worked. This is anything but a 
question of taste or interpretation, it is not a subjective question (which only the character of 
Stalin is tied to), but Stalinism is the scientific expression of a certain stage of social 
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development of the ruling proletariat in the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution. If 
the teaching of Stalinism is missing, Marxism is incomplete, it is truncated, it cannot fulfill its 
task, it is worthless for the revolutionary liberation of the world proletariat. Whoever is not a 
Stalinist, cannot be a Marxist, is an anti-Marxist. Leninism is the instrument of Marxism 
which Stalin drew the demarcation line against the revisionist restorers of capitalism in the 
transition to socialism with. Therefore, the ruthless fight against the danger of the restoration 
of capitalism under the conditions of constructed socialism and the transition to "communism 
in one country", under the conditions of the enormously growing socialist world camp, under 
the conditions of the capitalist world camp threatened with extinction, had to be one of the 
most important tasks of Stalinism.

Marx did not call himself a "Marxist", but his closest friend and comrade-in-arms Friedrich Engels 
did, the followers of Marx and Engels did, the Marxist movement in the capitalist countries did, 
who were guided in the class struggle by the teachings of Marx and Engels and joined and united 
around them. Marx and Engels were not only those who created the worldview of the proletariat, 
but also the leaders in the proletarian class struggle in the pre-imperialist phase of the development 
of capitalism. Many of the tenets of Marxism are still valid today, even beyond the lifetime of Marx 
and Engels. Other doctrines were only valid in their time and lost their meaning with the capitalist 
development towards imperialism. Some doctrines had to be dropped, others modified, adapted to 
the changing conditions of the class struggle.

Lenin himself did not call himself a "Leninist", but the comrades who gathered around him, his 
followers understood themselves as Leninists, above all was Lenin's student Stalin:

"Marx and Engels pursued their activities in the pre-revolutionary period (we have the 
proletarian revolution in mind), when developed imperialism did not yet exist, in the period of
the proletarians' preparation for revolution, in the period when the proletarian revolution was
not yet an immediate practical inevitability. But Lenin, the disciple of Marx and Engels, 
pursued his activities in the period of developed imperialism, in the period of the unfolding 
proletarian revolution, when the proletarian revolution had already triumphed in one 
country, had smashed bourgeois democracy and had ushered in the era of proletarian 
democracy, the era of the Soviets.

"That is why Leninism is the further development of Marxism." (Stalin: 'The Foundations of 
Leninism' in: 'Works', Volume 6; Moscow; 1953; p.73; English Edition).

In the struggle against the Mensheviks, in the struggle against the opportunist betrayal of Marxism 
by the Second International, in the struggle against the bourgeois revision of Marxism, the 
independent Leninist movement emerged.

"Leninism grew up and took shape under the conditions of imperialism, when the 
contradictions of capitalism had reached an extreme point, when the proletarian revolution 
had become an immediate practical question,when the old period of preparation of the 
working class for revolution had come up and passed over to a new period, that of direct 
assault on capitalism." (ibid. p.74).

Stalin did not call himself a "Stalinist," but the Bolsheviks who followed him in his struggle against
the Trotskyites, Bukharinites, and later against the anti-Party bureaucratic elements and leaders of 
the apparatchiks called themselves Stalinists. The Stalinist world movement was born at a time 
when the strengthening of socialism grew to an existential threat to world capitalism, when the 
question "Who will win, the capitalist or the socialist world camp?" was a task that needed a 
practical solution.



Enver Hoxha did not give himself the name "Hoxhaist". But the Marxist-Leninists, who regarded 
him as the leader of the struggle against modern revisionism in power, who followed him in the 
struggle against the revisionist world movement, called themselves Hoxhaists, especially since the 
struggle against Chinese revisionism, against Maoism, which is led by Enver Hoxha. The Hoxhaists
are Marxists who built socialism in spite of the conditions of revisionism in power, who formed a 
Marxist world front against the imperialist-revisionist encirclement, who fought against the two 
superpowers, against the cooperation of the imperialists and social-imperialists, against world 
imperialism which is regaining strength, who understood the question of world revolution as a task 
to be solved practically, who raised the Stalinist world movement to the height of its time and made 
the support of the proletarian revolution in the revisionist countries the daily task of living 
proletarian internationalism in order to reconquer the dictatorship of the proletariat in the former 
socialist countries. Hoxhaists today are the Marxists who fight for the restoration of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, for the world dictatorship of the proletariat, for socialism on a world scale.

As Marxist-Leninists  call themselves comrades, who fight for the world proletarian 
revolution to end the epoch of world imperialism forever and to lead the world proletariat on 
the way to the transition to world socialism. Only the Marxist-Leninists can be called 
communists, because they are the only ones who can rely on the science of communism and 
develop it further.

Stalin was the most advanced to put this world-historical task of the Marxist-Leninists into practice.
Therefore, world proletariat today must continue its work and must finish its work.

As Stalinists, we must take a self-critical look at ourselves against this world-historical background 
to see how far we have lived up to our responsibility to liberate Stalin's life and work honorably 
from the anti-Stalinist deluge of our global class enemy. Without the spread of Stalinism in the 
proletarian world movement, without the study of Stalin's teachings, without a large-scale 
propagandistic counter-offensive, without the unification and globalization of all our forces, without
the formation of new Stalinist cadres, without the creation of a worldwide network of new Stalinist 
organizations, without a world Stalinist party, without the support of the most progressive 
proletarians, there is no way to imagine a victory in the biggest propaganda battle in the history of 
the class struggle against anti-Stalinism.

We must never unite with opportunists who openly try to introduce anti-Stalinism into our 
ranks and smuggle it in secret. We must never give away one millimeter to this danger of 
disguised, "Stalinist" opportunism, which continues to grow under the pressure of anti-
Stalinism! We counter the pressure of anti-Stalinism on us Stalinists by not letting the 
opportunists into our fortresses (which we have so far built up completely insufficiently!). As an 
example, we'll mention the Maoist Ludo Martens (WP of Belgium), who pretends to "defend" 
Stalin, only to actually, in a Maoist manner, attribute to him "acts and sins of omission" that 
he never committed. There are defenders and so-called "defenders" of Stalin who are hostile 
to each other. We from the Comintern/ML had compiled a critical article about Mao and his 
so-called "Stalin question" in 2003. Here is the hyperlink (in German):

How Comrade Enver Hoxha Defended Comrade Stalin against Mao Zedong and Chinese 
Revisionism

What Ludo Martens wrote about Stalin is written from the perspective of an anti-Stalinist 
who pretends to be "on the ground of Stalinism". We strongly condemn this neo-revisionist 
work. Ludo Martens and his international "friends" and "followers" are arch-revisionists 
who have no place in the camp of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement.
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And if there are opportunists who have nevertheless managed to penetrate, then we 
strengthen the unity of our Stalinist ranks by mercilessly purging the opportunists out of our 
organizations and thus deepening our understanding of Stalinism. We were always weakened 
and threatened in our existence only when we had distanced ourselves from the teachings of 
Marxism-Leninism, from Stalin, either by neglecting our vigilance and determination or had 
overstepped the mark by "throwing the baby out with the bathwater" and thus had not 
understood and not understood the interaction between right-wing and "left-wing" 
opportunism, reconciliation and centrism. The confidence of the world proletariat can only be 
regained if we do not abandon it in the principled defense of Stalin, if it can rely on our loyalty to 
principles combined with elasticity and maneuverability, that is, on our World Bolshevik line. Our 
task for the struggle is therefore clearly defined: Stalin was one of the greatest revolutionary 
leaders of the world proletariat. With his teachings, the wavering rule of the world 
bourgeoisie must be attacked, Stalinism must be transformed into a global victory. Stalinism 
means the victory of communism. Anti-Stalinism means the victory of capitalism. This is the 
way things are.

Without Bolshevik criticism and self-criticism, however, the struggle for Stalin cannot be won. But 
with Bolshevik criticism and self-criticism we are able to correct our faulty attempts to assess 
Stalin's work before and after his death from the point of view of Marxism-Leninism all the better. 
Only we Marxist-Leninists are able to bring the truth about Stalin to the public and expose 
the bourgeois lies about Stalin. No one else in the world. If we have defeated the hardest chunk, 
the anti-Stalinism, we will also defeat the anti-communism entirely. The struggle against anti-
Stalinism is the main chain link of our revolutionary struggle against anti-communism. 
Therefore, the Comintern/ML has the principle: The cleaner the anti-revisionist conclusion of 
the history of the First Period of socialism, the cleaner we can tackle the following chapter, the
anti-revisionist history of world socialism. This can mean nothing other than to understand 
the entire period of Lenin and Stalin's activity as a great and significant historical period of 
the heroic anti-revisionist struggle, as the only secure basis for the transition from capitalism 
to communism. The anti-revisionist struggle of the world proletariat is the most important 
basis for the world revolutionary transition of world capitalism to global socialism, which only
leads to victory on the ruins of the bourgeois-revisionist world, on the ruins of the restoration 
of capitalism, on the shattered new revisionist currents.

The deeper we look into the revisionist abyss, the more new revelations are revealed about the anti-
Hoxhaist, anti-Stalinist, anti-Leninist and anti-Marxist crimes of the modern revisionists, who are 
never detached from the entire anti-communist policy of world capitalism, but must be 
regarded as a component of it, the easier it will be for us to get to the roots of modern revisionism in
order to tackle and uproot the anti-Stalinism that has been sprouted in the herb, and to use it as 
fertilizer for the better growth of the future world socialism.

The more complete and profound our revelations about the crimes of the modern revisionists are, 
the more clearly the truth about Stalin comes to light. But with the truth about the crimes of the 
modern revisionists taken alone, no one is automatically convinced of Stalin's merits as the 4th 
Classic of Marxism-Leninism, of the real, historical, lasting significance of the first socialist state 
for world communism. Only we World Bolsheviks can rework this on a Marxist-Leninist basis. 
Nobody but us can and will raise and advance the Stalinist banner of the world socialist 
revolution. It has been shown that the whole edifice of lies about Stalin did not automatically 
crumble to dust with the collapse of the power of the modern Soviet revisionists. On the contrary, 
the world bourgeoisie has ensured that the construct of lies, which the modern revisionists had once 
built up in cooperation with world imperialism in order to come to power, has nevertheless 
continued to exist and it knows best why. But the construct of lies about Stalin was not only painted 



even blacker, but (!) its back doors were painted with even brighter red camouflage colors, in order 
to lure Stalinists themselves into it more easily so that they could get lost in it, die in it or better 
still: come out again as camouflaged, turned "Stalinists", as agents of counter-revolution against the 
Stalinists. No anti-Stalinist is more valuable to the bourgeoisie in the struggle against Stalinism
than a traitor within our Stalinist ranks "turned upside down" by the bourgeoisie. Only with 
the help of such insidious tricks of sending agents into our own ranks does anti-Stalinism have the 
possibility to penetrate into the Stalinist camp in order to turn it into a bourgeois camp from 
within, and otherwise to liquidate it. All this is being done because Stalinism had once inflicted 
its most sensitive defeat on capitalism, and this despite thousands of counter-revolutionary 
conspiracies, murders, diversions and acts of espionage, despite military mass destruction, political, 
economic and ideological attempts to destroy Stalinist society, communism. Capitalism has tried for
decades in vain to defeat communism by all means. And, when it finally succeeded with the help of 
the modern revisionists, it needed another entire historical period to transform socialism back into 
capitalism. So capitalism knows from its own painful experience: there is no more serious danger 
for it than the successor generations of the Stalinists. The world bourgeoisie is still very much 
afraid of us Stalinists and that is why it cannot afford to ever let up in the class struggle against 
Stalin. We Stalinists are the only ones who can take away the fear of Stalin from the world 
bourgeoisie, by helping the world proletariat to liberate itself from anti-Stalinism, from the rule of 
the world bourgeoisie and to establish the rule of the world proletariat which is crowned with the 
banner of Stalin.

After 1991, when history had sealed its judgement on the criminal truth of modern revisionism 
(socialism in words - capitalism in deeds), only a tiny minority in the public recognized Stalin and 
us Stalinists, the Marxist-Leninist World Movement and above all the world proletariat and last but 
not least the Soviet peoples as real victims of the revisionists' fairy tales. In other words, the year 
1991 did not automatically lead to the rehabilitation of Stalin, to the rebirth of socialism on Soviet 
soil. On the contrary. The poison of anti-Stalinism is being administered further into the world 
proletariat in order to keep it from the path of its historical mission, to weaken its revolutionary 
forces. But just as counter-revolution cannot liquidate the world proletariat, it cannot eliminate 
Stalinism. Without Stalin's teachings it is impossible to rebuild socialism today.

Modern revisionism has consequently paved the way for this anti-Stalinist brainwashing, thus 
alienating all the more people of the former USSR from their true historical identity, but at a higher 
dialectical level the Soviet peoples will return to Stalin and identify with him again. The 
bourgeoisie and its lackeys must fear that, with the collapse of world capitalism, all their constructs 
of lies will inevitably collapse, including the construct of anti-Stalinism, and that they will 
eventually drown miserably in the anti-Stalinist maelstrom they themselves have created. The more
gigantic anti-Stalinism is built up, the deeper it falls into the abyss and the more thoroughly 
the world proletariat will be healed from it in the end, even if painfully.

Those who had for decades placed themselves in the anti-Stalinist service of bourgeois ideology, in 
the service of modern revisionists, are now retraining themselves to continue their anti-Stalinism in 
the guise of "Stalinism" and thus to follow the tactic of "defeating" Stalinism with its own weapons.
The anti-Stalinist revisionists, whom we have thrashed for more than 50 years, give themselves up 
in vain to the hope that they could be safe from our blows if they put themselves under our Stalin 
banner. Nothing there! Whoever dares to stand under our Stalin banner in the mad hope of driving 
us away from the Stalin banner will be struck down with our Stalin banner. Neither have we, nor 
will we let the Stalin banner be taken from our hands - never and by nobody! Just as we have 
learned from the deceptive maneuvers of the modern revisionists to distinguish Marxist-Leninists 
from "Marxist-Leninists", we also know how the revisionist "Stalinists" differ from us Stalinists, we
will not fall into their trap but into ours, they will die miserably in it.



We will train the world proletariat what the so-called "Stalin question" is about, why and against 
whom the capitalists are so eager to clean up Stalin's "specter". In the class struggle itself, the world
proletariat will gather its own experiences in order to better understand its enemies, who only try to 
pass themselves off as its "friends" because they want to keep the proletarians from their 
revolutionary liberation struggle against capitalism. In order to prevent the proletarians from 
appropriating the Stalinist doctrine of liberation from capitalism, the proletarians are supposed to 
appropriate the pseudo-"teachings" of Stalin which have been falsified, distorted and mutilated by 
the capitalists, doctored by them and distributed among the proletarians by their agents, which 
sound "communist" and "genuinely Stalinist" but which are supposed to prove ineffective and 
harmless in the struggle against the capitalists. Something is being sold to the workers as 
"Stalinism", which in reality is the exact opposite of Stalinism. The capitalists are paying a whole 
army of agents who are only concerned with how the capitalists can use the teachings of Stalin in a 
way that deceives and misleads the proletarians. Those agents are especially well paid by the 
capitalists who manage to brand the Stalinists as dangerous "agents of capitalism" in the eyes 
of the proletarians and who can make themselves fondly known to the proletarians as 
"Stalinists". And the highest wages are paid by the capitalists to those agents who succeed in the 
trick of inciting the proletarians to stand up against the Stalinists "in the name of Stalin". But even if
this trick cannot always be performed, the capitalists are already satisfied when they are represented
within the Stalinist ranks with their agents, provide information about it, here and there secretly 
throw a spanner in the works, and secretly cause all kinds of pest work among the Stalinists and 
confusion in the interpretation of Stalin's teachings. In a situation as precarious for world 
capitalism as in 1953, the capitalists were even able to get the entire presidency of the CPSU 
into their hands with the murder of Stalin in order to switch all socialist levers of power to 
capitalism, first in disguise, then openly.

No matter what mask the revisionists try to disguise themselves with, we rip it off their faces. They 
have no choice but to gather regressive elements under their own "Stalinist" roofs in order to lead 
them as the 5th Column against us in the counter-revolutionary struggle. We will expose their true 
intentions and strike them on the head as soon as they dare to stick their "Stalinist" head out of their 
rat holes. Modern revisionism is far from being dead, it is waiting for its salvation, waiting for us to 
separate its head from its trunk. In the meantime, it is a real danger for us because it has the ability 
to shed itself, at least as long as capitalism gives it the strength to do so. Modern revisionism has 
not changed its nature, but the form in which it presents itself recently is just in contrast to earlier 
ones = "Stalinist" without giving up its old forms like "Leninist but anti-Stalinist" or "Marxist but 
not Leninist", "socialist but not Marxist"; "Stalinist but not Hoxhaist"; "5 Classics of Marxism-
Leninism in words - anti-Marxism-Leninism in deeds"; etc.

The work and character of Stalin has outlasted 50 years of modern revisionism and will also outlast 
the next 50 years, will shine forever. The "cult of personality" accusation was not intended to 
alienate Stalin himself, but the revolutionary consciousness of the peoples, to shake and poison 
Stalinism. But more about this later.

Stalin placed his whole life unconditionally and consistently in the service of the cause of the 
proletariat. Never has the powerful red banner of the victorious socialist working class been 
carried so far across the globe as under Stalin. Never had the proletariat possessed greater 
power than under Stalin. Never has the proletariat led its class struggle against world 
capitalism more sharply and relentlessly than under Stalin. Never has world imperialism 
looked more miserable than under the blows of Stalin. Never has socialism reached such a 
high bloom, never has humanity been closer to communism than under Stalin. No wonder that
it shook the capitalist world to the core and made Stalin the greatest and most terrible 
"enemy" in the history of mankind. Through Stalin, it was no longer the specter of 
communism that haunted Europe, but the actual reality of communism on one-sixth of the 



world. Thanks to Stalin, the whole world was at the feet of the proletariat for the first time, 
there was really not much left and capitalism would have been wiped off the face of the earth.

This world historical reality created by Stalin left the bourgeoisie with the most severe trauma in its 
class history. To this day, therefore, with its chronic illness of anti-communism, it allergically reacts 
to everything that reminds it even remotely of communism, of Stalin. And although modern 
revisionism did not allow the bourgeoisie to maintain its power, to prolong the epoch of capitalism, 
to win the victory over communism without great sacrifices, the bourgeoisie still finds it difficult to 
continue to trust modern revisionism, especially since it now only has the possibility to hide behind 
the mask of "Stalinism". The bourgeoisie does not voluntarily agree to accept "Stalin" as a mask, 
because it risks contributing to the rebirth of Stalinism itself, but the bourgeoisie has no other 
choice. Beggars can't be choosers! The bourgeoisie will therefore have to beware, in the interest of 
self-preservation, of abandoning its tactics of beating communism with its own weapons. It has 
grown old and weak and needs its garment of "communism" all the more today because if it cannot 
ward off the return of communism this time, its fate is sealed forever. In the face of a socialist 
country, the world bourgeoisie had one more chance to survive, it knows that world 
communism means its final downfall. The struggle for Stalin will therefore have to be brought to 
an end today in the Second Period of socialism. The defeat must be turned into a victory. Modern 
revisionism has proved to be a lie and deceit in the eyes of the workers who trusted it. The 
bourgeoisie is therefore forced to replace its old double tactic against Stalinism with a new one. And
it is precisely this renewed, even more mendacious bourgeois counter-revolutionary double tactic 
of anti-Stalinism must be crushed in the revolutionary struggle for Stalin by a World Bolshevik 
tactic of the world proletariat.

Let's take the alleged "crimes" that Stalin is said to have committed, which have been reissued again
and again. If crimes have been committed, and bad crimes (against the communists!!) have been 
committed, they are not on the account of Stalin and communism, but on the account of the 
bourgeoisie and capitalism, who try to blame their own crimes on Stalin. If there were crimes "in 
the name of socialism", then they were the insidious crimes of the enemies against socialism. These 
are the crimes of the capitalists and their lackeys: "Stalinist crimes against socialism in words, but 
capitalist crimes against Stalinist socialism in deeds!" This is the definition of the nature of the 
crimes of the modern revisionists, the lackeys of world imperialism against Stalin.

The world rulers possess the material power and therefore possess the spiritual weapons against the 
world proletariat, they possess the global power of anti-communism, the global power of anti-
Stalinism, the global power of what is and what is not a "Stalinist" crime, or what is or is not to be 
considered a "Stalinist crime". Only in the eyes of exploiters and oppressors is the liberation 
from exploitation and oppression, is communism a "crime". And vice versa: in the eyes of the 
exploited and oppressed, the capitalist and his exploiting system is criminal. In this respect, it 
is not Stalin who is a criminal, but his political opponents are. The "crime" is not a class concept
in itself, only the different classes give it their correspondingly opposite meaning. Before one can 
even speak of "crime", one must clarify its class-specific meaning, because in a class society 
there are no crimes that are committed "above" the classes, not even in the socialist class 
society, not even in the Stalin Era. They are not "personal crimes" of Stalin, but crimes against 
capitalism, which are justified as long as they have been committed in the interest of the proletariat 
liberating itself from capitalism. Communist morality does not consider crimes against the 
bourgeoisie to be immoral and unethical, but for liberation from capitalism, for liberation from all 
class rule, as inevitable and therefore necessary, as morally justified. Crimes are always defined on 
the basis of the morality and legality of the respective class society, which are inevitable in the 
antagonistic class struggle, which are imposed on the classes in order to enforce and defend their 
interests. The very essence of antagonistic class struggle is that it is irreconcilable, that is, the death 
of one class means the death of the other class. It is clear why the bourgeoisie must criminalize 



the class struggle of the proletariat, because the proletariat is the gravedigger of the 
bourgeoisie. But this does not quite get to the heart of the matter. Bourgeois crimes differ from the 
proletarian "crimes" in one crucial point: The world proletariat is not only the only class that 
eliminates the crimes of the exploiting and oppressing classes, but the entire class society itself 
and therefore every crime that is committed by people against people. However, if the 
revolutionary struggle against the crimes of counter-revolution is condemned as a "crime", then we 
Stalinists will be accused of these "crimes" until the world proletariat has ended the crimes of ruling
world capitalism with the victorious world socialist revolution. It is exactly this way that the world 
proletariat creates the basis for the realization of its final goal: to eradicate from the face of the earth
forever the crimes of class to class, the crimes by people against people.

Where Marxism-Leninism reigns, revisionism is powerless, the crimes against the working
class, against the laboring masses will be eliminated!

The Berianists and the Khrushchevites had to admit that "they were powerless" as long as 
Stalin was alive and this is a historical fact which we Marxist-Leninists all start from. When 
the enemy admits his powerlessness in the face of the power of Stalinism, it becomes clear why
so much effort is needed to protect itself from Stalinism and especially from its revival, from 
newly emerging Stalinists, from the renaissance of the Stalin Era. The biggest obstacle on the 
way to revisionist power was the character and role of Stalin under the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. Only after they had assassinated Stalin did they succeed in their coup and the revisionist 
Soviet leaders were able to occupy and expand position by position. The further they dared to 
distance themselves from Marxism-Leninism, the more obvious their betrayal became and also their
crime, whose unmasking we owe above all to the 5th Classic of Marxism-Leninism, Comrade 
Enver Hoxha. His revelations were finally confirmed with the end of revisionist rule and the 
dissolution of the Soviet Union. The more openly the revisionists progressed on their capitalist path,
the less it could be concealed that the truth about their crimes leaked to the light of day through 
documents and contemporary witnesses. Some admitted their crimes themselves, some took them to
their graves, and others admitted the crimes of their predecessors,especially the crimes of the key 
revisionist Khrushchev. He played the leading role in the struggle of modern revisionism against 
Marxism-Leninism. We have already written in our German-language article "50 Years of Struggle
against Modern Revisionism" in great detail and on a large scale about what the text published 
here follows without any gaps:

In short, Khrushchev's modern revisionism and the revisionism of today's neo-revisionists 
differ in that the former was forced to beat Stalinism with "Leninism", while the latter now 
had to slip into various garments of "Stalinism" (garments from "left" [Trotskyites, Berianists 
etc.] to right [National Bolsheviks]), because we tore the "Leninist" mask off his face and he 
can no longer hide behind it. This article is therefore primarily directed against the skinned 
modern revisionism, against neo-revisionism, against globalized revisionism, against 
revisionism with a Stalinist mask, and also against Berianism.

Modern revisionism in the Soviet Union served the new Soviet bourgeoisie as the ideological 
basis of the transition period from socialism back to capitalism. But the lessons of our defeat 
in the struggle against modern revisionism will serve the transition to world socialism 
(negation of the negation of anti-revisionism). Capitalism is a reality in Russia today and all 
revisionist talk of socialism has burst like a soap bubble because of this historical fact. We 
Stalinists were right when we tore the mask off the modern revisionists. Revisionism leads to 
capitalism. With the opening of the party archives our Marxist-Leninist predictions can be proved 
and confirmed entirely.

For us Stalinists, the documentation of the struggle against the revisionists' putschist seizure of 
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power had been blocked for decades by their cover-up and falsification tactics, but this had not 
prevented our faith in Stalin, but only strengthened it even more. The more and the more cleverly 
the cover-up is carried out, the more and the more cleverly it is cleared up. Do the revisionists 
want to doubt that? This strengthened our efforts to lift the revisionist veil of Stalin's final period, 
to give ourselves an ever more objective and concrete picture of the events of that time and to draw 
the right conclusions: It turned out that the parasitic, revisionist worm had eaten its way much 
deeper into socialist society than we could have imagined, and that, in retrospect, we have to assess 
Stalin's final purging, although it ended in defeat, all the more highly and significantly politically. 
But we do not go as far as Bill Bland, who put forward the "thesis that the revisionists were in 
power since 1934". We have learned a lot from Stalin, but we can learn most from his struggle just 
before his death. Here he proved his greatest strength, his greatest experience, his greatest mastery. 
Neo-revisionism here means concretely nothing else but to acknowledge in words the anti-
revisionist struggle of Stalin in its final stage, in order to hide behind it the real continuation 
of revisionism. Neo-revisionism is the continuation of revisionism with new means, with the 
means of a feigned "anti-revisionist" struggle.

Modern revisionism was the gravedigger of the First Period of socialism. Capitalism knows that it 
will not have enough coffin nails to prevent the resurrection of Stalin in the Second Period of 
socialism. Therefore, the lackeys of world capitalism are intensively engaged in creating a new 
bourgeois "image" of Stalinism in order to continue the camouflaged struggle against the resurgence
of Stalinism, to fight Stalin and the Stalinists with the weapons of "Stalin" and the 
"Stalinists". It was precisely for this purpose that Berianism was forced to make use of 
Beria's invisibility cloak, which had proved to be useful, because the "Leninist" cloak of 
invisibility of the Khrushchevites had been torn down by us. In this respect one can also speak
of a Berianist skinning of Khrushchevite revisionism.

But it was not Beria, but Stalin who was the greatest master of the illegal Bolshevik struggle. He 
himself was the greatest master of covering up traces against the class enemy, naturally in the 
interest of the revolution (in Beria's case, it was in the interest of counter-revolution), and 
Stalin thereby rendered an invaluable service to the cause of the world proletariat, to communism. 
Stalin's method was as follows: "Revelation" is best method to cover up secrets" and Beria 
copied this from him and used it against Stalin. And that's how it was. To this day the world 
bourgeoisie had no other choice than to fish in the mud and suck any horror stories about Stalin out 
of their fingers. And the more the world bourgeoisie gets entangled in its own lies, the more 
unbelievable it becomes in the eyes of the world proletariat, the sooner it will go under with its 
agitation against Stalin, the more the truth will come to light. It is the enlightened, revolutionary 
masses who help the truth in history, the truth about Stalin, to break through and create historical 
facts.

What we can now contribute to historical illumination remains relatively limited. We still lack the 
last word. But we have come a little bit closer to the truth again, and this is a small victory that can 
no longer be taken away from us. Ultimately, it will only be possible to uncover everything 
completely when the working class in Russia is back in power and has sole possession of the 
historical documents, at least of all those documents that have not yet been destroyed. And it is 
precisely in order to prevent this from happening that the truth about Stalin, the truth about the 
crimes of the revisionists, will of course be further obscured, distorted and falsified by the Russian 
bourgeoisie now in power, though only in a different way, to prevent the inevitable period of re-
Stalinization that is about to begin. But it is this, in turn, that helps us to fight even more intensively
for a clearer and deeper understanding of the teachings of Stalin, the teachings of Marxism-
Leninism (parallel to the politics of the StaSi archive).

In essence, nothing has changed of anti-Stalinism in Russia to this day, only the methods have been 



adapted to the changing circumstances to successfully avert the danger of a new October 
Revolution, a new Soviet Union in the spirit of Lenin and Stalin, which has learned from its 
mistakes. Nevertheless, we Marxist-Leninists can, to a limited extent and with limited means, look 
over the shoulders of the bourgeoisie when they have reopened the files closed by the modern 
revisionists. Above all, however, we must examine ourselves on the basis of the documents that 
have been disclosed, we must check whether these documents are genuine or forged, whether our 
previous assessment was correct, whether and what we can learn from it, whether we need to 
rework and revise our previous views, etc., all exclusively from the perspective of Marxism-
Leninism, of course. We must not judge according to our subjective wishes and ideas, we must not 
gloss over anything or cover up anything. A new body of evidence is always a touchstone for 
every true historian, who must also be prepared to admit to earlier misinterpretations if 
hitherto inaccessible files prove to be irrefutable contemporary documents. However, it is not 
as simple as all that, we are not fooling ourselves: To date, there will be enough documents that 
have already been forged again, and there are certainly plenty of documents that remain under lock 
and key, which could be dangerous to the Russian bourgeoisie of today. Many documents remain 
"missing" or are incomplete. Above all, we must address the following circumstances, the 
conditions dictated by the class struggle at that time: During the Stalin Era, there was no small 
number of undocumented orders which were under the highest level of secrecy, "exclusively 
oral  " orders. And in some secret actions no traces whatsoever were allowed to be left behind to 
protect against the access of the class enemy. Under the conditions of the intensified class struggle 
in his own country, it was inevitable for Stalin to work with sham documents in order to cover up 
traces before the enemy even in his own ranks. Our deliberate disinformation in documents is a 
means of unsettling and misleading the enemy, so that they do things for us which they are 
supposed to believe are in their "own" interest, that is, directed against us. With the 
disinformation we launch, the counter-revolution does what we want it to do, we make it our 
tool. It was precisely the war successes against Hitlerite fascism that Churchill admired in Stalin. It 
was particularly clever to mix disinformation with coherent facts in order to increase the credibility 
of disinformation. Disinformation is not only an effective attack, but also an extremely effective
defensive weapon of the proletariat. Stalin masterfully used this weapon, especially in the 
Great Patriotic War.

The question of the form and content of documents that appear today must be examined by the 
Party, in the interests of the working class. The class question must not be left out. The secret 
services themselves were under secret surveillance. Even the surveillance of the surveillance had to 
be monitored in order to be able to take the struggle against the restoration of capitalism to the 
deepest depths. Most comrades still have to learn to use these Stalinist methods against the class 
enemy.

We must continue to expect that today's revisionists have of course "helped" the bourgeoisie in 
sifting, selecting and evaluating documents and will continue to do so, especially on the question of 
Berianism, which we have put on the agenda. After August 1991 a real "run" on the documents 
began, the looting of the archives was a "booming" business.

Whoever has material power, even over historical documents, will use, falsify, manipulate or make 
them disappear in the interest of maintaining material power. In the class struggle, which is carried 
out with and through "historical" documents, one uses perfected methods of cover-up and 
manipulation, globalized methods of disinformation class struggle as they are used today in the
world imperialist war of plunder. The results in, and how could it be otherwise, all kinds of 
things, but not to a rehabilitation of Stalin but on the contrary, the image of "Stalin's reign of terror" 
was painted as being even more "documentary", "more realistic", more "convincing". To come 
across newly discovered "historical" documents today means entering a minefield where every 
misstep, every misinterpretation, can mean the most serious injuries and even political death.



We therefore commit ourselves not to make hasty statements and draw false conclusions under any 
circumstances. We remain true to the principle of criticism and self-criticism in the evaluation and 
assessment of newly emerging document, for they could be a trap. We must not fall for the 
bourgeois sensationalist media with their secretly controlled "revelation mania", we must not let 
ourselves be led up the garden path, we must rely on our own Marxist-Leninist power of judgement,
we must delve further into the study of Stalin's teachings and life, we must better analyze the actual 
conditions in socialist society before and after Stalin's death. That is why this text is intended to 
help stimulate discussion. But caution does not mean retreating into the snail's shell, for fear of 
getting caught in the nettles of one's enemies with misinterpretations or embarrassing oneself in 
front of friends. When we have learned to deal, we must also learn to take! We have to stand up for 
our mistakes ourselves. We cannot cheat others out of them, as Beria's political life was.

If new insights emerge from history, we are obliged to evaluate them, even at the risk of making 
mistakes and following the wrong tracks. Only those who revolutionize historiography can develop 
it further and thus make it useful for the world revolution. The defense of Stalin is still an 
indispensable and responsible task of all Marxist-Leninists. This requires great prudence and care, 
but also partiality and firmness of principle (not to be confused with sectarianism, dogmatism and 
personality cult, for these are bourgeois notions of partiality and firmness of principle). Most of the 
work is still ahead of us. At the moment we are not able to deal with the revisionist takeover of 
power and anti-Stalinism (including any form of anti-Stalinism, which tries to mask itself with 
alleged "Stalinism"!!!) of the modern revisionists by studying the newly published documents to 
the necessary extent. This task can be accomplished only with highly qualified, well-organized 
Marxist-Leninist forces. And they must be trained. There is one thing we must always pay attention 
to:

Any assessment of the documents on the events just before and after Stalin's death, which is 
not done from the point of view of class struggle, is false, anti-Marxist, seriously damages the 
cause of socialism, benefits the enemies of socialism and is directed against the interests of the 
working class and socialism. That is what Comrade Enver Hoxha taught us.

The history of modern revisionism in the Soviet Union is the history of covering up the crimes 
of the revisionist leaders, who are nothing else but criminals against the Soviet Union of Lenin
and Stalin. The history of revisionist cover-up of the truth about Stalin is the history of one of 
the greatest crimes against communism. We therefore call upon all true Stalinists from all over 
the world to participate in the educational work independently and on their own responsibility and 
to inform us about the results of their work so that we can collect, publish and discuss them. We 
must help each other to uncover the truth about Stalin more and more, in order to build a dam 
against the disinformation flood of the rulers of this world. Comrades, do you realize that anti-
Stalinism is still the biggest obstacle for us communists to win the world proletariat for 
communism? The complete and truthful exposure of the historical cover-ups and falsifications
of the revisionists is a struggle for our Comrade Stalin! We would be bad Stalinists if we do 
not finish our struggle against anti-Stalinism with all our energy, for we owe it to Comrade 
Stalin and the cause he served in an exemplary way!

We must put an end to opportunism against Stalinism. Let us not be infected by the disease 
called fearing the truth about Stalin. There is only one line, the world revolutionary line of the
Bolsheviks, the line of Stalin. All other lines are in fact anti-Communist lines.

Our struggle for the truth about Stalin is a struggle for the winning, organizing and 
mobilization of the world revolutionary proletariat, is a struggle for its ideological armament 
with Marxism-Leninism, in whose further development Stalin had a great share. Stalin 



belongs to the world proletariat. Without having completely re-conquered Stalin, without 
tearing out the deeply ingrained anti-Stalinism of world reaction from the heads of the 
workers, the world proletariat will not be able to liberate itself from world capitalism, there 
will be no victorious world proletarian revolution for the world proletariat, there will be no 
new world proletarian Soviet Union of Lenin and Stalin, which has learned from the crimes of
modern revisionism and has completely overcome it.

Stalinism can neither be "de-Stalinized", "Stalinized", nor
"re-Stalinized"!

We have extensively dealt with Stalin's first creative period in the Caucasus and now we want to 
move on to his last period of struggle immediately before his death, without losing sight of the 
current subject of Georgia.

This Georgian period, which runs from 1912 to 1913, was chosen, it should be noted, only because 
we are concerned here with Stalin's homeland, with his first historical place of activity in 
connection with current events in the Transcaucasus, in Georgia. And this is also where the trail of 
Berianism [Beria was Mingrelian] begins, which must be followed until 1953 and beyond. 
However, this division of time must not be misinterpreted politically. If we say that in this period 
one must learn from Stalin's fight against opportunism in order to win, then the wrong 
conclusion must not be drawn from this that one could "confidently do without" Stalin's 
experiences and lessons in the fight against his opportunistic enemies after the years 1912-
1913. With the character of Beria we can follow the whole Stalinist struggle against 
opportunism. The years in the Caucasus were Stalin's apprenticeship years of the fight 
against opportunism. Stalin became a master in the fight against opportunism only 
afterwards, in Russia. Beria's apprenticeship years also began in the Caucasus. He only 
became a master in the fight against Stalin in Russia. And the fight against Stalin also brought
him back to the Caucasus. These two lines of development of Stalin and Beria do not overlap 
purely by chance, but have remained linked to Georgia to the death.

If one wants to master the fight against opportunism, one cannot avoid studying not only the 
years of Stalin's apprenticeship, but above all his mastery years. The Stalinists must always 
learn from the entire period of Stalin's creative work, must study the historical blows that 
Stalin dealt to the opportunists in context, in their history of development. This is especially 
true of his very last blow, which he dealt to the revisionist party enemies, especially Beria. The
literature on this period on the part of the Marxist-Leninists has, as already mentioned in the 
preface, remained quite thin, which is not least due to the sustainability of the revisionist 
influence in the Marxist-Leninist World Movement. It makes sense to compare and relate 
Stalin's first blows with his last battle, in order to better understand both the significance of 
Stalin's first battles in Georgia and his final battles against his enemies, which also lead back to the 
Caucasus (Beria's Mingrelian Affair). Stalin's purge period against the Berianist enemies of the 
Party in Georgia in 1950/51 must not be ignored at all if one wants to understand how the 
bourgeoisie came to power in the Soviet Union. In the struggle against its own revisionist 
degeneration, the CPSU (B) under Stalin's leadership in 1950-1952 drew important lessons, 
especially from his Caucasus period, in the struggle against the subversive activities of the 
Mensheviks. Few comrades are likely to know that Stalin had fought intensively against the 
Mensheviks until his death, especially against the Mensheviks who, as Georgian emigrants, 



organized their nationalist subversive work in the CP of Georgia in order to take action from 
Georgia against Lenin's and Stalin's Soviet Union, and against Stalin himself. There were covert 
anti-Soviet activities by Georgian emigrants financed by Western governments and business 
enterprises, and under Beria's leadership of the Moscow conspirators of 1953. In Georgia, 
shortly before his death, Stalin defended the internationalism of the Bolsheviks against anti-
Soviet nationalism, against the Menshevik spirit of the Second International, which the Anglo-
American imperialists had harnessed to their carts. For Stalin, this struggle formed a 
dialectical unity against Western cosmopolitanism and Soviet great power chauvinism, both of
which inevitably caused the rise of nationalism in the border regions. If anti-Soviet 
nationalism in the Caucasus was dismantled, the instruments of cosmopolitanism and Russian
great power chauvinism against the USSR and especially against its revolutionary center in 
Moscow were also destroyed. For Stalin, these were two sides of the same coin, to turn the 
Cold War that had begun, which was waged from within and without against the Soviet Union
of Lenin and Stalin, and which was directed against the socialist revolution and communism 
throughout the world, into a victory for communism.

The images of Stalin before and after the seizure of power by the Bolsheviks and Stalin before 
the seizure of power by the modern revisionists are the images of Stalin that is to be presented 
here in this article in connection with the events in Georgia, in the early 1950s and today. The 
criticism of Beria plays a central role in this. The story of Stalin is the glorious story of his 
lifelong struggle against his internal enemies, against the opportunists who first tried to 
thwart the conquest of the Bolsheviks' power and then, when they were defeated, began to 
overthrow the Bolsheviks' power with the support of the external enemies, and who finally 
achieved their goal of transforming the Soviet Union into a bourgeois state, despite the bitter 
resistance that Stalin had put up against them. In particular, he called upon his "Old 
Bolshevik Guard", whom Enver Hoxha aptly called "corpses of Bolshevism", Molotov, 
Kaganovich, Voroshilov, etc., to go to work just like old times and to fight against skinned 
Menshevism, modern revisionism, without compromise and with the feared hardness and iron 
discipline of the Old Bolsheviks, and to face this struggle to the death. But they capitulated under 
the pressure of the enemies from within and without, adopting a conciliatory and centrist stance and
moving further and further away from Bolshevism. His so-called "comrades-in-arms" had now used
the "cult of personality" tactic against him with a retinue of their apparatchiks in the ministries and 
in the Party. The loudest "Stalin" shouted and above all those who most insidiously flattered Stalin 
were his worst and most dangerous enemies, his conspirators and murderers. With the death of the 
Fourth Classic of Marxism-Leninism, the revisionist conspirators and rulers also brought about the 
death of the Soviet Union, the first socialist country in the world.

Many lessons of this struggle of the CPSU against opportunism were already written down by 
Stalin in 1938 in the "History of the CPSU (B) - Short Course". And even this "Short Course" was 
Stalin's product of a sharp struggle against the Trotskyite distortions and falsifications of the role of 
Lenin and the Bolshevik Party (Stalin's criticism of Slutsky, Yaroslavsky, etc.). At all party 
congresses, especially the most recent 19th Party Congress, calls were made for the struggle 
against the danger of the restoration of capitalism in the USSR, binding party resolutions were 
passed on this, which had to be implemented in a disciplined manner. But all this was ignored, 
especially after Stalin's death, and was thrown overboard, twisted and distorted, as the anti-party 
groups within the CPSU needed it to take over revisionist power and transform proletarian into 
bourgeois socialism in the name of "Leninism".

The direct frontal assault on Stalin and his teachings was not dared by the Khrushchevite 
revisionists until three years after his death, until the 20th Congress in 1956. After 70 years it was 
still the standard work for the Comintern (ML), but it still has to be completed until Stalin's 
death, because the history of the CPSU [B] as a Marxist-Leninist party does not end in 1938, but 



only with the year 1953). In the Party history of the revisionists, Stalin did not appear by name until
the October Revolution. His role in the Civil War and his appointment as secretary general in 1922 
as well as the speech at Lenin's grave were ignored. All of Stalin's writings, which had been 
exuberantly praised by the revisionists at the previous 19th Party Congress, including the 
"Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R." (which Stalin had directed against them!), 
could no longer be mentioned from then on and fell victim to censorship. Stalin's writings were 
banned not only in the Soviet Union but also in the revisionist countries of the Eastern Bloc. The 
reisssue and distribution of his Collected Works by the KPD/ML was at that time a slap in the face 
of the revisionists!

The former Bloc of the Right and Trotskyites in the fight against Stalin and its revival and
continuation by the common front of neo-Trotskyites and neo-revisionists in the fight against

Marxist-Leninists.

We want to prevent misunderstandings and point out the danger that a division of Stalin's life and 
work entails. Thus the method of historical division is a popular hobbyhorse of Trotskyism and 
modern revisionism to play one period off against another and use it as a justification for Stalin's 
condemnation. Our brief description of the period of Stalin's struggle, which we had re-drawn, the 
time at Lenin's side is played down by the anti-Stalinists more or less as a barely "acceptable 
prehistory of the dictator". The time shortly before and shortly after Lenin's death, however, is "self-
critically" interpreted by the anti-Stalinists as the "underestimation of the danger of Stalin's abuse of
power that was recognized too late", after Lenin is supposed to have warned of Stalin's "sole rule" 
in an alleged "letter". All anti-Stalinists, including Khrushchev, later referred to this. This point in 
time is dated as the "turning point". The fight against Trotskyism, the "leftist" opportunism of the 
1920s is already considered a "personal transgression of power" and from 1929, "autocratic power".
But at the latest with the purges in the mid 1930s, "where Stalin had decidedly gone too far", the 
actual "period of Stalin's reign of terror" begins for the anti-Stalinists. It should therefore come as 
no surprise that the opponents of Stalin within the ranks of the party were not particularly interested
in publishing Stalin's works after 1934. With Volume 13, the flagpole was reached for them. In 
reality, however, they thought they had an easier time with this clumsy trick, only to pour buckets of
manure over Stalin after his death. But Stalin proved Bolshevik irreconcilability towards the 
enemies of socialism until his death. He smashed the Bukharinite-Trotskyite gang of spies, parasites
and murderers who were in the service of the spy organs of capitalist states and thwarted their plans 
to transform the Soviet Union into a colony of world imperialism and restore capitalist slavery. It is 
clear that the opponents of Stalin were foaming with rage and made him the target of their slander.

It was easiest for the people who wanted to bury the "historical fossil" without comment: "Whoever 
Stalin may have been, he was in any case a personality of his time and only useful as a deterrent 
example for today. It is therefore not worthwhile to deal with his views. He had abused Marxism far
too much and Stalinism is therefore not worth dealing with it at all. The Stalinists of today are 
incorrigible, poor lunatics who are so blind that they no longer recognize the signs of the times, that 
they are incorrigibly pigheaded in their ideology and cannot admit to themselves that they have long
since lost their game and are now drowning in loneliness. Stalinism is useless today, least of all 
Marxism."

Well, not all anti-Stalinists are so crude. More dangerous are those who cleverly hide their anti-
Stalinism behind "sympathies towards Stalin" but don't want to know anything about Stalinism. 
They try to separate the figure of Stalin from Stalinism in order to graft his figure onto their 
own political ideas. They fill the figure of Stalin with characteristics attributed to him, supposedly 
to prove that he was everything but a Marxist-Leninist. Conversely, there are those who 
supposedly defend him as a Marxist-Leninist, but who attribute to him qualities that are 
incompatible with Marxism-Leninism, that is, in reality, directed against Marxism-Leninism. All 



these different trends of people are cooking their own anti-Stalinist soup with the name 
"Stalin". There is a huge spectrum of disguised anti-Stalinists, which we cannot present here in all 
details. They all share the illusory common goal - the de--Stalinization of Stalin. Let us select an
anti-Stalinist group that deserves our greatest "praise" for disguising itself with Stalin in order to 
remain unrecognized:

There are those who accuse Stalin in his last phase of struggle of not having recognized the danger 
of modern revisionism "clearly enough", of having not fought it "sufficiently", of "not" having the 
consistent break with the modern revisionists made and not chasing them out "in time", of having 
proved to be "too weak" and of having "not consistently let himself be guided by Marxism-
Leninism" etc., capitulated in the struggle against the restoration of capitalism, retreated into 
isolation and was a prisoner of his own country, etc. The fact is that the modern revisionists 
conquered power by murdering him. But drawing the conclusion that Stalin of all people helped 
them from this is crazy speculation, which of course nobody can prove with facts. The "critics" of 
Stalin do not even dare to express this "criticism" openly, for this is what they hide behind their 
"Stalinist" phrases. They have learned from the modern revisionists that Stalin can only be beaten 
with the weapons of Stalin and they must be extremely careful to not be exposed!

They dare to indirectly deny or disparage Stalin's merits in the struggle against modern 
revisionism, only to put themselves on the pedestal of the most "determined" fighters 
"against" modern revisionism. They want to overtake Stalin and "teach" us Marxist-Leninists 
about the struggle against revisionism, want to keep us from the allegedly too weak anti-revisionist 
General Line of Stalin, in reality they want a type of "anti-revisionism" which heals the wounds 
of revisionism. Don't they know or don't they want to know that quite a number of modern 
revisionists had already been liquidated by Stalin, that further death sentences of Stalin had 
already been listed (among them members of the Presidium of the CPSU!), that he had already 
started to execute the death sentences and that the modern revisionists in the Presidium knew about 
their death sentence, so they knew what was going to happen to them? That Stalin was the 
Bolshevik world leader in the fight against modern revisionism until the end can be proved by 
these very deeds (not only against Tito but also within his own ranks!) and not only by Stalin's last 
writings, which by far not all have been published, whereby these "friends" of Stalin can of course 
continue to fish in the mud!! We Stalinists will not buy goods from the anti-Stalinist smugglers! 
We will not allow them to falsify the life work of Stalin against the restoration of capitalism, 
the history of Stalin, the history of the Bolshevik Party in the "interest" of Stalin, in the 
"interest" of the history of the Bolshevik Party! Whoever directs water to the mills of the 
falsifiers of Stalin's history will not be given any room in our ranks for such "discussions".

Stalin began the fight against Menshevism in the Caucasus and continued it there permanently. It 
would therefore be wrong to assume that the fight against Beria had brought him back to the 
Caucasus only shortly before his death. In the course of the years Stalin came across a changed 
Menshevism, a skinned Menshevism. This was a much more complicated struggle against the 
already defeated Menshevism, as it was still ruling Georgia in its early days, because now it 
was secretly "in the midst of us". It had become a Menshevism that sucked its parasitic power
out of flourishing socialist Georgia to grow into a menacing danger for the whole Soviet 
Union. The Mensheviks were no longer allowed to be seen in public in Georgia during the 
Stalin Era and had therefore had to put on a "Stalinist" coat, which they now burst out from. 
They had now become powerful and influential "Stalinist" Mensheviks, and Mensheviks like 
Beria used them to regain the power lost to the Bolsheviks and finally drive Bolshevism out of 
Georgia. Menshevism in Georgia was the "socialist tribute" to its social-democratic forebears 
in the West. Beria wanted to sell the socialist prosperity of the Georgian people, built up in the
struggle against Menshevism, off to the West. Beria was the main enemy of the socialist 
Georgian people, and was in the service of the world imperialist enslavement of Georgia, as 



we will see in the chapter on the Mingrelian Conspiracy.

Other people created the legend of the first "good" (the revolutionary Stalin) and then "evil" Stalin 
(the dictator Stalin). This is a typical pattern of division which the bourgeoisie imposes on all 
communist leaders. Revolutionaries who were persecuted by the ruling bourgeoisie are admired as 
resistance fighters. The same revolutionaries, however, once they had conquered power and now in 
turn persecuted the bourgeoisie, are painted on the wall of the reign of terror.

Even Gorbachev admitted that without the proletarian Soviet Union of Lenin and Stalin there would
not have been such a later bourgeois-socialist Soviet Union, that the newly emerging bourgeoisie 
could never have begun its triumphal march without the proletariat and its dictatorship, without the 
defense of the Soviet Union in the Great Patriotic War, without Stalin. But Stalin is not the 
forefather of a Soviet imperialist superpower as Beria needed him, he is not the founder of the 
bourgeois dictatorship in the Soviet Union, the father of the social-imperialist superpower. Stalin 
belongs to the world proletariat and not to the new Russian bourgeoisie! And Lenin-Stalinist 
Bolshevism is not the original source which the radicalized petty-bourgeois national Bolsheviks 
draw from, but capitalism. Lenin and Stalin based their teachings on Marxism, on the 
internationalism of the world proletariat and nothing else! We do not allow any discussion on 
whether Lenin's Bolshevism was Marxist or not. Nor do we allow any discussion on whether 
Stalinist Bolshevism was Leninist or not. We do not discuss at the expense of the very interests of 
World Bolshevism, which are rooted in Leninist Bolshevism, which are rooted in Marxism-
Leninism.

Today, Russia and Albania are the only two capitalist states in the world which have emerged from 
a socialist state and of course all the other capitalist states in the world have not forgotten this and 
they will not forget it, especially not the USA which is still the anti-communist center of world 
reaction.

However, since the military incorporation of the Soviet Union in the Second World War failed at 
that time and instead a further spread, consolidation and development of socialism followed, every 
bucket of dung that was poured over Stalin meant a further consolidation of the connection of the 
party of Lenin and Stalin with the people of Soviet society, a consolidation of the connection 
between the world proletariat and the oppressed peoples with the newly emerging socialist camp. 
Anti-Stalinism polarizes the forces of Stalinism. The enemies of Stalin, who were identical with 
the enemies of the Soviet Union and communism, had no other choice but to try to beat Stalin "in 
the name of Stalin", among other things with the help of the "cult of personality" which was 
spread especially by the group of Khrushchev, Beria, etc. The path of the restoration of capitalism 
therefore had to be forced into the guise of the character and teachings of Stalin, which Stalin saw 
through. And as long as Stalin was alive, the attempt of the saboteurs also failed. Just think of the 
Stalin's work "Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.". This was a targeted blow against 
the restoration of capitalism! At the 19th Party Congress, from October 5th to 14th 1952, he made 
his last speech in front of his revisionist enemies who were in the Presidency. Shortly after the Party
Congress, he settled accounts with the restorers of capitalism and put them in their place, including 
Khrushchev. Khrushchev was reprimanded at the 19th Party Congress, for his propagation of "agro-
cities" as an example. Already in the spring of 1951 he was reprimanded for this in the "Pravda". If 
one takes a look at Malenkov's report on the accounts, the amendments to the statute of the CPSU 
(B) by Khrushchev, the contribution to the discussion by Bulganin, the report by Saburov on the 
Five-Year Plan, etc., at the 19th Party Congress, it makes you vomit, because their demonstrative 
"loyalty to and unity with Stalin" at the 19th Party Congress was a single lie, a single hypocrisy, as 
they themselves publicly admitted after his death and finally proved it in criminal acts. You have to 
look closely to see that the modern revisionists were already heading for their treacherous course
in the presence of Stalin! But it was not even a week after Stalin's death when they began to 



crawl out of their hypocritical and double-tongued holes, where, as leaders of modern revisionism, 
they openly embarked on the path of restoration, with the consequences known today. They 
separated economy from politics, strengthened the economy while compromising the political goals
of socialism, etc. We will have to go into this in more detail. In short:

The revisionists hid behind the cardboard façade of the "personality cult" they had erected 
themselves at the 19th Congress, which they officially dropped at the following 20th Congress 
to hide behind their new "Leninist" cardboard sign. A "de-Stalinization" by means of an 
open, abrupt and immediate break with Marxism-Leninism was at that time almost 
impossible, so that the revisionists finally had to use Lenin to "punish" their "scapegoat" 
Stalin. The revisionists of the USSR made Khrushchev their leader in the so-called "de-
Stalinization".

Khrushchevism, that is the bourgeois revisionism of Stalinism using the counter-revolutionary
slogan:     "With Lenin against Stalin". The Soviet revisionists in power thus took a decisive step 
towards the bourgeois revision of Marxism-Leninism with "de-Stalinization". Soviet 
revisionism means bourgeois misappropriation of Marxism-Leninism for the exploitation and 
oppression of the restored exploited classes of workers and peasants in capitalism, means 
wage slavery and capitalist bondage under the banner of "Marxism-Leninism". (National 
Bolshevism in turn uses the banner of "Lenin and Stalin" in its counter-revolutionary struggle 
against Marxism, against world socialism, against the proletarian internationalism of Lenin and 
Stalin's USSR).

These were already more highly developed forms of class struggle, which had to be developed 
from lower forms, which at some point were no longer applicable, and eventually replaced 
them. It was not only important that the class struggle in socialism had to be waged against 
people who openly or covertly tried to abolish it or against people who wanted to abuse or 
misuse it, but that its forms and contents were further developed at a higher level, that is, 
against the "socialists" who either consciously and covertly inhibited the development of 
socialism or deliberately anticipated it, both are harmful forms which the class struggle had to
be waged against at a higher level. And it is easier to fight against capitalism and its remnants 
with an open visor than against lagging or advancing "comrades" who were not willing or 
able to adapt their ideas and actions to the laws of the development of socialism and Marxism-
Leninism and who, with their "Stalinist" invisibility cloak, caused much more damage to the 
further development of socialist society than capitalism could ever have done.

There were comrades who were once outstanding class fighters under capitalism, were Stalin's
best and most loyal comrades-in-arms, but in the class struggle of socialist society they failed 
the moment the capitalist remnants were already eliminated under socialism. They failed in the
class struggle of socialist society at the moment when Stalin had to fight against the 
bureaucratization of the socialist classes, against the formation of a new privileged layer, 
against the emergence of a new "socialist" bourgeoisie, against the degeneration of socialism 
from within, no longer only against the danger, but against the actually advancing restoration 
of capitalism itself.

There were also comrades who carried out a heroic anti-fascist struggle at Stalin's side and 
defeated the most savage and murderous hordes of fascist great powers in the Great Patriotic 
War, but they failed in the following Cold War, where it was about the continuation of the 
world revolutionary struggle with all means against the entire "civilized", "liberated from 
fascism", "democratic" world imperialism, with the USA at the head. They failed in the 
struggle for the victory of the socialist world camp over the capitalist world camp.



And there were comrades again, who were the greatest heroes and pioneers in the 
construction phase of socialism, builders of a strong Soviet Union, but when the Soviet Union 
was again strengthened after the war, these comrades did not understand that the conditions 
for the achievement of communism had matured now and that one had to advance to new 
shores of communism much further and make new sacrifices. These comrades had either 
become tired or self-sufficient, or they wanted to be satisfied with what they had achieved, 
with their "career", their luxuries, etc., and not to advance to the next sacrificial stage of 
communism. The most difficult task for Comrade Stalin was to give these comrades, whose 
internationalist élan was in danger of fading, whose revolutionary spirit was gradually 
exhausted, whose consciousness as the vanguard of the more developed working class left 
more and more to be desired, to talk into the conscience of these comrades, to demote them if 
necessary and to make a new cadre selection for the energetic implementation of his General 
Line. He was directly occupied with mastering even this most difficult task even at the age of 
73 when his "closest comrades in arms" conspired against him and secretly murdered him. 
Such extremely intensified forms of class struggle only emerge with the higher forms of 
development of socialism and even today, the mysterious circumstances of the murder of 
Stalin and many communist leaders in the Soviet Union and in the people's democracies, even 
the murder of Enver Hoxha in socialist Albania, have not been cleared up, the criminal 
murder gangs of the modern revisionists have succeeded in letting their bloody trail disappear
behind a wall of fog until today. Well, medical reports have appeared which at least support 
our suspicion that Stalin could not have died a natural death, that his injuries only caused a 
violent death. We are firmly convinced that the names of the murderers came from the closest,
"most familiar" leadership circle around Stalin, the names of the leading members of the 
Presidium of the Central Committee of the CPSU, and who else had easier access to Stalin, 
knew Stalin's habits better, than Beria! But more about that later.

With the elimination of the exploiting classes, the class struggle was far from over; on the contrary, 
it was being fought as fiercely as never before. Marx and Engels were not yet aware of the 
dimension their words would take on when they said:

"Just abolish the class struggle, and the bourgeoisie and 'all independent persons' will 'not 
hesitate to go hand in hand with the proletarians'! In which case the ones to be hoodwinked 
would be those self-same proletarians." (Marx, Engels: 'Circular Letter to August Bebel, Wilhelm
Liebknecht, Wilhelm Bracke, and Others' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 24; London; 1989; p.265; 
English Edition).

And it is also a bourgeois, or rather, retrograde attitude to "abolish" the class struggle in the 
transition to communism and leave everything to its own devices. The two-front struggle that we 
fought for the liberation from capitalism must continue if we want to overcome the first stage of 
socialism. In order to advance towards communism, we must strip off old socialist shells which are 
becoming an obstacle, which were still right and necessary against the remnants of the capitalist 
class, but which are no longer needed in the transition to communism, and turn into an obstacle. 
The transition from the phase of socialism to communism is not without fierce class struggle. 
Between the socialist and the communist phase there is no "peaceful coexistence" with elements 
hostile to the Party - the old shells do not fall on their own nor do they fall automatically. That is 
spontaneism, an anarchist path to communism that destroys everything again. Socialist society must
now free itself from its own old shells. To understand the class struggle in this sense requires a high
socialist consciousness, because the enemy exists in our own backwardness, which we can only 
overcome in relation to ourselves. A consistent struggle must be waged between the opposites of 
retrograde and progressive ideas, habits, working methods, etc. Socialist society must not be 
unfaithful to itself and refuse to move towards communism. And if it is no longer prepared to push 
the revolution forward, if it no longer considers it necessary to revolutionize itself permanently with



the help of Stalin's teachings, then it has already become unfaithful to itself. Trotsky had despised 
the role of revolutionary theory in the creation and development of the Party. Trotsky was dead, 
but Trotskyism lived on under the mask of "Stalinism".

Stalinism is the ideology of the Bolshevik Party against its revisionist degeneration into a 
bourgeois party of the restoration of capitalism and thus the key to the successful transition 
from socialism to communism.

If Stalinism is a further development of Leninism, and this is our starting point, then any 
"defense" of Leninism against Stalinism leads to the defense of revisionism. "De-
Stalinization" is "de-Leninization". Stalinism developed at a time when Leninism was already
in power. It began with the struggle over the interpretation of Leninism, its distortion and 
vulgarization. One can speak of Stalinism just as one can speak of Leninism, because both are 
basically the same in essence (further developments of Marxism). But what one must not do is 
to speak of Stalinism and (plus) Leninism. Stalinism is not the "teachings of Stalin minus 
Leninism".

Stalinism is nothing other than Stalin's internationalist doctrine of the Soviet social order as it
had actually, objectively, truly developed after Lenin's death.

The special nature of Stalinism can be explained for two reasons:

First of all, it emerged not only from socialism "in a" country whose stamp it necessarily had 
to bear, but also made the transition to communism in the struggle against the restoration of 
capitalism at home;

Secondly, it strengthened itself beyond its borders in the struggle against the encirclement of 
imperialism to the outside. It led the newly emerging world camp of communism to storm the 
fortress of the world camp of capitalism and bring about the victory of world socialism.

The Comintern/ML formulates Stalinism in two sentences:

Stalinism is Marxism-Leninism for the transition from the first period of "socialism in one
country" to the Second Period of socialism on a global scale,   in general  .

Stalinism is Marxism-Leninism for the transition from "socialism in one country" to
"communism in one country",   in particular  .

What characterized the attitude of Stalin immediately before his death?

Never wavering in the face of the Cold War, not being afraid of the imperialists, not retreating
from them, boldly advancing towards communism and not letting the imperialists out of the 
stranglehold again, but gripping them even tighter, fulfilling his internationalist duty to the 
end, purging the Party from the revisionists and thwarting their coup!!! Fight against 
capitulation!!! Fight against the disparagement of the Bolshevik Party! Fight for Lenin's 
party! Fight for Bolshevism! Fight to save the Soviet Union from its external and internal 
enemies!

Conversely, "de-Stalinization" can be explained for two reasons: Firstly, to transform 
communism and finally "socialism in one country" into a capitalist country and secondly, to 
save world imperialism from the global threat of being destroyed by communism. But this 
does not destroy Stalinism. It will be difficult to rebuild it and it will not be possible to rebuild 



it as it was once, but one thing is clear: the "de-Stalinization" will never go so far as to make 
Stalinism disappear completely. This or that part, this or that remnant of Stalinism cannot be 
eliminated. The difficulties will only help Stalinism regain power.

What drove the revisionists to "de-Stalinization"? Capitulation and capitulation again!!! To 
save their skin, to retreat, to doubt the necessity and correctness of the militant struggle 
against world imperialism, to shake the confidence in Stalinism, to reduce the Bolshevik 
Party, to put itself on the defensive, to detach from the world revolution, to give up the class 
struggle, to retreat, to betray Marxism-Leninism, to defect to the enemy!!!!

The center of the struggle against Stalinism had meanwhile been moved from Germany to 
America and England. For the counter-revolution within the USSR this meant moving the 
center of its support from Germany to America and England. Accordingly, Stalin also moved 
his fight against the new enemy center including his agency within the USSR. The central goal
of the enemy was directed at the liquidation of the Soviet center of power, was aimed at Stalin.
The elimination of Stalin was thus carried out by the externally supported agency of the 
imperialists in the USSR, by the conspirators of the Presidium of the CC of the CPSU. Stalin 
therefore concentrated on the elimination of his conspirators before his assassination. The 
history of the CPSU ended with the struggle against its conspirators, ended with the victory of
the conspirators over the Bolshevik Party of Lenin and Stalin. While the conspiracy of the 
"Right and Trotskyite" Bloc, who were above all an agency of the fascists in Germany and 
Japan, had been crushed by Stalin, the conspirators of 1953, as agents of Anglo-American 
imperialism, achieved victory that time.

Bourgeois historians are not entirely wrong when they describe the history of the USSR as a 
history of Stalinization. And we Marxist-Leninists are not wrong either when we call the 
history of anti-Stalinism a history of futile attempts at "de--Stalinization", which are of course
ultimately and all doomed to failure. Just as the world bourgeoisie a hundred years ago, with 
its agitation against Bolshevism, ignited the hearts of the workers of the whole world for 
Bolshevism because of its hatred of capitalism, the anti-Stalinist propaganda of the world 
bourgeoisie will one day bounce off the workers who have had enough of capitalism. The 
workers will rediscover Stalinism for themselves as the doctrine with which they liberate 
themselves from the bondage of world imperialism.

Now the bourgeoisie is making the bold claim that the real "de-Stalinization" of 1989 did not 
really happen. Well, well. we can guess what is meant by this. But here, too, we must agree 
with the bourgeoisie in some respects, because no one in the world will ever succeed in "de-
Stalinizing" the world, because the roots of Stalinism cannot be eradicated, and especially not 
in Russia.

Stalinism cannot be "de-Stalinized"!

The bourgeoisie "defines" Stalinism as a "theory and practice of the terrorist, Soviet system 
of rule". Let's assume for a moment that this is true: But what should we define world 
imperialism as? As the theory and practice of the anti-terrorist, civilized, democratic 
worldview, as the liberator of humanity from the Soviet system of rule? In other words, 
something like the way world imperialism likes to present itself?

Die "Linke" (German social-fascist party – Translator's note) defines Stalinism as an "inhuman 
stake in the flesh of communism". And how do we Stalinists define the revisionist Die 
"Linke"? Die "Linke" is the inhuman flesh of rotten capitalism, but Stalinism is the world 
revolutionary stake in the heart of capitalism.



Gorbachev said: "Stalinism is a term invented by the opponents of communism and widely 
used to slander the Soviet Union and socialism as a whole." For once, our dear Mr. Gorbachev
is speaking the truth here regarding the slander of the Soviet Union and socialism. But 
unfortunately it is only half the truth, because Stalinism is a term which we Marxist-Leninists 
had used and will continue to use not only extensively to defend the Soviet Union of Lenin and
Stalin and socialism as a whole against anti-Stalinism, but to carry his victory across the 
globe. The term "Marxism", the term "Leninism-Stalinism", the term "Stalinism" is as little 
an invention of the bourgeoisie as the term "Marxism-Leninism" or "Hoxhaism". By this we 
communists refer to the teachings of the classics, which together founded and developed the 
worldview of the proletariat. We have already mentioned this repeatedly. For us communists, 
these are quite legitimate terms, while for the bourgeoisie they are only terms for 
"legitimizing" their anti-communism, with the words of the anti-Marxist intellectual Mr. 
Oskar Negt.

It was precisely this Oskar Negt, this "left-wing light" of bourgeois ideology, who raved about the 
so-called "science of legitimacy", about Stalinism as an alleged "sham" of Marxism. Oskar Negt 
wanted to talk the progressive elements of the '68 movement out of "the aberration of Stalinism". 
With his "criticism of legitimacy", Negt meant that Soviet society "could not withstand" the 
criticism of bourgeois society, that Soviet society did not fulfill what it had written on its 
revolutionary banner, that it had not alienated itself from Marxism or turned away from it, but that 
its "totalitarian system of rule" had from the beginning been covered with red paint and had misused
Marx only as an alibi. Stalin had nothing in common with either Marx nor with Lenin. On the 
contrary, Stalin had misused the revolutionary theory of Marx and Lenin only as a "tool of 
legitimization" and transformed it into a pseudo-science, had put on the Marxist mask of socialism 
only to hide his "despotism" behind it. "My arguments are directed against Stalinism, not 
against Lenin" (Oskar Negt, 'Reply to Josef Schleifstein', A Contribution to a Discussion in 1970 
on the Occasion of Lenin's 100th Birthday, Frankfurt;1970; p.127-132). In doing so, he effectively 
took the side of the modern revisionists. But he rejected this far from himself. After the revisionists 
had already been in power for 15 years, the "Marxists" of the new, Western Left talked about the so-
called "legitimization of de-Stalinization". By this they understood it (translated into simple 
English) as: "De-Stalinization in words, continuation of Stalinism in deeds." It was basically as 
if the "leftist" intelligentsia, on the 100th anniversary of Lenin's death, made itself the mouthpiece 
of American imperialism, which of course they also "condemned" in words! Condemning the 
Vietnam War of the Americans as well as Stalinism, that was the position of the "New Left". As 
petty-bourgeois, they found it modern and "leftist" to "rebel" against both the rule of the bourgeoisie
and the rule of the proletariat. The oh-so-progressive intellectualist "critics of the science of 
legitimacy" turned out to be legitimatizers of the Cold War, legitamizers of bourgeois science which
they submitted to with every step they took to try to deter the intellectuals opposed to capitalism 
from the Soviet ideology of Lenin and Stalin! Such people are rightfully called stooges and 
lackeys of capital!

They wanted to make the progressive forces believe that bourgeois Khrushchev, Ulbricht and other 
arch-revisionists would vainly claim that they had renounced Stalinism, but that this "deception" 
had been seen through: "In reality", they had secretly never discarded their "Stalinism", but 
continued it; in short: "Re-Stalinization behind the mask of "de-Stalinization". Revisionism 
had "emerged from Stalinism", was a continuation of the legitimization of "Stalinist despotism, 
only WITHOUT Stalin. The restoration of capitalism is thus an "immanent law" of Stalinism 
(Stalinism = bourgeois revision of Marxism-Leninism).

The modern revisionists fight Stalin with their disguised "Leninism". The bourgeoisie of the 
West fights against Stalinism by falsifying the disguised "Leninism" of the modern 



revisionists as disguised "Stalinism". Until today, anti-Stalinism in its entirety is based on the 
collaboration of this same disguised "Leninism" of the modern revisionists and its falsification
as disguised "Stalinism" by the Western bourgeoisie. And so anti-Stalinism must be exposed 
and defeated in a two-front struggle against this collaboration by us Stalinists all over the 
world.

These are basically old Trotskyite parrot slogans, taken from the Titoites' bag of tricks, which were 
also used by the Apologists of the '68 Movement! The fact that they unintentionally brought new
forces to Stalinism with their anti-Stalinist agitation is the positive phenomenon of the '68 
Movement. That was the time when the author of this book spread the writings of Stalin on 
his book table, where almost 40 years ago, without his efforts, the publication and spreading 
of the new Works of Stalin would not have been possible.

Keeping the worker away from Stalinism by frightening him with the grimace of the social-fascists 
is typically petty-bourgeois and anti-Stalinism builds on this to a large extent. This is precisely the 
old trick of the bourgeoisie to simply make the terms revisionism and Stalinism interchangeable, to 
put the deterrent stamp of "Stalinism" on revisionism and let Stalinism rot as dogmatism in the 
backyard of the history of philosophy. To present Stalinism as deterrent to the worker as possible, in
such a way that the worker should come to only one conclusion: "Stalinism? No thanks, I'd 
rather live under capitalism with all its boils!" That's what these scribblers of the bourgeoisie are 
paid for, and not badly, as you can see with Oskar Negt. When these petty-bourgeois write about 
"institutionalized Marxism," they mean Marxism in power, they mean the workers in power. The 
petty-bourgeoisie are happy to warm their hearts to the struggle of the workers against their 
exploitation and oppression while they are not yet in power. But workers in power are as much a 
horror for the petty-bourgeoisie as the bourgeoisie in power. Yes, they prefer the bourgeoisie in 
power to the workers in power, because they have already come to terms with the bourgeoisie at 
their side for over a hundred years. At the time of Stalinism in power, these petty-bourgeoisie had 
the need, from their class nature, to "de-institutionalize" Marxism, which means nothing other than 
"liberating" the "working class from the rule of Marxism". It was in this sense that the petty-
bourgeoisie pursued its "de-Stalinization" efforts after Stalin's death. Since then, the petty-
bourgeoisie's "revolutionary" task has been to "save" the working class from "re-Stalinization."

Oskar Negt and Co. were more concerned with dissociating themselves from the "Frankfurt 
School", following in the footsteps of Trotsky, Tito, Deborin and Bukharin, etc., in order to expose 
the '68 Movement as a petty-bourgeois movement which, in its broad leftist spectrum, had 
"descended to Stalinism", had tried to "legitimize" itself only by doing so. For this realization that 
the petty-bourgeois movement adorns itself with the labor movement in order to make itself bigger 
than it is, one did not need Oskar Negt, the Marxists already criticized this 100 years ago. Not even 
Oskar Negt could save the '68 Movement from its contact with Stalinism. As a result, he could not 
prevent, indeed, he involuntarily contributed to the emergence of such intellectuals in the 
Movement of '68 who seriously took up Stalin's revolutionary standpoint, who seriously joined the 
revolutionary workers' movement and gradually overcame their own petty-bourgeois standpoint, 
and who did not fall for Oskar Negts but fought them head-on as anti-communists. He, however, 
preached "true" Marxism", the criticism of the idealization of "pure" Marxist science. He in 
particular, like the entire intellectualist "Left" opposition as a whole, always regarded himself as a 
"revolutionary vanguard" for the "de-Stalinization" of science.

The anti-Stalinist Oskar Negt, who can at best "make friends" with Marxism when it is not in 
power, as was the case with Soviet Marxism under Lenin and Stalin, is a true "champion" for 
the liberation of science from its class corset. We Stalinists ultimately agree with Oskar Negt 
and the whole intellectualist "armada of the 'left' opposition" to liberate science from its class 
rule, from its class-ideological paternalism (and so he is and they are, of course, "much, much 



more rrrrevolutionary" than we Stalinists). There is only one "small" difference between us and 
them: for them this goal is already achievable in bourgeois society, whereas we will only have 
achieved this goal with classless society. For them, Stalinism is an unjustified, illegitimate 
"obstacle" to classless science, but for us it is an indispensable prerequisite for it. Wanting to 
already "liberate" Stalinism from its class character under capitalism can only lead to one 
result, to its adaptation to and subordination to bourgeois ideology, to the liquidation of the 
proletarian character of Stalinism and to the consolidation of capitalist class society. And this 
is also the definition of the term "de-Stalinization", whether we look at de-Stalinization in the 
East or in the West, in the bourgeois essence, both types of de-Stalinization agree and have 
always worked together against communism and have complemented each other. The strength
of Stalinism is still evident today in the fact that the bourgeoisie, after all its futile efforts, is 
forced to capitulate to the teachings of Stalin. Even if the bourgeoisie never admits it, it has 
been forced to believe that Stalinism cannot be "de-Stalinized" at all, that simply "no weed 
has grown" against this ideology, that every bourgeois weed withers as soon as it comes into 
contact with Stalinism, that capitalism has had to suffer defeat wherever it dared to engage in 
a confrontation with Stalinism.

Now we come to the two-front struggle:

Stalinism teaches us to see the class struggle, the two-front struggle, the struggle between the 
privileged classes of all kinds who did not want to develop further and the masses of the laborers, 
the socialist workers who are at the head of all laborers in order to revolutionize the social 
development continuously, under the surface of ingrained old habits, political intrigues, cleverly 
thought-out theories and political currents in socialism. Stalin threw all outdated forms of socialism 
overboard, helped all outdated Bolsheviks who could not separate themselves from these forms in 
solidarity and demoted those who refused to give up the outdated forms of their thinking and acting.
In the same way, he stood in the way of the newly developed ideas that deviated from Marxism-
Leninism in order to eventually replace it. On the one hand, he helped those inexperienced young 
Bolsheviks who were not yet properly guided by Marxism-Leninism, and on the other hand, he 
demoted those who refused to part with their deviating "renewing" views, which were nothing more
than throwing Marxism-Leninism overboard as something "outdated".

"The training of Party leaders is a very difficult matter, it takes years, 5 to 10 years, more 
than 10. (...) Leaders cannot be trained by means of books. Books help to make progress, but 
they do not create leaders. Leading workers mature only in the course of the work itself." 
(Stalin: 'The Twelfth Congress of the R.C.P.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.223; 
English Edition).

And if one wants to advance towards communism, they not only need new ideas, a rejuvenating 
communist theory that illuminates this new stage of struggle, but also a communist cadre, which 
one must equip with this theory, but, as Stalin taught, only the cadre of sacrificial work, the cadre 
that actually grows into a communist cadre during the years of struggle for the further construction 
of socialism towards communism.

"Have not the youth and the old guard always marched in a united front against internal and 
external enemies? Is not the unity between the 'old ones' and the 'young ones' the basic 
strength of our revolution? What was the object of this attempt to discredit the old guard and 
demagogically to flatter the youth if not to cause and widen a fissure between these principal 
detachments of our Party? Who needs all this, if one has the interests of the Party in view, its 
unity and solidarity, and not an attempt to shake this unity for the benefit of the opposition?" 



(Stalin: 'The Discussion' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.396-397; English Edition).

Stalin fought not only against the swamp of revisionists but also against those who turned to the 
swamp.

This is not simply a matter of interpreting Stalinism. Stalinism accepts nothing in good faith. 
Stalinism does not exclude critical application and development, but presupposes them. Stalinism 
must not be obscured by formalism and dogmatism. Thus there were people who, under the guise of
Stalinism, took leave of his revolutionary spirit and sent him to exile, not to Siberia, but worse still, 
to the study. If the disciples of Stalin were guilty of this, one cannot hold Stalin accountable or even
justify "de-Stalinization". Stalinists do not reject criticism of themselves, but only criticism 
from opponents of Stalinism. The Stalinists wanted to remain consistent Marxist-Leninists by 
developing the basic theses of Marxism-Leninism in accordance with the changing conditions of 
socialism and with the given characteristics of the post-war period and by expanding the theory of 
dialectical materialism and the economic doctrine of Marxism-Leninism. The opponents used 
Stalinism to smuggle in their anti-Marxist-Leninist ideas in all areas of social life. The revisionists 
used eclecticism for their "de-Stalinization". This eclecticism was then celebrated by the revisionists
as a "great contribution to the further development of Stalinism". History has proven that after 
the emergence of Stalinism, every other ideological current that appeared with socialist 
slogans had to degenerate into a reactionary current, into anti-Stalinism, in the course of the 
class struggle. One could not build communism without relying on Stalinism, without 
consolidating and developing Stalinism in the struggle against its enemies.

Lenin said that: "Every opportunist is distinguished for his adaptability..." (Lenin as quoted by 
Stalin: 'The Discussion' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.395; English Edition). Isn't that 
what we Stalinists do? Undoubtedly we Stalinists do it too, the question is only the 
adaptability to what? The difference between the adaptability of the opportunists and that of 
the Stalinists is quite simply that the opportunists are characterized by the ability to adapt 
communism to capitalism, while for the communists the ability of adaptation is to adapt the 
teachings of communism to the changing conditions of the proletarian class struggle in the 
best possible way.

And the opportunists of the Stalin Era? They distinguished themselves by adapting Stalinism 
to the needs of the restoration of capitalism.

The opportunism in the face of the two-front struggle was that the opportunists began to 
adapt to the two-front struggle of the Bolsheviks, and not only to master this adaptation to 
perfection in high Stalinism, but to bring themselves into possession of this instrument to beat 
the Stalinists with their own weapon. It was Khrushchev who was able to make perfect use of 
this instrument to conquer the power of revisionism.

When we examine the class struggle in the late Stalinist Era in concrete terms, we must logically 
examine how the Bolshevik method of conducting the class struggle was used at that time and how 
that struggle was conducted. The Bolshevik method of class struggle consists, as we all know, 
above all in leading the ideological two-front struggle, and this two-front struggle cannot be 
limited to the ideological class struggle alone, but that it was fought on all the battlefields of 
class struggle without exception.

"Now we cannot first of all defeat the Right danger with the help of the 'Lefts,' as was the case
in the history of our Party, and then the 'Left' danger with the help of the Rights. Now we 
have to wage a fight on both fronts simultaneously, striving to defeat both dangers..." (Stalin: 
'Fourth Conference' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.324; English Edition).



"Among Communists we are neither Lefts nor Rights, we are simply Leninists. Lenin knew 
what he was doing when he fought on two fronts, against both the Left and the Right 
deviations in the communist movement." (Stalin: 'Questions and Answers' in: 'Works', Volume 7; 
Moscow; 1954; p.192; English Edition).

"...when Lenin fought the Russian 'ultra-Lefts' and utterly routed them, in our midst, too, 
there were people who accused Lenin of Rightism, of having swung to the Right. But all the 
world now knows that Lenin's position at that time was correct, that his standpoint was the 
only revolutionary one, and that the Russian 'ultra-Lefts,' who were then making a show of 
'revolutionary' phrases [and clothe him in revolutionary 'Stalinist' phrases – Author's note], were 
in reality opportunists." (Stalin: 'The Fight against Right and 'Ultra-Left' Deviations' in: 'Works', 
Volume 8; Moscow; 1954; p.8-9; English Edition).

We Stalinists have become aware that this two-front struggle in the late Stalinist Era was fiercer 
than ever before in the entire history of the Bolshevik Party, and that today, after more than 50 
years, there are still "hidden" enemies who have so far gotten away scot-free with the slogan. "Stop 
thief!"

If Stalin had still been able to do it, his "Short Course" of 1938-53 would have been supplemented 
and completed. Stalin left us Stalinists the legacy of making up for this, and we have not yet 
managed to complete this work successfully. Yes, until 1953, with this date, with Stalin died and so 
did the Bolshevik Party of Lenin and Stalin, and with 1953 the glorious history of the CPSU (B) 
ended. As long as we have not completed the "Short Course" of 1938-1953, this means that we 
have not yet turned our defeat against modern revisionism on this battlefield into a victory. But 
there are a number of outstanding comrades who have already made good contributions to this, and 
we are sure that we will soon have put the tedious puzzle together to complete Stalin's history of 
the CPSU (B) by 1953 after all. This work is still ahead of us in Albania, where the history of the 
PLA also ended with the death of Comrade Enver Hoxha. However, it was written under the 
leadership of Enver Hoxha only until 1980. Since Enver Hoxha died in 1985, there are still 5 years 
of party history missing, which has to be written by us Hoxhaists. It will also take great efforts to 
unravel the course of the two-front struggle until the restoration of capitalism. The fact that we have
not yet mastered all this says a lot about the true state of the present Marxist-Leninist World 
Movement, says a lot about the actual influence of modern revisionism, says a lot about how bitter 
this struggle still has to be fought.

Let us stick with the two-front struggle. When the opportunists of the USSR were still able to 
appear openly, it was still relatively "easy" to determine, see through and expose their positions. 
Conversely, in those days it was also relatively "easy" for the opportunists to see through the 
Bolshevik tactics of the two-front struggle, to adapt to them and to subvert them. But when they 
were so weakened that they could no longer afford to appear openly, when they were completely 
forced into illegality, the opportunists were no longer allowed to openly attack Stalin's General 
Line, but were condemned to use it as their shield, and this meant that they had been forced to build 
communism if they wanted to remain unrecognized, which considerably limited their counter-
revolutionary work. With time however, the counter-revolutionaries mastered the changed 
claviature of the two-front struggle better and better, so that they conquered position after position, 
with great sacrifice of course because Stalin had to fight against the counter-revolutionary activities 
not only with the greatest skill but also with the greatest severity. Many actually shied away from 
continuing their counter-revolutionary subversion activities, but there were enough who continued 
them, not least under pressure from the outside, from the imperialist West.

The two-front struggle against Stalin was conducted underground in the late Stalinist Era. Only 



after it appeared here and there on the surface did things come to light, it was exposed and 
fought against, only to go underground again and reappear elsewhere. The cat and mouse game
of the counter-revolutionaries makes it so difficult for us today to historically locate and 
continuously follow the underground front line. This work is made more difficult by the fact that
some historically active comrades made mistakes in correctly distinguishing between "friend"
and foe. There, revisionists were identified as "Marxist-Leninists" and vice versa, Marxist-Leninists
were branded as "revisionists". We ourselves do not exclude ourselves from these mistakes. Sooner 
or later such a thing takes revenge. Thus, our opponents do not only pursue our lack of principled 
standpoint in the anti-revisionist struggle with malicious joy, but they exploit our weaknesses 
against us. The basic rule is:

"(...) the Right deviation in communism signifies (...) a tendency of a section of the 
Communists to depart from the revolutionary line of Marxism.

"(...) Consequently, a victory of the Right deviation in the Communist Parties of the capitalist 
countries would lead to a development of the conditions necessary for the preservation of 
capitalism." (Stalin: 'The Right Danger in the C.P.S.U.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 11; Moscow; 1954;
p.233-234; English Edition).

"The Rights always raise their head in a period of growing crisis. That is a general law of 
revolutionary crises. The Rights raise their head because they are afraid of a revolutionary 
crisis and are therefore ready to do everything in their power to drag the Party back and not 
allow the growing crisis to develop." (Stalin: 'Speech in the French Commission' in: 'Works', 
Volume 8; Moscow; 1954; p.108; English Edition). That also applied to the period of the growing 
Cold War of the Anglo-American imperialists.

"Expulsion is not the decisive weapon in the struggle against the Rights. The main thing is to 
give the Right groups a drubbing, ideologically and morally, in the course of a struggle based 
on principle and to draw the mass of the Party membership into this struggle. That is one of 
the chief and most important means of educating the Party in the spirit of Bolshevism. 
Expulsion must come, if it is really necessary, as a natural result of the ideological rout of the 
enemy." (Stalin: 'The Communist Party of Czechoslovakia' in: 'Works', Volume 7; Moscow; 1954; 
p.66; English Edition).

"The capitalist elements are fighting not only in the economic sphere; they are trying to carry 
the fight into the sphere of proletarian ideology, trying to infect the least stable detachments of
the Party with lack of confidence in the possibility of building socialism, with scepticism 
concerning the socialist prospects of our work of construction, and it cannot be said that their 
efforts have been entirely fruitless." (Stalin: 'Questions and Answers' in: 'Works', Volume 7; 
Moscow; 1954; p.166-167; English Edition).

"(...) a group of 'ultra-Lefts' which keeps repeating the old slogans in a schoolboy fashion and 
is unable or unwilling to adapt itself to the new conditions of the struggle, which demand new 
methods of work. Hence we have the 'ultra-Lefts,' who by their policy are hindering the Party
from adapting itself to the new conditions of the struggle and from finding its way to the 
broad masses of the (...) proletariat. Either the (...) Communist Party breaks the resistance of 
the 'ultra-Lefts,' and then it will be on the high road to winning over the majority of the 
working class; or it does not, and then it will make the present crisis chronic and disastrous 
for the Party." (Stalin: 'The Fight against Right and 'Ultra-Left' Deviations' in: 'Works', Volume 8; 
Moscow; 1954; p.2; English Edition).



"Can we tolerate putrid diplomacy, the slurring over of errors, in questions of the ideological 
struggle in the Party and the political education of the masses? No, we cannot. We should be 
deceiving the workers if we did. (...) There is only one solution, and that is to expose the errors
of the 'ultra-Left' leaders, and in this way help honest revolutionary workers to take the right 
road." (ibid; p.8).

"'Yes, these are practical revolutionaries, for they place the essence of the matter above the 
form.'" (Stalin: 'Thirteenth Congress of the R.C.P.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 6; Moscow; 1953; p.30;
English Edition).

People who are actually convinced that they are further developing Marxism-Leninism would 
never tolerate the (in)freedom to let the old views exist and maintain them even further alongside 
the new ones. In this way old views can never be overcome. There were a lot of people in late 
Stalinism who were, "(...) continuing to work in the old, limited, metaphysical way with 
methods that were obtained dialectically." (Engels: 'Anti-Dühring' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 
25; London; 1987; p.113; English Edition).

Marxist-Leninists develop Marxism-Leninism further by adapting it to the real, changing 
conditions of the struggle. What does it mean to adapt? Does the Marxist-Leninist adapt 
Marxism-Leninism evolutionarily by always quantitatively INSERTING new things to the old? 
No, Marxism-Leninism is not an eclectic teaching. Marxism-Leninism is a revolutionary doctrine 
which rejuvenates itself only to the extent that it overcomes its obsolescence in the struggle of 
opposites, in how much courage it mustered to free itself from old doctrines. In 1958, this was 
criticized by the revisionists as "one-sidedness". Wanting to "prove" the "Stalinist one-
sidedness" of Marxism-Leninism in this way means nothing else but to replace Marxism-
Leninism by eclecticism. The revisionists made use of the method of "peaceful coexistence" 
between dialectical materialism and idealism, which Shdanov had exposed in Alexandrov's 
"Textbook of the History of Philosophy". There, the philosophers in history were praised to the 
skies, with only a few critical remarks at the end, taken from Marxism-Leninism. Until 1958 the 
revisionists "only" denied the names Stalin and Zhdanov, but formally "recognized" their CC 
resolutions of 1946-1948.

The Bolshevik method of replacing the old with the new is called criticism and self-criticism. 
The opportunists limited themselves to interpreting the path from socialism to communism, 
propagating the evolutionary self-course of socialist development. Stalinism, on the other hand, 
illuminated this revolutionary path. The Stalinists went the illuminated path, understood it as a 
qualitative change (not to be confused with the "qualitative leap", which is not the only form of 
transformation from quantity to quality, but we will go into this later).

The further development of Marxism-Leninism, that is, to raise it to the level of the actual 
changes in the development of society in a revolutionary way - that is Stalinism is, or in 
Stalin's words: To understand the Marxist-Leninist theory, it means being able to develop it 
and move it forward. New understandings must LIBERATE themselves from the old 
understandings through criticism and self-criticism in struggle. Here, a struggle between the 
old and new views takes place. Here, a CLASSICAL STRUGGLE against bourgeois remnants
in the consciousness of advanced socialist society takes place, which the workers are not only 
involved in, but take the leading position. Simply excluding the working class and the masses 
from the philosophical discussion, from the elaboration and development of Bolshevik theory 
or to let them "only marginally sniff  it" requires a consistent class struggle so that 
revolutionary theory is not separated from the revolutionary class. Here the TWO-FRONT 
STRUGGLE between regression and progress in the socialist society itself takes place! And it 
is precisely this struggle that Stalin led in the period of building communism after the Great 



Patriotic War until his death in March 1953. From this point of view and only from it, one can
see who was really a Stalinist at that time, what was Stalinist and who merely hid behind the 
mask of "Stalinism" to help bring victory to the restoration of capitalism.

Marx said this about Hegel's dialectics: "It must be turned right side up again, if you would 
discover the rational kernel within the mystical shell." (Marx: 'Capital' in: 'Collected Works', 
Volume 35; London; 1996; p.19; English Edition).

And what did the modern revisionists make of it? They turned Marx upside down, trying to return 
to bourgeois ideology unrecognized. They restored the dialectics of Hegel by turning back the 
Marxist dialectics to hide the core of their revisionist degeneration in a Marxist-Leninist shell!
In the revisionist "theory", the real relationship of Marxism-Leninism is turned upside down, 
the mirror image is taken for its most original form and therefore needs a restorative, reactive
reversal (this is a reference to Marx and Engels' "On Dialectics"). Just as modern revisionism 
relates to Marxism-Leninism, Hegelian dialectics relates to Marxist dialectics.

Marxism-Leninism can never be adapted to the changed reality, communist existence can never 
DETERMINE communist consciousness, if this consciousness refuses to throw outdated ways of 
thinking, outdated formulas overboard, if it does not ruthlessly separate itself from habits that were 
once dear to it. In short: if the old consciousness is not completely replaced by the new 
consciousness, the Stalinist consciousness. There is no other way to bring communist being and 
communist consciousness into harmonious agreement. The better we succeed in achieving this goal 
of harmonization, the stronger communism is in the struggle against its enemies. And so, even in 
the two-front struggle, the struggle against the Right and "Left" is brought into harmony, without 
forgetting that there is a main front and a secondary front, that their dialectical reversal is 
recognized at the right moment and handled accordingly.

Now, the question of Stalin has been clearly answered that the harmonization of the revolutionary 
forces and revolutionary conditions is not a final, rigid process, but that it is a permanent dialectical 
process, that both the revolutionary forces and revolutionary conditions of a historical 
transformation of their role as an obstacle and driving force, are subject to their interaction, that in 
harmonization the identity and the struggle of opposites plays an important role, that harmonization 
is an objective process, which we approach through knowledge and adaptation to its laws, but only 
relatively, no more and no less.

"When one reads and rereads the works of our leaders, their writings and speeches, then this 
or that chapter, this or that hint or sentence, this or that thesis always gains new meaning in 
the light of our practice. Just as the geologist cannot exhaust all the treasures that lie in the 
bosom of our country, we too are constantly finding new ideas in the works of our great 
teachers." (Zhdanov: "Illustrative Material of the History of the C.P.S.U.(B.) - Short Course'; 
Berlin; 1954; p.101; Translated from German).

What did the ideological two-front struggle of Bolshevism look like under late Stalinism?

First of all, we must realize that everything we have said above about the development of Marxism-
Leninism in general also applies to the ideological two-front struggle against the enemies of the 
Soviet Union, against the anti-Stalinists. With the progress of the socialist society, with the 
transition to communism, there was also a change in the two-front struggle, it adapted to this 
development, adopted new forms of struggle and discarded outdated forms without giving up its 
essential character, its aim to ideologically beat the enemies of the Soviet Union. If Beria's aim was 
to make this two-front struggle superfluous and to undermine it through pure elimination, through 
state administration, then Stalin's aim was to put the two-front struggle on a higher level in order to 



avert the new dangers that had appeared in the Soviet Union since the end of the war in a Bolshevik 
manner. The fact that Comrade Stalin's personal intervention was necessary to combat the dying of 
Marxism-Leninism and the emergence of idealistic, reactionary phenomena shows what a 
theoretically critical state the USSR was in after the war. The sad results of the theoretical journal 
"Under the Banner of Marxism" are known to everyone (fight against the incorrect line of Deborin).

The dangers loomed from two ideological directions:

Firstly, it was the persistence of old formulas, clinging onto them, the fear of throwing them 
overboard and letting them go, which brings the dogmatists on the scene. For it is they who make a 
virtue of this error, of this weakness, by justifying their insistence on dogmas under the guise of 
"defending the principles of Stalinism".

"Marxism does not recognize invariable conclusions and formulas, obligatory for all epochs 
and periods. Marxism is the enemy of all dogmatism." (Stalin: 'Marxism and Problems of 
Linguistics'; Peking; 1972; p.53; English Edition).

The dogmatists occupied influential posts in many institutions and formed around their intellectual 
"leaders" an Arakcheyev regime (dogmatists at "house power"), which Stalin brought to light and 
smashed it to smithereens [Count Arakcheyev established a regime that characterized an entire era 
of unbridled police despotism and military arbitrariness in the first quarter of the 19th century. And 
there was no one in the USSR who revived the Arakcheyev regime like the aristocratic secret 
service agent Beria]:

"It has brought out, in the first place, that in linguistic bodies both in the centre and in the 
republics a regime has prevailed which is alien to science and men of science. The slightest 
criticism of the state of affairs in Soviet linguistics, even the most timid attempt to criticize the
so-called 'new doctrine' in linguistics, was persecuted and suppressed by the leading linguistic 
circles. Valuable workers and researchers in linguistics were dismissed from their posts or 
demoted for being critical of N. Y. Marr's heritage or expressing the slightest disapproval of 
his teachings.

"It is generally recognized that no science can develop and flourish without a battle of 
opinions, without freedom of criticism. But this generally recognized rule was ignored and 
flouted in the most unceremonious fashion. There arose a close group of infallible leaders, 
who, having secured themselves against any possible criticism, became a law unto themselves 
and did whatever they pleased." (ibid; p.29-30).

These scholastic "elite schools" claimed to have leased Marxism-Leninism. They alone felt 
authorized to interpret and construe Marxism-Leninism correctly. Stalin castigated them as book 
scholars and Talmudists. With it they consciously organized and prevented new Stalinist ideas 
from breaking through so that they could turn into a guidance for revolutionary action. 
Dogmatists, in the time of late Stalinism they were criminal, selfish and privileged saboteurs 
against the revolutionization of Stalinism, and were restorers of bourgeois sciences. Their 
crime was preserving Stalinism. And by trying to decide what and how something is and is not 
allowed to be used, they tried to snatch Stalinism from the hands of the revolutionary masses and 
their revolutionary vanguard party, thus condemning it to die, liquidating it, depriving the 
dictatorship of its intellectual power. Marr was rehabilitated by the revisionists in 1957 [sic!!] 
and Stalin was firstly accused of "dogmatism" and secondly of "interfering" with the discussion and
"interrupted it with his cult of personality". The separation of the philosophical work from the 
practical activity of the CPSU (B), the blatant withdrawal from life were completely revealed as the 
basis of the errors on the philosophical front during the philosophical discussion of 1947. Stalin 



reminded the philosophers anew of the radical error in their work, which they were not able to 
overcome despite the instructions given to them earlier. This was particularly true of the journal 
"Under the Banner of Marxism", which the CPSU (B) had worked hard to produce, especially in 
1931, but failed completely during the war and even died in 1944.

It is fundamentally wrong to believe that "in war there are more important things than philosophy". 
Of course, in a military situation, philosophy moves back into the military ranks and there were 
quite a few Soviet philosophers who exchanged their philosophical weapons with military weapons,
but philosophy is indispensable as the intellectual weapon of military warfare and, as on all war 
fronts, has its task to fulfill on the "philosophical front". There is no situation of class struggle in 
which the philosophy of Marxism may simply disappear from the scene. That is philosophical 
capitulation. This is completely contrary to the Marxist worldview, and the reasons are probably 
well known and do not need to be named here. Even Stalinism itself finally had to develop under 
the conditions of the struggle against the encirclement by bourgeois ideology, there was also a 
"Stalingrad on the philosophical front". In other words, the Great Patriotic War was of course 
also an ideological war, just as the subsequent Cold War was a war against Stalinism on the 
ideological-philosophical front. We Stalinists today are fighting against the entire philosophy of the 
bourgeoisie, which has a much longer tradition than the Marxist one. We are in the midst of a war 
against bourgeois philosophy, which cannot be destroyed with light weapons, but with heavy 
artillery. We need only look at the "front line" of anti-Stalinism on our philosophical battlefield to 
see what kind of enemy we Stalinists are dealing with. The question "Which one?" Stalinism or 
anti-Stalinism? is far from being decided. On this front, we still have great battles ahead of us until 
we defeat anti-Stalinism, not to mention the victory over all bourgeois philosophy.

Stalinism was, so to speak, the basis and the lever of the theory of world revolution, a guide to 
action, a guide to the liberation of the world proletariat from the bourgeois consciousness, and 
through its further development it still is today, of course. The defense of Stalinism was, so to 
speak, also a foreign ideological-philosophical war of the USSR against the imperialist aggressors, 
a struggle to defend the ideological interests of the world proletariat.

Every retention of outdated Marxist-Leninist formulas and schools exposes every new Marxist-
Leninist initiative, every new Marxist-Leninist thinker after the Second World War to a perishable 
rotting process, a jungle where the only way to clear the way was with a machete. Many 
revolutionary forces were swallowed up by the jungle of dignitary schools in late Stalinism so that 
they could not develop their social power and had to wear a muzzle. Standing up against the 
established academic schools was tantamount to heresy and high treason and could mean the loss of
one's own existence, could cost one their head. The bureaucratic views of Marxism-Leninism were 
a typical expression of this rotting process of Marxism-Leninism at that time, an expression of its 
increasing ossification and institutionalized independence, its separation from the masses. The 
ideological disarmament of the masses was the greatest danger for the existence of the USSR 
after the Great Patriotic War. This was a weakness of the Party that Stalin was the first to 
recognize. And it was precisely this weakness that was useful in preparing the seizure of power by 
the modern revisionists to carry out the restoration of capitalism without revolting masses. 
Stalinism loses more and more of its importance the more it is withdrawn from the masses, 
the more it is moved from the streets and factories to lecture halls and study rooms.

And it was Stalin who blew away the dust that had settled on Marxism-Leninism to form a 
dangerously thick layer during the period of late Stalinism. Stalin placed himself protectively 
before all innovators, before all revolutionary forces in all areas of social life, who were 
hunted down like heretical criminals by the scholastic academies, by the professional 
communists and by the Inquisition in the state scientific institutes. But this is only one front 
which Stalin fought on. What is the second front?



The second one, the other front, which was directed against Stalin and the CPSU (B), was the 
replacement of the dialectical materialist way of thinking by the metaphysical way of thinking of 
the bourgeoisie in the revision of Marxism-Leninism necessary for the adaptation to the realization 
of the construction of communism. This means in simple words that the retrograde elements of the 
Soviet society had to sell the adaptation to its reactionary ideology as "the further development of 
Marxism-Leninism". These backward revisionist ideas were praised as "the further development of 
Marxism-Leninism" by the backward elements of the Soviet society. These backward revisionist 
ideas were praised in a conformist way as a contribution of "newness", as "creative ideas" for the 
construction of communism. If these reactionary elements wanted to pursue the restoration of 
capitalism, they needed a second front to cultivate their revisionist views behind Stalin's back, to 
replace his communist General Line step by step with their backward, bourgeois ideology. Stalin led
a struggle on the second front against the adaptation of Leninism to revisionism, against the 
restoration of bourgeois ideology. In the struggle against formalism, the formalists threw the 
principles of Marxism-Leninism overboard. Stalin thus rejected Marr's accusations of 
"formalism" against Marxist linguistics, which the revisionist Marr wanted to elevate his "new 
doctrine" to a "Marxist" linguistics with. In all fields Stalin led a determined fight against all the 
deviations that violated the principled loyalty to Marxism-Leninism and borrowed from the old 
revisionist chiefs. He led the fight against all those who regarded Stalinism as something 
"outdated", who felt "persecuted, constricted, patronized and abandoned by Stalinism", who 
longed for their liberation from Stalinism through bourgeois ideology, who hated Stalinism 
and wanted to finally get rid of it. Stalin turned against bourgeois "modernism", which was 
not accidentally spread by the West. This is where the two-front struggles against 
cosmopolitanism, Zionism etc., can be classified, which we will discuss later.

It would be a little too simplistic and schematic if the older Soviet generation were to focus more 
on the danger of formalism, the ossification of Marxism-Leninism, the rusting of their old 
revolutionary fighting spirit, their tiredness in the class struggle, their persistence in well-worn 
tracks, while the danger among the younger generation was expressed rather in the inexperience 
of Marxism-Leninism, its not yet sufficiently developed firmness of principles, its lack of 
discipline, its flirting with the West, its "peaceful coexistence" and the temptations of the restoration
of capitalism. But the famous "spark of truth" in such generational influences will certainly not be 
denied. In any case, it has not remained unknown to us Marxist-Leninists that it was the Trotskyites 
who demagogically exploited the permanent artificial fomentation of the generation conflict to 
weaken the unity between leaders, Party and masses. We assume that this was no different in late 
Stalinism. In any case, it cannot be denied that the two-front struggle also had something to do 
with averting the attempted division of the common front of the generations (competition between
the cadres of the "old guard" and the cadres of the young guard). Certainly, the generational 
difference was one of the many other manifestations of late Stalinism, but the argument that this 
was the real cause of the restoration of capitalism is not at all plausible.

"The question of generations is a secondary one." said Stalin in the argument with Trotsky. He 
opposed Trotsky's view as follows:

"Only those who regard our cadres as a closed entity, as a privileged caste which does not 
admit new members to its ranks; only those who regard our cadres as a sort of officer corps of
the old regime which looks down on all other Party members as 'beneath its dignity,' only 
those who want to drive a wedge between the cadres and the younger Party members—only 
they can make the question of generations in the Party the pivotal question of democracy. The
essence of democracy lies not in the question of generations, but in the question of 
independent activity, of members of the Party taking an active part in its leadership." (Stalin: 
'Thirteenth Congress of the R.C.P.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 6; Moscow; 1953; p.237-238; English 



Edition).

The ideological two-front struggle was directed against objectivism on the one hand and 
against subjectivism on the other. Stalinism takes the view that the objective and subjective 
should not be metaphysically opposed, but that both form a unity, whereby (objective) being 
determines (subjective) consciousness (harmonization of the objective and subjective factors 
in the construction of "communism in one country"). Objectivism and subjectivism are the 
two sides of a bourgeois coin, which falsified and distorted the teachings of Stalin, the 
teachings of Marxism-Leninism, especially in the late Stalinist Era: the objectivists 
underestimated the subjective factor and overestimated the objective factor in the teachings of
Stalin. The subjectivists overestimated the subjective factor and underestimated the objective 
factor in the teachings of Stalin.

First, there's     objectivism: Objectivism denies communist partiality. In the late Stalinist Era, 
the objectivists held the view that in the phase of building communism, in the phase of dying 
classes, the ideology of Marxism-Leninism was transformed into an ideology "above the 
classes" and dissolved. The objectivists made the mistake of ignoring the special conditions in 
the construction of "communism in one country", that the class struggle would continue as 
long as there were classes in the encircling capitalist countries that were fighting a class 
struggle against the Soviet Union. Only on the world scale of communism does Marxism-
Leninism cease to be the ideology of the working class, when there is no longer a working 
class. Objectivism, this specific feature of bourgeois ideology, was present at the time of the 
replacement of feudalism, when bourgeois ideology presented itself as an ideology "above the 
classes" which reflected the entire "people's interest". To this day the bourgeoisie denies the 
class character of capitalist society precisely with the help of objectivism. Behind objectivism 
in the USSR was the "justification" that the ideology of the working class had become 
"worthless" and "superfluous", since in "communism in one country" there was supposedly 
no class struggle at all. Objectivism denies the intensified struggle between dialectical 
materialism and idealism, as it continues to exist until the end of the Communist era.  
Zhdanov condemned objectivism of the late Stalinist Era as the main danger, as a reduction in
the importance of the partiality of Marxist science.

Secondly, there's subjectivism. Subjectivism denies the importance of the objective 
maturation of communism. Subjectivism is the opposite of Stalin's doctrine of the unity of 
objective possibilities and active purposeful activity of the Soviet people as a decisive factor in 
transforming the possibility of communism into the reality of communism. The subjectivists 
doubted Stalin's teaching that the activity of the Soviet people not only transforms possibility 
into reality, but also prepares possibility as such. The subjectivists spread what they wanted to
understand or thought they understood under Stalinism, especially what they thought the 
masses should understand by it, namely a subjectivist teaching that was incapable of 
conveying objective truth to the Soviet people, if only because an objective reality supposedly 
did not exist. Their lack of confidence in the transition to communism was based on their lack 
of confidence in socialism. They arbitrarily underestimated or overestimated Stalinism in 
order to distort the reflection of the really existing Stalin Era. Communism corresponds to the
objective truth, which we are relatively close to. Stalin turned communism "in itself" into 
communism "for us". Subjectivism denies the objective truth of Stalinism and that we are 
approaching communism. In the late Stalinist Era, Soviet society had a great interest in the 
scientific determination of the objective social processes and regularities of communist 
construction, which Stalin was able to satisfy excellently in writing and in action. The Party 
led the ideological struggle against subjectivism and brought it to light in order to destroy it. 
One cannot separate Stalinism from Stalin who developed his doctrine in the real class 
struggle and one cannot idealize Stalinism. Stalin was the leading subjective factor of the real 



revolutionary, social changes in the USSR that he had founded. The source of Stalinism must 
not be sought in Stalinism itself, but in the conditions of the communist life of Soviet society, 
in its real existence, of which Stalinism is a reflection.

An example of the subjectivism of that time was the term "material incentive" used by 
revisionist economists as the "driving force" of socialist productivity. Behind this subjectivism
were all kinds of capitalist forms of narrow-minded selfishness and a limited, vulgar consumer
ideology. Another example: Subjectivism, the exaggeration of the subjective factor of the 
personality of the Bolshevik leader, is also hidden behind the personality cult. The ideas of the 
subjectivists were the wishful thinking of elitist groups, which did not correspond to the real 
situation of late Stalinism at all. However, they presented their ideas, opinions and views as 
"in agreement" with Stalinism, although they were far from the revolutionary masses. The 
subjectivists tried to impose their views on Soviet society and to falsify and deny Stalinism.

Stalin's ideological-philosophical two-front struggle was an attack against the remnants of 
capitalism in the consciousness of the Soviet people. He waged an offensive war against the 
remnants of lazy bourgeois ideology not only in the consciousness of the masses but also in the
consciousness of the Party, the state and the army. He also waged this offensive struggle 
externally against obscurantism and reaction abroad, in all its manifestations.

Stalin accurately identified the main danger in the late Stalinist Era: The main danger that 
led to the threatening growth of the revisionist forces was the reduction of revolutionary 
theory, the reduction of the role of the party as the revolutionary vanguard in the building of 
communism, the reduction of the role of the revolutionary cadres who decide everything when
the theoretical road to communism is illuminated, the program of building communism, the 
five-year plan is worked out and established. Political activity was monopolized in the hands 
of small leadership groups, while the Party as a whole was not called upon to carry out 
leading political work. Therefore, the Bolshevik character of the Party was violated. The 
underestimation of the development of Stalinism could only lead to the reduction of the role of
the Bolshevik Party, just as, conversely, the reduction of the Bolshevik Party also led to the 
underestimation of the development of Stalinism. It was Stalin who opposed this threatening 
development.

Stalin taught that the "left" and the right opportunists worked hand in hand, that both appeared 
together and had to be fought together accordingly. While the "left" opportunists hid their right-
wing ideas behind the teachings of Stalin, the right opportunists openly represented their bourgeois 
thinking. They did not dare to openly attack the works of the classics of Marxism-Leninism, which 
is why they began to develop their ideas undisturbed on the shallow "front" of the borders, where 
they were no more conspicuous than "provincial philosophers". But when the revisionist trial 
balloon was launched in a city as big as Leningrad, the pain threshold was crossed and the 
revisionist onslaught on the center had to be stopped as well as the attack of the revisionists within 
the center on the Stalinists. Only in this way can the so-called "Leningrad Affair" be judged 
ideologically correct. What took place in Leningrad on the front of political economy, on the 
cultural front, took place almost parallel, at least immediately afterwards. to the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy. There is an ideological-political connection there that cannot be overlooked.

In the two-front struggle against great power chauvinism and local nationalism, the main 
danger was great power chauvinism, so to speak, while local nationalism was only really brought 
about and counter-cultivated by the spreading of great power chauvinism. In the two-front struggle
against the bureaucratic centralism of the USSR and the bureaucratic decentralism of 
Leningrad, the revisionist main danger emanated from the Moscow center itself, provoked and 
even challenged it from there. If one wants to judge the "Leningrad affair" correctly, then one must 



not make the mistake of confusing the main and secondary danger, one must not divert from the 
main danger (Beria and Malenkov were behind it, which one must not protect!) Without the 
escalation of the power of bureaucratic centralism in the center of the USSR, there would also not 
have been a "Leningrad Affair", at least not in its historically materialized dimension.

The dogmatization of Stalinism is the disguised variant of "de-Stalinization", its first phase, still 
during the lifetime of Stalin, the "de-Stalinization" under the conditions of Stalinism in power. At 
the same time, the struggle against Stalinism was also connected with a disguised "criticism" of 
dogmatism, the struggle against dogmatism in words, in order to hide behind them in reality for its 
further practice.

The half-open "de-Stalinization" was something that the enemies of the Soviet Union tried to 
stimulate during their lifetime. With the de-ideologization under the slogan "freedom of science", 
they thus tried to decouple the dictatorship of the proletariat, to condemn it as repressive, as 
disturbing political interference in the "further development of science". This was a variant which 
the reactionary elements of the intelligentsia tried to restore the old privileges of the intelligentsia 
with, that is, to transform the non-antagonistic contradictions of workers and peasants into 
antagonistic class contradictions. It was an attack on the dictatorship of the proletariat under the 
leadership of the reactionary elements of the intelligentsia. Their aim was to restore capitalism...

In short, the ideological two-front struggle of Stalinism was directed against narrow-
mindedness, ossification and entrenched tracks and against the revisionist degeneration of 
Stalinism through reconciliation with and flirtation with bourgeois ideology, which was 
pinched by these two sides and thus threatened to be strangled. What is important here is to 
understand that this two-front struggle was paralyzed by the different revisionist factions in 
their own particular way: The two-front struggle is conducted in words from the respective 
positions of the revisionist factions, so to say, from all positions they tried to beat the 
Bolshevik two-front struggle with its own weapons. This was a rather complicated process, 
which is difficult to understand today. The whole thing is like a puzzle. The law of the two-
front struggle states that the struggle against it is not only intensifying, not only 
differentiating and branching out, but is also being fought with ever more hidden cards, to the
same extent as the two-front struggle of Stalinism is intensifying, differentiating and 
branching out, and also disguising itself in order to expose the masquerade of the revisionists, 
in order to overrun the revisionists of their disguised crimes and strike them on the head. 
Stalinism teaches that the Bolshevik two-front struggle does not gradually decrease until it 
finally dies out completely, but that it must inevitably increase in intensity and complexity, 
that it must be fought under the conditions of the dictatorship of the proletariat with ever 
more bitterness, determination and consistency, even by illegal means, so that it can die out at 
all, in accordance to the general teachings and laws of class struggle under socialism.

Let us take Stalin's vigilance campaigns, which are already mentioned in the 13th Volume of 
his works. These campaigns were also an expression of the two-front struggle. The Right did not 
have much to do with this. They were not allowed to feel addressed themselves. They only 
participated in the campaigns half-heartedly: In words, they were "vigilant" but in deeds, they let 
them fizzle out and covered up for the counter-revolutionary elements, or adopted a conciliatory, 
neutral attitude towards them. The "Left" shouted "treason! Betrayal" They went overboard in their 
alleged work of "unmasking" and terrified the Soviet people, spreading distrust among them. 
Behind their denunciation was not only their typical burgeoning careerism of the time, but they also
cleverly distracted attention from their own crimes and delivered innocent victims to the knife. 
There was no trace of the unmasking of true enemies of the people. The reactionary elements of the 
"left" and "right" aligned themselves and used the vigilance campaigns together against the Marxist-
Leninists, against the revolutionary forces of the Soviet peoples, against the laborers and the 



Bolshevik Party. The Stalinist CC had to lead a principled and determined two-front struggle 
against the counter-revolutionary phenomena that appeared in the vigilance campaigns. This 
can be documented by numerous CC resolutions.

We have studied the struggle of Stalin, as it is written in the 13 Volumes, for decades, but have 
failed to apply this two-front struggle to the late Stalin Era, especially to the time shortly before his 
death. There the two-front struggle disappears in the fog of conspiracy. The fact that documents on 
this were kept in secret at the time or were later destroyed should not be used as an excuse for our 
omissions. We Marxist-Leninists have to exercise self-criticism here and make up for what we have 
failed to do.

This two-front struggle between the Stalinist General Line and the revisionist line, which was 
developing behind it in secret, raged back and forth before it finally won over Stalin, over 
Stalinism. The aged theoretical dignitaries formed a terrorist front against the restorers of 
Marxism-Leninism, whom the further advancing Soviet society had produced a huge number 
of excellent cadres from below. The old had "grown stuck" in their chairs and the new ones 
could not remove them. Here, too, is the two-front struggle: Separating the wheat from the 
chaff in the "old" and separating the wheat from the chaff in the "new" in order to forge a 
united revolutionary front of the new and the old against the counter-revolutionary front of 
the old and new reactionary elements. The counter-revolutionary forces, the backward 
elements from the layers of the intelligentsia, which weakened Marxism-Leninism in every 
way, were the ideological stick holders of modern revisionism, the bourgeois ideology of the 
new ruling bourgeoisie of the Soviet Union after Stalin's death.

Stalin was aware of the fact that after the practical reconstruction of the war damage, a nation 
cannot do without theoretical thinking if the Soviet Union wants to regain the level of science. 
Raising the level of Marxism-Leninism was a task that the Bolshevik Party itself had to work out 
for itself, a task that a Bolshevik Party must never, frozen in its own passivity, delegate to any state 
institute because the Party must not only guard revolutionary theory like the apple of its own eye, 
but must also develop it further with the help of democratic centralism, with the help of the 
Bolshevik principle of criticism and self-criticism, naturally making use of both the support from 
outside, from the masses, and carrying revolutionary theory into the revolutionary movement with 
the help of its Bolshevik agitation and propaganda, in order to draw again from the newly gained 
experience of the masses in applying the revolutionary innovations of theory. The Party is the leader
of this dialectical process of developing revolutionary theory and this role must not be diminished. 
The party is the guardian of the Marxist-Leninist theory:

"The power of the Marxist-Leninist theory lies in the fact that it enables the Party to find the 
right orientation in any situation, to understand the inner connection of current events, to 
foresee their course and to perceive not only how and in what direction they are developing in 
the present, but how and in what direction they are bound to develop in the future.

"Only a party which has mastered the Marxist-Leninist theory can confidently advance and 
lead the working class forward.

"On the other hand, a party which has not mastered the Marxist-Leninist theory is compelled 
to grope its way, loses confidence in its actions and is unable to lead the working class 
forward.

"It may seem that all that is required for mastering the Marxist-Leninist theory is diligently 
to learn by heart isolated conclusions and propositions from the works of Marx, Engels and 
Lenin, learn to quote them at opportune times and rest at that, in the hope that the 



conclusions and propositions thus memorized will suit each and every situation and occasion. 
But such an approach to the Marxist-Leninist theory is altogether wrong. The Marxist-
Leninist theory must not be regarded as a collection of dogmas, as a catechism, as a symbol of 
faith, and the Marxists themselves as pedants and dogmatists.

"(...) Mastering the Marxist-Leninist theory means being able to enrich this theory with the 
new experience of the revolutionary movement, with new propositions and conclusions, it 
means being able to develop it and advance it without hesitating to replace — in accordance 
with the substance of the theory — such of its propositions and conclusions as have become 
antiquated by new ones corresponding to the new historical situation." (Stalin: 'History of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union – Short Course'; Tbilisi; 2017; p.495-497; English Edition).

"'It is essential to realize the incontestable truth that a Marxist must take cognizance of real 
life, of the concrete realities, and must not continue to cling to a theory of yesterday…'" (ibid; 
p.501).

What would have become of the Party of Lenin and Stalin, of Leninism, if Stalin had shied 
away from touching the letter of Leninism, if he had lacked the theoretical courage to drop 
one of the old conclusions about the possibility of the victory of "socialism in one country" 
and replace it with new conclusions, corresponding to the new historical situation, about the 
possibility of the victory of "  communism     in one country"?

What would become of Stalinism if it had not been developed further by us, if the 
Comintern/ML had shied away from touching the letter of Stalinism, if it had lacked the 
theoretical courage to drop one of the old conclusions about the possibility of the victory of 
"communism in one country" and replace it with the new conclusion about the possibility of 
the victory of world communism, corresponding to the globalized revolutionary situation of 
the world proletariat? Can we close our eyes to the collapsing world capitalism in the face of 
the current world capitalist crisis? In the face of the new world revolutionary situation arising
from this, can we still call ourselves Stalinists if we are afraid of realistically considering the 
possibility of the victory of world communism?

It was clear that Stalin's communist initiative stirred up and brought to the surface everything
that had gradually been deposited on the theoretical ground of socialism in the USSR, a mud 
and morass that made revolutionary, scientific thinking breathless and threatened to suffocate
it. The Central Committee had to take several decisions and take tough action to build a new 
cultural front. This cultural front opened the class struggle against the restoration of idealism. The 
late Stalinist Era was an era of cultural revolution, a struggle to create a communist 
superstructure, to which many Bolshevik leaders such as comrade Zhdanov fell victim. The 
assassination of Zhdanov by Beria expresses the sharpness which the counter-revolution 
responded to the Cultural Revolution with.

It was the beginning of a historical period when, firstly, Marxism-Leninism was already battered 
but strong enough not yet to be defeated and, secondly, modern revisionism was on the advance but
still too weak to replace Marxism-Leninism. This coexistence of two opposing ideologies, this 
transition from one aggregate state to the other, was anything but peaceful coexistence, it was 
a fight to the death, the moment of the leap to world socialism or the plunge into the darkness 
of the sole dominance of world reaction. It was a turning point over the decision to let Stalin's 
General Line of letting Marxism-Leninism win over the globe, to continue consistently or to 
stop halfway, to capitulate and turn back to capitalism. The unity of Marxism-Leninism, its 
ability to survive, consists in its internationalism. Dividing and breaking this unity consisted in the 
conversion to nationalism, to great power chauvinism, to the nationalization of Marxism-Leninism 



in order to prevent its progressive internationalization. It is the Marxist-Leninist World 
Movement, the world proletarian force released by it, which decides the future of socialism. 
Its circumcision to the Soviet Union had to lead to its downfall. When Stalin and Zhdanov 
directed against the ideological invasion of the imperialist West and built the bulwark of Soviet 
patriotism on the ideological front, the nationalists found a new source of inspiration to restrict 
Marxism-Leninism to its national importance for the Soviet Union, to adapt it to nationalism and to 
break its internationalist spirit. They tunneled under the Stalinist protective wall against foreign 
bourgeois ideology in order to enhance the domestic Russian bourgeois ideology, make it 
presentable and allow it to flow in, and as a side effect to throw overboard everything 
progressive from abroad, much to the detriment of the Soviet Union. Here it becomes clear 
how the counter-revolution adapted to the Bolshevik two-front struggle, both internally and 
externally, in order to turn it against itself. It was a struggle of the forces of 
internationalization of Stalinism and the forces of nationalist, bourgeois isolation of the Soviet 
Union.

The globalization of world imperialism won over the globalization of socialism. The defeat of 
the globalization of socialism sealed the defeat of "socialism in one country". The forces of 
world socialism historically proved to still be too weak to triumph over the forces of world 
imperialism in the first battle. The end of the Stalin Era thus became the new beginning of the
era of world socialism, which is still going through a difficult and protracted birth and still 
has to go through painful processes. The current world crisis of capitalism is currently acting 
as a midwife. World socialism will see the light of day in the not too distant future and 
Stalinism will turn its defeat into a victory.

"De-Stalinization" took place in two stages.

However, it had gone to Beria, all in one go. He arbitrarily overrode party decisions to build a 
Stalin museum in Volynsko and transformed it into a children's home. What is more important now, 
a children's home or a museum? Beria was clever and calculating, because in reality he was not 
interested in a children's home or a museum, but in combining things in such a way that he could 
take advantage of them and erase the memory of Stalin within the Soviet peoples. He always 
justified the arbitrary disregard of party decisions by actions "which there was no objection 
against", because the revisionists basically wanted to get away from Stalin's cult of personlity. Beria
was never a Marxist in his nature, but he understood how to make use of Marxism. From his 
bureaucratic and pragmatic point of view, if he would like to clip the wings of the two-front struggle
by state order, he saw it as a millstone around his neck to enforce his interests. The Khrushchevites 
were quite different. They could not and would not do without the two-front struggle against 
Stalinism. Beria waged his own "two-front struggle", the Berianist two-front struggle, namely to 
base himself on the front that had the greater power at the given moment, regardless of whether it 
was revolutionary or counter-revolutionary. The main thing was that it would help him advance on 
his career ladder. He was an unprincipled man through and through, but he was an 
unprincipled man of a very special kind, someone who made unprincipledness his calculating 
principle. He was unprincipled, not because he was convinced of the lack of principles, but 
because he camouflaged himself with the respective "steadfastness of principle" of the ruling 
power in order to conquer it with his own principles. In English: He had the "gift" of being 
able to bet on the "right horse" with ice-cold calculation every time he saw the right moment 
to change to another horse. The time of Menshevism in power had come, but Beria had not yet 
brought it about, so that with his lack of principles, with his Menshevism, he dug his own grave far 
too early. His anti-Stalinism was too far ahead of its time. Therefore, Beria's Menshevism 
survived the Menshevik Beria.

At first the modern revisionists were naturally aware that the colossal life's work of Comrade Stalin 



could not be banished from the hearts and minds of the Soviet people overnight. This was 
completely illusory and objectively impossible. They had nothing at all to oppose it and had to limit
themselves to disposing of the cult of personality they had practiced, step by step, behind closed 
doors. Only after the 20th Party Congress could they finally drop their shells and begin the formal 
"de-Stalinization". Shortly after Stalin's death, the new Kremlin Tsars adorned themselves with the 
laurels of Stalin's achievements, they credited themselves for his merits.

Molotov, in his report on "The International Situation and Foreign Policy of the Government of the 
U.S.S.R.", presented at the meeting of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR on February 8th, 1955 had
actually managed not to mention a single word about Stalin's foreign policy, let alone even 
mention the name of Stalin from his mouth, as if he had never existed, Bulganin did mention the 
name of Stalin once in his speech as Chairman of the Council of Ministers on February 9th, 1955, 
but he fully supported Molotov and Khrushchev. On the other hand, Khrushchev, of all people, was
the one who, in his speech at the Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU on January 25th, 
1955 (sic!), "New Successes in the Development of the National Economy of the USSR", continued
to make use of the cult of personality, such as, for example: "Instructions of the brilliant Lenin and 
Stalin, the faithful continuation of his work"; "Stalin, who developed Lenin's instructions further" 
(and Khrushchev even quoted Stalin's "Instructions" in his speech!) Or let us take, for example, this
passage in Khrushchev's lecture: "The correct line, (...) which the great Lenin had mapped out, 
the party under Stalin's leadership unwaveringly put into practice. It continues to follow this 
line consistently today and will continue to do so in the future." (From a pamphlet published by 
KPD; Düsseldorf; Unknown Year; p.42-43; Translated from German). The same Khrushchev ended
the "future of this correct line" just as "unwaveringly" one year later with the 20th Party Congress, 
at which he officially bid farewell to Stalin in a despicable manner not only in deeds but also in 
words. The revisionists of today do not continue this anti-Stalinist line so openly: Today, quite 
a few revisionists try to dip into the anti-Marxist cloak that the nationalists, fascists, 
chauvinists etc. have put on Comrade Stalin's coat in red.

Just as these revisionist parasites had already enjoyed the paradise of the USSR during Stalin's 
lifetime, which the laboring Soviet people had built up in the sweat of their brow, after his death 
they continued to swim on the "Stalin wave" for a while and they had only carefully stripped off 
their personality cult, for they no longer needed it.

If we divide "de-Stalinization" into two parts, substantively and formal, it is not because we have 
succumbed to a mechanistic method. "De-Stalinization" is a dialectical process, just as a "re-
Stalinization" on a higher level emerges from it again and becomes Stalinization on a world scale 
(negation of negation). And this process will also not begin with the renaming of Stalingrad and 
Leningrad, but with the global anchoring of Marxism-Leninism as the ruling world ideology, as the 
ideology of the liberated world proletariat.

First, the revolutionary spirit rots. As is well known, the fish begins to stink at the head, then the 
internal organs rot and then the outer shell decays or is used to fill bourgeois contents. Beria had put
"de-Stalinization" into words and action, not only openly condemning Stalin, but also eliminating 
those who continued the path of Stalin. He did not, however, introduce himself in front of people to 
shout "Down with Stalin!", but he did, for example, present himself in front of a Politburo of the CP
of Hungary to condemn Stalin and his politics there and to impose his "course of de-Stalinization" 
on the brother parties with bureaucratic violence and blackmail. Even at the 20th Party Congress, 
the covers had not quite fallen off yet, it was after all still a "secret speech" of Khrushchev. Both the
substantive and the formal process of "de-Stalinization" could only take place in stages.

With the 20th Party Congress the modern revisionists went over to overcoming Stalin publicly, 
"substantively-politically, ideologically-educatively" by seeking refuge in "Leninism" for 



ideological "de-Stalinization". Every second term that fell was "cult of personality". Later, when 
Leninism could no longer be used because the restoration of capitalism had already progressed too 
far for that, they gradually dropped their mask of "Leninism" in order to openly establish bourgeois 
ideology, while still "remembering" Lenin in solemn moments and putting the hypocritical label of 
the "creative development of Leninism" on their capitalism.

We call this second stage of "de-Stalinization" the legalized, perfectly formed "de-
Sstalinization", which can be characterized by the removal of the name of Stalin from the public 
life of the USSR, from the public life of its sphere of influence in other countries. There were no 
more images of Stalin, no more monuments of Stalin, no more historical sights about Stalin, no 
more streets and places named after Stalin, no more publications in which he was mentioned, not 
even the works of Stalin themselves. Companies, institutions in state, party and army, in schools, in 
literature and art, everything was renamed. The name of Stalin was to be systematically and with 
bureaucratic thoroughness banished from the memory of the Soviet people. Of course, after the
20 Party Congress the renaming continued. Stalinabad was renamed in 1962; Stalingrad in 1961. 
With the Soviet Union the things named after Lenin disappeared. Leningrad was called St. 
Petersburg again. We Marxist-Leninists are firmly convinced that this renaming will not help the 
modern revisionists, because we will emerge victorious from the struggle against modern 
revisionism. Once we have established socialism throughout the world, the old Lenin and Stalin 
names will not only be restored in Russia and Albania, not only in the former Soviet republics, in 
the former people's democracies, but these renaming will of course be carried out by the victorious 
world proletariat throughout the world. The "de-Stalinization" of the modern revisionists will be 
replaced by our re-Stalinization on the whole globe! How else can a Marxist-Leninist understand 
the "dialectics of de-Stalinization" as its replacement by the global Stalinization. Global 
Stalinization is the program of the Comintern/ML.

The Hitlerite fascists had burned anti-fascist books on public pyres for propaganda purposes. 
Imitating this with the works of Stalin was, of course, impossible for the modern revisionists at that 
time, because millions of people still flocked to Stalin's coffin to mourn. The brainwashing of the 
modern revisionists took place as an agonizing and humiliating self-denial of the Soviet peoples. 
This wound in the soul of the Soviet people could not heal until today. It can only heal when the 
former Soviet peoples have regained their confidence in Stalinism. Only to the extent that they 
understand the betrayal of the modern revisionists will they find their way back to Stalin. It is
not enough that we Marxist-Leninists have understood this. It is our duty to help the Soviet 
peoples to return to the path of Stalinism, the advanced path of Stalinism on a higher ladder, 
in the step from their own October Revolution to their integration into the revolution of the 
world proletariat! No longer integrating the revolution of other countries into the October 
Revolution, but the other way round, integrating the overthrow of the Russian bourgeoisie 
into the overthrow of the world bourgeoisie! This is the Lenin-Stalinist way of the future, and 
to hammer it in again and again: The way ahead of us is globalized re-Stalinization.

We must remember here that, for example, as early as January 1951, there were more Stalinist 
works among the masses than there were Leninist works. In order to get an idea of the dimension of
the total number of editions, here are some impressive figures about the works of Lenin and Stalin 
published up to 1951:

First Edition of Lenin's Works (1920-1926) = 2,670,000

Second and Third Editions of Lenin's Works (1925 - 1932) = 20,743,000

Fourth Edition of Lenin's Works (1941-1951) = 21,791,000



Stalin's Works (12 volumes had been published since 1946) = 10,367,000

Stalin's "Concerning Questions of Leninism" = 17,334,000

"History of the C.P.S.U.(B.) - Short Course" = 38,756,000

Stalin's "On Lenin" = 8,921,000

Total Number of Published Works of Lenin = 204,300,000 (!!!!)

Total Published Works of Stalin = 570,200,000 (!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!)

The modern revisionists could not eliminate 570 200 000 works of Stalin "overnight"! They 
were spread and anchored in the people! (In contrast, the Stalin works published by us 
Marxist-Leninists after Stalin's death seem rather small. But we promise that in the not too 
distant future this will soon be different again. The interest in the Stalin works is growing at 
the same pace as the struggle against world imperialism. The works of the classics of 
Marxism-Leninism will be spread a billion times under globalized socialism when Marxism-
Leninism has become the ruling ideology in the world!

As long as Stalin was alive, that is, as long as power was in the hands of the Marxist-Leninists, the 
Trotskyites attacked Stalinism from "the left" (following the example of the Bloc of the Right and 
the Trotskyites). For example, Tito attached to Stalinism the predicate of "modern revisionism", 
"bureaucratic state capitalism", "imperialism" and "fascism", etc. We, as the Marxist-Leninist World
Movement, which had developed against the 20th Congress of the CPSU, attacked the modern 
revisionists as modern revisionists only at a time when they had already come into power, while 
the modern revisionists attacked Stalinism already at a time when Stalin was still in power as 
"modern revisionists". After eliminating Stalin, after revisionism was in power, the opportunists 
turned 180 degrees to denounce Stalinism as "sectarianism", "leftist" opportunism and "dogmatism"
etc., from right positions. In the 1960s, the Soviet revisionists regarded Stalinism as "leftist" 
opportunism, a current that was considered the main danger to be fought. At this historical turning
point, modern revisionism changed its fronts in the two-front struggle, the main front became 
the secondary front and the secondary front became the main front against Stalinism.

Today the Berianists continue the "de-Stalinization" of Beria as follows: They try to stop the re-
Stalinization by labeling us Marxist-Leninists as "dogmatists" and "sectarians" with the help of their
counter-revolutionary slogan: "Fight Stalinism and the Stalinists, with Stalin".

"De-Stalinization" was achieved through the interaction of the forces of collapse and the forces of 
deformation. Beria and Malenkov operated the wrecking ball (which was still hidden behind 
conspiracies, intrigues and intrigues in Stalin's time) and the deformation machinery set Khrushchev
in motion. And the Berianists today? They beat us Stalinists in order to spread their bourgeois 
revision of Stalinism everywhere, and vice versa, they deform Stalinism in order to incite against us
Stalinists. The struggle between Stalinism and Berianism will be intensified and carried out! Beria 
could murder Stalin, but against Stalinism the Berianists are powerless.

Consequently, the task of today's Stalinists is to ensure the cooperation of the reconstructive forces 
and the new formation forces of Stalinism. Everything that has proven to be good and right about 
Stalinism must be restored, purged from anti-Stalinism (including Berianism) and cultivated in a 
Marxist-Leninist manner. The application of Stalinism to our present time, this has to be ensured by 



our Marxist-Leninist reformation of Stalinism. To the old, still usable building blocks only new 
ones have to be added, and our new, even more stable Stalinist building can be built and occupied 
again.

Historically, "de-Stalinization" did not (!) first begin with Khrushchev, not only with the 20th 
Party Congress, especially with his so-called "Secret Speech". No, only a few days after 
Stalin's death, the order was given to drastically reduce the mention of Stalin in the press and 
radio. Beria ordered a limited mourning period for 3 days. He did not allow the publication of
commemorative articles as usual. There is not a single commemorative article, not by any 
member of the Presidium, not by anyone! The only exception to publish memorial articles of 
foreign party leaders was allowed to Enver Hoxha and Wilhelm Pieck.

There was even an order to wear only the portraits of Marx, Engels and Lenin at rallies, the 
future "3 Heads", this anti-Stalinist hallmark of all revisionist parties that followed the Soviet
revisionists and still exist today. The orders for de-Stalinization came from what was 
supposedly Stalin's "most loyal companion", from BERIA!!! The "3 Heads" are the 
trademark of Beria! The "thaw period" was initiated by Beria. He was the leading head of 
this immediately implemented anti-Stalinist line, and not Khrushchev.

But be careful: Today's Berianists hide behind the "4 Heads" to save Beria's trademark! 
Beria, on the other hand, cut off Stalin's head to put it on himself, making a newly grafted 
Stalin head to camouflage the 3 Heads. That is the tactic of today's neo-revisionists, who have 
split into different currents but are united in their fight against Stalinism. The "thaw period" 
in the Marxist-Leninist World Movement after the death of Enver Hoxha was also initiated by
the Berianists. Many Marxist-Leninist parties infected themselves with the newly circulated 
Trotskyite virus, only to end up in neo-revisionism. Less and less revolution, but more and 
more reformism! The majority of our Marxist-Leninist World Movement has thus gone astray
and only a small remainder of upright Marxist-Leninist comrades is unfortunately left in 
many countries. However, it is clearly recognizable that the true Marxist-Leninists all over the
world are coming together again and are working on their cooperation and unification in view
of the great revolutionary tasks which face the world proletariat today.

The reform course for the restoration of capitalism of Beria was to break the restoration of 
capitalism in a "coup de grâce" over the knee. Not the restoration of capitalism itself, but the 
way to it, made the difference between Beria and Khrushchev. Khrushchev's "thaw" course was 
designed for a longer period, sometimes with detours and zigzag turns. The real impetus to turn 
away from Marxism-Leninism and throw Stalin's teachings, including Marxism-Leninism, into the 
trash can was provided by Beria with the help of Malenkov. In this respect Beria was Khrushchev's 
pioneer, the forerunner of modern revisionism in the Soviet Union. Beria did not sacrifice himself 
for Stalin, but for modern revisionism. Beria was even prepared to throw not only Stalinism but 
also Marxism-Leninism as a whole overboard, while Khrushchev chose to fight Stalinism with 
"Leninism".

While Beria waved unvarnished social-democratism, nationalism, social-imperialism, etc., 
Khrushchev initially wore the "left" garment of Marxist ideology. And so that this "left" garment 
could also gain credibility in the eyes of the masses, the right-wing enemy of the Party Beria was
"unmasked" by the "left". Without this tactical move, the so-called formal "demarcation from 
right opportunism", Khrushchev would not have been able to sell modern revisionism as "Marxism-
Leninism" so convincingly, he would not have had a sound ideological platform from which the 
attack on Stalinism could have been launched, not only in the Soviet Union but also in the 
Communist World Movement. If Bill Bland postulated that Beria was allegedly a "Stalinist", how 
does it fit together that Khrushchev had not accused Beria of Stalinist "dogmatism and 



sectarianism" but of right-wing opportunism? Who is wrong here, Bill Bland or Khrushchev?

Basically, this was based on Kautskyism, only that here it was not Kautsky against Bernstein, but 
Khrushchev against Beria, who had taken the field, in order to sell himself as a Marxist and cover 
up right-wing opportunism with "left-wing" phrases. Khrushchev's two-front struggle, the "two-
front struggle" against modern revisionism in the Soviet Union, was masked as "Marxist-
Leninist" after Stalin's death:

a) Berianism: right-wing, reformist, social-democratic (="revisionism");

b) Stalinism: cult of personality, dogmatic, sectarian, "left-wing opportunist";

c) Khrushchev's course: "Marxist-Leninist".

This revisionist acquisition of the Old Bolshevik two-front struggle played a key role in the 
development of modern revisionism as an ideological compass for "de-Stalinization", which is 
why we must not only memorize this scheme firmly, but also derive from it and prove the 
position of the revisionists before the death of Stalin! We assume that the revisionists knew 
and used this scheme already during Stalin's lifetime, only in a veiled and disguised form. By 
the way, this scheme still serves the revisionists today. Who is surprised? Here is how the 
Berianists present the fight against us Stalinists:

a) modern revisionists (Khrushchev, Mao, Tito, etc.);

b) dogmatists, sectarians, "leftist" opportunists (us):

c) Beria, Malenkov (Marxist-Leninists).

We must not forget, then, that both the Khrushchevites and the Berianists carried out the 
"de-Stalinization" under the banner of the struggle against dogmatism and sectarianism, only
that one openly condemned Stalin, while the other maintained him as a cover.

Was there a two-front struggle against "de-Stalinization" ?

We are very much of this opinion, because it is a class struggle against the liquidation of 
Stalinism, which inevitably had to be waged against both the Right and the "Left". But where 
is the second front against "de-Stalinization"? Can this second front have been the front 
against "Stalinization"? Yes, that sounds paradoxical but dialectically, it is perfectly logical.

Let's take the example of Bolshevisation for comparison. Let's remember the 7th, World 
Congress of the Comintern, where Dimitrov had praised his revisionist course of the popular 
front tactic as an expression of "Bolshevization", of all things. However, the Bolshevik course 
of the Comintern's popular front tactic had already been determined long ago by the 
resolutions of the previous World Congresses. A change of course brought about by the label 
of "Bolshevization" could therefore be nothing other than a turning away from the old 
Bolshevik Comintern of Lenin and Stalin. Here the term "Bolshevization" was misused to 
neutralize the Bolshevization as it was previously carried and anchored into the Comintern by
Lenin and Stalin, to abolish it, to replace it in reality by revisionism. But one was not allowed 
to say such a thing openly at that time, but had to wrap it up in a phrase, had to give the new 
Comintern course a new name and call it "Bolshevization", in order to pass off this revisionist
turnaround of the Comintern as something that was supposed to look something like a 
"further development of Bolshevism". "Bolshevization" of Bolshevization is therefore not to 



be understood in a double sense, but as a form of abolition of Bolshevization. So what 
Dimitrov really wanted to achieve with this was the "de-Bolshevization" of the Comintern.

In our case, of course, this cannot be any different with "de-Stalinization". What does it mean
to "Stalinize" Stalinism? Multiplying a minus with another minus gives you a PLUS. 
Stalinism times Stalinism = abolition of Stalinism. Ideologically, this calculation results in 
Stalinism multiplied by itself, which produces the opposite, revisionism. Just as one cannot 
"de-Stalinize" Stalinism, one cannot "Stalinize" it. But what one can and must do is the 
further development of Stalinism (exclusively) on the basis of Stalinism. To develop further 
means to raise it to such a level so that it becomes applicable again under the given global 
conditions and can fulfill its purpose. So we are not doing anything wrong when we strive for 
the globalization of Stalinism. Not "Stalinizing", but globalizing Stalinism. This, and only this,
helps us further with the slogan: "To learn from Stalin is to learn to win! This slogan doesn't 
help at all if you learn old Stalinist doctrines by heart. As a Stalinist, you have to use your own
head, but for us Stalinists, it cannot be used properly.

What had changed in the two-front struggle after Stalin's death?

If we assume that the "de-Stalinization course" of the revisionists after Stalin's death had 
been carried out unilaterally, without the help of a second front, then this would have been 
extremely risky, because Stalinism had been defeated, but was still far from being eliminated. 
The Stalinists offered resistance. As long as one had to reckon with Stalinism showing off and 
being beaten back, it was inevitable for the revisionists to keep the cardboard sign of 
"Stalinism" ready as a counterpart for a while. This cardboard sign was given to the so-called
"Anti-Party Group" of Molotov, Kaganovich etc., in order to control the Stalinists in this 
"Anti-Party Group" in the function of a catch-all. This Bolshevik corpse thus formed the 
second front of the so-called "Stalinists". When the Khrushchevites began to weaken, the 
Bolshevik corpses did not set out to overthrow Stalinism, but basically they rushed to the aid 
of the Khrushchevites to save revisionism. Thus the first front of "de-Stalinization" and the 
second front of "Stalinization" complemented each other to form a common front of modern 
revisionism, the second front worked into the hands of the first front. We are sure that the 
Stalinists must have seen through this interplay and that in some way they led a Stalinist two-
front struggle against both anti-Stalinist fronts. It is therefore extremely important for us 
today to find out who led this two-front struggle against the "de-Stalinizers" and 
"Stalinizers" and how it was actually waged. These are the   documents     which we   Stalinists     are 
interested in. But the anti-Stalinists in the West and in the East are of course in complete 
agreement about abstaining from them, for reasons we know. They have no interest in the 
truth about the real Stalinists who fought against modern revisionism after Stalin's death.

The restoration of capitalism begins with the restoration of the Party.

"De-Stalinization" did not begin only after Stalin's death, but was already prepared and
carried out during his lifetime, indeed it started before Stalin even became General Secretary

of the party, already during Lenin's lifetime.

The degeneration process of the Party, its attempts to restore it to a bourgeois party are things we 
must take a closer look at in the last phase of Stalinism. The CPSU had not degenerated until the 
death of Stalin, but it was already on its way there. Too many leaders took the liberty of acting with 
impunity and dancing on the nose of the Stalinist party. One only needs to look at Khrushchev's 
report on "Amendments and Additions to the Statute" at the 19th Party Congress to be 



amazed that 80% of the entire report had to deal with degenerative crimes committed by party 
members, which would have been an impossibility in any other Bolshevik party in the world. Let us
just briefly pick out two examples: In the glorious party of Lenin and Stalin, Paragraph 1 of 
Khrushchev's statute states that only those who "do not exploit other people's labor" can be 
members of the Party. This was discussed less than 40 years ago in the debate with Martov on the 
first paragraph. Has there ever been a Communist Party in the world that included exploiters in its 
party? But it is not really so far-fetched from a historical point of view, because half of its members 
should have been expelled from the Party at the time of Stalin, because they were already familiar 
with methods of exploitation and oppression, the mass dissemination of which Khrushchev himself 
had to admit in his report. And indeed, already in Stalin's time there existed a parasitic stratum 
in Soviet society that could justifiably be called "exploiters". After Stalin's death, the whole 
system of the Soviet Union was then transformed into a capitalist system of exploitation of 
foreign labor, it was the Party itself that had completely restored capitalism and indeed disciplined 
itself to the decision of the 19th Party Congress, namely to dissolve itself. Another "thing of 
impossibility, and just as characteristic of the degenerating party, was the role attributed to 
Marxism-Leninism. Here Marxism-Leninism really appears only at the end of "On the 
Specifications of the Tasks of the Local Party Organizations" [sic!!], namely that the ideological 
work is underestimated and its propagation is still unsatisfactorily organized. But this is only the 
case with the local party organizations, from the local party organizations upwards, apparently not 
up to the top of the party hierarchy.

The highest level of the fight against dangerously increased degeneration had been reached. The 
decisive question at that moment was already on the agenda under item 1: Life or death of the 
party? Victory or defeat for Stalin. Stalin refused to capitulate until the end, he remained loyal to the
Bolshevik Party, he broke all the chains of the revisionists that they tried to tie him, he tried to carry
out the greatest purge in the history of the Party against the reluctance of the degenerating elements 
in the party leadership.

And indeed, the existence of the party was massively threatened by liquidators, the Stalinists in the 
period of late Stalinism still represented the dominant, the ruling faction in the CPSU, but just one 
faction among others, a faction which had been made more and more difficult to assert and to assert
itself. Shortly before Stalin's death, the CPSU consisted of different groupings, whose power 
struggles Stalin was just about able to keep under control. Basically, Stalin, in his old age, had
to make a titanic effort to keep the Party clean and united. In our opinion, this was his 
greatest merit of his entire life. Without Stalin, the Party would have gone down the drain 
long ago. There was "unity", but it was a deceptive unity, a unity outwardly cemented 
together by Stalin, under the surface of which the struggle for decomposition among the 
factions was seething. For Stalin, party unity was always there for the working class, not for 
the Party as an end in itself. And he knew exactly that: If the unity of the Party ceases to serve
the working class, it is not worth a cent for the working class, if the unity of the proletarian 
party turns into a unity of its degeneration, the revisionist leaders will take the unity for 
themselves in order to turn it against the working class.

What is the unity in a Marxist-Leninist party worth, if it does not serve the unity of the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement? What is the use of unity in a Marxist-Leninist World 
Movement, if it does not serve the unity of the Communist International? What is the use of 
the unity of the Communist World Party, if it does not serve the world proletariat, not the 
unity of its class? Nothing at all!

The revisionists used the unity as long as they did not believe themselves strong enough to do 
without it, while Stalin needed the unity in order to rein in the revisionists, to take them under
his wings and to control them. Thus the unity of the Party was put to the hardest test in its 



history. Each grouping wanted to use the instrument of unity to serve its own interests. The 
groupings did not want to "smash" it, but "only" take possession of it in order to use it as a 
powerful cover for the coup. If there were such a thing as a "unity" that buries a party, 
instead of strengthening it, under its burden, then we would be inclined not to rule this out for
the last moment in the history of the CPSU (B) of Lenin and Stalin. It was as if Stalin carried 
this burden on his own shoulders even with his final breath:

"Do not forget that every disaccord at the top finds an echo in the country that is harmful to 
us, not to speak of the effectit has abroad." (Stalin: 'The Fourteenth Congress of the C.P.S.U.(B.)'
in: 'Works', Volume 7; Moscow; 1954; p.402; English Edition). (This was addressed to the 
opposition - author's note).

In the end, what Stalin was unable to do was to smash those anti-party factions, this bustle of 
cliquism within the party, and restore the old Bolshevik unity on the ruins of factionalism. The only 
thing that prevented him from doing so was his violent death. The stronger Stalin's position became,
the more the pressure of the anti-party cliques increased, and the more the question of power in the 
Party intensified. This was particularly evident at the 19th Party Congress, which demonstrated 
unity on the outside, but was already pitted on the inside. The Party was on the verge of either 
degenerating into revisionism or getting rid of the dangerously accumulated revisionist rust and 
freeing the party from its revisionist infestation.

Comrades, here is where the whole physiognomy of the Trotskyite unprincipled nature of its basic 
views of factionalism is revealed. Trotskyism rejects Stalinism's "claim to sole representation," but 
not a "Stalinist" faction when it moves within the Trotskyite rules of the game, the rules of 
ideological pluralism in the party, the rules of the groupings in the party. The Trotskyites thus 
represented an unprincipled unity in contrast to the Bolshevik unity, which is based exclusively on 
the foundations of Marxism-Leninism and is therefore a principled unity. But Stalin's conspirators 
of 1953 had definitively renounced the principled unity of the Bolshevik Party in order to destroy it.
For them, Stalinism was only an empty shell behind which they carried on their counter-
revolutionary activities. By its very nature, the Leninist-Stalinist Party is characterized by its 
monolithic unity, which excludes the existence of groups and factions within its ranks. Like 
Trotsky, the conspirators of Stalin opposed this monolithic unity of the party. They were factionists 
and liquidated the Party by turning it into a bourgeois party, but used its old shell to conceal their 
crime. They were worse than liquidators because they did not openly reveal their liquidationist 
intentions, but deceived the Party and the Soviet people behind their backs to make their exposure 
as impossible as possible.

Trotsky pretended to be a supporter of Lenin as if there were only differences of opinion with 
Stalin. The Berianists pass Beria off as Stalinist, as if there were only differences of opinion 
with Khrushchev. This is the same Trotskyite method of hiding the counter-revolutionary face.

Take Lenin's characterization of Trotsky in December 1911 and compare it to Beria:

"It is impossible to argue with Trotsky on the merits of the issue, because Trotsky holds no 
views whatever. We can and should argue with confirmed liquidators and otzovists; but it is 
no use arguing with a man whose game is to hide the errors of both these trends; in his case 
the thing to do is to expose him as a diplomat of the smallest calibre." (Lenin: 'Trotsky's 
Diplomacy and a Certain Party Platform' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 17; Moscow; 1974; p.362; 
English Edition). And Beria was just a secret diplomat of the lowest calibre.

Trotsky was for shaking up the Leninist cadre. He called for the method of coercion, where the 
method of persuasion (union question) was to be given priority. The 1953 Trotskyite conspirators 



began the shaking (liquidation) of Stalin's cadres from above and then continued it from below.

The RSDLP's Prague Party Conference in January 1912, which Stalin also participated in, 
had taught that there can never again be unity between Bolsheviks and Mensheviks in one 
party. However, in late Stalinism, the Mensheviks built up one position after another within 
the Party, strengthening their factionalism in the fight against the Stalinists until they were 
finally able to take over the Party through a coup. They no longer needed to crush it, but it 
just fell into their laps with the annihilation of Stalin. Now all they needed to do was to turn or
clean out the remaining Stalinists, because they already held the central power needed for this
in their hands.

It was no wonder that the 19th Party Congress decided to abandon the designation "vanguard of 
the proletariat" and from now on to give itself the elitist and sectarian title: "League of Like-
Minded Communists". The CPSU has been reduced to the level of a league (English: Communist
League), whose meaning and purpose has nothing to do with a Bolshevik party anymore and 
reminds of the old times of the struggle against the founding opportunism, against the league 
conception of the anti-Leninists. What was hidden behind the adjective "like-minded" can be 
quickly recognized if one studies Khrushchev's report on the 19th Party Congress of the CPSU (B):

In it, Khrushchev justified the renaming of "CPSU (B)" to just "CPSU" [the criminal omission of 
the (B) = Bolshevik].

First, it had become a national party that stood above Bolsheviks and Mensheviks. This was by no 
means a formal act, but of political-ideological significance. By this he meant that the class struggle
of the Bolsheviks against the Mensheviks must now be buried forever and that Bolshevism and 
Menshevism in the USSR would no longer exist for "reasons of state": "It cannot be what is not 
supposed to be. This was the state-imposed disarmament of the Bolshevik character of the Party, 
which in fact was already underway and well advanced. This was the statutory armament of 
Menshevism in the Party. The fact is that the fight against Menshevism, that is, the fight against the 
representatives of capitalism in the Party, had to be stopped, because they had conquered the 
majority in the Party anyway.

Secondly, with the 19th Party Congress, one was a "communist", whether one was a member of 
Bolshevism or Menshevism. Thus, the historic resolutions of the Prague Party Conference of 1912, 
which the Bolsheviks had formed as an independent party at, were tacitly repealed. Menshevism 
had not only become respectable, but strong enough to place itself "above the Party" and to be able 
to generously renounce its individuality and separation from Bolshevism by name. It was not only 
Khrushchev, but in the opinion of all conspirators against Stalin, that the CPSU (B) should 
stop being a Bolshevik party, a party of the class struggle, forever with the 19th Party 
Congress. The swan song to Stalinism resounded loudly as a "hymn of praise" to Stalin. The 
stormy applause was no longer directed at him, the "God", but had rather become an 
expression of satisfaction at having "liberated" himself from Stalin, from Stalinism. And 
Stalin could no longer meet this provocation with the silence which he had hitherto disciplined
unity with. With the 19th Party Congress, he pulled out all the stops at his disposal to oppose 
the liquidation of the party, so that the whole conspiratorial heap came apart and collapsed 
like a house of cards. Stalin had been able to strengthen his position again after the 19th Party
Congress.

If the Bolsheviks and Stalin had expelled the Menshevik pactists, the traitors to communism, 
from the Party, if the liquidation of the Bolshevik Party, if its transformation into a revisionist
party in 1953 had not taken place at all, if the masses had asserted the dictatorship of the 
proletariat and continued to build communism in the USSR, world imperialism would have 



been in a hopeless situation.

What should have been done after Stalin's death? We have already pointed out that after the 
19th Party Congress, Stalin had prepared the Plenum of the CC, so that this question need not
even be asked. Stalin had made it clear to everyone what had to be done. Well, we do not 
know what Stalin had instilled in the party leadership at that time.

We can only speculate. However, speculations such as "had, would, could, should," etc., etc., 
etc., don't get you very far.

What "would" we have done in Stalin's place?

In the years after 1953, the Stalinist forces reorganized themselves independently in order to 
turn the defeat by the modern revisionists into a revolutionary victory. In a party that was 
conquered by the revisionists, the Stalinist forces tried to exert influence. The Stalinists 
continue the General Line of Stalin and form a united front of resistance against the "de-
Stalinization" campaign of the revisionists. Where there is "de-Stalinization", resistance must 
be offered, and if necessary, as an illegal organization. Stalinists call the masses to 
revolutionary uprising, prepare the reorganization of the socialist revolution to re-conquer the
dictatorship of the proletariat. If it is no longer possible to reconquer the revisionist 
degenerated party, the Stalinists commit themselves to building a new Stalinist party and, if 
necessary, go into illegality. In any case, the Stalinists lead the class struggle against modern 
revisionism in their own country. They seek contact with the Marxist-Leninist World 
Movement abroad and cooperate with Enver Hoxha's Albania. Just as the Bolsheviks had won
in the October Revolution, they completely smash the political power of the modern 
revisionists in a Second October Revolution and restore the power of Stalinism without Stalin.

The coup of the conspirators could have been avoided if the Party had stood united behind 
Stalin and given him better support in purging the conspirators, if it had not lost its Old 
Bolshevik party spirit. Modern revisionism is so dangerous because it conceals its liquidatory 
nature and does not openly oppose Stalinism, but takes it by surprise from behind.

Khrushchevite revisionism hid behind its "Marxist-Leninist critique" of Yugoslav 
revisionism, just like Chinese revisionism with its "Marxist-Leninist critique" of Soviet 
revisionism, and Berianism also hides behind its "Marxist-Leninist critique" of us Marxist-
Leninists in order to split and liquidate the Marxist-Leninist World Movement in the name of 
world imperialism and replace it by a social-democratic-revisionist world movement with an 
"anti-revisionist face".

Khrushchev's modern revisionism was particularly dangerous because it embodied exactly what it 
pretended to "unmask" and "fight": The mask of revisionism, which hid behind the criticism of 
sectarianism, dogmatism, "left" opportunism in order to discredit Marxism-Leninism. So it says in 
the revisionist "History of Philosophy":

"The resurgence and spread of revisionism in the second half of the 1950s was linked to 
attempts by the international bourgeoisie to use the criticism of Stalin's cult of personality 
and the overcoming of its consequences to discredit and undermine the communist 
movement" ('History of Philosophy', Volume VI; Berlin; 1967; p.330; Translated from German).

It was the other way around: The "criticism of the cult of personality" was carried out in 
cooperation between imperialists and revisionists and "overcoming its consequences" served 
the common imperialist and revisionist interests to put a stop to the restoration of socialism, 



the reconquest of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the return to Stalinism, the closure of 
modern revisionism.

The "cult of personality" and "de-Stalinization", the idolization and demonization of Stalin 
are two sides of the same coin. Their end justifies the means: The "elevation" to bourgeois 
state doctrine and its dismantling up to the opportunistic and finally, the complete 
abandonment of Marxism-Leninism.

End of Chapter



Chapter 2 

Questions of Stalin's Personality
The "Cult of Personality" and its "Criticism"

 - Two Sides of the same anti-Stalinist Coin

You can think what you like about Stefan Heym, but on December 21st, 1953, he told the truth 
about Stalin's alleged "cult of personality", and he certainly hit the "nail on the head":

"And then there were those who couldn't do enough with nice adjectives. As if he needed that!
The man was of such stature as a human being, as a party leader, as a scientist, historian, 
general and statesman that neither the dirt nor the artificial laurels that were thrown in his 
path even reached the soles of his shoes."

Very few comrades are aware that Beria had built up his own cult of personality around 
himself, especially in Georgia. We will come back to this when we discuss the "Mingrelian 
Conspiracy". Beria, Stalin's "faithful companion", was the greatest sycophant, hypocrite and 
loving servant within the Soviet Union, the "most subservient servant" of Stalin, the most 
perverse figure of the "cult of personality" around Stalin, one of the most skillful in using the 
cult of personality and the most brutal in putting anti-Stalinism into practice. He was the one 
who invested the most in it and profited the most from it and finally became a victim of his 
"de-Stalinization" himself. The cult of personality was Beria's most dangerous weapon to 
enforce the "de-Stalinization", which he immediately initiated openly and directly after the 
murder of Stalin. The cult of personality was the hatchet that Beria forged to slaughter Stalin 
and us Stalinists in order to destroy Stalinism! Beria did everything to appropriate Stalin 
privately, to appropriate Stalinism privately, for the purpose of world capitalist exploitation. 
That was the privatization of the Stalinist social order for the purpose of its exploitation and 
oppression. The cult of personality was the most perfidious method of "de-Stalinization". 
"De-Stalinization" means the elimination of Marxism-Leninism under the guise of eliminating
the so-called "cult of personality".

The cult (Latin: worship of the gods) is as old as mankind itself. It was practiced even before it 
was divided into classes. The cult of personality (translated as: the worship of a person like a god)
is thus older than the socialist society in which it was practiced around Stalin. It is even older 
than the class society. With cults of personality, for example, the retrograde elements of the 
millennia-old society have repeatedly tried to put progressive people, especially their leaders, 
in such a glaring light that society, in normal light, no longer sees them as their progressive 
people, as their progressive leaders, and even no longer recognizes itself as a progressive 
society. Whoever blinds the masses can blind them with it, darken their lives, disarm the 
masses with it, break their beliefs in the bright beam of light, and even break them. The 
weapons of blindness and delusion can very well be transformed into deadly weapons of class 
struggle. They are the same weapons of whitewashing and rose-tinted glasses, only much more
sharply, as in the course of the intensifying class struggle in the Soviet Union and finally in the



whole world. What began with whitewashing and rose-colored glasses around the figure of 
Stalin was soon no longer enough, and increased to the instigation of an excessive, criminal 
cult of personality, which was spread all over the world and ended with the so-called 
"criticism of the so-called cult of personality" as a death sentence not only for Stalinism in 
particular, but also against communism in general.

What is said here about the cult of personality in particular applies of course quite generally 
to the cult that is practiced around peoples, masses and classes, like for example the 
"Proletkult" in relation to the working class. A cult is a cult. After all, it can be practiced with 
anything and everything, even a cult for the liberation from injustice and slavery, even a cult 
for the liberation from war and fascism, even a cult for the class struggle itself.

Thus class struggle is neither a demonized "specter" nor a "cult which the communists 
sacrifice themselves to", but the real revolutionary process of upheavals of all formations of 
class society. In the social formation of communism, the cult of personality, like any other cult,
can forever only be read as a chapter in history lessons. The only thing communism and the 
cult have in common is the first letter of each term. They can no more be marked with signs of
equality than the terms Proletkult and proletarian culture. Both are mutually exclusive.

One only needs to place form over substance in order to replace the old substance with a new 
substance unnoticed, which then gets rid of the old shell all the more demonstratively in order
to take on its new form. The cult of personality around Stalin was replaced by the cult of 
personality around Khrushchev, after the cult of personality around Beria or Malenkov could 
not be enforced. The cult of personality separates and alienates the appearance of the 
communist world leader from his human condition, ascribing to him divine attributes which, 
as is well known, Marxism rejects to worship. In this way, those who have cultivated the cult 
of personality then provide themselves with an alibi to appear against the revolutionary leader
and replace him with a fake. This is done in order to deceive socialist society, in order to lead 
it imperceptibly back to a capitalist society, leaving it in the belief that it is still on the 
"socialist path". In other words, to lead it, so to speak, "on the wrong path".

Experience teaches us enough to be very careful not to over-emphasize people, especially 
ourselves. Marxism-Leninism, therefore, does not turn a blind eye when the cult of 
personality remains "within the framework", but absolutely and strictly rejects the cult of 
personality. Marxism-Leninism opposes the cult of personality because it is harmful to the 
cause of the proletariat.

Marx and Engels already stood up against the emphasis on their own figures. Engels wrote in a 
letter to the Singers' Association of the Communist Workers' Education Society, Tottenham Street 
on November 28th, 1891:

"Both Marx and I have always been against all public demonstrations that are tied to 
individual figures unless a great purpose can be served by them; and most of all against those 
demonstrations that in our lifetime would revolve around our own figures" (Engels: 'Letter to 
the Singers' Association of the Communist Workers' Education Society' in: 'Marx-Engels Werke', 
Volume 22; p.234; Translated from German).

"(...) we (...) feel almost criminally averse to becoming popular personalities." (Engels: 'Engels 
to Jenny Marx' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 40; London; 1983; p.555; English Edition).

Marx and Engels vehemently opposed the cult of personality around Lassalle, the "Lassalle Cult." 
Marx and Engels had initiated this struggle with the result that German revolutionary social-



democracy, the German working class, separated itself from Lassallianism.

"Neither of us cares a straw for popularity. Let me cite one proof of this: such was my 
aversion to the personality cult that at the time of the International, when plagued by 
numerous moves—originating from various countries—to accord me public honour, I never 
allowed one of these to enter the domain of publicity, nor did I ever reply to them, save with 
an occasional snub. When Engels and I first joined the secret communist society, we did so 
only on condition that anything conducive to a superstitious belief in authority be eliminated 
from the Rules. (Lassalle subsequently operated in the reverse direction.)" (Marx: 'Marx to 
Wilhelm Blos' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 45; London; 1991; p.288; English Edition).

We do not want to conceal at this point that Engels wrote to Eduard Bernstein in 1881, two years 
before the death of his friend and comrade-in-arms Karl Marx:

"But there's no denying the fact and, what is more, Marx's genius, his almost excessive 
scientific scrupulousness and his incredible erudition place him so far above all the rest of us 
that anyone who ventures to criticise his discoveries is more likely to burn his fingers than 
anything else." (Engels: 'Engels to Bernstein' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 46; London; 1992; 
p.146; English Edition).

But Engels did not portray Marx as an idol to be worshiped here, but only emphasized Marx's 
outstanding characteristics, which is not only legitimate, but completely true. Marx is a rare type of 
person whom one can really give proof of genius to. As the founder of communism, Marx is and 
remains the most outstanding and significant of the 5 Classics of Marxism-Leninism, followed 
by Lenin, without wanting to diminish the importance of all the other Classics.

Engels expressed his great modesty, honesty and frankness with the following words, which we all 
know well:

"What I contributed—at any rate with the exception of my work in a few special fields—
Marx could very well have done without me. What Marx accomplished I would not have 
achieved. Marx stood higher, saw further, and took a wider and quicker view than all the rest 
of us. Marx was a genius; we others were at best talented. Without him the theory would not 
be by far what it is today. It therefore rightly bears his name." (Engels: 'Ludwig Feuerbach and 
the End of Classical German Philosophy' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 26; London; 1990; p.382; 
English Edition).

Engels honored Marx's merits, especially in his eulogy of March 17th, 1883:

"Although the 'Manifesto' was our joint work, I feel obliged to state that the basic concept at 
its core belongs to Marx". (Engels; Translated from German).

Engels later expressed the idea of having "only played second violin" alongside Marx in his letter to
Johann Philipp Becker of October 15th, 1884.

And Lenin commented on this:

"Engels always-and, on the whole, justly so-placed himself behind Marx. 'With Marx,' he 
wrote to an old friend, 'I always played second fiddle.' His love for Marx when the latter was 
alive, and his reverence for Marx's memory after the latter's death, were infinite. This stern 
fighter and strict thinker possessed a deeply loving soul." (Lenin: Frederick Engels' in: 'On 
Engels'; Moscow; 1935; p.14; English Edition).



As the word "cult of personality" already says, it is a special form of cult (reactionary, cultism). 
The cult is again a term we know from religion. Fideism is a doctrine that puts faith in the place of 
knowledge. The fideism of the revisionists aimed at putting the belief in Stalin in the place of the 
belief in Marxism-Leninism. It was the intention of the revisionists to enclose Marxism-Leninism as
a relic to be admired and worshiped by the masses in a shrine which the "Holy Father" Stalin was to
keep watch over. Then they tried to place Stalin himself as a relic.

With the cult of personality, the revisionists put Marxism-Leninism under religious fetters. 
After the defeat of the Revolution of 1905, the Otzovists had already tried in vain to smuggle 
religion into the Party in order to mourn the decline of the revolutionary movement in their 
theorizing prayer rooms and to draw strength from the worship of socialism. We recall Lenin's 
struggle against the image of God, his writing: "Materialism and Empirio-Criticism":

"This is typical philosophical revisionism, for it was only the revisionists who gained a sad 
notoriety for themselves by their departure from the fundamental views of Marxism and by 
their fear, or inability, to 'settle accounts' openly, explicitly, resolutely and clearly with the 
views they had abandoned." (Lenin: 'Materialism and Empirio-Criticism' in: 'Collected Works', 
Volume 14; Moscow; 1968; p.21; English Edition). (Lunacharsky called the "Anti-Dühring" a 
"religious economy", which caused disgust with Lenin) The Otzovists wanted to turn the Leninist 
party into a religious sect.)

The connection between sectarianism and cult of personality was not only highlighted more than
50 years ago at the 20th Party Congress of the Soviet revisionists. Lenin had already castigated the 
bourgeois press, which wrote on the 25th anniversary of the death of Karl Marx that Marx had
"(...) founded an anti-scientific utopia and a real 'Church' of his sectarian disciples." (Lenin: 
'An Estimate of Marx by International Liberalism' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 13; Moscow; 
1973; p.492-493; English Edition).

Marx and Engels condemned the Bakuninist "revolutionary catechism" as the "proclamation of
a communism more authoritarian than the most primitive communism". This replacement of 
"(...) the Holy Catholic Apostolic and Roman Church of the Jesuits with its arch-anarchist 
and pan-destructive 'holy revolutionary cause'." (Marx; 'Bakunin' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 
23; London; 1988; p.545; English Edition).

Marx and Engels quoted the Bakuninist revolutionary catechism in its entirety and then formulated 
the excellent following sentence: "To criticise this masterpiece would be to weaken its comic 
impact." (ibid; p.548).

"§ 1. The revolutionary is a dedicated man. He has neither personal interests, nor affairs, nor 
feelings, nor attachments, nor property, nor even a name. Every part of him is absorbed by 
one sole interest, one sole thought, one sole passion: the revolution.

"§ 2. In the depths of his being, not only in words, but in deeds, he has severed all ties with 
civil order and with the entire civilised world, with laws, decencies, morality, and the 
conventions generally accepted in that world. He is its implacable enemy, and if he continues 
to live in it, it is only to destroy it more surely.

"§ 3. A revolutionary despises all doctrinairism and renounces worldly science, leaving it for 
future generations. He only knows one science: that of destruction. For that purpose and none
other, he studies mechanics [mechanisms of mass-destruction – editor's note], physics [nuclear 
physics – editor's note], chemistry [toxicology – editor's note], and perhaps medicine [Doctors' 



Plot – editor's note]. With the same goal, he studies living science day and night—men, 
characters, positions, and all conditions of the existing social order in all possible spheres. The
goal remains the same: the destruction, as quickly as possible and as certainly as possible, of 
this foul (poganyi) order [socialism – editor's note].

"§ 4. He despises public opinion [he shies away from and manipulates public opinion – editors 
note].

"(…) § 5. The revolutionary is a dedicated man. He has no mercy for the State in general or 
for the entire civilised class of society, and he should no more expect mercy for himself. 
Between him and society there is a struggle, open or concealed, but always incessant, 
irreconcilable, and to the death. He must accustom himself to withstand torture.

"§ 6. Strict with himself, he must be the same with others. All feelings of affection, all the 
softening feelings of kinship, friendship, love and gratitude must be stifled in him by a unique 
and cold passion for the revolutionary cause. For him, there is only one joy, one consolation, 
one reward and one satisfaction: the success of the revolution. Night and day, he must have 
only one thought and one goal—implacable destruction. Pursuing this goal coldly and without
respite, he must himself be ready to perish and to destroy with his own hands all that which 
obstructs the achievement of this goal [sic!!!].

"§ 7. The nature of the true revolutionary excludes all romanticism, all sensitivity, all 
enthusiasm, and all involvement; it even excludes personal hatred and vengeance. 
Revolutionary passion, having become with him a habit every day and every moment, must be
combined with cold calculation. Everywhere and always he must obey not his personal 
impulses, but whatever is prescribed to him by the general interests of the revolution." (ibid; 
p.545).

Bakunin drew up hit lists, which he divided into different categories of liquidation. What fits Beria's
murder of Stalin and the other leading Bolshevik comrades is what we read in paragraph 18 on the 
"third category":

"§ 18. The third category covers a large number of highly placed brutes or individuals who 
are remarkable neither for their minds nor for their energy, but who, by virtue of their 
position, have wealth, connections, influence, and power. We must exploit them in every way 
possible, outwit them, confuse them, and, wherever possible, by possessing ourselves of their 
filthy secrets, make them our slaves. In this way, their power, connections, influence and 
wealth will become an inexhaustible treasure and an invaluable help in various enterprises." 
(ibid; p.547).

And there is still the link between dogmatism and religion, between the cult of personality and 
proletarian cult. Karl Marx declared against the dogmatic Willich-Schapper party, which opposed
the "Communist League":

"Just as the word 'people' has been given an aura of sanctity by the democrats, so you have 
done the same for the word 'proletariat. Like the democrats you substitute the catchword of 
revolution for revolutionary development,' etc., etc." (Marx: 'Revelations Concerning the 
Communist Trial in Cologne' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 11; London; 1979; p.403; English 
Edition).

And indeed, religion means nothing other than the subjugation of the masses, the subjugation 



of the Party to invisible powers, which can be well hidden behind a personified mask. Now, in 
the Era of Late Stalinism, this is not some imaginary "invisible power" from a transcendental 
heavenly kingdom, but the counter-revolutionary power of the restoration of capitalism in the 
middle of the solid earthly ground of Soviet power! And the counter-revolutionaries did not have
to search long for the idea of the cult of personality, because with the cult of personality which
the Nazis had pursued around Hitler, the same people-dumbing goals could be achieved with 
the social-fascist Stalin Cult. The idea of the "omnipotence of der Führer" is not only based on 
the racial "theory", on Social Darwinism, but is also based on fascist voluntarism and other 
reactionary ideologies. Stalin's cult of personality was intended to express his supernatural power, 
which would exist beyond the willful control of the masses. If the Soviet people had done their 
utmost for the Great Patriotic War, "for Stalin," in view of the millions of victims and the destroyed 
homeland, they were left with war-traumatic fears for the future, circumstances that were to awaken
thoughts of fate and happiness, chance and providence. Faith in Stalin was to replace the masses' 
faith in themselves. "After Stalin, all is lost!" In response to this mass defeatism, the counter-
revolution wanted to make its coup "socially justifiable" in order to "raise the masses up" in their 
own sense afterwards.

The reactionary occasionalism behind the cult of personality calls on the Soviet people to submit to
their "fate" and become passive spectators in the restoration of capitalism - "Ita est, ergo ita 
sit." ("It exists, therefore it is so.") Everything accepted and endured as in the time of the Russian 
Tsar.

From then on the Soviet people should no longer fight for themselves, but "for Stalin". The leaders 
would then no longer be there for the masses, but vice versa, the masses would be there for the 
leaders, they would have to serve the state and not the state for the masses, etc. Marxism-
Leninism would then no longer be the ideology for the liberation of the masses, but an 
instrument of domination which the masses have to believe (to obey and submit). The cult of 
personality was imposed on the whole socialist society of late Stalinism in order to prepare the 
transition from socialism to capitalism.

The reactionary American "philosopher" Dewey expressed this as follows:

"In contrast, the adjective 'religious' denotes nothing in the way of a specifiable entity, either 
institutional or as a system of beliefs." (Dewey: 'Intelligence in the Modern World'; New York; 
1939; p.1010).

Dewey made religion attractive for imperialism by demanding: "Religion belongs to all and not 
only to the church (Globalized opium for the peoples of world revisionism - globalized opium 
for the world proletariat!) Thus, religious influence was to be opened up anew even in those 
social strata which no longer wanted to have anything to do with the church (the restoration of 
religion). By the way, Dewey was an admirer of Roosevelt and that as a social-democrat. Dewey 
was praised in the highest tones by all social-democrats all over the world because he had allegedly 
"dealt a severe blow" to the Soviet Union and the advance of communism in the world with his 
pragmatic "philosophy". He was considered their "savior from communism. "Truth is everything 
that frees us from the 'red danger', hence the 'cult of personality of Stalin' and his 'criticism' of him 
is also true. And the more we convince the world of the existence of the 'cult of personality of 
Stalin', the truer the 'criticism' of it becomes. Only that which the masses are supposed to believe is 
true, namely the 'cult of personality' to the masses of the USSR and the 'criticism' of it to the masses
in the rest of the world. The touchstone, the yardstick or criterion of truth is the combination of the
practical application of the cult of personality and the 'criticism' of it. Everything that we find
useful against communism, that unites us against it is true."



The cult of personality thus became one of the first effective propaganda weapons of 
collaboration between revisionists and imperialists.

And Beria and Khrushchev were two anti-Stalinist wire-pullers who cultivated the 
cooperation concerning the "cult of personality" and its "criticism" with world imperialism 
until 1953, and then blew the same imperialist horn of anti-Stalinism and publicly denounced 
Stalin.

The main argument against Stalin's doctrine was that the conspirers did not want to see in it the 
further development of Leninism, but a turning away from Leninism, because it was supposedly 
reduced to the "authority of the figure" of Stalin. For Beria and for all the other conspirers, the 
Stalinist system is based on a kind of "Olympus" where Zeus arbitrarily and legally proclaims for 
everyone what is to be considered "truth" or "untruth" throughout the country and the world.

Here is the materialist view of the ancient philosopher Heraclitus:

"The world, one and the same out of all, none of the gods has made nor man, but it was and is 
and will be his eternal living fire, igniting according to measure and extinguishing according 
to measure." (Heraclitus, as quoted by Lenin in: 'From the Philosophical Estate'; p.276; Translated 
from German).

The initiators of the cult of personality presented Stalin as something like a pope who decides on 
the interpretation of Catholicism. "Law" and "truth" were reduced to questions of faith, to a system 
of lies, which Stalin had sanctioned only by his "dictatorial and selfish" authority. Their accusation 
that Marxism-Leninism had been degraded by Stalin to a kind of "religious doctrine" was based on 
their animosity towards Marxism-Leninism.

Marxism-Leninism teaches that the key of the teaching about socialist society, the key to 
understanding the Stalin Era, is not to be found in the consciousness of a single person, it 
cannot be traced back to an individual character, but the key lies solely in the socialist mode 
of production of material goods, in the class struggle. Not chance, not personality and its will 
played the decisive role in the Stalin Era, but it was expressed in the special socialist living 
conditions and was determined by the situation and interests of the workers. The conditions in
the Stalin Era were created earlier and Stalin had to start from them as something given and 
not created by him. Only because Stalin respected the conditions of socialist development and 
did not violate them in his actions did he reaped his great world successes. The laws which 
determined the development of the USSR represented an objective reality. They worked 
inevitably and determined the will and consciousness of Stalin. The Stalin Era is the result of 
the socialist activity of the Soviet peoples under the leadership of the CPSU(B) and its leader, 
Comrade Stalin.

"The objective side [of the proletarian movement – editor's note] comprises the processes of 
development which take place outside of and around the proletariat independently of its will 
and of the will of its party [and the will of Stalin as its leader – editor's note], processes which, 
in the final analysis,determine the development of the whole of society." (Stalin: 'The Political 
Strategy and Tactics of the Russian Communists' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.63; 
English Edition).

This has nothing to do with the standpoint of the Objectivists, who simply ignored personality 
as a tiny quantity (like the "legal Marxist" Struve). Indeed, they even declared that one 
should run history with "depersonalized events" (Bulgakov). The Objectivists denied and 
fought against the subjective factor of the revolution in general. Stalin, on the other hand, 



attached due importance to the subjective factor and its strengthening. Already in one of his 
first articles, "A Reply to 'Social-Democrat'", Stalin disseminated Lenin's doctrine of the role 
of the subjective factor in the revolution in the Caucasus (see Volume 1 of his Works). After the 
defeat of the 1905 Revolution, the Marxists fought against the philosophizing representatives 
who, with bourgeois individualism, mysticism and the cult of personality, tried to dissuade the
masses from the revolutionary path and discredit the revolutionary party of the proletariat 
and its philosophy (personalism, divinization, fideism). They deified the "individual spirit" as 
the "real subject of history". For them, the masses had no historical role at all; indeed, they 
behaved ignorantly, contemptuously and arrogantly towards the history of the popular 
masses' liberation struggle.

Even in the view of economists, the influence of personality, people, classes and parties is not 
given any importance to the spontaneous movement. They are said to be unable to influence 
the objective economic law. The economists metaphysically contrast the objective factor with 
the subjective factor, the spontaneity of consciousness, the economic forms of struggle with the
political ones, instead of aligning the subjective factor with the objective factor. In Rosa 
Luxemburg's work, too, there are errors that are rooted in the reduction of the subjective 
factor (theory of spontaneity). When the revolutionary situation exists, when the objective 
factor is fully developed, the actions of the masses, the people, the revolutionary leaders are 
the subjective factor that decides on the victory and defeat of the revolution. There can be no 
victorious subjective factor without the revolutionary leaders, the party, etc. As world leader 
of the proletariat and a Classic of Marxism-Leninism, Comrade Stalin was, is and remains 
one of the most outstanding subjective factors for the victory of the world proletariat.

"The subjective side comprises the processes which take place within the proletariat as the 
reflection in the consciousness of the proletariat of the objective processes,accelerating or 
retarding the latter, but not determining them." (ibid). We complement: Not only as the 
reflection of the objective processes in the consciousness of the proletariat alone, but as a 
concentrated expression in the consciousness of the party of the proletariat and its proletarian
leaders, that is, what was going on within Stalin and what is going on within us Stalinists.

Whoever equates the subjective factor, the role of personality in history, with Stalin's "cult of 
personality", and thus slows down the objective processes, in reality opposes the necessity of 
the unfolding of the subjective factor for the acceleration of the world revolution, that the 
working class was helplessly at the mercy of the restoration of capitalism, that it was 
impossible to eliminate its inevitability with its own subjective power and above all with the 
help of Stalinism. And this is precisely what the intention of the modern revisionists with their 
so-called "cult of personality" after Stalin's death amounted to.

"Stalin's cult of personality" was also a form of reactionary idealism, or in simple terms: Opium 
of the socialist people. It is a counter-revolutionary weapon to turn Marxism-Leninism into a pure 
creed among the masses, like the Mao's "Little Red Book" later on. Faith in Stalin thus degenerated 
into recognition of his alleged supernatural "genius", a kind of superhuman who "animates" the 
Soviet people, watches over their destiny "fatherly" and to whom the Soviet people would have to 
owe obedience, reverence and worship in return. Stalin had banned religion from the minds of the 
Soviet people, but with the revisionist cult of personality it was smuggled back in and restored. The 
revisionist cult of personality was an expression of the restoration of religion in the Soviet Union.

Let us return once again to Stalin's "Short Course", where he ended by quoting from the myths of
the ancient Greeks. We reshape the characters a little bit, so that we understand the cult of 
personality, the murder hatchet of Stalin's conspirers, more clearly:



In their socialist world the Soviet people had a famous hero, Comrade Stalin. He had a special
affection for the Russian people. There was no "hero" whom he, this Comrade Stalin, could 
not defeat. He was considered an invincible hero. What was his strength? It consisted in the 
fact that every time he came into trouble in a struggle with an opponent, he united firmly with
the Soviet people and the Bolshevik Party, who had elected him as their leader and trusted 
him. From the masses, from the Bolshevik Party, Stalin drew all his strength. But still he had 
his weak point: that was the danger of being torn away from the Soviet masses, from the 
Bolshevik Party, by the cult of personality. His conspirers took this weakness into account and
ambushed him. And an enemy was found who took advantage of his weakness. It was Beria. 
But how did he defeat him? Beria created Stalin's image in order to lift it up into the sky, so 
that Stalin would be torn away from the masses and the Bolshevik Party. Then he killed Stalin
and also destroyed the criminal idol. And the lesson of this "story"? The counter-
revolutionaries and their dangerous weapon of cult of personality are to be crushed 
mercilessly and completely, therein lies the key to the invincibility of the Bolshevik leader.

The struggle against the so-called "cult of personality" not only served the seizure of power by the 
modern revisionists, but also the division of the communist world movement, whose leader was 
Stalin, with the "de-Stalinization" of the communist world movement. This was a useful gift 
from Beria to the Trotskyites who had been released from prison by himself. Beria made sure that 
after their rehabilitation they could regenerate and spread internationally, especially in the "de-
Stalinization", to actively help spread the "criticism" of the "cult of personality". It cannot be 
regarded as a coincidence that the renewed appearance of Trotskyism coincided with Beria's 
murder of Stalin (and the same revival of Trotskyism with the death of Enver Hoxha was not 
coincidental either!) During Stalin's lifetime no one should have dared to take this daring step, for 
he would have been a dead man. Stalin characterized, among other things, Trotskyism as follows:

"Thirdly. Trotskyism is distrust of the leaders of Bolshevism, an attempt to discredit, to 
defame them." (Stalin: 'Trotskyism or Leninism?' in: 'Works', Volume 6; Moscow; 1953; p.366; 
English Edition). (… and like Beria to murder him in the end!).

In dialectical reversal, Trotskyism means as much as trusting in the leaders of opportunism, it 
means attempting to rehabilitate them and, as intended by the Berianists, putting them in a 
new "Marxist-Leninist" light, releasing them from our consciousness that had banished them 
or bringing them back to life as "martyrs of Stalinism" and giving them a "Marxist-Leninist"
halo.

Such comrades who today do not or no longer consider the role played by Stalin to be of 
decisive importance, like the Berianists, have not only made a thorough error, but they are 
also diverting water to the mills of the Trotskyites, who not only deny the role of Stalin as a 
Classic of Marxism-Leninism, but attribute to Comrade Stalin the role of the "greatest 
enemy" of Marxism-Leninism. In the anti-revisionist struggle of Marxist-Leninists, the neo-
Trotskyites and neo-revisionists, the Berianists come to the aid of the modern revisionists 
today, in order to remove their battered image by means of skinning (cosmetic surgery and 
rejuvenation for the aging "modern" revisionism = neo-revisionism).

Trotskyism and modern revisionism are of the same nature, not only with regard to the cult of 
personality tactic against Marxism-Leninism. Both are mortal enemies of Marxism-Leninism under 
the guise of "Marxism-Leninism". This was first true of Leninism at that time. Now it applies to 
Stalinism and not less to Hoxhaism. We must not forget that Trotskyism was forced to continue its 
counter-revolutionary struggle within the Marxist-Leninist World Movement illegally after Stalin 
had smashed its open forms of struggle in the ranks of the CPSU(B). And today the modern 
Trotskyites, the Berianists, continue their illegal struggle against Stalin behind the mask of 



"Stalinism" in our world revolutionary ranks. To this day, Trotskyism and Berianism have not 
given up its double tactic of continuing its subversive work against Lenin, Stalin and Hoxha 
under the masks of "Leninism", "Stalinism" and "Hoxhaism". It is self-evident that Trotskyism
and Berianism, is particularly dangerous under the mask of the "defense of Stalin" and therefore its 
Marxist-Leninist unmasking and combating will continue to be of particular importance in the 
future (Hard to believe, but true: Since it is hard to imagine that some Trotskyite groups, that 
Trotskyites in general, that the Beranists, the greatest haters of Stalin, of all people, could 
present themselves as the "most loyal defenders of Stalin" in our ranks in such a devious way, 
but that is precisely why their "Stalinist" invisibility cloak is so perfect!). And what do we learn
from this? It is not enough to rip the "Stalinist" invisibility cloak off the faces of the 
Trotskyites, the Berianists. Rather, we Marxist-Leninists, for our part, must put on a 
Trotskyite invisibility cloak if we are to penetrate the Trotskyite and Berianist organizations 
unrecognized, and we must do so if we are really serious about destroying Trotskyism, about 
destroying Berianism. To do this, however, we must have a precise knowledge of neo-
Trotskyism, we must study the Trotskyites, the Berianists, of today, not only their counter-
revolutionary "theories" but also their counter-revolutionary practice, especially within our 
own ranks! The Marxist-Leninist struggle for Stalin against all his Trotskyite enemies is thus far 
from complete or even decided. The Comintern (ML) calls on all Marxist-Leninists in the world to 
continue the struggle in defense of Stalin undiminished and to unite firmly, both against Stalin's 
open enemies and against his supposed "friends". We must not let the struggle in defense of Stalin 
be taken out of our hands. This struggle for the classics of Marxism-Leninism can only be 
waged and ended victoriously by us Marxist-Leninists ourselves. And this can only succeed on
the condition that we keep our Marxist-Leninist ranks pure from Trotskyite and revisionist 
influences, from Berianist influences, and take to heart the teachings of Stalin. We must be 
vigilant, because it is very likely that the enemies of Stalin will choose us Stalinists of the 
Comintern (ML) to undermine, crack and liquidate this current ideological bulwark in defense of 
Stalin, all "in the name of Stalin"! The Trotskyites, the Berianists, are defaming us, the Comintern 
(ML) in order to defame other Marxist-Leninists from there and replace them with the renewed 
("Stalinist") Trotskyism. That is their old, declared goal. The Trotskyites have historically 
failed to replace Leninism with Trotskyism and they will also historically fail to replace 
Stalinism (note: and finally also Hoxhaism!) with Trotskyism. We will see to it that any revival of 
Trotskyism is buried under the mask of "Marxism-Leninism". If, in so doing, we act boldly and 
intrepidly in the spirit of Stalin, we need not fear the "r-r-r-r-r-evolutionary intelligentsia," for 
Stalinism was and always will be a guarantor of victory over Trotskyism, no matter in what 
garb it will slip into to cover its tracks, as Beria did. The Berianists have always been successful in 
covering their tracks, but this is exactly what will bring them down.

It is an old trick of all those who deviate from Marxism-Leninism to hide their anti-party 
ideology behind people who are all too conveniently sacrificed without touching the revisionist
ideology these people represented, so that this ideology can continue to "run free" 
unhindered. Of course, this is especially true of Beria and the Berianists.

If Beria murdered Stalin, then he has by no means been able to silence Stalinism. It is not 
about the figure of Stalin, but about the circumstances, about the conditions of the Stalin Era. 
You can remove Stalin, but this does not mean that you can eradicate either the Era of 
Stalinism or the roots of Marxism-Leninism. The question of individuals is not the first thing 
that interests us, but the current role of the leaders of Stalinism in our struggle for world 
communism.

The revisionist danger must not be sharpened on individuals. And so we are not primarily 
interested in the figure of Beria, although he is as repulsive as could be. First and foremost we 
are interested in the victory over Berianism, the ideology Beria used to bring the powerful 



colossus, the USSR, to its knees from within.

Comrades, the bourgeoisie stereotypically places the figure of Stalin at the center of its 
inflammatory propaganda. Why? The bourgeoisie wants to make everything that the Soviet people 
had achieved in the construction of communism and in the struggle against reaction and fascism, in 
the struggle against world imperialism, fade into the background. This trick must not be used. We as
Stalinists must not be content with refuting the accusation of the cult of personality as unfounded. It
cannot be our intention to limit ourselves to the purification of Stalin's character. We can only 
restore the honor of Stalin by highlighting the great communist achievements of Soviet society, 
which Stalin served with all his might, a force on which we rely to achieve the goal of building 
world socialism. It was above all the Russian people who had taken Stalin to their hearts, who made
him what he has become, the greatest leader of communism. The deep affection for the people and 
by the people, the revolutionary unity between the Bolshevik leader Stalin and the workers of the 
Soviet Union, is what we Stalinists today put in the center of the analysis of the late Stalinist Era, 
which the relationship between world proletariat and world Bolshevik leaders is also based on.

As a Georgian, Stalin was a comrade who "only" came from a border region of Russia. One can see
this in a more positive light, because he came from a country that connects the Eastern and Western 
worlds and from a world revolutionary point of view, it is therefore an ideal location for the 
development of a Bolshevik leader. And this positive role of Georgia was also duly emphasized in 
the events of August 2008. But there were enough enemies of Stalin who hated him for the sole 
reason that a Georgian "rules the Russians and becomes ruler of the huge Soviet Union". "How can 
a Georgian, of all people, become the successor of the revolutionary Russian leader Lenin?" Stalin's
enemies did not forgive him for exposing and fighting Russian Great Power Chauvinism, nor the 
local nationalism in Georgia, as a Georgian! He did not unilaterally stand on the Western side, nor 
did he unilaterally stand on the Eastern side. Throughout his life, Stalin united the peoples of the 
West and the peoples of the East in their common, world revolutionary liberation struggle 
against world imperialism. And it is important to hold on to this honorable and glorious 
Stalinist tradition consistently today. To be an "Asian" was considered an insult in Russia, and so 
Stalin's enemies reviled him as an "crude Asian brute", whose "rudeness" Lenin is said to have 
"warned" of in his alleged "Testament" ... (We will come back to what this Trotskyite "testament" is 
about in detail at another point). Yes, one even went so far as to claim that Stalin allegedly 
"Georgianized" the Soviet Union - but more about this later in the chapter on the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy, which turned out to be Georgianization by Beria. In English: Berianization of Stalinist 
Georgia or "de-Stalinization" by a Berianist Georgia.

Svetlana, Stalin's daughter wrote:

"My father loved Russia deeply all his life. I know no other Georgian who had so completely 
sloughed off his qualities as a Georgian and loved everything Russian the way he did." 
(Alliluyeva: 'Twenty Letters to a Friend'; New York; 1967; p.119-120; English Edition).

As for the great importance of Stalin already had in the creation of the Bolshevik Party, after his 
death it was scaled down to silence by the Soviet revisionists. And when the Comintern (ML) 
comes to the public today with its brief description of his first creative period in the Caucasus, the 
dung buckets will not be far away, which will certainly be poured out over us "fossils of the Stalin 
Cult" in the near future.

The Soviet peoples, the socialist working class, the world proletariat have never accused Stalin
of the cult of personality; on the contrary, he was loved and revered by the masses, was their 
leader, whom they trusted and who never betrayed their trust throughout his life. The 
accusation of the cult of personality served the traitors to shake this trust of the masses in 



Stalin, to make them believe that Stalin had "abused" their trust, that the Soviet Union must 
"free itself" from him in order to be "saved". In reality, the accusation of the cult of 
personality was intended to shake and bury the masses' self-confidence in their own 
revolutionary, creative power, if the cult of personality was to frighten them. This was not the 
first time in the history of the class struggle that the bourgeoisie tried to deny the masses their 
destiny, to take their fate into their own hands and to build their own, a better world. Until 
today, the world bourgeoisie has not stopped trying to persuade the masses that they cannot 
change their fate as exploited and oppressed, that they are a flock of sheep whose sole purpose
is to be eaten by wolves. And on behalf of the world bourgeoisie Beria took Stalin's side to get 
rid of him.

What was Stalin's position on the cult of personality?

For this purpose we have selected a few quotations from him, some of which are well-known, 
others less so, and some of which are new.

"The point is (...) a new bourgeoisie has arisen which, being unable to come into the political 
arena openly, is trying to breach the communist front from within and is looking for 
champions [!!] among the leaders of the R.C.P.(B.). Well, this circumstance is giving rise to 
oppositionist sentiments within the R.C.P.(B.) and is creating the ground for an opportunist 
deviation," (Stalin: 'The Communist Party of Poland' in: 'Works', Volume 6; Moscow; 1953; p.280; 
English Edition).

"He [Stalin] believes that it is possible that 'saboteurs' are behind it in order to discredit him."
(L. Feuchtwanger: 'Moscow 1937'; London; 1937; p.93; Translated from German).

This first quote from Leon Feuchtwanger probably hits the nail on the head. One of the main 
saboteurs was Beria.

From a conversation with Colonel Robins on May 13th, 1933:

"Robins: I consider it a great honour to have an op-portunity of paying you a visit.

"Stalin: There is nothing particular in that. You are exaggerating.

"Robins (smiles): What is most interesting to me is that throughout Russia I have found the 
names Lenin-Stalin, Lenin-Stalin, Lenin-Stalin, linked together.

"Stalin: That, too, is an exaggeration. How can I be compared to Lenin?" (Stalin: 'Talk with 
Colonel Robins' in: 'Works', Volume 13; Moscow; 1954; p.268; English Edition).

"Stalin systematically gives credit for all the progress made to Lenin, whereas the credit has 
been in very large measure his own" (Barbusse: 'Stalin'; London; 1935; p.294; English Edition).

"Only later did I realise that this simplicity and mod-esty, this striving to remain unobserved, 
or, at least,not to make himself conspicuous and not to emphasisehis high position, this feature
was one of Lenin’s strong-est points as the new leader of the new masses, of thesimple and 
ordinary masses of the “rank and file”of humanity." (Stalin: 'Lenin' in: 'Works', Volume 6; 
Moscow; 1953; p.56; English Edition).



And in a talk with the German writer Emil Ludwig, Stalin said:

"As for myself, I am just a pupil of Lenin’s, and the aim of my life is to be a worthy pupil of 
his." (Stalin: 'Talk with the German Author Emil Ludwig' in: 'Works', Volume 13; Moscow; 1954; 
p.107; English Edition).

And indeed, Stalin remained the most worthy and greatest of all of Lenin's students until his death.

Emil Ludwig then stated:

"Marxism denies that the individual plays an outstanding role in history. Do you not see a 
contradiction between the materialist conception of history and the fact that, after all, you 
admit the outstanding role played by historical personages?" (ibid).

Stalin replied:

"No, there is no contradiction here. Marxism does not at all deny the role played by 
outstanding individuals or that history is made by people. In Marx’s The Poverty of 
Philosophy and in other works of his you will find it stated that it is people who make history. 
But, of course, people do not make history according to the promptings of their imagination 
or as some fancy strikes them. Every new generation encounters definite conditions already 
existing, ready-made when that generation was born. And great people are worth anything at 
all only to the extent that they are able correctly to understand these conditions, to 
understand how to change them. If they fail to understand these conditions and want to alter 
them according to the promptings of their imagination, they will land themselves in the 
situation of Don Quixote. Thus it is precisely Marx’s view that people must not be 
counterposed to conditions. It is people who make history, but they do so only to the extent 
that they correctly understand the conditions that they have found ready-made, and only to 
the extent that they understand how to change those conditions. That, at least, is how we 
Russian Bolsheviks understand Marx. And we have been studying Marx for a good many 
years." (ibid; p.107-108).

Emil Ludwig remained stubborn:

"Some thirty years ago, when I was at the university, many German professors who 
considered themselves adherents of the materialist conception of history taught us that 
Marxism denies the role of heroes, the role of heroic personalities in history." (ibid).

And Stalin answers just as persistently:

"They were vulgarisers of Marxism. Marxism has never denied the role of heroes. On the 
contrary, it admits that they play a considerable role, but with thereservations I have just 
made." (ibid).

But Emil Ludwig does not give up and keeps asking questions:

"Sixteen chairs are placed around the tableat which we are seated. Abroad people know, on 
the one hand, that the U.S.S.R. is a country in which everything must be decided collectively, 
but they know, on the other hand, that everything is decided by individual persons. Who 
really does decide?" (ibid; p.108-109).

Stalin patiently gives the answer:



"No, individual persons cannot decide. Decisions of individuals are always, or nearly always, 
one-sided decisions. In every collegium, in every collective body, there are people whose 
opinion must be reckoned with. In every collegium, in every collective body, there are people 
who may express wrong opinions. From the experience of three revolutions we know that out 
of every 100 decisions taken by individual persons without being tested and corrected 
collectively, approximately 90 are one-sided.

"In our leading body, the Central Committee of our Party, which directs all our Soviet and 
Party organisations, there are about 70 members. (...) Each has an opportunity of 
contributing his experience. If this were not the case, if decisions were taken by individual 
persons, there would be very serious mistakes in our work. But since each has an opportunity 
of correcting the mistakes of individual persons, and since we pay heed to such corrections, we
arrive at decisions that are more or less correct." (ibid).

June 1926:

"I must say in all conscience, comrades, that I do not deserve a good half of the flattering 
things that have been said here about me. I am, it appears, a hero of the October Revolution, 
the leader of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the leader of the Communist 
International, a legendary warrior-knight and all the rest of it. That is absurd, comrades, and 
quite unnecessary exaggeration. It is the sort of thing that is usually said at the graveside of a 
departed revolutionary. But I have no intention of dying yet.

"(...) I really was, and still am, one of the pupils of the advanced workers of the Tiflis railway 
workshops." (Stalin: 'Reply to the Greetings of the Workers of the Chief Railway Workshops in 
Tiflis' in: 'Works', Volume 8; Moscow; 1954; p.182; English Edition).

November 12th, 1926:

"It has to be admitted, comrades, that it was Lenin, and no one else, who discovered the truth 
that the victory of socialism in one country is possible. Lenin must not be robbed of what 
belongs to him by right. One must not fear the truth, one must have the courage to tell the 
truth, one must have the courage to say frankly that Lenin was the first of the Marxists to 
present the question of the victory of socialism in one country in a new way, and to answer it 
in the affirmative." (Stalin: 'Reply to the Discussion' in: 'Works', Volume 8; Moscow; 1954; p.318;
English Edition).

September 1927:

Stalin was asked: Could you briefly tell us what are the main disagreements between yourself and
Trotsky? (Stalin: 'Interview with the First American Labour Delegation' in: 'Works', Volume 10; 
Moscow; 1954; p.124; English Edition).

Stalin replied: "I must say first of all that the disagreements with Trotsky are not personal 
disagreements. If they were personal disagreements the Party would not bother with them for 
a single hour, for it does not like individuals to thrust themselves forward." (ibid).

October 1927:

"And what is Stalin? Stalin is only a minor figure." (Stalin: 'The Trotskyist Opposition Before 
and Now' in: 'Works', Volume 10; Moscow; 1954; p.177; English Edition).



July 9th, 1929:

"We have hundreds and thousands of young and capable people who are striving with might 
and main to rise to the surface and contribute their mite to the common treasury of our work 
of construction. But their efforts are often unavailing, because they are very often kept down 
by the vanity of the literary 'lights,' by the bureaucracy and callousness of some of our 
organisations, and, lastly, by the envy (which has not yet evolved into emulation) of men and 
women of their own generation. One of our tasks is to break down this blank wall and to give 
scope to the young forces, whose name is legion. My foreword to an inconsiderable pamphlet 
by an author unknown in the literary world is an attempt to take a step towards-
accomplishing this task. I shall in the future, too, provide forewords only to simple and 
unassuming pamphlets by simple and unknown authors belonging to the younger forces. It is 
possible that this procedure may not be to the liking of some of the snobs. But what do I care? 
I have no fondness for snobs any-how. . . ." (Stalin: 'To Comrade Felix Kon' in: 'Works', Volume 
12; Moscow; 1954; p.120; English Edition).

"Your congratulations and greetings I place to the credit of the great Party of the working 
class which bore me and reared me in its own image and likeness. And just because I place 
them to the credit of our glorious Leninist Party, I make bold to tender you my Bolshevik 
thanks.

"You need have no doubt, comrades, that I am prepared in the future, too, to devote to the 
cause of the working class, to the cause of the proletarian revolution and world communism, 
all my strength, all my ability and, if need be, all my blood, drop by drop." (Stalin: 'To all 
Organisations and Comrades who sent Greetings on the Occasion of Comrade Stalin’s Fiftieth 
Birthday' in: 'Works', Volume 12; Moscow; 1954; p.146; English Edition).

April 1930:

"There are some who think that the article, 'Dizzy with Success,' was the result of Stalin’s 
personal initiative. That, of course, is non-sense. It is not in order that personal initiative in a 
matter like this may be taken by anyone, whoever he might be,that we have a Central 
Committee." (Stalin: 'Reply to Collective-Farm Comrades' in: 'Works', Volume 12; Moscow; 1954;
p.218; English Edition).

Take his letter to "Comrade Shatunovsky" from August 1930:

"You speak of your 'devotion' to me. Perhaps it was just a chance phrase. Perhaps. . . . But if 
the phrase was not accidental I would advise you to discard the 'principle' of devotion to 
persons. It is not the Bolshevik way. Be devoted to the working class, its Party, its state. That 
is a fine and useful thing. But do not confuse it with devotion to persons, this vain and use-less 
bauble of weak-minded intellectuals." (Stalin: 'Letter to Comrade Shatunovsky' in: 'Works', 
Volume 13; Moscow; 1954; p.20; English Edition).

February 1933:

"I have received your letter ceding me your second Order as a reward for my work.

"I thank you very much for your warm words and comradely present. I know what you are 
depriving yourself of in my favour and appreciate your sentiments.



"Nevertheless, I cannot accept your second Order. I cannot and must not accept it, not only 
because it can belong only to you, as you alone have earned it, but also because I have been 
amply rewarded as it is by the attention and respect of the comrades and, consequently, have 
no right to rob you.

"Orders were instituted not for those who are well known as it is, but mainly for heroic people
who are little known and who need to be made known to all.

"Besides, I must tell you that I already have two Orders. That is more than one needs, I assure
you." (Stalin: 'Letter to Comrade I. N. Bazhanov' in: 'Works', Volume 13; Moscow; 1954; p.241; 
English Edition).

1935:

In 1935 the general plan for the reconstruction of Moscow was published. One of the designs for the
Palace of the Soviets envisaged the erection of colossal statues of Lenin and Stalin. Stalin rejected 
this design with these words:

"We are building the Palace of the Soviets with a monument to their creator - Lenin."

Early December 1937:

In the Kremlin, Stalin found a campaign poster with his picture and an appeal: "Vote for Stalin!" He
got angry:

"'That's all I need, too. If this goes on, I'll find my statue in my bed one night...' After that, all 
electioneering in the Kremlin was strictly forbidden. (...) Only twice in all these years did 
Stalin speak in the first person, including on the eve of his election on December 11th, 1937. 
Otherwise he always spoke of his plans and orders in the form: "We Bolsheviks, we Leninists, 
we supporters of the General Line. For he does not want to be in the foreground as a person, 
but as the embodiment of the entire Party, the entire country, the entire progressive world" 
(Achmed Amba, ‟A Person Sees Stalin'; Rowohlt; 1951; p.141, 166).

February 1938:

"I am absolutely against the publication of 'Stories of the childhood of Stalin.'

"The book abounds with a mass of inexactitudes of fact, of alterations, of exaggerations and of
unmerited praise.

"(...) The important thing resides in the fact that the book has a tendency to engrave on the 
minds of Soviet children (and people in general) the personality cult of leaders, of infallible 
heroes. This is dangerous and detrimental. The theory of 'heroes' and the 'crowd' is not a 
Bolshevik, but a Social-Revolutionary theory. The heroes make the people, transform them 
from a crowd into people, thus say the Social-Revolutionaries. The people make the heroes, 
thus reply the Bolsheviks to the Social-Revolutionaries. The book carries water to the 
windmill of the Social-Revolutionaries. No matter which book it is that brings the water to the
windmill of the Social-Revolutionaries, this book is going to drown in our common, Bolshevik 
cause.

"I suggest we burn this book." (Stalin: 'Letter on Publications for Children Directed to the Central
Committee of the All-Union Communist Youth' in: 'Works', Volume 14; London; 1978; p.327; 



English Edition).

1938:

"Hence the practical activity of the party of the proletariat must not be based on the good 
wishes of 'outstanding individuals,' not on the dictates of 'reason,' "universal morals," etc., 
but on the laws of development of society and on the study of these laws." (Stalin: 'The History 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks) - Short Course'; Tbilisi; 2017; p.159; 
English Edition).

"(...) not on the good wishes of 'great men', but on the real needs of development of the 
material life of society." (ibid; p.160).

February 1946:

"The hymns of praise to Stalin also pain the ears, it hurts to read them." Stalin: 'Answer to a 
letter of 30 January, from Col.-Professor Rasin' in: 'New World'; 1947; p.25; English Edition).

Here are some excerpts from Stalin's correction of the draft of the book "J.V. Stalin - Short 
Biography" (1947) and Mochalov's notes on Stalin's conversation with the Authors' Collective of 23
December 1946:

"There are mistakes. The tone is not good and is raised in the manner of the social-
revolutionaries. All teachings up to and including every teaching about the constant factors of 
war come from me. It turns out that I have created a teaching about communism as if Lenin, 
you see, had only written and spoken about socialism and never about communism. 
Furthermore, it is presented as if the teaching about the industrialization of the country and 
the collectivization of agriculture came from me, and so on and so forth. In fact, Lenin 
deserves credit for having raised the problem of the industrialization of our country. This is 
also true of the question of the collectivization of agriculture, etc. There is much praise and 
exaggeration of the role of personality in this biography. What should the reader do after 
reading this biography? Should he fall on his knees and worship me? You do not educate 
people in the spirit of Marxism. We do not need idol worshipers.

"The matter is then presented in such a way that I have created the teaching on the 
permanent and temporary factors of war, while in every work of military history it is written 
about them. It may be that I have emphasized some things more strongly and definitively, but 
that is all." [By constant and permanent factors of war Stalin understood, for example, the strength 
of the hinterland, the moral spirit of the army, the number and quality of the divisions, the 
armament, the organizational abilities of the commanders, while among the secondary or only 
temporary factors was counted, for example, the moment of surprise of the fascists' attack on the 
Soviet Union.]

"We have the teaching of Marx and Lenin. We don't need additional teachings. People should 
not be educated to be slaves, but there are tendencies to do so among you. And if I no longer 
exist? You do not educate people to love the Party. And if I am no more, what will happen 
then?' Stalin asked, 'Who is this kind of expenditure intended for?' 'There are hundreds of 
thousands of libraries in our country. You can get nausea from such an edition.

"As for Baku, they say that there was nothing going on there with the Bolsheviks, and I just 
had to appear and everything changed immediately. Someone built it all up. You can believe it
or not. What was it really like? It was necessary to create cadres. Such Bolshevik cadres were 



formed in Baku. I have given the names of these people in appropriate places. This also 
applies to another period. Such Bolshevik cadres as Dzerzhinsky, Frunze and Kuybyshev also 
lived and worked, but they are not written about, they are missing.

"As far as the period of the Great Patriotic War is concerned, it was necessary to find capable 
people, appoint them to the appropriate functions and temper them for their tasks. Such 
people were gathered around the Supreme Command of the Red Army.

"Nowhere is it clearly stated that I am a student of Lenin. It's not understandable... only 
somewhere far away something about it is mentioned. I made that clear in my famous 
conversation with Ludwig. I am a pupil of Lenin, I went to Lenin for teaching and not the 
other way round. No one can say that I am not a pupil of Lenin. Lenin gave reasons and 
showed the way, and we have followed that given way."

Stalin's criticism of his son Vasili:

"Do you think you're Stalin? You think I'm Stalin? Stalin, that's him [pointing to a portrait]. 
We have a duty to stay on the ground and do the tasks our humanity dictates to us." (No 
citation available).

Stalin's nature, not only in his private sphere, but also in his political work, is in stark contrast to 
public acclaim. For Stalin himself this was an unbearable ordeal. There was not a trace of any 
stardom or graces to be discovered in him. Everything was simple and natural. He didn't tolerate 
obeisance, he loathed the cult of personality and mocked it. He never approved, encouraged or even
ordered and commanded this cult of personality. This is confirmed by all those who have spoken 
about personal encounters with Stalin, including his enemies such as Churchill, for example.

It is clear from all these quotations that it was never his personal standpoint that he held, but 
always the standpoint of the Leninist Party, the standpoint of the working class, the masses, 
etc. The arrogance of the deserving man despised Stalin all his life. It was only with the help of the 
method of cult of personality that the revisionists were able to personify Stalin's standpoints 
according to the motto: "You can be completely calm, this is from Stalin himself, this is what Stalin 
said, this is what Stalin ordered, this is what Stalin commanded, this is what Stalin banned, etc. 
etc."! In this way the revisionists began to do and leave what they wanted in the name of 
Stalin. With the traitorous word "Stalin" on their lips, they murdered Stalin underhand and deceived
the masses' trust in Stalin in order to seize power. With the cult of personality, the axe was to fly 
down on Marxism-Leninism itself!

In general, one must not allow artificial contrasts between individuals and the collective, society, 
nor tolerate constructed contradictions between the role of the individual and the people. The 
revolutionaries are not loners. They place themselves collectively at the service of the cause of 
the proletariat, they subordinate themselves to the needs of society, they carry out the tasks 
assigned to them by the Party of the working class in a disciplined manner. Revolutionaries 
are both students and teachers of the masses. The working class does not tolerate any divisive 
antagonism between its leaders, its class and the masses fomented by the bourgeois, revisionist and 
Trotskyite demagogues to the detriment of the unity between the revolutionaries and the workers. 
Bolshevism is the revolutionary unity of socialism and the workers movement. Anti-Bolshevism is 
the division of this unity. Let's not forget that both the method of formation and the 
corresponding method of "condemnation" of the cult of personality afterwards is a creation of
the reactionary class in the struggle against the revolutionary class. It was the vain attempts of 
the Soviet revisionists, who had built up this cult of personality themselves, in order to bring down 
Stalin with their accusation of the "cult of personality" later on all the more easily. The cult of 



personality is alien to the working class, and it was no less a person than Stalin himself, to whom 
this cult of personality, which was organized around him with much pomp, was deeply hated and 
whom he himself fought incessantly from beginning to end against. In contrast to the revisionists, 
Stalin was capable of open self-criticism. For example, the mistakes that were made when Hitler 
invaded the Soviet Union:

"Our government made many mistakes."

But Khrushchev said in his criminal secret speech against Stalin:

"Everyone can err, but Stalin considered that he never erred, that he was always right. He 
never acknowledged to anyone that he made any mistake, large or small, despite the fact that 
he made more than a few in matters of theory and in his practical activity." (Khrushchev: ' 
Speech to 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U.'; Moscow; 1956; English Edition).

Stalin was very sensitive to hypocritical, outwardly pompous "ovations" and even reacted to them 
with extreme anger and rage. Thus, especially in the last part of his life, he lived in seclusion, 
puritanically, in a room where he worked, ate and slept, but he was always on guard to direct the 
destinies of the Soviet Union. He was often drawn to the South, and even when he went to Georgia 
in the early 1950s for convalescence, he sought the seclusion of his own figure there, but he never 
withdrew from his political work or even from his responsibility to the cause of the revolution, the 
Party, the working class. As Lenin's most loyal Bolshevik, he fulfilled this responsibility to the last 
breath.

"My father had unpleasant memories of his journey here because he couldn't stand the sight 
of a crowd applauding him and shouting 'Hurrah!' His face would twitch with annoyance 
each time it happened." (Alliluyeva: 'Twenty Letters to a Friend'; New York; 1967; p.201; English
Edition).

Stalin abhorred personality cults, flatterers, praisers, screamers, phrasemongers, 
chatterboxes, blubbers and panic-makers. His logic was of irrefutable power, his mind crystal 
clear, his will was of steel, his devotion to the Party and the cause of the world proletariat 
immeasurable, his conviction of world communism unshakeable. He only wanted to be a 
humble, simple servant of the working class, considering himself a disciple of Lenin and that 
was honor enough for him.

All revisionists bred and cultivated the cult of personality in order to denigrate, discredit and 
destroy the prestige of the leaders of Marxism-Leninism (and thus Marxism-Leninism itself!) in the 
eyes of the international workers' and communist movement in the subsequent so-called "struggle 
against the cult of personality". This was inevitable if they wanted to transform the dictatorship of 
the proletariat under the guise of "Marxism-Leninism" into the dictatorship of the new bourgeoisie. 
The split of the communist world movement was necessary for the elimination of socialism through
the restoration of capitalism and for the later transition to social-imperialism and social-fascism, 
was necessary to give world imperialism a "proof" of trustworthiness. They started with Stalin, then
it was Enver Hoxha's and Albania's turn to be publicly discredited and condemned and thereby 
deepen the division in the bosom of the international communist movement. With the vulgarization 
of Stalinism, the followers of the cult of personality reduced Marxism-Leninism to almost nothing 
and thus condemned the world communist movement to passivity, to vegetating. But Comrade 
Enver Hoxha lifted the Stalinist banner, which the revisionists trampled with their boots. He led the 
struggle against the personals accusation of the revisionists. Enver Hoxha rightly said about the cult 
of personality:



"The cult of personality means glorifying individual personalities excessively, attributing to 
them supernatural qualities and attributes, making them into people who perform miracles 
and finally get down on their knees before them". (Hoxha; Translated from German).

"However, Khrushchev strengthened his positions and immediately attacked the so-called cult
of Stalin. He intended to kill two birds with one stone: internally, to replace the «cult of 
Stalin» with his own cult, and likewise in the international communist movement, to ensure 
that he himself and no one else, was top dog, hence not Mao either. Meanwhile, Mao had 
hopes that after this their roles would change: Khrushchev «would be the pupil of Mao». 
However, Khrushchev understood the situation and took another course, shifted his rifle from
one shoulder to the other." (Hoxha: 'Reflections on China', Volume II; Tirana; 1979; p.252; 
English Edition).

It was not the Khrushchevites but Tito who started the anti-Stalinist hate propaganda against the so-
called "cult of personality".

Tito openly stated that it was not only about the cult of personality, but also about that order which 
"made the cult of personality possible", and by this he meant the Soviet order. And that was also one
of the reasons for Beria's pacing with Tito. The accusation of the "cult of personality" had to be 
used to justify the slogan of "liberalization" and thus the restoration of capitalism, served as a 
pretext for the bourgeois revision of Marxism-Leninism, as a pretext for overcoming and liquidating
the dictatorship of the proletariat, as a pretext for discrediting the Bolshevik Party. When the 
modern revisionists speak of Stalin's alleged "crimes", why did they not only cover and welcome 
them during Stalin's time, but also committed them themselves "in the name of Stalin"? Why did 
they cover up their crimes and blame them on Stalin? Did Khrushchev, Beria and all the other 
revisionist leaders ever criticize themselves, for being the main culprits in the cult of personality, for
example? Their appraisal of Stalin during his lifetime was disgusting enough in itself, but the true 
extent of this crime becomes clear with Khrushchev's so-called "Secret Speech" at the 20th Party 
Congress, which he had not even held by order and decision of the Central Committee. So much for
Khrushchev's understanding of the democracy of "collective leadership"? Khrushchev's Secret 
Speech was the appropriate cover which he could conceal his own crimes as well as those of his co-
conspirers behind. The "disclosure" of "treason," "crime," and "secrets" in order to cover up treason,
crime, and secrets. That was the dialectic of the double-tonguedness of the modern revisionists, that 
was the dialectic of the double-tonguedness of the Trotskyites and the Berianists! This is all in 
contrast to Stalin, who had never in his life placed himself above the Party, and who even offered 
the Party his resignation, his voluntary renunciation of the leadership of the party three times in his 
life, who did not seize power as Khrushchev had done in such a shameful way.

It was very convenient for the Khrushchevites, for the Berianists and for all the other enemies of the
Soviet Union to portray Stalin as someone who decided everything on his own, "over the heads of 
the others", because one has to ask oneself the serious question: What were all those "heads"? When
one has become aware of how many enemy heads Stalin was surrounded by, which he naturally 
could not trust, and when one then has to be convinced of how many Marxist-Leninist cadres he 
allegedly "liquidated", then one can only come to the conclusion that these "heads" carried 
everything on his shoulders, that these "heads" were often the reason why he had to put their 
condemned garbage in order. Who else could have done it? So this is not Stalin's personal fault, but 
first of all it was those who abandoned him and secondly those who betrayed him and stabbed him 
in the back.

Stalin worked day and night all his life in the service of the cause of the proletariat, as a disciple of 
Lenin, until his final breath.



We want to close this section of the "Cult of Personality" chapter and take shorthand from an 
arbitrarily selected typical sequence of a working day for Stalin, September 27th, 1935 which is a 
day from the time when Stalin was "only" General Secretary. During the war, of course, this looked 
much more concentrated, where he "incidentally" fought the Great Patriotic War:

"7:50 - Beakfast (18 minutes).

"8:10 - 'Forging Time' (planning of the course of the day with his 'pipe').

"8:17 - Walk to the office accompanied by an officer of the watch.

"8:20 - study the latest TASS news (every 8 hours); skim over the 'Pravda'.

"8:45 h Andreyev, as one of the CC Secretaries, reports on recent party events, personnel and 
organizational issues of the party organs

"9:25 - After Andreyev leaves, Stalin takes time to think through the complex of questions 
before tackling the next field of work.

"9:40 - Molotov comes to the briefing and leaves at 9:45 (on the first, third and fifth day of the
week meetings of the Council of Ministers are held between 10:00 and 12:00).

"10:15 - Zhdanov arrives. Principles and ideological questions are discussed with subsequent 
assignments (e.g.: the visit of a cinema delegation to Chaplin).

"11:05 - Zhdanov leaves, but comes back with Andreyev and some district leaders at 11:25 to 
solve problems of bread deliveries

"12:07 - Stalin goes to lunch with Zhdanov (informal talks at the lunch table).

"12:47 - Stalin is in his private cabinet ("private" receptions of "various people").

"14:00 - Writing errands in his study

"16:16 - 16:48 - Molotov is there with the ministers (for finance, trade and agriculture) and is 
briefly interrupted in the middle by the Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs.

"17:00 - 18:05 - The Commissar of Heavy Industry "Sergo" (Ordzhonikidze), with his deputy 
Pyatakov, reports about the Stakhanovite movement (at 17:30, Professor Bardin, one of the 
greatest authorities of the steel industry, joins the group).

"18:08 - 18:22 - Dinner with "Sergo", Stalin's best Georgian friend.

18:25 - 19:45 - Military conference with Commissar of Defense Voroshilov and three marshals 
(Tukhachevsky, Yegerov, Budyonny), the army's political chief Garmarnik and the NKVD 
Chief Yagoda, as commander of the internal troops. In the course of which an urgent call of 
Molotov is postponed.

"20:00 - 20:50 - Monthly meeting of the commission for the elaboration of Stalin's 
"Constitution" (which is solemnly adopted on December 5th, 1936) Today, the complex of 
jurisprudence is discussed with Prosecutor Vyshinsky.



"21:15 - 0:50 - Politburo meeting with shorter invitations from 21 ministers and party leaders.
Questions of agriculture, the navy, foreign trade, health care, the copper and lime industry, 
and cleaning (called the "examination of party documents") are discussed, without the 
interruption of coffee and snacks.

"Until 1:25 - The missing Politburo members are informed by telephone: Zhdanow (already 
back in Leningrad), Kosior (Ukrainian District Leader), Eiche (Siberian District Leader).

"1:30 - Stalin comes home: Reading time "in the corner" (private corner).

"After 18 hours and 35 minutes the 56 year old goes to bed." (Shortened excerpts from: Amba: 
'A Person sees Stalin'; Rowohlt; 1951; p.151-158; Translated from German).

The Stalinist is a special type of Bolshevik revolutionary. How did Stalin characterize the
Bolshevik revolutionary, how did he evaluate the advanced type of a communist?

"Comrades, we Communists are people of a special mould. We are made of a special stuff. We
are those who form the army of the great proletarian strategist, the army of Comrade Lenin. 
There is nothing higher than the honour of belonging to this army. There is nothing higher 
than the title of member of the Party whose founder and leader was Comrade Lenin. It is not 
given to everyone to be a member of such a party. It is not given to everyone to withstand the 
stresses and storms that accompany membership in such a party. It is the sons of the working 
class, the sons of want and struggle, the sons of incredible privation and heroic effort who 
before all should be members of such a party. That is why the Party of the Leninists, the Party
of the Communists,is also called the Party of the working class." (Stalin: 'On the Death of 
Lenin' in: 'Works', Volume 6; Moscow; 1953; p.48; English Edition).

"Things have come to a sorry pass, comrades, if the only reason why we are called old 
Bolsheviks is that we are old. Old Bolsheviks are respected not because they are old, but 
because they are at the same time eternally fresh, never-aging revolutionaries. If an old 
Bolshevik swerves from the path of the revolution, or degenerates and fails politically, then, 
even if he is a hundred years old, he has no right to call himself an old Bolshevik; he has no 
right to demand that the Party should respect him." (Stalin: 'The Right Deviation in the C. P. S. 
U. (B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 12; Moscow; 1954; p.2; English Edition).

What does Stalinism teach us about the traits and outstanding characteristics of a
communist?

"We must not become infatuated with the successes achieved, and must not become conceited." 
(Stalin: 'Report to the Seventeenth Party Congress' in: 'Works', Volume 13; Moscow; 1954; p.385; 
English Edition).

"We must remain true to the end to the great banner of Marx, Engels, Lenin." (ibid; p.387).

"We must be true to the end to the cause of proletarian internationalism, to the cause of the 
fraternal alliance of the proletarians of all countries." (ibid; p.388).

We are imbued with the same world revolutionary spirit as Stalin. We world revolutionaries 
want to be as hard, as strong-willed and as disciplined as Stalin. We want to learn from 
Stalin's creativity and assertiveness. We world revolutionaries follow Stalin's world politics 
clearly and decisively. We fight just as relentlessly against the oppressors and exploiters of the 



world and smash our enemies in our own camp just as resolutely as Stalin did. We guard our 
unity like the apple of our eye and act in solidarity and helpfulness with one another just as 
Stalin used to do. Let the barkers quietly yap at us from the side of the road. They will get a 
kick if they try to stop us. We will not deviate from Stalin's General Line and follow his 
compass until we reach the socialist shore of the world, even if we have to zigzag our way, 
which Stalin was not spared. We take the hardest tests, the fight to the death, just as Stalin 
did. We do not fall into timidity when the world revolution is "delayed" or when we have to 
accept defeat and retreat. We learn to rein in our world revolutionary impatience and do not 
panic when the situation above us is threateningly coming to a head. Stalin used to say, 
"There is no fortress that the Bolsheviks cannot take!" Even the greatest fortress, the world 
fortress, will be seized by us World Bolsheviks. We'll consider all our decisions carefully and 
thoroughly, as carefully as Stalin did. We want to be faithful to Marxism-Leninism as Stalin 
was faithful to Marxism-Leninism. We remain honest to the world proletariat and are its most
faithful servants, as Stalin was. As proletarian internationalists, we love all peoples of the 
world as the great proletarian internationalist Stalin loved them.

What is the expression of the type of the world Bolshevik today? The Comintern / ML has
listed 15 characteristics of the type of a contemporary Stalinist:

The world revolutionary is guided only by one worldview, the worldview of the world 
proletariat. That is Marxism-Leninism, the teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and 
Hoxha.

The world revolutionary fights for the victory of the proletarian world outlook over the 
bourgeois world outlook.

The world revolutionary defends world revolutionary theory, world revolutionary thought 
and ideals, the science of the world proletarian movement, which gives it the revolutionary 
direction and the revolutionary aim.

The world revolutionary leads the ideological class struggle in the spirit of proletarian 
internationalism against the nationalist spirit of the world bourgeoisie and against the 
ideology of cosmopolitanism.

The world revolutionary subordinates all political interests and aims to the highest political 
interest and the highest political aim of the world proletariat - the world socialist revolution.

The world revolutionary fights for one single party, for the party of the world proletariat, for 
the party of all world revolutionaries, the Communist International / ML.

The world revolutionary is a world revolutionary only if they fight against world revisionism 
and world opportunism in their own ranks of the world proletarian movement and fight for 
World Bolshevism.

The world revolutionary leads the political class struggle for the overthrow of world 
imperialism, world fascism and world reaction to the revolutionary liberation of the world 
proletariat from wage slavery, exploitation and oppression.

The world revolutionary fights only for one single rule, for the political rule of the world 
proletariat - the world dictatorship of the proletariat.

The world revolutionary leads the military class struggle of the world proletariat to the 



destruction of the armed counter-revolution of the world bourgeoisie, to the violent conquest 
of the political power of the world proletariat.

The world revolutionary exercises iron, military discipline only against one army, the army of 
the world proletariat - the World Red Army.

The world revolutionary provides the world proletariat with the weapons of the world 
bourgeoisie to direct them against themselves.

The world revolutionary defends the world revolutionary movement only by defending the 
world proletariat which leads the world revolutionary movement.

The world revolutionary fights against the destructive, rotting and parasitic world of 
capitalism, the "homeless, profit-greedy knave" and for the world of a renewed socialism, for 
the new home of the world proletariat - for world socialism.

The world revolutionary is world revolutionary because he permanently advances and 
changes the proletarian world, the proletarian world him, through ruthless criticism and self-
criticism.

The so-called "cult of personality" and the newly emerged

Marxist-Leninist World Movement of Enver Hoxha

In 1956 the modern revisionists did not yet use the term "Stalin Cult" from their lips. They 
were able to withdraw behind the anonymity of the term "cult of personality" and, by means 
of its generalizing character, tie in with the Marxist criticism of the "role of cult of personality
in history". It was quotes from Marx, Engels and Lenin behind which they hid their criticism 
of Stalin. However, in the register of Lenin's Works, which appeared in 1972, the term 
"personality and its role in history" is found, but not the term "cult of personality".

Their criticism of the "cult of personality" was therefore so dangerous because they pretended
to formulate it from the "ground of Marxism-Leninism". The struggle against the so-called 
"cult of personality" and against its alleged "criticism of it" was duly exposed, fought and 
defeated by the Marxist-Leninist World Movement after the death of Stalin and especially 
after the 20th Party Congress of the CPSU and Khrushchev's dirty speech. It provoked the 
protest of the Stalinists all over the world - especially the PLA with Comrade Enver Hoxha at 
the head. Not least as a result of this struggle against the so-called "cult of personality", the 
new Marxist-Leninist World Movement has emerged and strengthened.

The clarification of the so-called "Stalin Question" only came up when those who questioned 
Stalin were already in power. At the time of High Stalinism there was no public Stalin 
Question. Especially with the so-called "Secret Speech" of Khrushchev it became the 



ideological demarcation line between the modern revisionists and the Marxist-Leninists all 
over the world. It triggered a movement of revival of Stalinism aimed at the revolutionary 
smashing of revisionism in power. This was one of its greatest historical merits. The movement
to defend Stalin and to revive Stalinism is the historical merit of the PLA with Comrade 
Enver Hoxha at the head. Only anti-Stalinists raise the "Stalin Question" and question 
Stalinism. And so came what had to come: this demarcation line was drawn in the struggle 
against the Maoists in power, against Chinese revisionism, on a higher level of the 
international class struggle, namely against that revisionism which in words defended 
Stalinism against Soviet revisionism, in order to fight Stalinism in Albania as well as in the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement.

The formation of a new Marxist-Leninist World Movement basically began with Enver 
Hoxha's world-historical speech, which he gave at the meeting of the 81 Communist and 
Workers' Parties on November 16th, 1960. And that was in Moscow, in the center of the most 
dangerous revisionism of the world! It was a meeting where almost all revisionist leaders of 
the whole world were represented. Only the Yugoslav revisionists did not take part in it. And 
the Maoists took a half-hearted position on the so-called "Stalin Question" because they had 
to hide their own Chinese revisionism. Enver Hoxha said in his speech, and this is roughly 
equivalent to a definition of the Period of Stalinism:

"It was correct and grateful towards this glorious Marxist against whom, while he was alive, 
there was no one among us [underlined by the editor] <<brave enough>> to come out and 
criticize, but when he was dead a great deal of mud was thrown, creating in this way an 
intolerable situation in which a whole glorious epoch of the Soviet Union when the first 
socialist State in the world was set up, when the Soviet Union waxed strong, successfully 
defeated the imperialist plots, crushed the Trotskyites, Bukharinites and the kulaks as a class, 
when the construction of heavy industry and collectivization triumphed, in a word, when the 
Soviet Union became a colossal power succeeding in building socialism, when it fought the 
Second World War with legendary heroism and defeated fascism, liberated our peoples, when 
a powerful socialist camp was set up, and so on and so forth -- all this glorious epoch of the 
Soviet Union is left without a helmsman, without a leader.

"The Party of Labor of Albania thinks that it is no right, normal or Marxist, to blot out 
Stalin's name and great work from all this epoch, as it is actually being done. We should all 
defend the good and immortal work of Stalin. He who does not defend it is an opportunist and
a coward. [underlined by the editor]

"As a person and as the leader of the Bolshevik Communist Party, after Lenin's death 
Comrade Stalin was, at the same time, the most prominent leader of   international 
communism [underlined by the editor] helping in a very positive way and with great authority 
in consolidating and promoting the victories of communism throughout the world. All of 
Comrade Stalin's theoretical works are a fiery testimony of his loyalty to his teacher of genius,
to great Lenin and Leninism.

"Stalin fought for the rights of the working class and the working people in the whole world, 
he fought to the end with great consistency for the freedom of the peoples of our countries of 
People's Democracy.

"Viewing things from this angle alone, Stalin belongs to the entire communist world 
[underlined by the editor] and not to the Soviet communists alone, he belongs to all the workers 
of the world [underlined by the editor] and not to the Soviet workers alone.



"(...) Did Stalin make mistakes? Of course he did. In so long a period filled with heroism, 
trials, struggle, triumphs, it is inevitable not only for Joseph Stalin personally but also for the 
leadership as a collective body to make mistakes. Which is the party and who is the leader 
that can claim to have made no mistakes in their work? When the existing leadership of the 
Soviet Union is criticized, the comrades of the Soviet leadership advise us to look ahead and 
let bygones be bygones, they tell us to avoid polemics, but when it comes to Stalin, they not 
only did not look ahead but they turned right round, completely backward, in order to track 
down only the weak spots in Stalin's work.

"(...) At Bucharest, turning to the Chinese comrades, Comrade Khrushchev said: <<You are 
catching on to a dead horse>>, <<Come and get his bones, if you wish!>> These references 
were to Stalin." (Hoxha: 'Speech delivered at the Meeting of 81 Communist and Workers' Parties 
in Moscow on November 16, 1960' in: 'Selected Works', Volume III; Tirana; 1980; p.157-159; 
English Edition).

The Albanian comrades linked the struggle against the so-called "cult of personality" with the
struggle against modern revisionism, based on the teachings of Comrade Stalin and showed 
the deceived working class in the revisionist countries the revolutionary way out to overthrow 
the revisionist dictatorship of the new bourgeoisie and to reconquer the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, which had been established under the leadership of Lenin and Stalin. Enver 
Hoxha taught that the dictatorship of the proletariat is the only form of political power that is 
able to oppose the revisionist dictatorship of the bourgeoisie, to replace it. The restoration of 
socialism is today the task of the entire world proletariat, which is nothing else than the 
creation of world socialism under the present conditions of globalization.

The Albanian comrades have again raised the world revolutionary banner of Comrade Stalin, 
thus winning the sympathy and support of all loyal supporters of Stalin all over the world. 
New Marxist-Leninist parties have emerged, based on the Bolshevik principles of Lenin-
Stalin's party building of a new type. A strong Stalinist world movement had been rebuilt and 
so the traitors to Stalin were exposed and attacked on a world scale with the banner of Stalin.

The Albanian comrades courageously took side with Stalin and called upon the world 
proletariat and the communist world movement to remain faithful to and defend the 
principles and teachings of Comrade Stalin, not to renounce them, not to replace them with 
the opportunist ideas of Bernstein, Kautsky, Trotsky, Bukharin, Tito, Khrushchev and the 
other renegades and to tear the mask off the face of the modern revisionists.

Subjugating, persecuting, and eliminating the enemies of the Soviet Union was not a crime and 
could not have been as an expression of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Lenin and Stalin taught 
that there was no let-up in the class struggle against the remnants of the old bourgeoisie and that 
they were uncompromising in their opposition to any attempts by a new privileged layer to rise 
above the dictatorship of the proletariat. The revisionists, however, as is well known, abandoned 
the class struggle and condemned Stalin because he defended the Leninist doctrine of the 
inevitability of the intensification of the class struggle under socialism. After Stalin's death, the 
revisionists rehabilitated the criminals under socialism. The modern revisionists used the slogan of 
"struggle against the cult of personality" in order to realize their counter-revolutionary aims to 
rehabilitate such criminals to socialism as Tito, as "Victims of Stalin" and to eliminate the 
revolutionary leaders who were loyal to Marxism-Leninism and followed Stalin. If Stalin had lived, 
Khrushchev and all the other revisionist criminals would have been punished or eliminated. Stalin 
was in the process of radically purifying the leadership when his murderers beat him to it. When the
purge began at the end of 1948, some revisionist leaders had already been sentenced and punished 
with death. The other revisionists were very afraid that their crimes would be exposed and punished



at any moment. So they had no choice but to flee and seize power when their head was already on 
the scaffold.

Enver Hoxha said:

"He [Mao – editor's note] says that 'Stalin shot people for the most trifling mistake'. This is a 
slander. Stalin did not shoot people for making mistakes. On the contrary, he struggled to 
correct those who made mistakes and there are documents which show this is true . Stalin 
directed that evil-doers should be put in prison or concentration camps, and that counter-
revolutionaries, traitors, spies, and the other enemies of the people should be shot for 
especially dangerous crimes. If he had not done this, socialism could not have been built in the
Soviet Union, and Stalin would not have been on the Leninist road. Mao Tsetung is opposed to
this line. He generalizes the issue and treats both those who have committed not very 
dangerous crimes, who certainly should not be shot, and counter-revolutionaries, in the same 
way. Who says that we should shoot those who have not committed grave crimes? Nobody. On
the contrary, we are for correcting such people, and this is what we have done." (Hoxha: 'Some
Thoughts about the Ballist 'Decalogue' Mao Tsetung' in: 'Reflections on China', Volume II; Tirana; 
1979; p.383; English Edition).

The Albanian comrades courageously stood up against the modern revisionists, who raved 
about a period of "reign of terror", of "serious violations of socialist legality", in order to 
denigrate, falsify and reject the historical experiences of the dictatorship of the proletariat 
and of socialist and communist construction in the Soviet Union under Stalin's leadership. 
The Albanian comrades called on the communist world movement to continue the way of 
Lenin and Stalin and not to follow the way of the modern revisionists.

The Albanian comrades revealed Khrushchev's accusation of the "cult of personality" as a 
bluff. They were not interested in who defends the cult of personality and who fights it, as the 
Khrushchevites did, but the Albanian comrades were mainly concerned with the fundamental 
question: Should we abandon or defend Lenin's principles on the relations between the 
masses, the class, the Party and the leaders?

For the Albanian comrades it was clear: in order to defend Marxism-Leninism one must 
defend Stalin, one must attack the modern revisionist Khrushchev and his lackeys in the 
communist world movement, who with his accusation of the "cult of personality" really 
wanted to strike Marxism-Leninism.

Because of our loyalty to Stalin, the revisionists, after their defeat, were finally forced to hide 
again behind the mask of Stalin which they actually thought they would never have to put on 
again. After the Stalin statues were toppled in Albania and Ramiz Alia revealed his true 
counter-revolutionary face, the banner of Enver Hoxha was kicked into the dirt, the banner of
Stalin's most faithful and best disciple. This was a heavy defeat for the Stalinist world 
movement. It split and disintegrated into a thousand pieces and the cause was of course the 
penetration of revisionist influence, since the struggle against revisionism had almost ceased 
(For example: The neo-revisionist "Declaration of Quito" of 1992).

But basically a salutary process of purging took place, whereby the upright comrades as a 
minority in the Stalinist world movement regained principled ground under their feet. It was 
clear to the upright comrades of the Stalinist World Movement after the overthrow of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat of Albania that one could only raise the banner of Stalin if one 
raised the banner of Enver Hoxha, which had been trodden in the mud at the same time.



What did this mean for the Stalinists all over the world? The Stalinists could not defend Stalin
if they would not defend Enver Hoxha. The so-called "Stalin Question" was therefore 
inseparably linked to the so-called "Hoxha Question", especially to the fight against the so-
called "cult of personality" of Enver Hoxha. Thereupon the Stalinist World Movement was 
equipped with the 5th Classic of Marxism-Leninism, with Comrade Enver Hoxha. This also 
meant a strengthening of Stalinism. This task was solved by the Comintern/ML in 2000. From 
that time on, the old demarcation line in the so-called "Stalin Question" was raised one step 
higher to distinguish itself from those revisionists who had put on the mask of Stalin in the 
meantime. This was a historically important step to protect Stalinism from the renewed 
attacks of revisionism (neo-revisionism). But this was not the end of the task. Now the 
Stalinists all over the world had to defend themselves against the penetration of hostile 
elements into the Hoxhaist World Movement. What had to be done? An ideological struggle 
had to be led against neo-revisionism: Hoxhaism in words, revisionism in deeds. Since its 
existence, the Comintern/ML fought against many neo-revisionist manifestations in order to 
clean the Marxist-Leninist World Movement from the garbage of revisionist and sectarian 
influence. These were groups which we did not all see through at first sight, but whose true 
nature we recognized step by step.

Today there are different currents and "schools" which try to separate Stalinism from the Marxist-
Leninist World Movement and each in its own way influences the world proletariat. These "Stalinist
Schools" such as the Alliance/Canada and the ISML, which we consider to be typical sectarian 
"Berianist Schools", strive to place the Marxist-Leninist World Movement under its high priesthood.

This "Berianist School" set out to have the last word on the events of the late Stalin Era and 
to distort the role of Stalin in the history of the communist world movement in its favor. The 
Stalinists could not allow this. They had to deal with it self-critically and lo and behold, this 
dangerous current within our ranks could not only be recognized, but in the dissociation from 
Berianism we learned with the renewed study of the works of Comrade Stalin also to 
recognize the basics of Stalinism much clearer, so that today we can make the "Foundations of
Stalinism" available to the Hoxhaist World Movement and enrich it. Basically we owe this to 
the Berianists. We cannot put ourselves on the level of Stalin's "Foundations of Leninism", 
which is not our intention, but the beginning has been made and we are sure that the Stalinists
all over the world will help each other to further cooperate on the "Foundations of Stalinism" 
and to perfect them, so that the world proletariat can be helped to a safe weapon to liberate 
itself from anti-Stalinism and to build its new world with the compass of the Foundations of 
Stalinism.

What does Stalinism mean today in the struggle against the danger of the cult of personality?

Stalinism today solves the question of cult of personality on a world scale on the basis of the 
experiences and teachings in the struggle against modern revisionism in the first period of 
"socialism in one country". The cult of personality is not a danger that is limited to a purely 
national level. The struggle against the so-called "cult of personality" was carried out between
the Revisionist-Trotskyite World Movement and the Marxist-Leninist World Movement. And 
this struggle is not finished, but is in full swing, which is proved by this struggle against 
Berianism.

At present there is no 6th Classic of Marxism-Leninism in sight, which the neo-revisionists 
could accuse of having a cult of personality around. What is the consequence? It follows that 
the Hoxhaist World Movement is still too weak to form new leaders in the global class struggle
of the world proletariat. This task of training new leaders of the Hoxhaist World Movement 
must be solved now and it will be solved on the one hand by the fact that the world 



proletarian revolutionary struggle will develop and grow, whose center new leaders will 
emerge from and on the other hand by the fact that the new leaders will equip themselves 
with the latest state of the further developing Marxism-Leninism and arm themselves with the
teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and Hoxha. Without world revolutionary theory, 
there is no world revolutionary movement, no re-emerging Hoxhaist movement. The 
Comintern/ML is currently far from playing a practical leading role in the Marxist-Leninist 
movement, although it itself like many others has emerged from the world revolutionary 
movement of Comrade Enver Hoxha and is trying to create its most progressive center. But it 
tries to serve its modest contribution with new theoretical impulses and to raise the banner of 
proletarian internationalism of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and Enver Hoxha with all other 
comrades all over the world. And here in this ideological field, the Comintern/ML has already 
shown certain leadership qualities in the Marxist-Leninist World Movement which are 
necessary to throw a last lifeline to the comrades of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement 
which has been seized by a strong revisionist current and is threatening to drift further and 
further away from the revolutionary course. Today, the Comintern/ML has already become 
the force that has raised the bar of Marxism-Leninism the farthest in the struggle against 
those who try to lower it for the purpose of letting the revisionists jump over to destroy the 
fortress of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement of Comrade Enver Hoxha from within for 
good. The Comintern/ML restores the ideological base of the Marxist-Leninist World 
Movement by firstly, preserving this base in its old revolutionary core and protecting its 
Marxist-Leninist roots, secondly, by liberating it from outdated doctrines and thirdly, by 
enriching it with new ideas.

And this also includes correctly leading the struggle against the so-called "cult of personality"
of Stalin, including the Berianists.

What does "correct" mean? Two things must be taken into account:

Firstly, when we Marxist-Leninists reject the slanders against Stalin, the so-called "criticism 
of the cult of personality", it is not with the aim of restoring the cult of personality, but to 
emphasize the outstanding importance of the figure of Stalin as the 4th Classic of Marxism-
Leninism. Reviving and rehabilitating the cult of personality of Stalin today, so to speak as an 
"anti-revisionist weapon against the slanderers of Stalin", is sectarian and works into the 
hands of the rehabilitation of the revisionists. One cannot replace an "exaggerated" cult of 
personality with a "normal" one, one cannot fight the cult of personality with cult of 
personality, but one must rely on the formulas of Marxism-Leninism to create and consolidate
a healthy relationship between leader - class - mass. We are not longing for the old cult of 
personality, nor do we feel the need to choose a new one, for we are against the cult of 
personality in general and for the final elimination of its inevitability, for the elimination of 
class society which created it for the sole purpose of opposing the class struggle which is 
waged by the workers for the elimination of class society!

The cult of personality must be dismantled, but the figure of Stalin must not be dismantled at 
the same time. Those who separate loyalty to Stalin from loyalty to communism, those who 
dismiss the defense of their figure as a cult of personality and their ideas as a cult, preach the 
betrayal of Stalin, the betrayal of communism. We Stalinists want to treat the figure of Stalin 
just as Stalin had treated the figure of Lenin and just as Stalin continued Leninism, we 
Stalinists want to continue Stalinism as Enver Hoxha did. Is that clear enough?

So whoever points out the merits of Stalin as the 4th Classic of Marxism-Leninism is therefore
neither an admirer of the figure of Stalin nor a slave of the cult of personality that was 
practiced around him. Any accusation that the defense of the Marxist-Leninist life and work 



of Comrade Stalin is "sectarianism" must be rejected absolutely, because we Marxist-
Leninists must never allow the merits and teachings of Stalin to be diminished, falsified or 
undermined by anyone and in any way. We Stalinists want to change the world and Stalin is 
our role model, teacher, guide.

Second. If we Marxist-Leninists fight against the so-called "criticism of the cult of 
personality", we must also fight against the attempts of the neo-revisionists, who use the 
rejection of the "criticism of the cult of personality" in order to impute to Comrade Stalin a 
meaning that serves the revival of revisionism, that serves world capitalism and its lackeys in 
the ranks of the revolutionary world camp. We Marxist-Leninists are opponents of such 
elements who abuse the role and importance of the figure of Stalin for their great-power 
chauvinist, imperialist, nationalist and reactionary purposes, for the purpose of splitting and 
disorganizing the Marxist-Leninist World Movement, for the purpose of strengthening 
revisionism. We Marxist-Leninists must not allow elements to penetrate our movement who 
pretend to defend Stalin in order to smuggle all their revisionist filth into our ranks. 
Revisionists defend Stalin in words to betray him in deeds. Not everyone who defends Stalin 
against the so-called "cult of personality" is a Marxist-Leninist. One can only lead the fight 
against the so-called "cult of personality" on the ground of Marxism-Leninism, otherwise one 
slides into the swamp of opportunism.

Only if one takes action against both directions equally, recognizes their interaction and 
smashes them, does one correctly fight against the accusation of the cult of personality.

The so-called "Stalin Question" is only raised by our opponents because they reject Stalin as a
Classic on principle or do not even want to recognize him as a Marxist-Leninist. We therefore 
want to distance ourselves from the outset from the right opportunists and "left" sectarians 
who attack our principled position on the irrefutable teachings of Stalinism:

For the Marxist-Leninists of the world, for the future representatives and members of the 
Comintern/ML, there is fundamental clarity and unity about Stalin as the 4th Classic of 
Marxism-Leninism. When we defend Marxism-Leninism, we defend Comrade Stalin. This 
does not mean that we want to defend his mistakes or suppress discussions about mistakes. 
Mistakes were made by all the classics, that is why they have not lost their significance as 
classics to this day and will never lose it.

We must make clear to the proletariat the importance of Stalin as the 4th Classic, spread his 
works, learn and teach them and apply them in the class struggle. We explain why and how 
we must reject the attacks on Stalin. We educate our members in the spirit of Stalin.

The entry of a comrade into the Marxist-Leninist Party, his activity in the daily class struggle,
cannot be made dependent on his complete clarity about the so-called "Stalin Question". One 
cannot simply exclude him because of ambiguities, just consider that it took us ourselves 
several years to clarify and refute the question raised by our opponents. One cannot simply 
exclude a new comrade because of ambiguities in the so-called "Stalin Question", that would 
be sectarianism and misunderstood principled standpoint.

We must not expose the Marxist-Leninist World Movement to the danger of its division or 
liquidation because of a conciliatory attitude towards a struggle in the so-called "Stalin 
Question" led by right-wing opportunists or sectarians against us. This must not happen to us 
in the demarcation to Berianism either.

Let our opponents raise the so-called "Stalin Question" as much as they want. They will not 



achieve their goal for us to question Stalin. The Stalinists always emerge strengthened from 
this struggle, the opponents are discredited every time.

They always began with the last classic and then tried to "refute" one classic after the other or
at least to reduce its importance in order to "refute" and reduce all of Marxism-Leninism. 
They attacked Stalin and meant Lenin. They attacked Lenin and meant Marx and Engels. 
They attacked Marx and Engels and meant communism. This is the consistent path of 
revisionism, starting with sectarianism and ending with openly anti-communist bourgeois 
ideology, which ends up on the dustbin of history. Last but not least, Enver Hoxha had 
brilliantly refuted the so-called "Stalin Question". When we are called "Stalinists", we are not
affected. Some Trotskyites insult us as openly as they insult Stalin. The other kind of 
Trotskyites are more subtle. They defend Stalin in words in order to accuse us Stalinists of 
"sectarianism." Both form the front of the 5th Column in the struggle against Stalinism today,
in the struggle against the world socialist revolution, against the world revolutionary 
proletariat. Our opponents will try to turn the tables, "swear" on Stalin and make us 
Marxist-Leninists look like charlatans. However, nothing and nobody can deny, refute or stop 
the teachings of Stalin, not even with rotten tricks. We do not fear physical extermination, we 
do not fear fascist persecution and torture, we do not fear the social fascists and their lackeys, 
but also not such opponents who pretend to have suddenly "discovered" their "heart" for 
Stalin in order to abuse our trust and to storm the fortress from inside with a "Trojan Horse" 
and put a knife in our back.

We must not be blind in one eye or the other. Whoever stops in the fight against the 
exaggeration of Stalin's importance and does not fight the same way against the 
understatement of Stalin's importance, will only be able to halfway defend the figure of Stalin 
and his importance. If one wants to learn how an exaggeration and the criticism of it was 
turned into an understatement and belittlement, study Berianism. The ideology of Berianism 
is the ideology of belittling and disrespecting the figure and work of Stalin "on the grounds of 
Stalinism", is the revision of Stalinism, is the revisionism of Stalinism. Bill Bland praises 
Stalin as an "outstanding Marxist-Leninist, who has led a consistent struggle against 
revisionism throughout his life", to write in the same article that actually it was not Stalinism, 
but in reality "revisionism has ruled the Soviet Union since 1934". An outstanding Marxist-
Leninist, this Stalin, who since 1934, for almost 20 years under the revisionist rule of the 
USSR "led a consistent fight against revisionism" [sic !!! ]. Bill Bland concludes this from the 
17th Party Congress, which took place in 1934, at which the revisionists allegedly established 
their rule over the USSR. The period from 1934-1953 is consequently denigrated as a 
“revisionist” USSR. During this period, the USSR is said to have been a work of counter-
revolution and not the work of Stalin! This is a destructive thesis, which in fact denies the 
actual development of Stalinism, which could not be based on anything else but the objectively
existing socialist development of the Soviet Union from 1934 to 1953. Was there no socialist 
Soviet Union at all between 1934 and 1953? Without a socialist USSR of the years 1934 - 1953,
Stalinism could not have developed into a bloom at all. Bill Bland makes a grave mistake here,
because with this thesis he puts himself exactly in line with the thesis of the revisionists by 
declaring the work of Stalin with the 13 volumes, thus with January 31st, 1934 (sic!) to be 
"finished". After all we have criticized about Bill Bland, we cannot dismiss this agreement 
with the revisionists as a coincidence. There is a system behind it. It is precisely this objective 
existence of socialism in the USSR that is denied. Bill Bland takes the view that  "objective 
conditions led to the fact that this struggle [Bill Bland meant the struggle that Stalin waged 
against revisionism - editor's note] should ultimately not be crowned with success." (Bill 
Bland, Conclusions - "Stalin, The Myth and Reality"; a lecture given at the Weekend School of the 
Communist League; 1977 [not to be confused with the 1999 lecture - translator's note]). Stalin's 
"defeat" against revisionism is thus based on the false premise of the allegedly "objective 



conditions of the rule of revisionism from 1934 - 1953". We Stalinists firmly reject this thesis 
of Bill Bland as a revisionist and completely untenable thesis. Praising Stalin in words, but 
denying him in deeds is the bourgeois revisionism of Stalinism.

Unfortunately, what we are dealing with here is not just a particular belittling of the role of 
Stalin, but a general belittling of Marxism. What are the serious consequences for the Marxist-
Leninist World Movement? If one regards Stalinism as a dam against the influence of 
bourgeois ideologies on the Marxist-Leninist World Movement, then the dismantling of this 
dam must inevitably lead to the Marxist-Leninist World Movement being flooded with 
bourgeois influences, so that the revolutionary theory is not only diluted and vulgarized, but 
also runs the risk of drowning in revisionist ideology. From this then arises the dangerous 
swamp of opportunism, which the future generation of revolutionary workers is lured into. 
Comrades, the flooding of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement with bourgeois influences is 
in full swing right now, at this very moment! We must not have any illusions about this. There 
is only one thing we can do:  We have to build the dam higher, where it will be dismantled the 
most: At Stalinism. What is the task of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement? It is not only 
to be careful not to belittle Stalinism but also not to overvalue it. It is precisely in this very 
specific place that Stalinism must be defended and developed under the changing conditions of
the world proletarian liberation struggle.

And now we find ourselves confronted with the very effect of the poison of Berianism, which 
inevitably had to produce the daring and intolerable thesis of Bill Bland, namely to encourage 
petty-bourgeois intellectuals, who doubt the existence of socialism, to belittle Stalinism much 
further than Bill Bland did. If Bill Bland put forward the still quite "harmless" thesis that 
there had "only" been no socialism in the USSR since 1934, "critics" of the split off grouping 
of the organization "Red October" in Germany come to the conclusion that Bill Bland cannot 
speak of 1934 - 1953 as a period of the "restoration of capitalism", because his thesis assumes 
that there must have been something that capitalism restores - socialism. Thus the "critics" of 
Bill Bland, who in reality are only his successors, who only openly said what Bill Bland could 
not have said at that time, because he would have been criticized for it in the Marxist-Leninist
World Movement. So what is the "great discovery" of the new generation of "thinkers of 
dialectical materialism"? "There has never been socialism in the world!” “Without socialism 
there can be no restoration of capitalism”, and so our intellectuals conclude that our slogan 
for the struggle against the restoration of capitalism is “not” Marxist-Leninist. That's how 
they want to put the noose around our necks, these resourceful fools! Our formula here 
against neo-revisionism hits the mark once again: "Anti-revisionism in words, revisionism in 
deeds! Mind you, a group that split off from the German organization "Red October" in the 
beginning of 2008 is trying to tell us these monstrous fairy tales, these so-called "Marxist-
Leninists", who shortly before had still taken a "Stalinist point of view" (which they had, by 
the way, only accepted after we had pulled the soft pillow of modern revisionism out from 
under them!!!). These are uprooted intellectual elements, who go from one organization to 
another, only to finally crawl into their own snail's shell in disappointment and withdraw 
from the class struggle. If they would at least leave it at that, we wouldn't mind. But of course 
petty-bourgeois intellectuals can't sit on their hands and that's why they try to paste up their 
theoretical fantasies as "honest searches for truth". When we followed the Marxist-Leninist 
World Movement of Comrade Enver Hoxha with many other new Marxist-Leninist parties at 
the end of the 1960s and beginning of the 1970s, we also had to struggle with these 
intellectualist, sectarian debating club appearances. It had cost us no small amount of 
strength to deal with this intellectual hooliganism and finally to leave them alone. The fact 
that they are now crawling out of their holes again as a new generation of "revolutionary 
theorists" shows us that we are right, that the Marxist-Leninist World Movement is on the 
move again, that it will emerge anew and strengthened from dropping this intellectualist 



ballast.

The Trotskyite seed has thus sprouted among the vacillating petty-bourgeois intellectuals and 
bears its "fruits". We prophesied this to them nine years ago, but they wanted to be smarter 
than us in their typical arrogance, and now we see that they have gone even further down the 
Trotskyite path. This "dialectical intelligence" inevitably had to sink into the quagmire of 
Hegelian idealism because, under the pressure of bourgeois influence, they had strayed too far
from the solid ground of materialism, the recognition of historically existing socialism. The 
poison of Berianism has already had an effect on them, which they thought they had 
"honestly" and "self-critically" distanced themselves from. These people do not understand 
that Berianism puts the "criticism of Berianism" in their mouths only in order to further 
dissuade them from Marxism-Leninism. "Honest self-criticism", which these people write 
about, is a cover-up for the fact that they have in fact gone even deeper into the swamp with 
their "criticism of Bill Bland". This disguised "honest self-criticism" of Bill Bland is intended 
to throw sand in the eyes of our comrades, which of course only makes the whole thing worse. 
Anyone can "somehow" criticize Berianism, but only Marxist-Leninists can really push back 
Berianism as a Trotskyite influence within the Marxist-Leninist World Movement.

So we see where Berianism has already led, to the denial of Marxism, to the fight against 
Marxism, to the fight against the Marxist-Leninist World Movement. Berianism lays out the 
trap with bait so that our comrades fall into it, and then Berianism washes its hands in 
innocence in order to rub them behind the back of the comrades afterwards. You can see what
it leads to if you do not criticize Bill Bland in time. You can see what it leads to if we Stalinists 
do not criticize ourselves in time and fail to keep up the defense of Stalin at all times. It is a 
fatal error to believe that the criticism of the accusation of the "cult of personality" against 
Stalin is all-encompassingly closed by the Marxist-Leninist World Movement through Enver 
Hoxha. We have made the mistake of resting on old laurels. We have been punished for this 
rightly. The Berianists taught us a lesson and we have to learn from it!

The history of the decline of Marxism is an evil chapter in the history of opportunism which 
continues to be written in ever newer forms.

Although the Berianists affirm in words that they are "correctly" fighting this struggle, it 
turns out that they did not do so with honest intentions, that they did not scientifically prove 
the role of Stalin's personality, but only pseudo-scientifically "justified" its belittlement. The 
Berianists came to the conclusion that the cult of personality which the revisionists had 
pursued could only spread thanks to a "minority position" of Stalin, from which they drew 
the conclusion that it could not have been far off with the role of Stalin. Basically, this is not 
only an outrageous criticism of Stalin, but also an insidious criticism of the Albanians with 
Enver Hoxha at the head, of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement, of us Stalinists and of all 
people who do not appreciate Stalin highly enough. Then the sectarianism of the Berianists 
against us Stalinists, the accusation that we would practice the cult of personality "like the 
revisionists", comes to light. Yes, while the revisionists proceeded with the cult of personality 
out of ice-cold calculation, we would be even more dangerous representatives of the cult of 
personality, because we were honestly convinced of it. The Berianists see their task in 
disparaging the revolutionary people of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement, in 
disparaging us Stalinists and in demoralizing inexperienced comrades in the so-called "Stalin 
Question", in giving them a distorted, disparaging image of Stalin. This is a false game that 
the Berianists are playing. They want to isolate us Stalinists in the same way that the 
revisionists tried to isolate Stalin, only that they put themselves on the sidelines.

The Berianists are making a crucial mistake. They put themselves above the love which the 



world proletariat and the peoples of the world, especially the Soviet peoples and the whole 
communist world movement felt for Stalin. They place themselves above the millionfold trust 
that Stalin enjoyed, because he 100% justified it in words and deeds. The Berianists place 
themselves above the great achievements of the people of the first socialist state in the world, 
which would have been unthinkable without Stalin. Stalin was of decisive importance for the 
communist world movement, for progressive people all over the world. Even Stalin's worst 
enemies respected him and rightly considered his role to be decisive. Even Beria's murder of 
Stalin was done in the knowledge that Stalin's role was decisive.

The Berianists inflate themselves up as "scientific" "Marxist-Leninists" who "defend" Stalin 
in the "two-front struggle" against the alleged "sectarian cult of personality" of us Stalinists, 
of Enver Hoxha and his Marxist-Leninist World Movement and at the same time against the 
revisionist cult of personality including its "criticism" of him. The Berianists claim to be the 
ones who lead the Marxist-Leninist two-front struggle against the cult of personality, and they
see themselves as the "true" defenders of Stalin, but of a Stalin of "not decisive importance". 
So, what should we call such Stalinists who do not attach a decisive importance to Stalin? 
They are not decisive Stalinists. And as non-perceiving Stalinists, they will never achieve 
decisive importance in the Stalinist World Movement.

They portray Stalin's struggle as the "struggle of a lonely fighter in the desert" who was 
helplessly at the mercy of the power of the revisionists because of the "objective conditions". 
The Berianists project the significance of Stalin on his "outstanding fight against the 
superiority of the revisionists". Although the "objective conditions" dictated the hopelessness 
of his anti-revisionist struggle to him, Stalin nevertheless fought bravely and attest to Stalin's 
non-decisive significance of being like that of Don Quixote. Stalinism is all fine and dandy, but
not up to revisionism. In other words: The working class fights heroically, but the "objective 
conditions" of capitalism do not allow it to liberate itself. This is the direction which 
Berianism wants the world proletariat to go, this is the thought which communism should be 
infected in order to submit to the "objective conditions" of capitalism with.

We Stalinists reject such tall tales about Stalin by far: It was not revisionism, but Marxism-
Leninism, Stalinism that had a decisive importance in the Soviet Union, as the great victories 
of socialism in its First Period OBJECTIVELY proved. One cannot want to turn this 
historically proven relationship upside down! Who put the teachings of Marx, Engels and 
Lenin into practice, Stalin or the "objective conditions" of the revisionists? Who showed the 
world the right way to communism, not only theoretically but also practically, Stalin or his 
opponents? Was it the work of the Soviet peoples under the leadership of Comrade Stalin or 
the work of the revisionists? The fact that Stalin spent his life successfully preventing the 
restoration of capitalism, thus giving his opponents one defeat after another until his death, 
that all the enemies of the world trembled before him, that he made communism stronger in 
the world than any other is why the Berianists do not want to acknowledge all these great 
achievements. They do not write anything about them, they do not consider them defensible, 
they do not consider them crucial.

The elimination of the inevitability of the restoration of capitalism on a world scale cannot be 
reduced to objective conditions. It is a fact that there was nobody in the world who, had 
created the conditions for the historical victory of world socialism like Stalin. Stalin made 
communism so strong that it was about to conquer the whole world. The objective conditions 
were excellent: The weakening of the imperialist world camp and the strengthening of 
socialism. 

Stalinism is the doctrine of the spread of communism throughout the world, as an objective, 



historical fact that cannot be discussed away or "scientifically disproved".

The struggle against the so-called "cult of personality" of Stalin is not only to refute the 
accusations of the modern revisionists, not primarily to bring to the fore his weaknesses (if 
there were any) and the "strengths" of the revisionists, as the Berianists do, but to bring out 
and emphasize the true greatness of Stalin on Marxist-Leninist soil, completely independent 
of the revisionist barkers and Berianist disillusionists, to establish his personality as the 4th 
Classic of Marxism-Leninism and of emphasizing his outstanding importance for today's 
Hoxhaist world movement. The Bernianists do not say a single word about this. On the 
contrary!! Read for yourselves what a devastating result the Berianists come to in their 
evaluation of the role of the personality of Comrade Stalin:

"I must make it clear right from the start that the Communist League does not consider the
role played by Stalin to be of decisive importance [!!!!]" (Bland: "STALIN - The Myth and the

Reality", A lecture given at the Weekend School of the Communist League; 1977).

Comrades, we honestly ask you: Can there be Stalinists whom the role of Stalin is not decisive
for?

If you do not give a decisive importance to Comrade Stalin, what importance do the
Berianists give to the other classics of Marxism-Leninism, including a role of non-decisive

importance? Do they mean to say that only Marx, Engels and Lenin are classics of Marxism-
Leninism, as the Berianists propagated immediately after he killed Stalin?

Neither the murder of Stalin, nor the "scientific proof" that Stalin's role was not decisive and
it cannot change the truth that Stalin was and always will be the 4th Classic of Marxism-

Leninism.

What conclusion must one draw from this, comrades? One can only draw one conclusion, the
only correct one:

The Berianists do not attach any importance to Marxism-Leninism itself. They play with
Marxism-Leninism in the Trotskyite manner in order to discredit and falsify it.

Whoever disparages any classic of Marxism-Leninism disparages all other classics.

Whoever makes such intolerable assertions about Stalin cannot possibly be a Stalinist.

Bill Bland was not a Stalinist. A Stalinist would never endorse the kind of view that Bill Bland
held. The presumptuous claim of Bill Bland is bad enough in itself. However, we Stalinists

cannot and must not accept this claim, but we must resolutely oppose this Trotskyite method
which has crept into us, if we want to "scientifically" justify it and smuggle it into the

Marxist-Leninist World Movement as a "Marxist-Leninist" standpoint. It was a mistake not
to have done so until now. We are self-critical about this: 

We declare war on Berianism!

The Berianists are dangerous enemies of Marxism-Leninism and they must be treated as such.
Bill Bland has at least contributed (and we do not exclude ourselves from this) to the fact that

Berianism found its way into the Marxist-Leninist World Movement.

The defeats have always been blamed on the communists, the workers' leaders, the classics, 
but never on their traitors, who were rehabilitated by our enemies (Beria)! Personal 



inadequacies are equated with the revolutionary cause. The bourgeoisie especially accuses the 
proletarians themselves of being to blame when they succumb to the "delusion" of the 
classics. Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and Enver Hoxha are not religious idols to be 
worshipped. We love and honor our classics and all heroes and leaders of the revolutionary 
world proletariat, but we Marxist-Leninists are opponents of the cult of personality. We are 
not mindless followers who blindly follow their idols. We are neither "sectarians", "ultra-
leftists", nor "Keepers of the Holy Grail", which our opponents of the Marxist-Leninist 
World Movement want to make believe. 
It was never the revolutionary workers who practiced the cult of personality or the Proletkult,
but those were always and only the agencies of the bourgeoisie within the revolutionary 
workers' movement. The cult of personality is part of the ideological arsenal of the 
bourgeoisie. The revisionists have only praised the classics and workers' leaders highly and 
practiced the cult of personality in order to better overthrow them. And the bourgeoisie, as it 
turned out, has not shied away from reducing and distorting the role of Stalin, the role of 
Stalinism, behind the struggle against the so-called "criticism of the cult of personality".

We Marxist-Leninists have never measured the seriousness of the professions of loyalty to our
classics with mere words, but have always followed their teachings in the fire of daily class

struggle.

The Conspiracy against Stalin already began with the
Conspiracy against Lenin

"The leaders of the Second International, Bernstein and Kautsky, began their betrayal by 
rejecting Marx and Engels, the Trotskyites, Bukharinites and Zinovievites began their 
betrayal by rejecting Lenin, and the Khrushchevites began its betrayal by rejecting Stalin. 
History repeats itself, but the modern revisionists must not forget that they repeat not only the
actions but also their consequences. They will suffer the same fate as all their successors. Their
defeat is inevitable, it will happen sooner or later: Marxism-Leninism will triumph over all 
opponents and traitors" (Zëri i Popullit: 'The so-called Struggle against the 'Cult of Personality' 
and its Consequences'; Tirana; 1964; p.158; Translated from German).

How was Trotskyism able to save itself, recover and regain strength after its defeat in the 
1930s? At first, it could only save itself by "going on a long march through the institutions", 
by presenting itself as a “communist” faction in order to put itself at the head of the "struggle 
against Trotskyism!” This was achieved by none other than Beria, who took the place of the 
traitors Yagoda and Yezhov. And who freed the Trotskyites from the prisons immediately after
Stalin's death? Beria! Who rehabilitated them? Khrushchev!

"As a matter of fact Trotskyism was a faction of Menshevism until the Trotskyists entered our
Party; it became temporarily a faction of communism after the Trotskyists entered our Party, 
and it became once more a faction of Menshevism after the Trotskyists were driven out of our 
Party. 'The dog returned to his vomit.'" (Stalin: 'Reply to Olekhnovich and Aristov' in: 'Works', 



Volume 13; Moscow; 1954; p.132; English Edition).

Beria had also "returned to his vomit".

What Stalin said at the 15th Congress of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) about the 
conspirers of the Trotskyites and Bukharinites also applies to the conspirer Beria:

"Ruthlessness in the choice of means and lack of principles in politics." (quotation found in: 
"Trial Report"; Moscow; 1937; p.528; Translated from German).

Beria's understanding of domestic politics, especially of state security and intelligence, was 
not that of an extended arm of the dictatorship of the proletariat, as an instrument of political 
class struggle in the hands of the socialist working class, but a completely limited 
understanding of the tactics of conspiracy, administration, hypocrisy, careerism, intrigue, etc. 
He undoubtedly had "leadership qualities", but he belonged to the sort of "leaders" who are 
not used to being called Bolshevik leaders. He himself instigated conspiracies in order to 
"convict" comrades of conspiracies and liquidate them "in complete legality" and with 
Stalin's signature, or to subordinate them to his interests, to blackmail them. At any time he 
could have blamed all his crimes on Stalin, but that would have cost him his own head, and 
thus would have thrown his so laboriously prepared plans overboard in one fell swoop. He 
transformed worker socialism into a conspiratorial "socialism" which not only separated 
itself from the working class, but restored the tsarist autocracy, the Okhrana, in its "red" 
garb. Beria was a social fascist. In order to restore capitalism, the counter-revolutionary 
policies of the bourgeoisie first had to be restored. Its "red" terror served to deter and subdue
the masses. You should not dare to stand up against it! Disguised terror was his teacher, not 
Stalin!

This is a deeply anti-Marxist-Leninist understanding of politics and challenges our 
fundamental contradiction. What is our Marxist-Leninist position on this? We Bolsheviks 
take the view that the class struggle is not conducted by conspirers and their apparatchiks, 
but by the working class and its revolutionary party, that the political power of the working 
class cannot be conquered or defended by conspiracy, but by the class struggle, by the 
struggle of the Soviet peoples, by the application of Marxism-Leninism by the broad masses of
the working people themselves. Lenin did not believe in the omnipotence of conspiracies.

He did not believe "(...) that to reduce political struggle to conspiracy means, on the one hand, 
immensely restricting its scope, and, on the other hand, choosing the most unsuitable methods
of struggle." (Lenin: 'The Tasks of the Russian Social-Democrats' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 2; 
Moscow; 1972; p.340; English Edition).

Lenin believed that politics should not be reduced to conspiracy, that the working class should not 
give up its political struggle and not leave it to a handful of conspirers. And just as one could not 
overthrow the tsarist government by means of conspiracy circles detached from the working class 
movement, one could not defend the socialist government by conspiracy, but only by mobilizing the
working class, the Soviet peoples, the world proletariat. To Lenin, conspiratorial terror is powerless
terror because it misses the class goal in its essence, while truly revolutionary terror is exercised by
the whole people against its tormentors (also see Lenin's article "The Happening to the King of 
Portugal" found in his Collected Works, Volume 13, page 472). On the other hand, a terror of the 
Soviet peoples against the conspirers of the restoration of capitalism would not only have been 
justified but also necessary and victorious.

As a faithful disciple of Lenin, Stalin has always defended Lenin's view against conspiracy.



"I must declare that Communists never had, do not have, and cannot have, anything in 
common with the theory and practice of individual terrorism; that Communists never had, do
not have, and cannot have, anything in common with the theory of conspiracies against 
individual persons. The theory and practice of the Comintern consists in organising the mass 
revolutionary movement against capitalism. That is true. That is the task of the Communists. 
Only ignoramuses and idiots can confuse plots and individual terrorism with the Comintern's 
policy in the mass revolutionary movement." (Stalin: 'The Fourteenth Congress of the R.C.P.(B.)'
in: 'Works', Volume 7; Moscow; 1954; p.300; English Edition).

Stalin was a strict opponent of all conspiracy theories. But why was and is he still accused of being 
guided by "conspiracy theories"? Precisely in order to divert attention from his political class 
struggle, from the leadership of the world revolutionary mass movement, to cover up the fact that he
was a Marxist-Leninist who was guided by the teachings of Marxism-Leninism: "The liberation of
the masses can only be the work of the masses!" Attaching "conspiracy theories" to Stalin, which
is one of the inventions of anti-Stalinism, is propagated by anti-Stalinists in order to "substantiate" 
the "paranoia" of a "dictator", a "despot" etc. The task of Marxism-Leninism is to unmask the 
"fantastic", "mysterious", "irrational" nature of the "conspiracy ideology" and to expose its 
reactionary class character. It is obscurantism when the purely theoretical pattern of conspiracy is 
used to separate and isolate revolutionary theory from revolutionary practice, the masses from their 
leaders. And in theory and practice, Stalin took consistent action against conspirers and their plans 
for overthrow, of which there have been many in the history of the Bolshevik Party. The accusation
that Stalin was allegedly guided by "conspiracy theories" against the people, against the 
masses, is only intended to distract from the fact that it was in reality the anti-Stalinists, the 
counter-revolutionaries, the imperialists and their terrorist organizations who had conspired 
not only purely theoretically but also quite practically against the revolution, against the 
working class and its leaders. If there were conspiracies in the USSR under Stalin, they were 
all plotted against the USSR, against the Soviet peoples, against the working class and its 
leaders, against Lenin and Stalin.

Who can believe the fairy tale that the world imperialists, the greatest enemies of communism,
are the most peaceful innocent lambs? From the very beginning, the aim of world capitalism 
was to demonize communism by all means, to discredit it among the masses and to eliminate 
the leaders in an "elegant" as well as brutal way. The imperialists are not only afraid of 
communism, but also have a boundless rage in their bowels because the communists dare to sweep 
their capitalism from the globe. This is an old known fact and to deny this and put up Stalin's 
alleged "conspiracy theories" instead is part of the bourgeoisie's arsenal, part of the stupefaction of 
the laboring masses.

"Conspiracy theories" are alien to the working class and its ideology. The bourgeoisie even 
defames the proletarian worldview as a "conspiracy theory of the powerlessness against capital". 
And we remember that not only Stalin, but also Lenin, and even the Bolsheviks in general, were 
accused as "Blanquists", as adherents of "Blanquism", for example by the Struvists, the "legal 
Marxists". The conspiracy ideology in its entirety deliberately serves to insult the complexity of the 
actual class struggle and its manifold forms. It leads straight into the swamp, into the labyrinth of 
suppositions, of fantasies, of constructed personal motives, of falsified history, in order to cover up 
the exposure of the actual political and social processes. They lead straight into religion, are opium 
for the people, give themselves a "scientific", sometimes even a Hollywood-style ravishing touch of
the agent milieu in order to "explain" the hitherto unexplained, that is: to satisfy the search for truth 
through speculation, through creeds and spy thrillers among other things.

Today, the conspiracy ideology is once again on the rise. Social supporters are often petty-bourgeois



elements, who thereby try to explain and express their powerlessness and desperation, their 
capitulation to the capitalist world crisis that has come upon them. Some nationalists, who feel 
overwhelmed by the supremacy of globalization, are also affected by this. Even in our own 
communist camp, petty-bourgeois conspiracy ideology is trying to smuggle itself in to fill the gap of
impatient waiting, namely that capitalism has still not disappeared and socialism has still not 
returned. The defeat of socialism, the end of the First Period of Socialism, is a historical fact which 
cannot be justified by "conspiracy theories". Revolutionary upheavals cannot be artificially fueled 
by conspiracies. That is anarchist.

The conspiracy ideology is reactionary because it tries to replace the theory of class struggle 
and denies the active role of the masses in the history of class struggle. The globalization of the
bourgeois conspiracy ideology must be countered by the globalization of Marxism-Leninism.

Well, we Stalinists do not fundamentally reject the instrument of conspiracy in the class struggle. 
Political conspiracies belong to the history of class society like the lid to the pot. We merely believe 
that political conspiracies (Blanquism) must not replace our class struggle, that they are, in 
themselves, unsuitable. We always keep all forms of struggle open, never committing ourselves to a
single form of struggle. We do not exclude the method of conspiracy as one of many methods of 
class struggle, just as our class enemy does not and cannot do without it. The method of conspiracy 
is part of the class struggle, both on the part of the bourgeoisie and on the part of the working class. 
In hot, revolutionary situations, this method is not excluded on both sides of the barricade, 
conspiracies and counter-conspiracies take place. They are inevitable and indispensable in the 
antagonistic class struggle between capitalism and socialism.

"(...) the French word 'conspiration' is the equivalent of the Russian word “zagovar” 
('conspiracy') (...) It would be extremely naive indeed, therefore, to fear the charge that we 
Social-Democrats desire to create a conspiratorial organisation." (Lenin: 'What is to be Done?' 
in: 'Collected Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1977; p.475; English Edition).

Conspirers are called conspirers because they do not reveal the truth of their political intentions, not
even among themselves. Conspiracy groups have organized themselves not only against Lenin and 
Stalin, against the Bolshevik leaders, but also against competing and rival conspiracy groups, 
especially when they work together in an anti-Soviet Bloc. Just as the various anti-Soviet groups 
joined together to liquidate the Soviet leaders in the 1930s, so did the anti-Soviet conspiracy groups 
in the late 1940s and early 1950s. It would be naive to think that vain sunshine prevailed among the 
conspirers of 1953. After Stalin's death they all tried to slaughter each other and get out of each 
other's way, the conspiracy for the best place at the revisionist feeding trough really started. And it 
was then that the pig Khrushchev, along with the other pigs, drove out the pig that had pushed the 
most, Beria.

The double-tonguing, "for the Party in words and against the Party in deeds", was elevated by 
the Trotskyite-Zinovievite Center into an anti-Bolshevik tactic against Stalin. Zinoviev used this 
"legal" method to "crawl into the Party on his stomach", as he himself put it, and to gain the trust of 
the Party, and Stalin in particular. And Zinoviev did not seem to have been the only one who wanted
to gain Stalin's trust in this way, only Beria had more flattery and cunning than him to penetrate 
Stalin's personal environment. Pretending "loyalty" and "devotion" to Stalin in order to create better
opportunities for acts of terror against Stalin were the exact counter-revolutionary measures not 
only used by Beria but also by all other conspirers of 1953. Stalinists in words, but Stalin's 
murderers in deeds!

Stalin's conspirers of the 1950s, with Khrushchev at the head in the end, used the same 
unscrupulous methods as once used by the Trotskyite-Zinovievite Center and the Right and 



Trotskyite Bloc. The traces of the terrorist state conspiracy were obliterated by liquidating all those 
who knew too much about it. Consequently, two things always belonged to terrorism: 1. The 
organization of the terrorist act itself and 2. The liquidation of the perpetrators to cover up 
the traces. The conspirers were intent on seizing the leadership of the OGPU/MDV on the one side 
or the GRU on the other after the seizure of power to cover up the traces of their crimes. They 
copied methods from the Nazis where participation in the conspiracy was physically destroyed at 
the hands of the organizers of the conspiracy, as was the case with the destruction of Röhm and his 
followers. The modern revisionists, like the Trotskyites and fascists, also used this method.

One of Stalin's conspirers in the 1930s was Bukharin. He most submissively pursued the tactic of 
nesting in the Party and gaining the personal trust of the leadership. For this reason he also allowed 
himself to be humiliated at the 17th Party Congress, just to be able to stay in the Party, because 
nothing could be done from outside after the 1930s. Beria went further, he penetrated to the core of 
power and from the center he used his powerful socialist host to finally tap into it.

There were conspirers who stood before the court in the 1930s that did not tell the whole truth and 
those who told the whole truth. There were those who intended to continue their anti-party path, the 
others had broken with it completely and turned away from that path. With several groups of 
conspirers, contradictions could easily arise within the terrorist conspiracy front, especially when 
the secrets constituted a power of mutual blackmail. In this way, conspiracy became a 
commodity that was usually traded bidding in the satisfaction of its political aims. Secrets can be 
the best investment and life insurance if they are mastered and used properly, as Beria did. But if 
you are handed over to them, you will perish in them. Beria must have been aware of this, too, if he,
as a conspirer, had to carry this mental pressure (not a guilty conscience, but the desire to fly away 
at some point) with him. Beria had traveled a decade-long path of crime before he became a 
murderer of Stalin. Even a conspirer like Beria, did not fall from the sky or be born a conspier.

As a Bolshevik, one must see through the dialectical laws of conspiracy and use them as a 
weapon against the conspirers themselves. Stalin understood this like no other, and Beria, who 
always stayed close to Stalin, learned to use this weapon against Stalin himself. Trotsky never came 
as close to Stalin as Beria did.

Stalin as the "target" of the conspiracy could of course take advantage of the fact that he could turn 
different groups of conspirers against each other. It was enough if he could get certain internal 
information from the conspirers to lure them into his trap. Stalin had informants within the counter-
revolutionary organizations, but also informants about hidden enemies in the middle of the Party. In 
this way, he was able to blow the entire conspiracy at the right moment, confusing the conspiratorial
front and striking when the enemy least expected it. In the same way, the conspiracy front and the 
victim front could face each other for years without any change in the balance of power. One knows
about each other, but has each other in an entanglement, controls each other's authority, and Stalin 
was like a panther constantly on the lookout and ready to leap. Whoever wavers in a conspiracy 
becomes a security risk for the conspiracy group, which is why the group must liquidate the "risk" if
the "risk" does not "voluntarily" liquidate itself.

From the Soviet files most of the failed attacks on Stalin are probably known, as well as the names
of those who carried out the attacks and above all who planned and ordered them, but certainly not 
all of them . One of the Trotskyite attacks that Trotsky personally ordered was the shooting of Stalin
at the 7th World Congress of the Comintern, which was to trigger an "international mass 
movement". The plan failed, as did the one to shoot Stalin at the 13th Plenary of the ECCI, at which
Stalin was not even present. With the purges further plans were uncovered and thwarted. For 
decades Stalin had kept the international counter-revolutionary terror of the whole world from 
destroying the Soviet Union, from eliminating communism. This alone speaks for his anti-



conspiracy leadership qualities. If the conspierers accused Stalin of "paranoia", then Stalin gave 
them good reason for them to do so!

The question of the opposition's tactics and the resolution of differences of opinion was still in 
the foreground in the initial phase of the Party until the 1930s. For years, the Party let itself be 
fooled to a certain extent by its enemies, because it was of the honest opinion that comrades had to 
be convinced of the right policy. Before Kirov's murder, there was no death penalty for party 
members. The Party only realized later that there was an anti-party tactic of liquidation behind it, 
which had to be stopped, when the opposition had in fact moved to overthrowing the Party and 
murdering its leaders.

At first, the opposition hid its struggle against Soviet power behind criticism of its shortcomings, 
weaknesses and difficulties, because it was speculating on the defeat of socialism, on its collapse. 
However, when socialism gained so much strength that this method seemed hopeless, the opposition
began to give up all hope, abandoned the previous path of political-ideological argument about the 
General Line of the Party, to take the criminal path of conspiracy, terror, sabotage and cooperation 
with the world reaction against the USSR of Comrades Lenin and Stalin. Counter-revolutionary 
ideas became counter-revolutionary actions. What was the trigger of the wave of purging in the 
1930s? Crimes of party leaders were exposed and this meant a warning against further double-
talkers and traitors in the Party, who talked about their remorse and disguised themselves and 
masked themselves to organize a strike in the back of the Party, the country, the proletarian cause, 
all the easier. This was also the position taken by the conspirers of 1953. Although the leaders of the
Trotskyite-Zinovievite Center were exiled or imprisoned, their center remained capable of action, to
carry out the murder of Kirov for example. The center of the conspiracy was directed abroad by 
Trotsky. The center of the 1953 Conspiracy was within the party leadership itself. Although Stalin 
was in control of the 1953 conspirers, they remained capable of acting to carry out the assassination 
of Stalin. Whether the conspiracy was directed by foreign forces we do not know, but at least we 
assume that conspiracy threads were directly and indirectly directed abroad.

The enemy, once arrested, did not confess his crimes until the facts of the indictment were 
incontrovertibly established, once the enemy was fully exposed. If we write these lines here, the 
enemies of Stalin will of course read them with great attention and they will put 2 and 2 together 
and carefully analyze what has become known of their crimes and what has not yet been revealed. 
With this knowledge they can then use enough useful information to put us, who continue to follow 
their tracks, on the wrong track. Be sure, we know more about you than you suspect! We will get 
you all, if not today, then tomorrow!

The common system of Trotskyites and fascists against the Bolshevks, especially the plans for the 
assassination of Stalin came into being in 1933 when the Nazis came to power. Trotsky saw the 
assassination of Stalin as his main task. The Gestapo let the Trotskyites run free because it was 
bound by the agreement with them to kill the Soviet leaders through terrorist means, especially 
Stalin. The fascists therefore relied not only on intervention from outside, but also on terrorist acts 
from within, which they undertook together with the Trotskyites, but without the support of the 
Fifth Column. Starting in 1932, terrorist acts were carried out in the USSR by German Nazis on 
behalf of Himmler, not only as head of the Gestapo, but already with Himmler as chief of staff of 
the SS.

Not only Trotskyites are social-fascists, not only the modern revisionists are social-fascists, all 
other anti-Bolsheviks who act in the guise of "Bolshevism" are social-fascists, and so are the 
Berianists. And whether they like it or not, they all together form a 5th Column of international 
fascism against world revolution. The hatred for Stalin, the deep animosity towards us Stalinists, is 
equally strong and of equal essence among the fascists and social-fascists. They only differ 



outwardly in that one flag is brown, green, yellow, black etc., but the other one is "red".

In the case of a possible compromise of Trotsky, the acts of terror were to be passed on to the 
Gestapo and the White Guards, this was also intended with the compromise of Beria, but the murder
of Stalin could be successfully covered up and Beria was eliminated just in time. Trotsky placed his 
hopes especially on the Trotskyites who had not yet been compromised as Trotskyites in the ranks 
of the CPSU(B). The Trotskyite conspiracy groups were not to be connected with each other, so that
when one group went up, the entire conspiracy organization would not be exposed. The premise 
applied to all conspirers:

The struggle against communism is a struggle against the Communist Party, especially against its 
leadership. The struggle against the Communist Party is a struggle against Stalin, against the leaders
of the Party. Once Stalin was dead, then one came into possession of the party and lead it on the 
path of capitalism. The stronger the influence of capitalism, the stronger the decline of communism,
which finally ends with its decline. That was the line of counter-revolution, which has been 
consistently implemented since fascism came to power. But under the pressure of the Great Patriotic
War, it was Hitler who finally took his own life in a cowardly manner, and not Stalin, whom he 
pompously tried to kill. It was only after the Second World War, under the pressure of Anglo-
American imperialism, that Stalin became the victim of their Cold War, murdered by traitors within 
his own leadership connected with the West. Everything points to the fact that what happened in the
1930s with the fascists against Stalin also happened with the Anglo-Americans after the Second 
World War, especially from the end of the 1940s until the date of Stalin's death. The motto of the 
Americans is "Not only do we spare all those who turn away from Stalinism, but we also 
handsomely reward them with dollars". The first to hold out his hand was Tito, who was once so 
"loyal to Stalin", but Beria did not want to take second place to him and held out his hand as well. 
Every single one of them, from Tito to Gorbachev, was in cooperation with world imperialism and 
not only held out their hand, but also received their thirty pieces of silver for their betrayal.

Whether it be Trotsky, Beria or Khrushchev, they and all the others realized that there was no
possibility of changing the Party's policy, of getting the Party into their hands, until Stalin was
forcibly eliminated: In the struggle against Stalin neither one nor the other could stop at the 
extreme means so Stalin had to be physically destroyed. Only with the conquest of political power 
could the restoration of capitalism be completed. As for the assassination of the party leaders, 
Trotsky pursued the tactic "far from Moscow" of ambushing him on the borders with spectacular 
assassinations such as staged "car accidents", etc. The conspiers of 1953 were quite different: 
They could very "legally" use the access to Stalin's private room to assassinate Stalin without being 
disturbed by anyone in the process. It is by this development that one can measure how far the 
enemies and murderers had advanced after Trotsky's death to complete their criminal work. What is 
more, Trotsky could only blame the White Guards, foreign intelligence services, etc., to wash his 
hands of the crime. The conspirers of 1953, on the other hand, were all so dirty that they could 
easily blame any leader of the Party and the Soviet state. They calmly chose their victims. Even 
criminals could release them arbitrarily and put comrades, who had made mistakes but had 
overcome them, back in prison if they seemed dangerous to them. This common tactic was used by 
both the conspirers of 1953 and the Trotskyite conspiers in the 1930s, for both had gained 
influence over the Ministry of the Interior and the state security organs and other instruments
of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Trotsky was far from Russia and had no mass influence. 
Beria made use of the secret service and Khrushchev used all the propaganda means in the Party 
and state to create his own mass base, his own cult of personality, after he no longer needed the trust
of the masses as a "fighting companion" of Stalin at the 20th Party Congress. Trotsky's conspirers 
and the conspiracy of the modern revisionists had the same goals, the restoration of capitalism in 
the USSR, except that Trotsky sold himself as an agency of the Nazis, while the modern revisionists
sold themselves to the Anglo-Americans: Allowing the development of private capital, dissolving 



collective economies, liquidating Soviet economies, transferring Soviet enterprises to foreign hands,
accepting loans, making concessions that would not exclude the transfer of territory had all played 
the same role from the beginning.

Stalin sent a strong signal to foreign governments that the USSR would never capitulate and had 
nothing to give to imperialism. Stalin consistently pursued his course of confrontation between 
capitalism and socialism, which meant nothing other than an intensification of the class struggle, 
which did not stop him from sitting on a bench with the imperialist great powers, forcing them to 
make tactical concessions in order to protect the USSR from them. After Stalin's death, the USSR 
signaled to the same foreign governments the desire to end the confrontation, the desire to gradually
align socialism with capitalism. Other than by building links with the West, the modern 
revisionists could not have asserted their power. Just as Trotskyism proved to be a weapon in the 
hands of the fascist arsonists, the modern revisionists had been a weapon in the hands of the Anglo-
American arsonists, for they murdered the man who had fought for peace like no other in human 
history, who had fought against the inevitability of war. And the fight against the inevitability of war
meant for Stalin after World War II to turn the spearhead against the USA. Just as Trotskyism and 
fascism extended their hand against communism in the days of fascism, the modern 
revisionists and the victorious Western powers, led by the USA and England, extended their 
hand against communism. Traitors to communism have always been and will always be agents of 
capitalism, under whatever mask these traitors have slipped or will slip.

The tactic of criminal offenders was and still is, to confess only what can be irrefutably proven, as 
was the case in the 1930s, but by no means any more. With his invented fairy tales, the deceitful 
criminal speculates on the gullibility of the people and finally on his "heartbreaking remorse that 
moves you to tears". The "burned" (unmasked) Trotskyite agents in the Party were immediately 
publicly "branded" by the Trotskyites to protect the currently undisguised Trotskyites in the Party. 
Thus, Trotskyites still run around in the Communist World Movement as so-called "Marxist-
Leninists" like the Berianists, for example. Such a tactic is generally called a "placeholder tactic". 
Berianists, then, are placeholders of Trotskyite subversion within the Marxist-Leninist movement, 
as what happened with Beria and Malenkov and other traitors who are still celebrated today as 
"Marxist-Leninists”. These placeholders are not only "sleepers", but also activists to disintegrate the
Marxist-Leninist organizations from within in the most covert ways. The mistakes of the Marxist-
Leninists are praised, for example, and the correct Marxist-Leninist line is criticized as "sectarian", 
always with "Marxist-Leninist arguments” of course. In the Marxist-Leninist camp there were so-
called secret "placeholders". Placeholders are those who move in the Marxist-Leninist camp 
unrecognized through double-tonguedness, as agencies of the modern revisionists and other anti-
Marxist-Leninist forces, who would have no open access to the Marxist-Leninist World Movement, 
who, if they appeared openly, would sooner or later be thrown out and smashed. Placeholders 
within the communist movement and organization create space there for the systematic 
adaptation of the revolutionary forces to the counter-revolutionary forces from within. The 
party enemies within the Marxist-Leninist Front, which have remained undiscovered by the 
Marxist-Leninists, try to preserve as many (historical) criminals as possible, and this for as long as 
possible under the guise of "Marxist-Leninists", just to camouflage the crimes and to make room 
enough for covering further crimes. Such a placeholder role is also played today by the 
Berianists: "Lead the Marxist-Leninists further astray when they try to get behind them. Only in 
this way can you continue to pursue your Berianists policy unhindered, the Marxist-Leninists will 
follow you in the belief that you are fighting modern revisionism." Well, the Berianists can assume 
that we Marxist-Leninists also have our placeholders in their camp, in front of and behind the 
barricades of our class struggle!

Part of this tactic was also to protect accomplices from being discovered and exposed, in order to 
leave reserves for further crimes, or to finish the crime that had been uncovered. A second, 



independently structured, conspiracy reserve center is often set up for this purpose. Parallel centers
of the restoration of capitalist relations in the USSR were, on the one hand, the centers of the 
encircling imperialist powers and, on the other hand, the centers of counter-revolutionary elements 
inside and outside the Party and government of the USSR. For all their tactical autonomy and 
parallelism, these centers were strategically interlocked and coordinated, all serving the common 
strategic goal of liquidating the power of socialism and its leaders.

The Trotskyites acted more decisively and energetically than the Zinovievites. Whoever got the 
best position before the murder would be all the more powerful after the murder. Whoever 
could show the greatest crimes was naturally entitled to the largest piece of the cake. It was no 
different with the conspirers of 1953. Beria was the greediest. They killed Beria so that there would 
be enough of the cake left for them. With this competition to get the biggest piece of the cake, the 
activities of the conspiracy groups against Stalin took on a characteristic momentum of their own, 
which put the conspirers in situations that they could neither predict nor plan for, but to which they 
were rather at the mercy of, and which irreversibly brought everything to a head. But once you got 
to the levers of power, it turned out that they were not as easy to control as they had hoped. 
Everything now seemed to conspire against the conspirers themselves. The conspirers were under 
enormous pressure. And this is also expressed in their chaotic political actions immediately after the
murder, although they had practiced in cold-bloodedness for decades. This was particularly evident 
in Beria's adventurist politics, which he carried out at breakneck speed after Stalin's death.

The modern revisionists were representatives of the vanguard of the international counter-
revolution, who insidiously seized the vanguard of the proletarian world revolution in order to
lead it into a dead end, into the enemy camp. They were more or less aware that they would 
make a retreat to capitalism, that they would have to give up their power as leaders at the moment 
when the process of restored capitalism was finished. The counter-revolution eats its children, even 
Beria. The path was marked out; if a revisionist leadership deviated from it, for whatever reason, it 
was deposed by another revisionist leadership. The end of this revisionist path that had been taken 
since the death of Stalin was finally reached with the transition from Gorbachev to Yeltsin. Once 
caught in the wolf pit of imperialism, the modern revisionists were seized and became its pawn. The
modern revisionists had imagined in their megalomania that they would exploit the imperialist 
forces for themselves, but in reality it turned out that it was the imperialists who had used the 
modern revisionists as their tool against communism. After all, the modern revisionists had brought 
the degeneration of the once so proud socialism of Lenin and Stalin to such a state of decay that 
only a small, run-down pile of misery was left on the doorstep of world imperialism. But has 
modern revisionism really collapsed with its rotten work? To believe this would mean to have 
learned nothing from the history of modern revisionism. Is it really so hated by the masses that it is 
buried and cannot rise again? This is what the Trotskyites claimed when they begged for leniency 
from the Soviet court. But of course we Marxist-Leninists know that this is not true, that Trotskyism
is shedding its skin and poses a threat to us as long as the threat of capitalism exists. The Trotskyites
committed their murders to overthrow socialism and they were shot for that. And so it is with the 
modern revisionists who aim their guns at the rebirth of socialism and then try to shoot at us 
Stalinists "in the name of world revolution".

Rykov organized Kulak uprisings against the Soviet government in the North Caucasus. At that 
time he was chairman of the Council of People's Commissars and passed material to both the 
Second International and the Mensheviks so that they could incite the Soviet Union in their 
newspaper "Sotsialischeski Vestnuk" and call on the Kulaks to revolt. On behalf of the fascist 
espionage services, the conspirers collected cadres for bandit uprisings by preparing them for armed
actions in the North Caucasus and elsewhere. For this purpose, the Bloc of the Right and Trotskyites
made contact with the Social-Revolutionaries, who had their roots in the Kulak strata of the village 
and also maintained their foreign Central Committee in Paris among emigrant circles. Bukharin was



already active here from 1926, because he saw the peasant movement in the North Caucasus as one 
of the most important levers for overthrowing Soviet power. In the North Caucasus, Kulak uprisings
were able to break out earlier than elsewhere, and there were also remnants of the White Guard 
Kulak army on standby from abroad. Therefore, Bukharin concentrated on taking the lead there in 
time. This would have signal effect for all other uprisings in the whole country. This was Bukharin's
"mass tactic" to transform the border regions back into capitalism. And that was of course 
directed against Leninism, which affirmed the possibility of the direct transition of former 
colonial countries to socialism, without having to go through the capitalist stage of 
development. Traitors within the bloc were liquidated, including in the North Caucasus. This was 
intended to put pressure on the bloc's own members to increase their efforts to commit terrorist acts.
The conspirers before 1953 did not proceed differently. They even approached Japan and Germany, 
asking them to hurry up their attack on the Soviet Union so that the conditions for the uprising 
would not deteriorate any further. But the acts of terror led, quite contrary to their aims, to the 
consolidation of the masses' vigilance against the internal enemies of the Soviet Union. The masses
did not perceive the terror as an "act of liberation" from the "yoke of socialism", but as an 
attack on their own interests. The masses were upset by Kirov's murder and stood even more 
firmly behind Stalin than ever before. But the question of the seizure of power by an armed 
insurrection was raised by Bukharin even before 1929, before the bloc with the Trotskyites was 
formed. From 1934, the defeat of Soviet power was to be prepared from within. That was the 
preparatory work for the destruction of Soviet power. Wood was stolen in the northern part of the 
country and illegally sold to the English. England wanted to invade the north of the Soviet Union. 
An illegal deal was going on between the imperialists and the Bukharinites. This was supposed to 
be a kind of advance payment so that the right could build capitalism in Russia after the destruction 
of the USSR, in direct cooperation with the imperialists abroad. In 1935 an agreement was reached 
between the Trotksyites, the Right and the military group of Tukhachevsky on armed overthrow. In 
comparison, Beria occupied the Kremlin with his MVD troops and thus had the entire Presidium 
under his control.

Elements of double-talkers that did their counter-revolutionary work in the Party existed from the 
beginning, that is, long before the October Revolution, they were already there at the time of the 
Okhrana, which recruited such elements from the revolutionary movement, organized and paid 
them. Among the defendants of the trials in the 1930s were many former elements of the Okhrana. 
When the Okhana was crushed, many of them then served in the secret services of foreign 
imperialist states illegally within the Party and government apparatus of the USSR, some of them 
even in leading positions, including before and after Stalin's death. This is a straight line of 
counter-revolution that must be followed here, from the first day of the foundation of the 
Bolshevik Party until its crushing after Stalin's death. The more of them were exposed, 
especially the various legal representatives of the opposition in the Party, the more vigorously the 
remaining counter-revolutionaries made declarations "against" the counter-revolutionaries, in order 
to use this double-tongued tactic to dismiss any suspicion of belonging to the counter-revolution, so 
as not to expose their counter-revolutionary reserves. From 1930, the legality of counter-revolution 
was over. From then on, it only appeared illegally. The "Right and Trotskyites," who could no 
longer appear in public, were of course far from being crushed by this, but they continued their 
subversive work against the Soviet Union all the more intensively illegally, and even took the lead 
themselves in the "struggle against the Bloc of the Right and Trotskyites" in order to conquer new 
positions in the Party.

The tactic of openly expressing counter-revolutionary positions within the Party, the formation of an
opposition, turned from that moment on into the tactic of concealing and falsifying the 
revolutionary goals, for example, concealing the main links of the class struggle or replacing the 
actual main links of the chain with false ones in order to weaken the thrust or to steer it in the wrong
direction. This tactic was used more and more elaborately until the death of Stalin, until it was 



mastered by the modern revisionists in power to make the actual implementation of the restoration 
of capitalism appear as a "further development and consolidation of socialism". The roots of this 
tactic lead back to the tactics of the Bloc of the Right and Trotskyites as it continued its counter-
revolution after the purges of the 1930s. It is therefore imperative that we follow the trail of the 
Right and Trotskyite Bloc until the death of Stalin in order to understand and interpret the 
1953 Conspiracy historically.

Yagoda's task as deputy chairman of the OGPU of Menzshinsky was to protect the illegal 
organization of the Right and Trotskyite Bloc before and during the purges of the 1930s from the 
grip of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Openly the Right had appeared mainly with Tomsky, 
Rykov and Bukharin (triple alliance), but the organization itself operated illegally. Protection of 
their own criminal organization was the reason why the Right and Trotskyites accepted innocent 
victims to divert suspicion from themselves and save their own skins. Innocent victims then later 
put Beria and Khrushchev on Stalin's account. Beria and Khrushchev thus entered the general tenor 
of Western anti-Stalinist propaganda.

The so-called "Ryutin Platform" from 1932 was the illegal program of counter-revolution, the 
program of the violent overthrow of Soviet power, designed in Tomsky's country house, where 
besides Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky other counter-revolutionaries took part. The double tactic 
of this platform was already expressed in the intention of its authors to officially distance 
themselves from it by name, in order to address and win over as many opponents of the Soviet 
system as possible, including those who would not have supported the platform at all if they had 
known that the authors' real names were Tomsky, Rykov and Bukharin. After all, they were 
leading members of the Central Committee of the CPSU(B)! The content of the platform was 
the practice of all violent measures against the USSR and the organizational unification of the 
counter-revolutionary forces. The forces of dissatisfaction with the Party and government were to 
be united and concentrated on armed uprisings, for example Kulak uprisings. By uniting with this 
Ryutinist Platform of the Right, Trotsky showed what he was hiding under his leftist uniform, his 
fascist sentiments! The Right and "Left" ideologically armed each other and proved what they really
were - outright scoundrels.

While the Bloc of the Right and Trotskyites opened the door for the fascists to invade the Soviet 
Union, the conspirers of 1953 opened the door to the Soviet Union for the Cold War of the Anglo-
Americans, not to hand over the Soviet Union, but to participate in the power game of world 
domination, that is, the subjugation of the world to capitalism, which they hoped to gain ample 
advantages from. But in whose hands would the power actually end up in the end? Only in the 
hands of world capitalism, of course, which became a historical fact in 1991.The 1953 Conspiracy 
was thus a division of world imperialism with the Western powers at the top, especially the USA. 
The fear of being exposed brought them together to cover each other. But once brought together, the
common cover turned into a collective pressure, which thus weighed on each of them individually. 
The strength of the common conspiracy became the ultimate test of their disintegration at the 
weakest link in the chain.

The Trotskyites had to build up their own illegal military forces for the "palace revolution" 
independently of their other illegal organizations, while Khrushchev was able to use the leadership 
of the Red Army to take over his power by party means quite "legally". The center of the Bloc, as 
well as Yagoda from the Ministry of the Interior and Tukhachevsky from the army, were connected 
with the military group. Khrushchev, on the other hand, quite "legally" used Beria and 
Zhukov/Bulganin.

In 1934, 2/3 of the Central Committee was purged, not by the revisionists, but by Stalin and his 
followers. Stalin's General Line was developed in ideological two-front struggle into a majority 



line, which could only be overthrown over his dead body. The great importance of Stalin is above
all that he was able to push the Marxist-Leninist line through to the end against all revisionist 
forces who had allied themselves with the imperialist forces from outside against Stalin, to 
overthrow Stalin, to assassinate Stalin.

The Trotskyites and the Right were preparing their overthrow for the 17th Party Congress in 
January 1934 (the trials were in 1938, 4 years later, when the criminal gang was really going 
strong!), even planned to arrest Stalin and the other leading members of the government in the 
republics and districts (Tomsky). Although they had to refrain from doing so because of the 
hopelessness of their plan, they had at least tried to win a majority at the Party Congress, but Stalin 
survived the critical situation caused by the lower number of votes due to the influence that the 
Trotskyites and Rightists had actually exerted on the delegates. However, the majority of votes 
weren't against him thanks to his great successes in building socialism, thanks to the masses who 
stood behind him in a united front, and not least thanks to the crushing exposure of the Bloc of the 
Right and Trotskyites, the formation of the Leninist Front against all anti-party deviations. In this 
hard struggle at the 17th Party Congress, he once again remained the victor, while the "stragglers", 
the double-talkers, suffered defeat and finally made hypocritical praises for Stalin in order to be 
able to continue their illegal bloc-wooing within the Party.

For the 1953 Conspiracy against Stalin, the entire leadership of the CPSU bears the responsibility, 
both the comrades of the Old and the New Guard, without exception! The role of the leadership 
circle in the 1930s and 1953 was different in so far as in 1953 nobody had fought on the side of 
Stalin, but everyone more or less agreed to eliminate Stalin. This relative unity to rebel against 
Stalin was ultimately decisive for the conspirers to step up their attacks on Stalin and this had 
finally given impetus and dynamism to their criminal deeds. In the counter-revolutionary united 
front, they reduced their fear of Stalin and this was of great importance for what happened next. The
conspiracy groups were united by their different anti-party views, which then led to the need to 
fight against Stalin. But as they fought against Stalin, it became increasingly clear to them that they 
had betrayed socialism, the USSR, that they had become accomplices of the capitalist world. They 
hid this all the more because they were afraid of being exposed and liquidated as traitors. This fear, 
this bad conscience drove them deeper and deeper into the abyss. If Stalin had lived, the program of
the restoration of capitalism would have failed, it would have meant the bankruptcy of the 
conspirers.

Just like the Right and Trotskyites, who considered "socialism in one country" impossible, the
modern revisionists feared world socialism after Stalin's great victories.

Without fascism from outside, there would be no counter-revolutionary groups in the Soviet Union 
that could have relied on fascism. In the First Period of Socialism, that is, in the period of 
"socialism in one country", although it was possible, with a great deal of effort and countless 
sacrifices, to sweep the Boc of the Right and Trotskyites from the surface, to inflict on it bitter 
defeats and losses which gave an enormous and decisive impetus to the construction of socialism, to
win the Great Patriotic War over fascism and its 5th Column in the Soviet Union, to create better 
conditions for the transition to the Second Period of Socialism, etc. But the counter-revolution that 
continued to rumble underground could not be rendered harmless forever; this required the 
intensification of the class struggle in the Soviet Union. In the First Period of Socialism, the 
inevitability of the counter-revolutionary movement of the restoration of capitalism could not 
be eliminated, but can only be done on a global scale, that is, in the Second Period of 
Socialism. This is due to the historical fact that the First Period of Socialism is characterized by the 
increasing pressure of world imperialist encirclement:

"Capitalist encirclement must not be regarded simply as a geographical concept. Capitalist 



encirclement means that the U.S.S.R. is surrounded by hostile class forces,which are ready to 
support our class enemies within the U.S.S.R. morally, materially, by means of a financial 
blockade and, if the opportunity offers, by military intervention." (Stalin: 'Political Report of 
the Central Committee to the Sixteenth Congress of the C.P.S.U.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 12; 
Moscow; 1954; p.311; English Edition).

At the time of fascism, the counter-revolutionary groupings within the USSR could not rely on a 
closed global counter-revolutionary system of imperialist encirclement, but only on the individual 
great powers, which were fighting each other and weakening each other, especially Germany, 
England and Japan. Above all, the counter-revolutionary groups relied on the great power that was 
most likely to contribute to the overthrow of the USSR and the conquest of counter-revolutionary 
power - Germany. Germany was the main enemy before the Second World War and after the 
war it was the USA and it has remained so until today. This also corresponds to the essence of 
the First Period of Socialism. But how do the conditions of the counter-revolutionary groupings in 
the Soviet Union change, after on the one hand world imperialism was extremely weakened after 
World War II and on the other hand the Soviet Union with the emerging socialist camp, with the 
revolutionary development of Asia, etc., was strengthened on an international scale? The world 
was faced with the decisive historical situation of the worldwide triumph of socialism and thus
the worldwide decline of capitalism. In other words: the socialism of the First Period had 
already matured so far after the Second World War that the qualitative leap to world 
socialism was beginning to take place. The conspiracy would not have brought about Stalin's 
death, would not have brought about the failure of his already made transition to the Second 
Period of Socialism, if world imperialism had not been forced in this situation to support this 
conspiracy from outside with all available means. Beria took the position of non-interference. 
For him, the Soviet Union was strong enough to deal with everyone in the world, to cooperate with 
both aggressors and their victims "for the good of the Soviet Union". In reality, Beria's attitude of 
non-interference favored the aggression of the Allied Western powers, but in reality his attitude did 
not favor the end of the Cold War, on the contrary, it only increased their warlike aggression.

Without a Roosevelt and a Churchill there would have been no conspirer named Beria. For the
modern revisionists, the extermination of Hitlerite fascism was a precondition for the alliance with 
the other Western powers and not a decisive step towards the entire extermination of the world 
imperialism, as Stalin planned. Without the determination and unity of the world imperialist 
camp to counter the imminent danger of the socialist camp with all its might and all its means,
there would have been no national movements in the border areas of the Soviet Union which 
could have been seduced by Beria to separate themselves from the Russian center. On the 
threshold of the Second Period of Socialism, the character of the conspiracy also changed. It no 
longer served only to overthrow "socialism in one country", but to prevent the transition to 
world socialism. Thus, modern revisionism had become a world revisionist current. The 
conspirers of 1953 transformed the center of world revolution into a center of counter-
revolution and this is exactly what saved world imperialism from its downfall. Thanks to the 
resulting Marxist-Leninist World Movement, socialism was victoriously defended in Albania. In 
other words, although the transition to world socialism was prevented, the development of 
"socialism in one country" was not prevented, but the socialism of the First Period continued to 
develop, despite revisionism in power. In this way we Marxist-Leninists proved to the world 
that we had victoriously defended Stalin's legacy, that Stalin could be assassinated, that 
socialism could be swept off the face of the earth for a limited period of time, but that Stalin's 
legacy could not be permanently destroyed. Today, world imperialism is starting to decay 
globally, so that even the revisionists are deprived of their support by world imperialism, that 
the victory of the world socialist revolution is inevitably within reach.

At the 15th, Party Congress, Stalin spoke out against the opposition of Kamenev and Zinoviev:



"Shall we Bolsheviks, who uprooted the nobility, restore them now in our Party?" (Stalin: 'The
Fifteenth Congress of the C.P.S.U. (B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 10; Moscow; 1954; p.360; English 
Edition).

The majority of the Presidium, indeed the entire Presidium should have been expelled in the early 
1950s. Stalin did not want any noble "Bolsheviks" in the Party, neither those of the old nor those 
of the new nobility.

Such radical situations as purging the entire leadership had not occurred for the first time with the 
Bolsheviks. Like Stalin in 1953, Lenin was all alone in 1903. From the leading group of six went 
Plekhanov, Zasulich, Martov, Axelrod and Potresov. As a result, however, the Party with Lenin 
found itself in the right, on the Bolshevik path. The situation was no different in 1907 and 1908, in 
the period of withdrawal of the failed 1905 Revolution. Also, as far as the period of the NEP and the
subsequent period of building "socialism in one country" was concerned, it required the annihilation
of the leaders of the capitalist remnants and the Trotskyite leaders of the opposition. Or take the 
situation created by the Great Patriotic War. Here too, it was inevitable that leading party heads had 
to roll, especially within the Red Army. And 1953? The same thing! As a result, the Party with 
Stalin, with Stalinist members of the Presidium, could have continued the Bolshevik path of Lenin 
and Stalin victoriously, if such "leaders" as Khrushchev, or those who made him a leader, had been 
purged from their posts in time. The purging of the Party, especially the purging of the party 
leadership, is not an arbitrary act, but is inseparably connected with the historical turns of the
class struggle, which every Bolshevik Party has to master, and which, after all, cannot go off 
without party sacrifices, sacrifices in the party leadership.

It is a fact that history, including the history of Bolshevism, always makes certain decisive turns in 
its course. These turns have always led to the replacement of old party leaders by new ones as 
radical as the turn itself.

Also at the beginning of the 1950s, Bolshevism was at its historical turning-point, the turn to 
World Bolshevism: The smashing of all world imperialism, the breaking of its orbit with 
proletarian internationalism in power, the victory of socialism on a world scale, the turn from 
the "dictatorship of the proletariat in one country" to the world dictatorship of the 
proletariat, the turn of "communism in one country" to world communism. In short: the 
practically imminent transition from the First to the Second Period of Socialism, the turn to 
world socialism.

At the beginning of the 1950s, such presidium members, who got cold feet in the face of this 
enormous challenge, who had already made themselves all too comfortable in their stately beds 
furnished by the working class, were an impossibility for Stalin. For this very reason the Party's 
path led inevitably into degeneration, into decline. The path of transition to world socialism, the 
transition of "communism in one country", was betrayed by the turn of the first socialist state
in the world into a restored capitalist state, whereby the turn to the Second Period ended with 
the temporary death of the First Period of Socialism, the transition from "socialism in one 
country" to "communism in one country".

We Marxist-Leninists have always spoken of capitalist encirclement under the conditions of 
Lenin's and Stalin's USSR, whereas we had to assume capitalist-revisionist encirclement after the 
seizure of power by the modern revisionists. This was, of course, completely correct. But have we 
correctly shed light on the dialectical development process towards capitalist-revisionist 
encirclement? How did this decisive qualitative change of the encirclement come about, which the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement with its leading Albanian world center was now confronted 



with?

Stalin tried to solve the question of capitalist encirclement dialectically. The encirclement from 
outside affects the inner "encirclement". The 1953 Conspiracy aimed at "revisionist encirclement" 
the leading center of the Bolshevik Party with Stalin at the head by means of direct and indirect 
support for the capitalist encirclement from outside. The capitalist-revisionist encirclement, as it 
affected Albania and the Marxist-Leninist World Movement after Stalin's death, had already 
developed during Stalin's lifetime, only that Stalin could prevent the unification and fusion of the 
capitalist and revisionist encirclement into a single world front until his death.

The transition to "communism in one country" depended on whether Stalin would succeed in 
delaying not only the Cold War from the outside, but also the Cold War from within, which 
could not be waged by the revisionists from outside any other way than under the conditions 
of the Cold War, which was inevitable, but which he delayed, either until the moment when 
the Socialist World Camp spreads sufficiently or finally until the moment when the 
imperialists among themselves as well as the revisionists among themselves fall apart because 
of the spread of the Socialist World Camp on the one hand and the transition to "communism 
in one country" on the other hand.

Stalin wanted to liberate the Party from those wavering, capitulating and lambing leadership 
elements, which had hindered the Party's progress in this direction towards the turnaround. But 
the blowing up of the inner perimeter was already no longer an internal affair of the Soviet Union, 
but was closely linked to the struggle against the Anglo-American imperialists' Cold War, that is, to 
the struggle against the newly emerging world capitalist camp.

To that, Stalin said:

"Well, if some of the old leaders who are turning into trash intend to fall out of the cart—a 
good riddance to them!" (Stalin: 'The Fifteenth Congress of the C.P.S.U. (B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 
10; Moscow; 1954; p.382; English Edition).

But with his murder, Stalin could not continue his internationalist work, what remained alive in the 
Party, that which was no longer worth staying alive, and the new, the growing, that had been killed 
with Stalin, must today be rebuilt from the front with great difficulty. So much for the world-
historical consequences of failed purges, so much for the iron principle of a Bolshevik Party: The 
Party moves forward by purging itself of rubbish. Conversely, the Party will be purged of its 
own retrograde elements if it fails to take this iron principle seriously and consistently put it 
into practice. We should not be surprised, comrades, that the bourgeoisie is demagogically and 
precisely denouncing this principle of purging, our principle of purging, as an "undemocratic and 
uncivilized, barbaric tool of the Communist Party's dictatorship of terror over dissenters and 
opponents" to the masses. We should also not be surprised that the modern revisionists condemned 
the purges as "the devil work of Stalin" to lick the boots of world imperialism. It is significant that
the modern revisionists branded Stalin as a "deviator" from Leninism, when Leninism taught the 
purge of the Party that Stalin could only implement masterfully.

Up to Stalin's death, the Conspiracy still had a generally defeatist character. The conspirers were 
tired of constantly having to hide their displeasure and resentment from Stalin, since they had long 
since broken with Stalin. They felt malicious joy when Stalin had difficulties in enforcing his 
General Line. They supported him only very half-heartedly and reluctantly, and many of them 
stabbed him in the back wherever and whenever the opportunity arose. When their dissatisfaction 
had increased to the point of refusal, a new "thirst for action" matured in them and passive 



defeatism turned into active defeatism. This, of course, did not remain hidden from Stalin. This 
tense situation did not remain without consequences for his state of health. He was already 73 years 
old and this fight cost him a lot of strength. The different conspiracy groups were all sharply 
criticized and fought by Stalin. Conversely, Stalin was a constant threat to the realization of their 
criminal intentions. In order to finally get rid of him, they granted each other a mutual amnesty, 
concluded a "non-aggression pact" among themselves until the conquest of their revisionist power, 
and then, after Stalin's death, they competed with each other in the struggle for succession, for their 
own power, for their own heads. However, it would be un-Marxist to push personal motives for 
power to the fore. In reality, the new bourgeoisie was only concerned with how to use its 
political power best in order to implement the restoration of capitalism safely and smoothly.

The depravity of Khrushchev's morality is expressed in the elimination of Beria, which was 
already planned by him before the elimination of Stalin. Khrushchev's duplicity towards 
conspirers who helped him to seize power proved to be a masquerade which allowed him to 
direct all his fire against Beria in order to assert and consolidate power. Khrushchev accused 
Beria of "shaking the foundations of the USSR", of being a "Western agent" etc., and exposed
this double-talking man with the intention of covering his own tracks of his involvement in the
heinous crime against Stalin. Everything that Khrushchev accused Beria of in the blackest 
colors was partly committed by Khrushchev himself and that is the truth. Khrushchev's 
sentence against Beria was the sentence against himself. That was how Radek proceeded in 
the trial of Zinoviev and Kamenev - the same way, with the difference that Radek did not 
escape his just punishment, while Khrushchev was able to continue his crimes, which we 
Hoxhaists exposed and fought against. Khrushchev walked over the corpses of his cronies and
burrowed his way out of the stinking, bloody sewer in which he had been stuck during Stalin's
lifetime. But traitors never escape the judgment of the world proletariat. It will not only nail 
Khrushchev's crimes to the shameful stake of history, it will not only destroy Khrushchevism, 
but all of world revisionism.

What about Beria? Beria, who had participated with Khrushchev in the preparation of the "palace 
revolution" during Stalin's lifetime, cried over the murdered body of Stalin to cover his tracks as 
well. Only that in covering his own tracks. And he was a master at it, for in fact nothing bad 
could be "proved" to him, without running the risk, in uncovering his true crimes, of 
diverting the traces to the other conspirers, to Khrushchev. Thus Khrushchev had no choice 
but to pass his death sentence on Beria, for otherwise he could not have saved his own skin if 
Beria had asserted his will against all the others, and not least against Khrushchev himself. 
But Beria was not possessed by a "naked lust for power". That is not true. This was an attempt to 
deceive public opinion. In order to hide the program of the restoration of capitalism and implement 
it unrecognized, Khrushchev shoved it on Beria, according to the motto of all criminal offenders: 
"Stop thief!" But if one takes both the criminal deeds of Khrushchev and the criminal deeds of 
Beria in the period between Stalin's and Beria's deaths under the Marxist-Leninist 
magnifying glass, one cannot deny that both were "in their own way" advocates of the 
program of the restoration of capitalism and that they differed only in the different amount of
blood on their hands. Those who deny this take the side of the restoration of capitalism, whether or
not they claim to be "anti-revisionist, Marxist-Leninist". A distinction between Beria and 
Khrushchev is not a distinction between modern revisionism and Marxist-Leninism. Beria 
had been overthrown not as a Stalinist but as a hasty restorer of capitalism who has rushed 
ahead too quickly. Beria and Khrushchev were in principle in agreement about "de-
Stalinization", but there were irreconcilable differences on the road to capitalism, both in 
terms of the extent and limits of the restoration of capitalism to be carried out, and in terms of
the pace and methods. Whoever calls Beria a so-called "Marxist-Leninist" is making a 
momentous mistake and must know that he is helping the bourgeoisie to save modern 
revisionism from its final downfall is moving to the other side of the barricade. We do not 



blame any comrade who has so far misjudged Beria. We ourselves have only now received 
information about Beria, so for a long time we were unable to form an accurate picture of him. 
However, those whom we condemn are people with dark intentions, such as those from the "red-
channel", who know very well about Beria's crimes.

Since we Marxist-Leninists had seen through and denounced the renegade Khrushchev, his 
liquidation of Beria had to look as if a "leader of Marxism-Leninism," "a loyal follower of Stalin," 
had "fallen victim" to the revisionists. But the truth is that here only a conspirer against Stalin 
fell victim to a rival conspirer against Stalin. In this way, these Berianists have tried to save 
revisionism and to make it us Marxist-Leninists. Every revisionism, every revisionist who is not 
exposed and who can continue to hide, is a danger for us Marxist-Leninists that we must face. This 
is exactly what we understand by neo-revisionism : "Anti-revisionism in words, revisionism in 
deeds!" The attitude towards Beria is a touchstone in distinguishing Marxism-Leninism from 
neo-revisionism! The hostile attitude of "red-channel" towards us is no coincidence and has its 
reason. The "red-channel" defends the GDR against our reproach of social-fascism, logically they 
must also protect Beria from us. Whoever supports the social-fascist GDR of Ulbricht and 
Honecker is an arch-revisionist, whom we Stalinists do not touch with velvet gloves, because the 
StaSi did not do that with our Marxist-Leninist comrades either. Let them defend their GDR, they 
will end up on the dung heap of history just like the GDR.

Both Beria and Khrushchev believed that world imperialism, with the U.S. in the lead, would win 
and strangle everything, and that it was therefore better to come to an understanding with them in 
time and make some kind of compromise in terms of retreating from socialism to capitalism. Only 
Beria did this behind the Party's back through his power in the Interior Ministry, while 
Khrushchev chose the more appropriate way through the Party and successfully gained 
decisive influence in the party base and thus among the masses. Beria was so filled with blind 
hatred of Stalin that he was careless and underestimated Stalin's influence in the Party and 
the masses, and refused to acknowledge this fact, which Khrushchev understood very well. 
For as it turned out, the cadres in the Party, state and army felt caught off guard by Beria's 
breathtaking reform course, they distrusted Beria's passing over the Party, they condemned 
Beria, which Khrushchev was able to cleverly exploit to get the reins in his own hands by 
"leaning" on the Party, and thus on the masses.

If one demands "proof" against Beria, what kind of "proof" should be given about such 
conspirers? It will hardly be possible to find any document in which Beria, with his signature, 
confessed to being a conspirer against Stalin and to being his murderer? The very essence of his 
conspiracy was to hide his crimes behind Marxism-Leninism, behind Stalin, in order to make them 
appear "Marxist-Leninist" and "Stalinist". It is impossible to have the conspiracy certified by a 
public notary to prove guilt. The question of proof cannot be asked at all, especially not when the 
KGB still guards the "Beria file" like a sanctuary before the eyes of the public, if it still exists at 
all.

I did him in! I saved you all!

That is what the social-fascist butcher Beria said on the tribune of the Mausoleum on May 1st,
1953.

"I love all – all Humanity! I really do! I set myself before you!"

This was the call of his German student, the social-fascist butcher Mielke, at his 1989 trial.

Like master, like student!



Neither the masters nor students have ever regretted their crimes, but have celebrated 
themselves as "liberators". Both of them, in the name of Stalinism, not only persecuted, 
imprisoned, tortured, beat, poisoned and murdered communists, but also did this to all other 
people when they stood in the way of their anti-Stalinist goals.

Not only is there inflammatory bourgeois propaganda that portrays these two murderers as 
"Stalinist" butchers, thereby blaming Stalinism for capitalist crimes against humanity. No, 
that's not all. There are also people who place themselves in the service of this inflammatory 
bourgeois propaganda, who "scientifically prove" that the murderers of Stalin were in fact 
"Marxist-Leninists", "loyal followers" of Stalin [sic!!!].

It is clear that we Stalinists could no longer remain silent on this, that we had to expose, brand
and condemn this bourgeoisie's sham maneuver, that we not only had to consistently distance 
ourselves from the Berianists, but also launch a Marxist-Leninist offensive against them, that 
we had to push back the ideological influence of the Berianists in the Marxist-Leninist World 
Movement, that we had to drive them out of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement, that the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement had to free itself from the harmful influence of Berianism 
and to strengthen itself through purges.

We have included Mielke here because we, as the KPD/ML, had been declared "Public Enemy
#1" by the GDR. This was the order given by Mielke to the StaSi. We are among the Stalinists 
who were hunted by a student of Beria, and this hunt for us has not ended even after Mielke's 
death, and the informants of Mielke are still among us unscathed. Here we take position as 
directly concerned Stalinists on Bill Bland's article: "THE 'DOCTOR'S CASE' AND THE 
DEATH OF STALIN".

As affected Stalinists, we, unlike Bill Bland, approach the question of Comrade Stalin's death 
politically and partially, in a biased way, if you will. This is not historically one-sided or 
unscientific, but quite the opposite, in the spirit of Marxism-Leninism. We cannot, therefore, 
be comfortable with the collection of quotations from bourgeois historians which Bill Bland 
stuffed the chronological sequence of events with. Such anti-communist "historians" as 
Robert Conquest, whom Bill Bland so fondly quoted, are utterly detestable. Robert Conquest 
also wrote the preface to the anti-Stalinist inflammatory writing of Sudoplatov, who was loyal 
to Beria: "Special Tasks: The Memoirs of an Unwanted Witness—A Soviet Spymaster", which
certainly, though not intended by him, contributed to the revelation of Beria's anti-Stalinism. 
Sudoplatov once revered Beria as the "deliverer" from Stalinism, as leader of the fight against
Stalin's "terror regime", the "criminality of Stalin", the "crimes of Stalinism", etc. It is 
certainly true that Sudoplatov also strongly criticized Beria, because the goodwill of Western 
historians depended on it, which Sudoplatov could not appear in the world public without. What we
criticize about Sudoplatov is not that he did not fight for Stalinism. Sudoplatov was not the 
kind of class enemy that Beria was. Beria was his mentor and Sudoplatov obeyed his orders. 
As a former convinced Stalinist, he had once earned great merits, and of course, as Stalinists 
we cannot condemn them. What we must reproach Sudoplatov and many other comrades, 
however, is that he finally turned away (as he called it) from the "power intrigues of the 
leadership" in disappointment. He saw himself in the victim role, which had been dictated 
"from above". He should have remained faithful as a Stalinist and as such at Stalin's side, in 
order to hunt down the schemers against Stalin in his own ranks, for example Beria and all 
the other conspirers. Sudoplatov did not deny his former Stalinist actions, but later judged 
them to be "fatal errors", blamed Stalinism for these "errors" in an inadmissible way, in 
order to finally be able to celebrate himself as a hero-even at the price of earning applause 
from the capitalist world. Sudoplatov, like many other Stalinists, lost his bearings on the 



factional struggles going on at crucial moments in the fierce class struggle in the Soviet Union,
was no longer able to distinguish friend from foe, finally refused make the distinction, and 
thus actually became a stooge of power, though not of Stalin's power, but of the power of 
Stalin's opponents, as Beria was one. He did not lose his militant attitude, but he did lose his 
proletarian attitude, his revolutionary, Bolshevik spirit, which he was always so proud of. 
Sudoplatov was one of the many proletarian revolutionaries who became capitalist soldiers 
through Beria. The tragic thing about him is that until his last breath he surrendered to 
Beria's "self-deception," that it wasn't he, Sudoplatov, but Stalin who had "lost his 
revolutionary spirit". Sudoplatov and thousands of other Stalinists were so influenced by the 
sneaky opponents of Stalin at the head of the Soviet Union that they managed to use them as a
tool against Stalin. This was a great crime against the Stalinist cadres, committed not only by 
Beria but by the modern revisionists as a whole. This is a historical fact that cannot be 
ignored. To this day, the effect of Beria's poison has been to incite, break and subdue upright 
comrades at turn them against upright comrades, to compromise the leaders, to burn the 
cadres and to deceive the masses. Berianism has also benefited, and continues to benefit, 
informants on a global scale. From this we Stalinists must learn lessons: We must educate our 
cadres so well that one good day we do not lose them to the class enemy, who will use them 
against us to destroy us. If we make the cadres the strongest point, we must always take into 
account that precisely because of this they can become the weakest point, and we must take 
appropriate precautions against this.

And Sudoplatov's "double tragedy" (which overtook him and many others) consisted in the fact 
that the modern revisionists violated him until they were tired of him and left him to the 
lechery of the Western hustle and bustle.

In the preface, Robert Conquest writes about this autobiography of Sudoplatov:

"It is perhaps the most important single contribution to our knowledge since Khrushchev's 
Secret Speech." (Conquest: 'Foreword' to Sudoplatov's 'Special Tasks'; Canada; 1994; p.viii; 
English Edition).

"He emerges, in fact, as one of the most valuable of all possible sources for important matters 
over the period of High Stalinism." (ibid; p.xii).

Well, these are the very "sources" that provided the imperialists' anti-Stalinism with new 
ammunition that Bill Bland uncritically took over.

Incidentally, in the introduction to Sudoplatov's autobiography, Sudoplatov's attitude to Beria is 
characterized by the following words:

"Sudoplatov reveals the complex character of Lavrenti Beria, his mentor from 1939 to 1953. 
He was concerned with painting a full portrait of the Beria he knew: a man of vision and 
managerial brilliance who successfully presided over the creation of the first Soviet atomic 
bomb [which was about the same as "Hitler building the Autobahn" – editor's note]. Sudoplatov 
hoped that Beria would take over and turn his ruthlessness and drive to cleaning out the 
Augean stables of corruption [which he blamed Stalin for – editor's note]. He would raise the 
Soviet Union's world stature [by murdering Stalin???? - editor's note].

"(...) Beria, argues Sudoplatov, was an innovator [reformist – editor's note] who would have 
brought about the unification of Germany in the 1950s, avoiding the crises [as a capitulator in 
the service of the imperialists – editor's note] that led to the construction of the Berlin Wall. In 



the few short months between Stalin's death and his arrest by Khrushchev's supporters. Beria
had begun emptying the Gulag and urged that political prisoners [only the anti-communist 
prisoners placed by Stalin, not the Stalinist prisoners placed by Beria – editor's note] be released." 
(ibid. p.xvi-xvii).

So the "poor, good" Beria has been prevented by the terror of both Stalin and Khrushchev 
from doing good for the (imperialist) world. And Bill Bland awarded Beria the order of a 
"Marxist-Leninist" for this. Marxism-Leninism thus defines itself as a teaching against 
Stalinism on the one hand and modern revisionism on the other. For the Berianists, therefore, 
their anti-revisionist struggle consists both of the fight against modern revisionists (openly) 
and (covertly) against Stalinism.

People like Robert Conquest tried to systematically disillusion Stalin's friends in England and 
America and their sympathies for Soviet communism with their inflammatory writings and 
were honored at the highest levels. They worked directly as American and English agents of 
world imperialism, painting a grim picture of Stalin that could not be worse. And this is not 
only true of the falsifications about the circumstances that brought about Stalin's death. Bill 
Bland is hiding all this. Bill Bland's reference to the source is only neutral: "CONQUEST, 
Robert, British-born poet and political analyst specialising in the USSR (1917- ); senior 
research fellow, Hoover Institute (1977- )". Why didn't Bill Bland comment critically and self-
critically on his so-called "sources", why didn't he criticize Robert Conquest for who he was, 
a pen pirate - on behalf of the imperialists?

As an expert on Stalin, Bill Bland knew that the pen pirates never spread more lies about 
Stalin than they did about his death, and that therefore any speculation must be critically 
opposed, or at least have a healthy critical attitude of detachment. Is that too much to ask? 
Whoever reads the works of Stalin attentively will find enough explanations of Stalin to 
defend himself against forgeries and falsehoods, and it is no coincidence that most of the anti-
Stalinist filth has been and continues to be poured out on the world public at the behest of the 
Anglo-American imperialists, apart from the revisionist runner-downs.

Let's take Volume 10 of the Stalin Works for instance. The last article in this volume is 
entitled: "Statement to Foreign Press Correspondents Concerning the Counterfeit 'Article by 
Stalin'"

In it, Comrade Stalin denies a series of alleged "interviews and articles by Stalin" that never existed 
and were purely invented by the West:

"Their aim is to counteract the effect produced by the U.S.S.R. delegation at Geneva by its 
declaration on complete disarmament.

"(...) The fact that in their struggle against the peace policy of the U.S.S.R. the agents of 
capital are compelled to resort to the assistance of all sorts of shady individuals and pen 
pirates is the best demonstration of the moral strength and soundness of principle of the stand
taken on the question of disarmament by the U.S.S.R. delegation at Geneva." (Stalin: 
'Statement to Foreign Press Correspondents Concerning the Counterfeit 'Article by Stalin'' in: 
'Works', Volume 10; Moscow; 1954; p.386; English Edition).

Nothing has changed in these journalistic criminal methods of the lackeys of capital, they have
only been further refined. One of these refined methods is to sell the murderers of Stalin to the
revolutionary left as "Marxist-Leninists".



We must give political reasons why we refuse to allow Bill Bland to make such remarks in 
parentheses every time the names of Beria and Malenkov and the names of other traitors to 
Stalinism are mentioned in his bourgeois quotes as ("Marxist-Leninists" - the author Bill 
Bland"). It would have been the duty of Bill Bland to give political reasons for his remarks, 
but he failed to do so for whatever reason.

In the Marxist-Leninist World Movement, there is not yet a sufficient, uniform and closed 
evaluation of the events that led to the death of Comrade Stalin, simply because of a lack of 
evidence. However, there are indications from Comrade Enver Hoxha, who himself regretted 
not having had enough information about this. It is astonishing that the “Hoxhaist” Bill Bland
conceals Enver Hoxha's extremely revealing remarks such as:

"Such elements as Khrushchev, Mikoyan, Beria and their apparatchiki hid the truth from 
Stalin." (Hoxha: 'The Khrushchevites'; Tirana; 1984; p.19; English Edition).

How can “Hoxhaist” Bill Bland praise a Beria as a "Marxist-Leninist" who, according to 
Enver Hoxha, deceived and cheated Stalin? How can one pretend to be an honest Hoxhaist, a 
friend of Albania? One cannot accept Bill Bland's assessment as a uniform assessment of the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement, which is committed to Hoxhaism. On the contrary, Bill 
Bland's assessment is to be rejected without diminishing the value of the material he has 
collected from bourgeois historians. However, we believe that Bill Bland made the mistake of 
overvaluing the bourgeois hacks he quoted. An overvaluation of these materials, as we can see 
with Bill Bland, is to be criticized because it complicates and hinders the uniform Marxist 
evaluation of Comrade Stalin's death in the camp of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement 
rather than actually clarifying it. And this cannot be any different with bourgeois historians. 
If they did not spread lies, they would not be bourgeois historians.

Finding out the truth about Stalin's death is a process that takes decades, and it lasts just as 
long as the process of its concealment and falsification. But there can be no doubt among us 
Marxist-Leninists that Stalin was not the only Stalinist in the Soviet Union or that with his 
death the Stalinists did not stop being and remaining Stalinists. The struggle of the Stalinists 
in the period of the seizure of power by the modern revisionists had, in our opinion, objectively
taken place. This is a fact that must never be concealed or falsified. Here all comrades of the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement agree, because it is the very essence of the Stalinists to 
never give up their struggle in defense of Stalin, but on the contrary to strengthen it.

The anti-Stalinist tactic of concealment has had its day. There is a growing number of 
bourgeois historians who openly admit that Stalin was assassinated. In its place, the 
alternative anti-Stalinist tactic of falsely rewriting the revisionists' competition among 
themselves as "the struggle of the revisionists against the Marxist-Leninists" is increasingly 
evident. We cannot fail to note that Bill Bland's article "THE 'DOCTOR'S CASE' AND THE 
DEATH OF STALIN" encourages this bourgeois tactic of historical falsification. This, in turn,
has led us to find out WHO the then Stalinists really were and HOW they fought against the 
various revisionist factions, how they were organized, what actions they carried out, what 
victims were deplored, what crimes the revisionists committed against the real Stalinists, etc. 
One cannot solve the death of Stalin without solving the deaths of all Stalinists, without 
solving the struggle to defend the first dictatorship of the proletariat. If we have exposed the 
tall tales about the alleged "Marxist-Leninists" Beria and his ilk, we have only uncovered half
the truth. The question inevitably arises: If the alleged "Marxist-Leninists" have been 
exposed, who were the true Marxist-Leninists? What was the real struggle in defense of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat at the time? Where did the Party stand? Where was the 
working class? Where were the masses? Stalin did not fight against the whole world alone?! 



We are firmly convinced that a heroic struggle was waged here by heroes whose existence was 
swept under the table of history with the intention of pulling the anchor of Stalinism out of the
Party, out of the working class, out of the toiling masses with the method of silence.

If we are deliberately kept in the dark on this issue, one thing is clear to us: Without the 
lasting effectiveness of the Stalinists' anti-revisionist struggle, the modern revisionists would 
have certainly not needed almost four decades to complete the process of the restoration of 
capitalism! It is no coincidence that today, far from the Russian metropolises, countless 
monuments, statues, and busts of Stalin and Lenin still stand upright and have not yet been 
overthrown. And it is also no coincidence that the Stalinist movement, despite the most severe 
persecutions, is more and more open with Stalinist demonstrations and pictures of Stalin. It is 
an overwhelming joy for us Stalinists, who have been fighting for Stalinism for over 50 years, 
to be able to witness this. The Stalinist movement has historically held its ground and 
continues to develop. Bravo!!!! Even the most hardened anti-Stalinists can no longer deny 
this.

We are further aware that the Stalinist movement in the revisionist Soviet Union and in other 
revisionist states (with the exception of the Stalinist movement in East and West Germany) had 
been isolated from the actually existing Marxist-Leninist World Movement outside the 
revisionist states, that there was no contact whatsoever "on either side". This has changed 
today. There is no longer a revisionist-bourgeois wall between the Stalinist movements of all 
countries of the world. The Stalinist World Movement today is in the process of uniting 
globally across all national and political borders and of bringing to an end Comrade Stalin's 
struggle for world socialism after his death. That is a fact.

Of course, the Stalinist World Movement is aware that the revisionists can continue to fish in 
the mud as long as we do not bring to light the class struggle veiled in darkness between the 
Stalinists and the revisionists just before Stalin's death, during the seizure of power by the 
modern revisionists and immediately thereafter. Here we are especially dependent on the 
support of the Stalinist comrades of the former Soviet Union, who are better able to assess the 
situation from within than is possible from without. Leading the struggle against revisionism, 
which today means not least of all to enlighten and document the whole physiognomy of the 
Stalinist struggle in the Soviet Union shortly before and after Stalin's murder, to learn from 
this struggle. Only in this way can we gradually dig up the water from the revisionists, can we 
chase them out of the trenches in which they took shelter and get them in front of our guns. 
The struggle of the Stalinists in countries where the revisionists seized power is one of the 
most important experiences of the international revolutionary workers movement, from 
whose victories and defeats we draw important lessons to prevent history from repeating itself
in such a way.

So when we deal with Stalin's death, we do not do so without the intention of finding historical
evidence of the existence and active survival of the Stalinist movement under the conditions of
revisionism in power. Much of what Mielke, Beria's student, did against the Stalinist 
movement throughout Germany will surely have parallels in all other revisionist states. The 
KPD/ML in Germany has earned the merit of illuminating and bring revolutionary change to 
this chapter of history.

Now, the so-called "anti-Party Group" around Molotov, Kaganovich, etc. was emerging, but 
what does this prove? Everything we know about them indicates that they could never have 
been the leaders of the Stalinist movement after Stalin's death. On the contrary, we agree with
Stalin that they deviated from the path of Stalinism, that they stabbed Stalin in the back, and 
that Stalin's death did not bring them back to Stalinism in remorse. Not only did they 



capitulate to the power of the modern revisionists, but they even paved the way to power for 
them. They had already ceased to be Stalinists during Stalin's lifetime, and nothing changed 
after Stalin's death. Both Beria and Khrushchev used these corpses of Bolshevism to bury 
Stalinism.

Presumably this "anti-Party Group" would have been linked to the actual Stalinist 
movement, but the illegal Stalinists certainly did not follow this group into surrender. They 
had continued to fulfill their revolutionary duty in the struggle against revisionism in power, 
in defiance of all the reconciliators and capitulators without sacrifice, without the fear of 
death, a fact that is still hushed up today. We Stalinists of today will not be dissuaded from 
this firm conviction and we will provide the proof that we were not wrong. Testimony is, for 
example, the document: "Programmatic Proclamation of the Soviet Revolutionary 
Communists (Bolsheviks)", which was illegally distributed in the Soviet Union and which the 
Albanian comrades published in the late 1960s/early 1970s. This document can be read on the 
Internet.

Just as one cannot "de-Stalinize" Stalinism, this consequently means that one can neither "de-
Stalinize" one Stalinist nor even the entire Stalinist movement. An essential point about the 
Stalinist movement is that the counter-revolutionary disorganization of the Stalinist 
movement has only contributed more to the revival and reanimation of the Stalinist 
movement both nationally and internationally, that the class enemy itself inevitably had to 
contribute to its expansion and consolidation and continues to do so. And the fact that the 
Stalinist movement still exists today shows that not only has the Russian bourgeoisie had to 
create 150 different "Stalinist" sham organizations with the intention of drowning the 
Stalinist core in them, but it has increasingly become a global phenomenon. It is no 
coincidence that such sham organizations have also been created in Europe, America and 
every other continent in the world to drown the core of the Stalinist world movement in the 
global reservoir of revisionism. But in the dialectical sense, this will inevitably lead to a 
process of ideological clarification where the wheat is separated from the chaff, where the 
truly Stalinist world movement has become ever more closely knit and strong enough to create
hundreds of "Stalinist" sham organizations "from the throat" in the Stalinist sense. In any 
case, the Comintern/ML has concentrated all its work since 2000 on this ideological 
clarification process and we are sure that this effort will one day bear fruit, that the Stalinist 
World Movement will again become the leading political force in the world after Stalin's 
death. All our political efforts serve this goal!! This is the legacy that Stalin left us and which 
we will fulfill with honor! And it also means that we will fight against such views with which 
the murderers of Stalin can still be "honored" as "Marxist-Leninists" without ever having 
been called to account for them.

Now Stalin was not just any communist, but the 4th Classic of Marxism-Leninism, the leader 
of the international working class, the builder of the world's first socialist state, the victor over
fascism, the leader of the world socialist camp, the closest fighting companion of Lenin, one of 
the best and most important world revolutionaries in the history of mankind. You don't read 
about any of this in Bill Bland's work, not at all.

All the more serious is the world-historical crime of the conspirers who murdered Stalin in 
1953. They all have the heaviest debt to the world proletariat. They all agreed to end Stalinism
with the murder of the figure of Stalin. All members of the Presidium felt it was their "duty" 
that "things could not go on like this with Stalin", that the Soviet Union must be "liberated" 
from Stalin.

Beria and Malenkov were the most active organizers of Stalin's assassination. It was they who, one 



day after Stalin's death, were able to take the highest posts in the new Soviet revisionist 
leadership.

Beria had the most optimal conditions for eliminating Stalin. He was the 4th in charge of the 
Department of the Ministry of Health, and thus had the doctors in his hands. That is why he was 
able to skillfully maneuver the tactics of the Doctor's Plot.

Immediately before Stalin's death, Beria no longer ranked fourth, but sixth, behind Bulganin. 
Kaganovich, Molotov, Mikoyan, Voroshilov and Andreyev who had each already fallen from grace. 
The latter two were also no longer invited to Politburo meetings.

Shortly before his death, Stalin lived a very secluded life in his sparsely furnished dacha of 
Kuntsevo, or in fact he had already been completely isolated from his conspirers. There he was 
visited only by Beria, Malenkov, Bulganin, Mikoyan and Khrushchev. The people who had 
belonged to Stalin's private circle for decades had been removed one by one by Beria and 
Malenkov. In his very last days, Stalin was treated as if the world no longer existed around him by 
this scum. The old jokes were tortured out, but politically there was an oppressive silence. It was 
like the peace of the grave that preceded his murder. A silence of gravediggers, who accompanied 
Stalin as if he was dying. Stalin must have been aware of this situation.

Beria wanted to appear as a "pure" Marxist-Leninist. But he goes down in history as the 
murderer of Stalin. It is the story itself that silences all the Beria's praise. With the MVD 
occupation of Moscow, Beria suddenly had absolute power in the Soviet Union. This coup with
the help of security troops is a historical fact, which is proven by the events that immediately 
followed Stalin's death.

It would have taken the Red Army's military many days and fierce bloody street fighting to 
thwart Beria's internal military power over the Presidium, which he had locked inside the 
Kremlin walls and completely shielded from the outside world. No mouse, no Red Army 
soldier would have been able to get to Moscow at that moment, let alone get into Moscow. 
Beria's troops had overwhelmed the Kremlin guard. Proskrionishev and all the other loyal 
Stalinists were shot on the spot. Beria's secret service did what it was ordered to do-to help the
counter-revolution to victory. Everything went according to plan, but seizing power and 
maintaining power are two different things, as we know.

Beria was far too weak to rule alone and had far too many enemies. But he was already too 
strong for a triumvirate of himself, Malenkov and Molotov. He withdrew his troops after the 
members of the Presidium had to give in. But he had now challenged them to a counterstrike 
by acting on his own authority. Beria's "coup de grâce" could not end any other way than 
with a "coup de grâce" against himself. Even the outwitted Red Army had hatred for Beria. It
had been harboring pent-up anger toward its own military of the internal apparatus since the 
October Revolution anyway. So the "punishment" followed on its heels. Beria could not kill 
the entire Presidium; he had to share power with it. But the presidium did not want or need to 
share power with Beria. So a few months later the Kremlin became a death trap for Beria, 
who himself had used it shortly before to occupy the entire Presidium - the very Presidium, 
which was now in the hands of the Khrushchevites. Khrushchev had cleverly arranged this, 
and all members of the Presidium agreed with his plan.

Beria would have needed support from the West, which he had previously tried hard to obtain
through the secret service (see the order to Sudoplatov). But in the West they were still far too 
suspicious of him at first. They knew what to think of Beria. The Americans thus faithfully 
stuck to their old strategy: The more the Kremlin factions weaken each other in their power 



struggle, the better it would be for the West. "Wait and see" was the motto of the English 
imperialists. And so time passed for Beria without the expected support from the West; and he
now had to go to great lengths to pull something else, which he did. The hesitation of the West 
cost Beria his head and no one in the world could or would save him.

As mentioned earlier, Stalin had plans for a purge in his pocket, and it included the names of 
all the members of the Presidium. So this is where the end of the race began: What would it 
be? Liquidating the entire Presidium to save Stalin's General Line or assassinating Stalin and 
extend the arms of socialism to capitalism? The assassination was not unexpected, but there 
was no other choice for the traitors to socialism, it was either: Stalin or them? Here, as a 
Marxist-Leninist, one must make a choice: either continue the class struggle against the 
Restoration with the greatest efforts to courageously implement Stalin's General Line and 
consistently, thus accepting sacrifice, or capitulate and begin the withdrawal of socialism. As 
badly as the initial situation was historically painted on the part of counter-revolution, we on 
the revolutionary side could have relied on socialist forces as they were at that time unique in 
the young history of socialism. We do not see the situation of 1953 in a gloomy light, but in an 
extraordinarily positive light. With the right group behind him, Stalin would have ensured the
victory of the world revolution, and if not him, then his successor would have been able to 
make this victory perfect. But for that, the worldwide wave of purges against the capitulators 
would have had to rush ahead. If Stalin had crushed the U.S. imperialists, we would enjoy the 
socialist, peace-loving and prosperous socialist world today. But that chance was thwarted and
we must do the work without Stalin, wrest the rule of the world from the Americans, and raise
the Red Flag on the Washington Capitol in America, just as Stalin had done on the 
Brandenburg Gate in 1945. (Incidentally, the man with the Red Flag on the Brandenburg 
Gate was a Red Army soldier from Georgia!)

The fact that the 1953 Conspiracy could happen shows that the slightest insincerity toward 
the Party, the slightest deviation from Stalin's General Line, was enough to land in the camp 
of counter-revolution. The departure from the positions of Bolshevism ends in political 
counter-revolutionary banditry. All of the world imperialists' anti-communist propaganda 
was able to draw on their anti-communism with the takeover of the modern revisionists, 
always mindful of revealing the secret that modern revisionism springs not from socialist but 
from bourgeois ideology.

Nothing had happened for 16 hours, no doctors were called, Beria strictly forbade Stalin's 
personnel to call for medical attention. With this act alone he was guilty of the crime of failure
to provide assistance. No one dared to oppose Beria's orders. He had the power of life and 
death of Comrade Stalin, and Beria used this power to bring about the death of Comrade 
Stalin. In our eyes, he is the most insidious and cruelest murderer that ever existed in the 
world.

Rybin, a bodyguard who was an eyewitness, stated that Beria and Malenkov had arrived in a car on 
March 2nd at 3:00 a.m. Someone wanted to get medical help, but Beria and Malenkov forbade it. 
They left in their car and Stalin was left alone in his agony for dramatic hours without medical care.

Because of the bruises on his head and hands, manslaughter cannot be ruled out. As the latest 
documents show, the same bruises were found on other victims of Beria.

Lieutenant General Vlasik, who was responsible for the Kremlin Guard and Stalin's security, was 
sent to Siberia shortly before as a camp leader and was secretly imprisoned there!!! Malenkov had 
great power over Stalin's surroundings immediately before his death, for he had emerged 
strengthened from the elimination of the Leningrad Group. Malenkov stood at the highest level of 



his power and speculated on Stalin's succession as the revisionists in the people's democracies 
would have liked, except for the Albanians, who hoped to count on Molotov as their successor. 
Vlasik remained in prison until 1955. There was a power struggle between the old and the young 
generation within Stalin's Kremlin environment.

One of the reasons why the Politburo rushed to take action against Stalin in February 1953 
was that they were forced to avert the dangerously close purge at the top of the leadership. 
The "causing of Stalin's death" was the only solution for Beria, Malenkov and the other 
conspirers to pull their heads out of Stalin's noose. Beria was directly responsible for Stalin's 
death, Malenkov his accomplice, and Khrushchev, Bulganin and all the others as participants 
and beneficiaries.

If, according to Enver Hoxha, Khrushchev and Mikoyan were supposed to have bragged 
about their murder of Stalin, then it was certainly more for the intimidation of Enver Hoxha. 
No doubt they were all more or less complicit in Stalin's death. We Marxist-Leninists certainly
credit these two revisionist conspirers with this cruel act, but we rather believe that they are 
adorning themselves with "foreign feathers", because there was another who was no more 
devious than they were: Beria. We see in him a person who systematically gained access to 
Stalin by all means, including violence, gained his trust, and behind his back had instigated 
the fight against Comrade Stalin's Marxist-Leninist General Line. He did the "dirty work" 
for everyone.

Let's listen to Enver Hoxha's 1979 view of the situation. Incidentally, Beria is not mentioned 
by name in it, but rather "Khrushchev and his associates" are mentioned:

"All this villainy emerged soon after the death, or to be more precise, after the murder of 
Stalin. I say after the murder of Stalin, because Mikoyan himself told me and Mehmet Shehu 
that they, together with Khrushchev and their associates, had decided to carry out a 
'pokushenie', i.e., to make an attempt on Stalin's life, but later, as Mikoyan told us, they gave 
up this plan. It is a known fact that the Khrushchevites could hardly wait for Stalin to die. 
The circumstances of his death are not clear." (Enver Hoxha: 'With Stalin'; Tirana; 1979; p.31; 
English Edition).

Consequently, before the actual assassination of Stalin there must have been plans for murder,
but their execution failed. When Enver Hoxha states that the circumstances are not clear, it 
does not mean that they are not clear, but he said this honestly from the state of his 
information. Enver Hoxha clearly spoke of murder, but was unable to comment on the 
circumstances due to a lack of information.

As for the "white smocks", Enver Hoxha continued:

"An unsolved enigma in this direction is the question of the 'white smocks', the trial 
conducted against the Kremlin doctors, who, as long as Stalin was alive were accused of 
having attempted to kill many leaders of the Soviet Union., After Stalin's death these doctors 
were rehabilitated and no more was said about this question! But why was this question 
hushed up?! Was the criminal activity of these doctors proved at the time of the trial, or not? 
The question of the doctors was hushed up, because had it been investigated later, had it been 
gone into thoroughly, it would have brought to light a great deal of dirty linen, many crimes 
and plots that the concealed revisionists, with Khrushchev and Mikoyan at the head, had been
perpetrating. This could be the explanation also for the sudden deaths within a very short 
time, of Gottwald, Bierut, Foster, Dimitrov and some others, all from curable illnesses, about 
which I have written in my unpublished memoirs, 'The Khrushchevites and Us'. This could 



prove to be the true reason for the sudden death of Stalin, too." (ibid; p.31-32).

We will talk about the doctors and the connection with Beria elsewhere.

Beria had Stalin spied on at every turn for years, isolating Stalin both within his family and 
political circle of friends, as also from other leaders in the state and Party. Beria eliminated 
everyone who stood in his way.

The Stalin murderer Beria died not by Marxist-Leninist but by revisionist hands!

The conspirers must have been working for years on a coup, on division, on taking power, but all 
attempts failed because of Stalin's concentrated attention. It was precisely the hopelessness of 
determining politics in the Soviet Union behind Stalin's back and past Stalin that drove them to 
despair.

If we assume that the top beast that was killed was Beria, then the reason why he was silenced was 
because Beria was involved in the murder up to both ears. Beria did not give the impression of 
being intimidated and fearful, but of an aggressive, quarrelsome, exuberant and boisterous working 
style. Handling power is one thing, which he had skillfully mastered this weapon, the other is the 
subjugation of power. Because Beria had not mastered that properly, power was forcibly taken from
him.

The accomplices directly involved in the murder were physically destroyed. The Stalinists were to 
be removed from all Party and Soviet posts and replaced by "selected, reliable" people. In order to 
cover the tracks, one sat down at the head of "the fight against the enemies of the Party" in order to 
protect the enemies of the Party or, if necessary, to liquidate those who knew too much, for 
example, better, and to liquidate the best fighters against the enemies of the Party as "enemies of the
Party", to imprison them in the camp, etc., or to degrade them. The art of the modern revisionists 
was to hide their true criminal physiognomy behind the proletarian worldview, behind communism, 
i.e., to praise the overt crimes as communist achievements and to commit secret crimes against the 
communists, against the Marxist-Leninists, against the workers and peasants, against the masses, if 
necessary with the pomp of the public inquisition to deter the masses from resistance. The modern 
revisionists conspired against the Marxist-Leninists in the name of "Marxism-Leninism" to 
annihilate them and thereby exploit and oppress the masses "in the name of socialism" unhindered.

It was advantageous for Beria's camouflage that he could blame others for the murder at 
every dicey opportunity. Khrushchev would have liked to expose Beria the murderer right 
away, if he could have done so, but exposing the fact that Stalin had been murdered in the 
first place would cause great indignation and readiness to fight among the masses and thus 
endanger his own cover, indeed the entire counter-revolutionary program of capitalist 
restoration. That is why this issue remained a strict taboo until the fall of the Soviet Union. 
Everyone thus agreed (along with the rest of the world) to keep quiet about Stalin's murder 
and make his death appear a "natural consequence" of illness and old age. They based the 
"legitimation" of their power on this.

The idea for the "palace revolution" of the conspirers of 1953 came from the right-wing 
conspirers of 1933 and thus matured for 20 years, but it was put into practice in a completely 
different way, because completely different conditions prevailed. Arrests and executions of 
Stalin's followers were carried out secretly and surgically before Stalin's murder, and a 
"natural death" was faked, precisely in order not to cause a stir, as if everything was in order 
and everything continued its usual "socialist" course. This was the new tactic of the "palace 
revolt" of 1953; Stalin's death meant the end of the Stalin Era, and power was now completely



in the hands of the modern revisionists, so further murders of Stalinists were no longer 
opportune, no longer inevitable among Stalinists whom the modern revisionists no longer 
seemed to consider dangerous. A "palace revolution" would have made sense if it had been 
about arresting the socialist government, but with Stalin's murder the conspirers already had 
power in their hands if the Presidium did not have to be "arrested", because the Presidium 
itself now consisted only of conspirers, or capitulators, who had no resistance in them and who
submitted to the pressure of the revisionists. To this extent, Beria withdrew his military troops
that had occupied Moscow with. With military force he was able to make the Presidium dance
to his tune for a certain period of time. If the conspirers had killed Beria before Stalin, this 
would indicate that Beria was in the way of the conspiracy for some reason. But that was not 
the case. Rather, the fact that Beria was not shot until after Stalin's death suggests that, while 
he shared the same strategy of all the conspirers (and was thus needed in the capitalist 
transformation of the Soviet Union, which began immediately with drastic measures against 
socialism, that is, in the alliance of all the conspirers until Beria's death! He possessed the 
power to know about the crimes of the others and thus put them under pressure to follow his 
straight and rugged line to capitalism. Beria and Malenkov overestimated their own power 
and underestimated that of the Khrushchevites. That was their mistake, with which they 
ultimately punished themselves with.

Beria had never shied away from using extreme means to force his opponents to be servants of
him. What guile one had to have in order to remain unpunished in the eyes of all, in such a 
responsible position, which has as its main task the struggle to preserve the life and protection
of the socialist state, its citizens, its leaders, in the course of a number of many years, to be 
implicated daily in the destruction of the state and the murder of Stalin, indeed to hold the top
of power in one's hands.

We do not know for certain whether Stalin's death was by poisoning. Beria and Co. were 
murderers who worked with poisonous substances for decades without being exposed. The 
poisonings should always be explained as natural death due to illness. Yagoda formulated the 
following horrible words:

"A person falls ill and everyone gets used to the fact that he is ill. The doctor can promote the 
recovery of the sick person, but the doctor can also accelerate the death of the sick person. This 
is the main content of the idea. And everything else is a matter of technology". That was the art 
of Beria's crime, an art in which he had become "master" in the course of his counter-
revolutionary activity. Beria was one of the few powerful people in the USSR who had access 
to the toxicological institute, access to the poison. Mayronovsky was head of the research 
group of toxicology [!!!] that was subordinate to the NKVD from 1937. On direct instruction 
of the People's Commissars and Ministers for State Security Beria, Yezhov and Merkulov 
executed death sentences in addition to Mayronovsky's research work. Secret liquidations 
with poison were carried out from 1937 to 1947. Even high-ranking personnel of the NKVD 
were not allowed to enter the toxicological institute.

In 1951, Mayronovsky was charged with poisoning high-ranking Soviet politicians, including 
Stalin [!!!!], allegedly under the orders of Abakumov and Eitingon and Jewish doctors. 
Mayronovsky's confession would reveal the guilt of Beria, Molotov and Khrushchev. He was 
sentenced in absentia by a secret investigative committee in February 1953, immediately 
before Stalin's death [sic!!!], to 10 years in prison. Typical of this: People who were needed as 
witnesses later on were not executed!

The murderer was able to take advantage of his privileged position in relation to the victim. 
The main organizer of the poison killings, who was in the dock during the 1936-1938 trial, was



the Minister of the Interior, Yagoda. The main person responsible for the poison killings at the
end of the 1940s and beginning of the 1950s was Beria. One anti-Stalinist was struck down by 
Stalin's bullet, the other by a revisionist bullet. On May 1st, 1953, the murderer blabbed the 
secret of the murder: "I did him in!

Beria wore a mask for his entire life, pretending to be an irreconcilable Bolshevik, but in fact 
he was never a Bolshevik in the true sense. Beria did not know how the fight between Stalin 
and his adversaries would end and created for himself such conditions under which he could 
best follow his treacherous path one way or another. He wanted to join the side that would 
win, only pro forma. When Beria finally came to the conclusion that Khrushchev would 
eventually win as a real force, Beria declared that he was with him, but without failing to 
mention that he claimed a special position. Beria always went where the power, where the 
majority was. He was not the type of an autocrat.

All crimes of conspiracy were proven to have connections to capitalist foreign countries in a 
fundamental and concrete way. This is true of Khrushchev; his deal with the U.S. was to build
capitalism unchecked and in return to be allowed to have a say in the circle of the great 
powers. This is also true of the criminal Beria. Beria presented the murder of Stalin as a 
"necessary act" that was "in the interest of the Soviet state and peoples". And the other 
conspirers endorsed this. The murder of Stalin was even under the pressure of the Cold War. 
The West offered peace to the Soviet Union if Stalin was eliminated, no matter how!

There were only two ways to keep the 1953 coup secret: either through "voluntary" silence 
through complicity and thus sharing the guilt for the crime, or through violent silence through
liquidation. All conspirers chose the first way, and for Beria only the second way remained.

In September 1950, the Ukrainian security minister Drozdov was brought to Moscow by 
Stalin. This was Special Bureau No.2 "The Surveillance and Kidnappings of the Enemies of 
Stalin (including alleged enemies)". Beria's first official act after Stalin's death: Firing 
Drozdov because he knew too much about internal struggles against Stalin and Drozdov did 
not get along with Kobulov (Kobulov was Beria's deputy).

Immediately after Stalin's death, that is, that same evening, Beria was appointed minister of 
the expanded Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD), which included both the militia and the 
security apparatus! It was Beria who ordered the MVD's troops to Moscow!!! Within 24 
hours after Stalin's death (!!!) Beria merged the Ministry of State Security and the Ministry of
Internal Affairs under his sole leadership.

Stalin's death had an "oppressive" and "paralyzing" effect on some members of the 
Presidium, a guilty conscience on the part of Molotov, Kaganovich, Voroshilov and Bulganin . 
On others he had a "liberating" and "invigorating" (unscrupulous) effect, like on 
Khrushchev, Mikoyan, Beria and Malenkov.

The period, immediately after Stalin's death, was the period of Beria's highest power. This is 
the period in which he himself showed his true face openly. This is the period when we 
Marxist-Leninists can actually hold in our hands and show the world many of the decisive 
touchstones of Beria's crimes. It is no coincidence that it was during this period of all times 
that the Berianists had to protect the "Marxist-Leninist" Beria from us Stalinists by falsifying
the elimination of Beria as an anti-Stalinist act of the Khrushchevites.

On the second day of his appointment as Minister of the Interior, Beria had already 
exchanged 82 of Stalin's officers and filled the posts with his own people, including 



Sudoplatov, who on his behalf established secret contacts with the West, without the 
knowledge of the Foreign Ministry, without the knowledge of the Party, without the 
knowledge of the Red Army.

Above all, Beria had pulled his head out of the noose when on March 13th, 1953 (!!) he made all 
incriminating material against himself, all charges and preparations for the trial, with which Stalin 
justified his death sentence with, simply disappear and declared null and void by virtue of his 
office as Minister of the Interior, which he had snatched from Stalin's safe in his final hours.

Beria's arrest was the high point of the power struggle after Stalin's death, and Khrushchev 
was the mastermind behind the plot against Beria. Khrushchev's "best friends" had been 
Malenkov and Beria. Khrushchev had already exerted influence on Bulganin in the 1930s: 
Bulganin had the order to bring his armed generals to the Kremlin, where they, including the 
armed Brezhnev waited for Beria. Yet none of them knew beforehand why they should appear
in the Kremlin with weapons. Even Zhukov was inaugurated only a few hours before Beria's 
arrest. This was an extremely delicate situation and a unique event in the history of the Soviet 
Union. Even under Stalin it was strictly forbidden to enter the Kremlin with a weapon. 
Anyone who tried to enter the Kremlin with a weapon would have been shot on the spot by 
Kremlin guards. Why did Khrushchev expose himself to this risk, why was entering the 
Kremlin with weapons part of his plan? He must have been very sure that his murder plan 
would succeed. He had to have connections with the Red Army leadership, he had to have 
sufficient power. Beria, on the other hand, lacked a sufficient basis of trust among his co-
conspirers. He was feared because of his malicious unpredictability and was avoided by all 
others as much as possible. His initiatives proved that he could not realize his claim to sole 
rule and that he instead wanted to secure as much illegal decision-making power as possible, 
both in domestic and foreign policy. He took advantage of his long-standing personal 
relationship with Malenkov to go at it alone, but in doing so he put Malenkov in an 
unpleasant isolated position in relation to the other members of the CC Presidium, which 
Khrushchev knew how to use.

It turned out that Beria's position was entirely dependent on Malenkov's power and support. 
Beria had angered Malenkov by arranging for Ignatyev's removal in consultation with 
Khrushchev. Ignatyev was Malenkov's henchman and had supervised the party's security 
machinery. Malenkov, for his part, had overestimated his popularity; it had escaped his notice
that Beria's support was crucial to his position because Beria, Pervukhin, Saburov and 
Malenkov represented the comparatively younger generation in the ruling Presidium. The 
Old Guard, Molotov, Voroshilov, Mikoyan, Kaganovich, in whom Stalin had long since 
withdrawn trust and curtailed their former power, was hostile to this young generation that 
had come to power after the purges of the 1930s. There was a delicate imbalance between the 
two generations; the older leaders were held in higher esteem than Malenkov, Khrushchev 
and Beria, who in the eyes of the public were Stalin's servants rather than their "beloved 
heroes".

Khrushchev successfully navigated between the two camps; he helped Beria weaken 
Malenkov when Ignatyev was compromised in the Doctor's Plot. Once again he supported 
Beria in relieving Malenkov of his powerful position as Secretary of the Central Committee. 
Today it is clear that Khrushchev took advantage of the dissatisfaction with Beria's new 
activism to initiate his dismantling. In 1952 the office of secretary general was abolished, 
making Khrushchev the primus interpares; to become the supreme leader, he had to get rid of
Malenkov as head of government. The best way to do this was to cut off Malenkov's true 
power base, namely his connection to Beria and control over the security machinery. As a 
result, Khrushchev's henchmen had to move up to decisive positions in the state security 



service.

Beria wanted to occupy leading positions with locals, and in Ukraine as well so the clash with 
Khrushchev became inevitable. Khrushchev needed his Ukrainian henchmen for Moscow's 
power, while Beria needed them against Moscow, why else did Beria come closer to 
Yugoslavia? Revisionist levers from the outside against the Moscow center? Beria lobbied for 
ethnic minorities, rehabilitated the forces captured and condemned by Stalin, "in order to 
strengthen national consciousness". On Beria's initiative, ordinary criminals were released. A 
flood of riffraff poured into the cities. Riots spread throughout the country and street fighting 
broke out, which Beria had first provoked and then crushed. This diminished Beria's 
reputation among the Soviet people. This was not clumsy of Beria, but rather a clever tactical 
move: to have an alibi, to be able to put down political street fights as the "actions of 
criminals". He released criminals in order to have an excuse to get rid of the Stalinists, whom 
he criminalized. In our opinion, this was also one of the reasons why Beria had Moscow sealed
off by MVD troops the day after Stalin was assassinated to be sure that operations that Stalin 
might have previously taken against the seizure of power by his enemies of the Party in the 
event of his death. In any case, Beria was rightly accused of having brought the MVD troops 
to Moscow to arrest the government. The Berianists are silent about this, or some, like 
Sudoplatov, claim "stiff and hard" that such a plan of Beria's did not exist.

The murderers write the obituaries. Why did the Party lose Comrade Stalin? The Party lost 
Comrade Stalin because the modern revisionists murdered him. The murderers, who had seized the 
post of their victim, wept for their victim, only to then "secretly" (Khrushchev at the XX Party 
Congress!) present themselves as victims of the victim.

The Izvestia reported that the Russian court once again dealt with the question of the rehabilitation 
of Beria. On May 30th, 2000 the following verdict was issued: Refusal of rehabilitation, but 
shooting was wrong.

Enver Hoxha and Stalins Daughter Svetlana defended
Stalin against Beria

If anyone has analyzed and judged the background and the true extent of the conspirers' 
hypocritical coups against Stalin from a Marxist-Leninist point of view, it was Comrade Enver 
Hoxha, the 5th Classic of Marxism-Leninism, on whose standpoint we World Bolsheviks 
essentially base ourselves and whom we defend in any case. For this we mainly recommened the 
study of his work "The Khrushchevites".

There is a very significant quotation from another of Enver Hoxha's writings: "The Titoites", in 
which Khrushchev expressed his anti-Stalinist rage against Enver Hoxha, and with which we want 
to begin before presenting the role and figure of Beria in the light of Enver Hoxha's view. This is 
because Enver Hoxha saw Beria as a member of Khrushchev's criminal gang, which had a 
common goal: To eliminate Stalin and to initiate the "de-Stalinization". So what did the horrified 



Khrushchev say to Comrade Enver Hoxha?

"'Where do you want to lead us, to Stalin's road?!" (Hoxha: 'The Titoites'; London; 1982; p.575;
English Edition).

This basically says everything!!!

1. The path of Enver Hoxha was the path of Stalin. The path of Stalin was the continuation of 
the path of Lenin. And the path of Lenin was the continuation of the path of Marx and Engels.
One can neither go forward nor backward halfway through communism, just as one can stop 
the clock but not the time; whoever says "A" must also say "B". This applies to both sides of 
the barricades. The path of Stalin leads to communism, the path of "de-Stalinization" led 
back to world imperialism.

2. Here, Khrushchev said the word "we", by which, of course, he meant the entire 
Khrushchevite criminal gang in the Presidium (including Beria!), which was engaged in a 
front against Enver Hoxha with provocative quarrels, curses, threats, blackmail and slander 
in Moscow in the manner of: "Who do you think you are? If you open your insolent mouth, 
we will crush you like a little louse." This throws a telling light on how these criminal gangs 
dealt with Stalin and the Stalinists in the USSR, in the People's Democracies and throughout 
the whole world, and how they have dealt and will continue to deal with them.

Here again are a selection of quotations from: "The Khrushchevites", from which we learned 
for the first time which anti-party elements had surrounded Stalin and with which elements 
he had to deal with.

Immediately, not even (!) one day after Stalin's death, the conspirers quickly distributed the 
new posts of power, driven by panic, not to be shortchanged or ripped off: Prime Minister 
Malenkov became Premier, Beria became First Deputy Prime Minister and Interior Minister, 
and Bulganin, Kaganovich, Mikoyan, and Molotov shared the other posts:

"Major changes were made in all the top organs in the party and the state within that day. 
The Presidium and the Bureau of the Presidium of the Central Committee of the party were 
merged into a single organ, new secretaries of the Central Committee of the party were 
elected, a number of ministries were amalgamated or united, changes were made in the 
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet, etc." (Enver Hoxha: 'The Khrushchevites'; Tirana; 1980; p.14-
15; English Edition).

On March 7th, 1953, in a joint decision of the Plenum of the CC, the Council of Ministers and 
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet, the Stalinist organizational structure was abolished, 
namely the joint leadership of the CC and the Council of Ministers. The office of the 
Presidium of the CC and the office of the Council of Ministers were dissolved without further 
ado. The lost power of the "Old Guard", which Stalin had removed power from during its 
lifetime, was reclaimed as soon as Stalin made his final breath.

Less than a year had passed since the 19th Party Congress, which was still forced to show 
consideration for Stalin's General Line, when the dismantling of Stalin's General Line was 
hastily begun, which was expressed in the distribution of authority and in the new 
organizational structure of the Party that had long since been secretly decided upon. This 
shows the double-talk which the conspirers had already appeared at the XIX Party Congress 
with, only a few months before Stalin's assassination. They hypocritically pretended to follow 
Stalin's General Line at the party congress and, while they were making grand speeches there 



about Stalin's "genius", they in reality had already divided all the new posts among 
themselves - one more reason to denounce the conspiracy against Stalin that had been planned
long before and another reason to continue Stalin's General Line as the General Line of the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement and lead it to victory.

These masters raided what was left of Stalin's organizational competence, greedily dividing it 
among themselves like legacy hunters. But not to strengthen the unity of the leading 
"collective", as one might have assumed, but to enrich their own power competence, that is, as
a welcome enrichment of the tools with which they wanted to push through the restoration of 
capitalism. At the funeral service, they pushed their way in front of each other like at the 
chicken coop, a disgusting hypocritical spectacle. This was clear for Enver Hoxha "(...) that 
there was no unity in the Presidium of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union". (ibid; p.29). 
After the funeral service, the Presidium met in the Kremlin as quickly as possible to continue 
the "interrupted" distribution of posts. Enver Hoxha saw this as confirmation that the plot 
had been prepared long before. All previous conspiracies against Stalin were thwarted, except 
for the one in 1953. This suggests what power it had already united in its hands and how 
dangerous it really was - the greatest conspiracy in the history of Communism.

"One of the main directions of Khrushchev’s strategy and tactics was to seize complete 
political and ideological power within the Soviet Union and to put the Soviet army and the 
state security organs in his service." (ibid; p.41).

With Malenkov's post as the First Secretary of the Central Committee, Khrushchev gained 
power in the Party, firstly by eliminating Beria and occupying its state security organs with 
Khrushchevites, and then to get his hands on the army (especially the GRU leadership) by 
eliminating Bulganin and Zhukov. In short: Khrushchev took over the Party still "in the 
name of Stalin" (at first) with the help of the apparatchiks of the Ministries of Defense and 
the Interior.

"In other words, in the name of Stalin, and by means of their apparatchiki, they suppressed 
criticism and tried to turn the Bolshevik Party into a lifeless party, into an organization 
without will and energy, which would vegetate from day to day, approving everything that the
bureaucracy decided, concocted and distorted." (ibid; p.54).

Only in January 1956, on the occasion of a consultation of all socialist countries in Moscow, 
did Khrushchev openly say bad things about Stalin for the first time in a confidential 
conversation with Enver Hoxha. At that time Khrushchev had already prepared his secret 
speech at the 20th Party Congress. In February 1956, the Trotskyite conspirers and counter-
revolutionaries, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Rykov and Pyatakov, were rehabilitated. Khrushchev 
was himself a disguised Trotskyite, posing as a "victim of Stalinist terror". In June 1953, 
Mikoyan proved himself to be a "victim of the Stalinist terror" in the talks with Enver Hoxha.

"Mikoyan, in particular, was the most negative, the most dubious element and the greatest 
intriguer among the members of the Presidium of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union. This huckster, who was constantly grinding and clicking his false 
teeth, was also ruminating on diabolical anti-Marxist, conspiratorial, putschist plans, as was 
proved later. This individual, with an unpleasant face and a black heart, behaved in a very 
menacing way, especially towards us Albanians. (...) The friendly, internationalist socialist 
feelings had been wiped out as far as he was concerned." (ibid; p.62-63).

"It seemed that the Soviet leadership based itself on the “great economic experience” of this 



cosmopolitan huckster, who, as history showed, plotted with Nikita Khrushchev against 
Stalin, whom they had decided to murder. He admitted this with his own mouth to Mehmet 
and me in February 1960 [!!!]. After the putsch they linked up with American imperialism, 
and set about the destruction to its foundations of the great work of Lenin and Stalin, 
socialism in the Soviet Union.

"(...) In relations with us Mikoyan was not only the most miserly but also the most insulting. 
This anti-Albanian line of his was permanent, even when Stalin was alive." (ibid; p.63-64).

This can also be read in Enver Hoxha's memoirs "With Stalin":

"'But will the Albanians themselves work?'

"I understood why he (Stalin) asked me this question. It was the result of the evil-intended 
information of the Armenian huckster, Mikoyan, who, at a meeting I had with him, not only 
spoke to me in a language quite unlike that of Stalin, but also used harsh terms in his 
criticisms about the realization of plans in our country, alleging that our people did not work, 
etc. His intention was to reduce the rate and amount of aid. This was always Mikoyan's stand. 
But Stalin accorded us everything we sought." (Hoxha: 'With Stalin'; Tirana; 1979; p.104; 
English Edition).

Let us now come to the picture that Enver Hoxha drew of Beria.

Who was Beria and what role did he play "at the side" of Stalin? There are not a few in the 
Marxist-Leninist World Movement who cultivate this "comrade" as the "most loyal Marxist-
Leninist on the side of Stalin". Having to read these lines will of course hurt those people, and 
if they reach for the place where the pain comes from, we will point to their sore spot. Let us 
wait and see what they will do. We are ready to fight. Their cover is blown now and they have 
to come up with something. They are so dangerous because they hide their right-wing 
opportunist ideology behind a "very" "Marxist-Leninist", "anti-revisionist" line and "rely" 
on Enver Hoxha, among others. We think that the grace period that we have granted them to 
reconsider their wrong point of view has long expired and we openly say what we think and 
what we think of them as - traitors! May everyone form his own opinion about our hostile 
attitude towards the Berianists.

First of all, let us affirm that we defend Comrade Enver Hoxha's criticism of Beria in every 
way. As proof, we list the following quotations from Enver Hoxha against Beria:

As for the Beria, he is only mentioned in Enver Hoxha's last meeting with Stalin, together 
with Molotov, Malenkov and Bulganin and no longer with Mikoyan. That was in April 1951. 
Stalin saw through Tito's great power chauvinism towards Albania because Enver Hoxha had 
succeeded in advancing directly towards Stalin without Tito (and Beria?) being able to 
prevent it any further. When Stalin met Enver Hoxha personally, his friendship with Albania 
grew in the same measure as his animosity towards Tito. Stalin immediately took an interest 
in the meeting with Enver Hoxha in how Albania was preparing for its defense, for an 
impending war, which Tito had planned on behalf of the Anglo-American imperialists. Beria 
was very much present (!!!) when Enver Hoxha reported on the punishment of the anti-party 
Yugoslav elements in his own country, which Stalin expressly welcomed. Beria knew very well 
the Albanians' hostile attitude toward Yugoslav revisionism (through all his intelligence 
sources long before Enver Hoxha's meeting with Stalin!) when he sought reconciliation with 
Tito after Stalin's death in order to score points with the Anglo-American imperialists. In his 



work "The Titoites," Enver Hoxha assessed the attitude to Tito's Yugoslavia as a:

"Touchstone to see who were the new leaders who seized power in the Soviet Union after 
Stalin's death, who were also the leaders of the other parties who changed course immediately
after Khrushchevism came to light" (Enver Hoxha: 'The Titoites'; Tirana; 1983; p.638; Translated
from German).

Enver Hoxha measured the figure and role of Beria against this. We World Bolsheviks have 
nothing to add to this. We were able to prove how good Enver Hoxha's nose was. From the 
critical attitude Enver Hoxha took toward Beria's treacherous attitude toward Yugoslav 
revisionism, we must draw conclusions about Beria's fundamentally treacherous attitude 
toward Stalin. We must take the General Line of Stalin as a touchstone for Beria, as Enver 
Hoxha did to Tito. A complete confirmation of Enver Hoxha's correct assessment of Beria will 
better protect our ranks against hostile influences, will strengthen us immensely in the fight 
against Beria, and will help wavering and insecure comrades to convince themselves.

Enver Hoxha did not allow himself to be intimidated and deceived by Beria's cunning and 
unanimously saw through him as an enemy of Albania and condemned him as such, because 
any reconciliation with Yugoslav revisionism inevitably meant an increase in the threat posed 
by revisionist Yugoslavia to Marxist-Leninist Albania. Beria knew very well that Tito had 
worked to eliminate Enver Hoxha, to overthrow the dictatorship of the Albanian proletariat, 
which did not prevent Beria from being the first (!) after Stalin's death to stop the struggle 
against modern revisionism in power and begin friendly relations with Yugoslavia (see his 
letter to Tito). The construction of socialism in Albania was systematically sabotaged by the 
new revisionist rulers in the Kremlin, a concerted effort by Yugoslav and Soviet revisionism 
against the only surviving disciple of Stalin. Enver Hoxha writes in the "Khrushchevites" 
that:

"The disdainful and insulting tone of the new Soviet leadership could not fail to hurt us. We 
could not fail to ask in astonishment: 'How can those people in Moscow know whether we 
have presented our problems rightly or wrongly, when it is we who live and work in Albania 
and not they?!'" (Hoxha: 'The Khrushchevites'; Tirana; 1980; p.74; English Edition).

Today we know that the Soviet revisionists had Albanian informants for this. Mehmut Shehu 
had, for many years, secret contact with the Soviet secret service without the CPA knowing 
about it. The Russian informant Major Ivanov most likely "knew" that the putschist Mehmut
Shehu was both an Anglo-American and Yugoslavian agent. Ivanov must have been covered 
up by the GRU leadership, which hid its information from Stalin. If the secret services, 
whether from the GRU or the NKVD, had reached Stalin in time, Stalin would certainly have 
"informed" Enver Hoxha about it, and Mehmut Shehu (and not only he, but also 
Beria!!!!!????) would have been exposed and punished sooner, and the murder of Stalin might
have been prevented. This proves that the Soviet secret services knew more than Stalin, that 
they hid the truth from Stalin, that they must have worked against Stalin and for Tito against 
Albania and thus for the Anglo-Americans. And this also proves why Tito did not let Enver 
Hoxha get close to Stalin, because then Beria would have also been in danger. Beria was 
someone who had used his cogs to obtain secret information about the Marxist-Leninist 
struggle of the Albanians against the first modern revisionism in power and was therefore in 
the know. Thus Mehmut Shehu, without being covered by Beria, could not have continued 
any shameful malicious work until the 8th Party Congress of the PLA. Shehu then cowardly 
committed suicide when he was unmasked, pushed into a corner. Here is what Enver wrote 
about Shehu:



"The documents that have been discovered and incontestible evidence prove that since before 
the War he had been working for the American secret service. During the War and after 
Liberation Mehmet Shehu fought and worked in Albania as a mercenary in the pay of 
foreigners and under their orders. When he was in the 1st Brigade he was recruited by the 
Yugoslav secret service (OZNA, today the UDB) and then, by the Soviet KGB , and he served 
them all zealously. Acting on the orders and instructions of foreign espionage centres, 
especially the CIA and the UDB, he and the group of plotters linked with him, who are now in 
the hands of the authorities for full investigation, worked to destroy the Party and the people's
state power and to put Albania under foreign rule.

"In order to carry through the subversive, gangster plans worked out by their patrons in 
Washington, Belgrade and elsewhere, Mehmet Shehu and his associates were prepared to 
commit grave crimes. Mehmet Shehu had received orders from the Yugoslav UDB to kill the 
First Secretary of the Central Committee and other leaders of the Party and state, as well as 
to use terrorist means to crush all those who would rise against this great treachery.

"If they were unable to act to carry out their criminal intentions, this was connected with 
their great fear of the people and the Party and their steel unity, which does not allow any 
enemy, however cunning and diabolical, to have his way. Mehmet Shehu was never able to 
alter or distort the line of the Party, because if he tried to do so he would be immediately 
unmasked." (Enver Hoxha: 'Work and Vigilance to Make the People's State Power Ever Stronger'; 
Tirana; 1982; English Edition).

Enver Hoxha gave this speech in 1982, 3 years before his death, when Ramiz Alia was the next 
to work on the betrayal. This shows how dangerous the enemy was before and after Enver 
Hoxha's death. Here many parallels can be drawn between the death of Enver Hoxha and 
Stalin - the murderers were the same - revisionists! It is no coincidence that the end of Albania
coincided with the end of the Soviet Union. The threads can be traced back to Washington.

Ivanov was later the revisionist ambassador of the SU in Tirana in 1957. In other words, a 
Khrushchevite. The poly-agent Mehmut Shehu also worked on behalf of Khrushchev against 
Albania. Beria's security ministry had obtained his information from Mehmut Shehu's 
security ministry without the knowledge of the CPA or the CPSU, without the knowledge of 
Stalin or Enver Hoxha!

This was in fact the "information about the interior of Albania" that Beria had confronted 
Comrade Enver Hoxha with so brazenly and vilely in Moscow in June 1953. Beria may not 
have known in all details that from 1948 on, hundreds of diverse and criminal gangs, sent to 
Albania by Tito and the West together, were all exterminated by Albanian security forces, but 
as one of the leading security officers of the Soviet government, he must have been 
fundamentally informed about it, must have known, not least with the help of Mehmut Shehu,
what he was doing there, and cannot be rehabilitated blindly as a "Marxist-Leninist" today, 
only with regard to his hostile attitude towards Albania and his pro-Yugoslavian attitude. We 
must most probably assume that Beria did not stop at "gathering information" but that he 
abused it, that he used it against Stalin, against Enver Hoxha and thus against the 
revolutionary cause of the world proletariat. In "The Titoites" Enver Hoxha wrote:

"After Stalin's death, the group that came to power sentenced the head of the Soviet KGB 
Beria for numerous violations of the law. We called on Mehmut Shehu to check whether there 
had not also been mistakes in the organs of our Ministry of the Interior, which he headed. 
Mehmet Shehu was afraid that his connections with the Soviet KGB or Western agencies 
would be exposed and that he would suffer the fate of Beria. He went to the Soviet 



ambassador Levichkin, to whom he assured his devotion to the newly arrived Khrushchevites,
demanding Soviet protection." (Enver Hoxha: 'The Titoites'; Tirana; 1983; p.634; Translated from
German).

From 1952 to 1953, that envoy was ambassador to Albania and from 1953 to 1955 he was 
ambassador to Albania. In 1956, he headed the 5th European Department of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of the USSR. Since he was not replaced by Khrushchev, it can be assumed that
in 1952 Levichkin could not have been "a rock-solid follower" of Stalin.

It may be interesting to note that there were astonishing parallels between the ministries of 
the interior in Albania and the Soviet Union. In both cases, conspirers used the highest posts 
in the ministries of the interior to overthrow the dictatorship of the proletariat and liquidate 
the party leadership not just once, but many times over a long period of decades! It is as 
astonishing as it is remarkable that not the Interior Ministries themselves uncovered and 
smashed all these conspiracies and conspiracies (for which the proletariat had actually set 
them up and which would have been their most urgent task!!!), but the Bolshevik parties, 
PLA and the CPSU with Enver Hoxha and Stalin at the head, and not without engaging in a 
dangerous fight with the moles of the Ministries of the Interior!

Returning to Enver Hoxha's last meeting with Stalin, if one keeps in mind the situation in the 
Soviet party leadership, Stalin's response to Enver Hoxha's report on the fight against the 
anti-party elements in the CPA is revealing: "'You did the right thing,' Stalin said to me, 'the 
enemy will try to smuggle himself into the Party itself, even into its Central Committee. But 
with great vigilance and a determined attitude, such attempts can be detected and thwarted." 
(ibid; page 187). And this was certainly intended directly for the ears of Beria, who was 
involved in the Mingrelian Conspiracy at the same time. Moreover, Beria, who had personally
attended this meeting between Stalin and Enver Hoxha, deliberately concealed all the 
intelligence information he had received about the situation within the Albanian party. Beria 
deceived not only Enver Hoxha, but also Stalin at that meeting. According to Enver Hoxha's 
statement in 1981-1982, Mehmut Shehu supplied the Soviet secret service with secret 
information shortly after the liberation of Albania. Both Mehmut Shehu and the Soviet secret 
service are guilty of this, and there is no doubt that Shehu and Beria worked together.

Stalin addressed Enver Hoxha on the question of economic construction, "that you (...) must 
also pay more attention to strengthening the working class and training cadres. The Party 
must pay special attention to the working class" (ibid). From Stalin's desire to strengthen the 
unity between the Party and the working class it can be seen that this must have been of great 
importance for his struggle in his own Party and state leadership, especially for the Soviet 
post-war reconstruction of the economy. Enver Hoxha also reported Stalin's criticism that 
much in the Soviet Union had been morbidly idealized, and that the slogan "everything is 'in 
the best of order' (ibid; page 196). was dangerous. We know today that the modern revisionists
liked to operate with this slogan in order to hide behind it the path they were pursuing for the 
restoration of capitalism. "Everything is in order" was not the way to communism, but 
"everything is in order" was the way back to capitalism. This was the essence of the 
revisionists' "order".

Enver Hoxha must have seen Beria for the last time before Stalin's death at the 19th Party 
Congress in 1952. He only met him again in Moscow in June 1953, a few months after Stalin's 
death and a few months before Beria's arrest.

In the following we list Enver Hoxha's assessments, page by page, in the "Khrushchevites" 
here:



"If there were some excesses in the course of this just and titanic struggle, it was not Stalin 
who committed them, but Khrushchev, Beria and company, who for sinister hidden motives, 
showed themselves the most zealous for purges at the time when they were not yet so 
powerful. They acted in this way to gain credit as 'ardent defenders' of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, as 'merciless with the enemies', with the aim of climbing the steps in order to 
usurp power later. The facts show that when Stalin discovered the hostile activity of a Yagoda 
or a Yezhov, the revolutionary court condemned them without hesitation. Such elements as 
Khrushchev, Mikoyan, Beria and their apparatchiki hid the truth from Stalin. In one way or 
another, they misled and deceived Stalin. He did not trust them, therefore he had told them to 
their faces, '. . . when I am gone you will sell the Soviet Union.' Khrushchev himself admitted 
this. And it turned out just as Stalin foresaw. As long as he was alive, even these enemies 
talked about unity, but after his death they encouraged the split." (ibid; p.19).

In June 1953 Enver Hoxha was received in Moscow when Khrushchev had not yet fully seized
power, where Malenkov still ranked first and Beria was second:

"Beside him stood Beria, with his eyes glittering behind glasses and his hands never still." 
(ibid; p.21).

Enver Hoxha had hardly spoken for twenty minutes when:

"when I heard Beria, with his snake’s eyes, say to Malenkov, who was sitting listening to me 
as expressionless as a mummy:

"'Can’t we say what we have to say and put an end to this?'

"(...) Beria, pleased that I had finished, put his hands in his pockets and tried to work out 
what impression their replies were making on me." (ibid; p.23-24).

"Malenkov and Beria seemed to be the two 'cocks of the walk'" (ibid; p.24).

"Beria began to speak, the movements of his hands and eyes revealing his embarrassment and
irritation, and said that according to their information, we allegedly had unsuitable and 
dubious elements, not only in the army, but also in the apparatus of the state and in the 
economy! (...) Bulganin sighed with relief and looked around, not concealing his satisfaction, 
but Beria cut short his smile. He openly opposed Bulganin’s 'advice' about purges and 
stressed that the 'elements with a bad past, but who have since taken the right road, must not 
be purged but should be pardoned.'" (ibid; p.26).

And Enver Hoxha responded to Beria's accusations:

"'(...) not only do I not accept these accusations but I am telling you that your informers are 
deceiving you, are concocting slanders.'" (ibid; p.27). (That was for Beria!!! And it hit 
home!!!)

"My conclusion from this meeting was unpleasant. I saw that the leadership of the Soviet 
Union was ill-disposed towards our country. The arrogant way they behaved during the 
meeting, their refusal to give those few things that we sought, and their slanderous attack on 
the cadres of our army were not good signs.

"From this meeting I observed also that there was no unity in the Presidium of the 



Communist Party of the Soviet Union: Malenkov and Beria were predominant, Molotov 
hardly spoke, Mikoyan seemed to be on the outer and spouted venom, while what Bulganin 
said was bullshit.

"It was apparent that the in-fighting had begun among the leaders in the Presidium of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union." (ibid; p.29-30).

"After he kicked out Malenkov, leaving him only the post of prime minister, Khrushchev 
made himself first secretary of the Central Committee in September 1953. It is evident that 
Khrushchev and his group of close cronies hatched up the intrigue in the Presidium carefully, 
by setting their opponents at loggerheads and eliminating Beria and apparently 'taming' the 
others.

"There are many versions about the arrest and execution of Beria. Amongst others it was said 
that men from the army, headed by General Moskalenko, arrested Beria right in the meeting 
of the Presidium of the CC of the party. Apparently Khrushchev and his henchmen charged 
the army with this “special mission”, because they did not trust the state security, since Beria 
had had it in his hands for years on end. The plan had been hatched up in advance: while the 
meeting of the Presidium of the CC of the party was being held, Moskalenko and his men got 
into a nearby room unobserved. At the given moment, Malenkov pressed the bell and within a
few seconds Moskalenko entered the office where the meeting was being held and approached 
Beria to arrest him. It was said that Beria reached out to take the satchel he had nearby, but 
Khrushchev, who was sitting 'vigilant' by his side, was 'quicker' and seized the satchel first.

"(...) This is what was said, took place and Khrushchev himself admitted it. Later, when a 
general, who I believe was called Sergatskov, came to Tirana as Soviet military adviser he also
told us something about the trial of Beria. He told us that he had been called as a witness to 
declare in court that Beria had allegedly behaved arrogantly towards him. On this occasion 
Sergatskov told our comrades in confidence: 'Beria defended himself very strongly in the 
court, accepted none of the accusations and refuted them all.'" (ibid; p.30-31).

In June 1954 Enver Hoxha was back in Moscow, where he was directly confronted by 
Khrushchev for the first time, several months after he had become First Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU:

"'The party leads, organizes, controls,' he theorized. 'It is the initiator and inspirer. But Beria 
wanted to liquidate the role of the party,' and after a moment of silence he asked me: 'Have 
you received the resolution which announced the sentence we passed on Beria?'

"'Yes,' I replied.

"He left his discourse about the party and started to speak about the activity of Beria; he 
accused him of almost every crime and described him as the cause of many evils. These were 
the first steps towards the attack on Stalin. For the time being, Khrushchev felt that he could 
not rise against the figure and work of Stalin, therefore, in order to prepare the terrain he 
started with Beria. At this meeting, moreover, to our astonishment, Khrushchev told us:

"'When you were here last year, you assisted in the exposure and unmasking of Beria.'

"I stared in amazement, wondering what he was leading up to. Khrushchev’s explanation was
this:



"You remember the debate which you had last year with Bulganin and Beria over the 
accusation they made against your army. It was Beria who had given us that information, and 
the strong opposition which you put up in the presence of the comrades of the Presidium, 
helped us by supplementing the doubts and the facts which we had about the hostile activity 
of Beria. A few days after your departure for Albania we condemned him.

"(...) The “Beria” dossier had been closed. Khrushchev had settled accounts with him." (ibid; 
p.35-36).

"Khrushchev and Mikoyan were the bitterest enemies of Marxism-Leninism and Stalin.

"(...) Khrushchev and Mikoyan worked to a plan and after the death of Stalin found an open 
field for their activity, also because of the fact that Malenkov, Beria, Bulganin and Voroshilov 
proved to be not only blind, but also ambitious, and each of them struggled for power.

"(...) In a few words, they applied this tactic: split and divide in the Presidium, organize the 
forces of the putsch outside, continue to speak well about Stalin in order to have the millions 
strong masses on their side, and thus bring closer the day of the seizure of power, the 
liquidation of opponents, and of a whole glorious epoch of the construction of socialism, the 
victory of the Patriotic War, etc. All this feverish activity (and we sensed this) was aimed to 
create the popularity of Khrushchev inside the Soviet Union and outside it." (ibid; p.50-51).

"The truth is that in this initial stage of Khrushchev’s revisionist assault, Beria was the 
appropriate card to play to advance the secret plans. As I have written above, Beria was 
presented by Khrushchev as the cause of many evils: he had allegedly underrated the role of 
the first secretary, damaged the “collective leadership”, and wanted to put the party under the
control of the state security apparatus. On the pretext of the struggle against the damage 
caused by Beria, Khrushchev, on the one hand, established himself in the leadership of the 
party and state and took control of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, and on the other hand, 
prepared public opinion for the open attack which he was to undertake later on Joseph 
Vissarionovich Stalin, and on the real work of the Bolshevik Communist Party of Lenin and 
Stalin." (ibid; p.52-53).

"I have spoken above about the meeting in June 1953 with Malenkov, Beria, Mikoyan, and 
others in Moscow. Apart from other things, from the way they behaved towards us and how 
they handled the economic problems which we raised, I felt that now it was not only the body 
of the unforgettable Stalin that was missing in the Kremlin, but also his generous humane 
spirit, his attentive, friendly behaviour and his outstanding Marxist-Leninist thought." (ibid; 
p.67).

At a meeting with Soviet leaders on June 8th, 1954, Khrushchev's social-imperialist grimace 
on the Albanian oil question was fully expressed when he boldly declared:

"'I know that your oil is not in demand, it contains many impurities, especially bitumen and a 
high percentage of sulphur, and processing it makes it even less profitable. Let us give you an 
example of what has occurred to us with our oil at Baku. We have invested billions of rubles 
there. Beria always sought sums for investment for the development of oil in Baku from 
Joseph Vissarionovich, since Stalin, having worked in Baku in the past, knew that there was 
oil there. However, from the discoveries we have made today, other places of our homeland 
and from the analyses we have made, it turns out that the exploitation of the oil at Baku is not 
profitable.' [An outrageous lie, especially when one thinks about the First and Second World War 
and the events of Georgia today!]



"After giving me a good lecture with figures about the 'profitability' and “non-profitability' of
the extraction of oil, with the aim that I 'should not make mistakes' like Stalin(!), Khrushchev 
came round to the point:

"'Hence we must make our reckoning economic questions very carefully, both in our country 
and in yours, and if you have profitable sources of oil, fine, we give you credits. However, 
reckoning things this way, it turns out that it is more profitable for us to supply you from our 
oil . . .'" (ibid; p.78-79).

Khrushchev's course was to limit socialist construction in Albania to the "cultivation of citrus 
fruits". Khrushchev wanted to turn Albania into an orchard of the USSR. And as an example 
he cited the restriction to fruit growing, which he had already forced on the Georgians 
immediately after he came to power. By 1954, Khrushchev's Russian social-imperialism had 
been put into practice as planned, even in the non-Russian Soviet republics.

In 1954, Khrushchev thought it was still too early to openly attack Stalin's Marxist-Leninist 
line on the Yugoslav Question and used one of his popular sleights of hand instead. He argued 
that Beria had only pushed Yugoslavia further into the arms of imperialism and that it needed
to be embraced rather than forced in order to be better assimilated. Enver Hoxha wrote about
this:

"And those who were to blame were found to be Beria among the Soviets, who with his 
actions had caused 'justifiable dissatisfaction among the Yugoslav leadership', and Djilas 
among the Yugoslavs (who had been condemned by Tito in the meantime), who 'openly 
propagated liquidationist views', was 'an active partisan for the orientation of Yugoslavia 
towards the Western countries', etc.!

"Thus, according to Khrushchev, the problem turned out to be very simple. The breach with 
Yugoslavia was based not on real reasons but on fabricated pretexts, so 'we wronged you for 
nothing and the culprits have been found: Beria on our side, and Djilas on yours. Now we 
both have condemned these enemies, therefore, all we have to do is to kiss and make up and 
forget the past.'" (ibid; p.112).

Tito had placed four conditions upon Khrushchev, the fourth of which was as follows:

"Fourth, the causes of the conflict, said Tito, are neither Beria nor Djilas. The causes go 
deeper, therefore you, the Soviets, and the others united with you, must completely abandon 
the line of the time of Stalin, abandon your former principles, because in this way the true 
causes of the conflict are automatically overcome." (ibid; p.118-119).

This indirectly indicates that they did not want to get rid of Beria because he was an 
obstructive defender of Stalin's line on Yugoslavia from 1948/49. Both Khrushchev and Tito 
were in agreement against Stalin, but neither side justified Beria's guilt with Stalin's 
"defense" of him. We address this to the Berianists!

In the summer of 1955, Enver Hoxha arrived in Moscow to meet with the Khrushchevite 
Suslov, the greatest demagogue, who was a member of the War Council in the Caucasus from 
1941-44, head of the partisan associations there, a member of the Presidium of the Central 
Committee of the CPSU from 1952-1953, and a member of the Foreign Affairs Commission of 
the Union Council of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR at the time of the meeting with Enver 
Hoxha:



"In his opening words he told me that we would talk about the Yugoslav problem and stressed
in a dictatorial tone:

"(...) 'The main problem is that the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union has examined the Yugoslav question in a realistic light, bearing in mind the traitorous 
work of Beria, and we made self-criticism about this. Our Central Committee came to the 
conclusion that the breaking off of relations with Yugoslavia was a mistake, that is, we were 
hasty.'" (ibid; p.135-136).

"'A number of mistakes have been made, but they must be examined carefully,” said Suslov, 
and started to list a series of 'arguments' to convince me that the Yugoslav leaders were 
allegedly not on a wrong road. Naturally he also tried to lay the blame on Beria and Djilas 
and the efforts of imperialism 'to attach Yugoslavia to itself'.

"'Molotov, too, has maintained a very sectarian stand on this problem,' continued Suslov. 'He 
personally made mistakes in state relations with Yugoslavia while insisting that it was the 
Yugoslav comrades that made the mistakes. However, the Central Committee demanded that 
Molotov proved where the Yugoslavs had been wrong, and we criticized him severely for his 
stand. Finally he, too, expressed his solidarity with the Central Committee'." (ibid; p.137).

In order to force the Albanians to reconcile with the Belgrade revisionists and thus force them 
to rehabilitate the Yugoslavian anti-party elements they had condemned, Enver Hoxha was 
woken in the middle of the night by a call from Mikoyan:

"Mikoyan began to deliver a standard monologue about “socialist Yugoslavia”, about Tito 
who was “a fine chap”, about Beria’s mistakes and the sins they had allegedly committed (the 
Soviet Union and the Information Bureau), and then he concluded:

"(...) 'You, too, must help ensure that Yugoslavia does not go over to the imperialist 
camp . . .'" (ibid; p.141).

"Precisely after the death of Stalin we entered into conflict with the new leadership of the 
Soviet Union - Malenkov, Bulganin, Khrushchev, Mikoyan, and others. Three or four months 
after Stalin's death they attacked us fiercely and shamelessly...

"We took part in the meetings of the communist and workers' parties in Moscow, but did not 
go there with the views of Mao Tsetung. We did not speak out against the Soviet Union until 
the conditions for this were ripe, but within ourselves, we had great worries and doubts about 
its leadership. It did not show itself resolute, there was confusion there. We sensed the 
contradictions which existed within it, among the leaders, and especially over the line of 
Stalin, although we had no real knowledge of them.

"Our opinion is that Mao Tsetung knew about this situation and that he must have been in 
agreement with the line and actions of Khrushchev against Stalin and the line of the Bolshevik
Party...

"(...) After the death of Stalin and regardless of his saying that 'Khrushchev is a great man', 
Mao (naturally, these are suppositions) put himself above Khrushchev and thought that he 
ought to have his place after Lenin as "a great philosopher" and the leader of a country with 
the biggest population in the world." (Enver Hoxha: 'The Chinese Revisionists are Attacking the 



Party of Labour of Albania in an Underhand Way' in: 'Reflections on China', Volume II; Tirana; 
1979; p.410-411; English Edition).

- End of Enver Hoxha's quotes dealing with Beria -

Now we have taken the trouble to carefully collect all the quotes from Enver in which Beria 
was mentioned. We think that it is more than clear that Enver recognized in Beria an enemy 
of Marxism-Leninism. May the reader judge for himself whether he wants to side with us on 
the side of Enver Hoxha or with the Berianists on the side of Beria. Bear this in mind: The 
Berianists pretend to base themselves on BOTH the Marxist-Leninist Hoxha AND on the 
"Marxist-Leninist" Beria? Who is the Marxist-Leninist, Enver or Beria? Whoever takes 
Beria's side is in our opinion an enemy of Enver Hoxha and Stalin. For us there can be no 
other conclusion! We of the Comintern/ML are of the opinion that Enver Hoxha is not only a 
Marxist-Leninist, but the 5th Classic of Marxism-Leninism and his word has all the more 
weight. His word is for us Marxist-Leninists law: The accusation and condemnation of the 
anti-Marxist-Leninist Beria, the accusation and condemnation of the Berianists and 
Berianism! This corresponds to the revolutionary spirit of Enver Hoxha - this is Hoxhaism! 
Today's struggle against Berianism is the development of Hoxhaism!

The Berianists are Hoxhaists in words and anti-Hoxhaists in deeds! And as such, we establish 
an irreconcilable demarcation line between them and us: A Marxist-Leninist can never defend
Marxism-Leninism if he defends his enemies at the same time.

One need only look at how perfidiously the Berianists deal with the quotations of Enver 
Hoxha. From this alone we draw our conclusions that we are wary of them, because they 
accuse Enver Hoxha of exactly the opposite of what he said, as we will see in a moment.

And this is exactly how the Berianists have acted towards the Comintern/ML. They are hiding
all of Enver Hoxha's assessments of Beria. The only thing the Berianists found in Enver 
Hoxha is not even from Enver Hoxha himself (!), but Enver Hoxha was writing there about 
someone who secondhandedly told him about how Beria had defended herself so cunningly in 
his trial that nothing could be proven against him. We take this quote from Enver Hoxha from
the pro-Beria "red channel" on the internet where it can be found:

"When a general, whose name I think was Sehatskov, came to Tirana as a military adviser, he 
also said something about the trial of Beria. On that occasion, Sergatskov told us 
confidentially: 'Beria defended himself very well in court. He did not accept any of the 
accusations and refuted everything'." (red channel; Translated from German).

With your hand on your hearts comrades, can you seriously want to prove with this quotation 
that Enver Hoxha considered Beria to be a Marxist-Leninist?

"To support this," they add the anti-Stalinists Nikolaevsky and Lang. With them, you know 
that you can't believe anything they say. Even Sudoplatov, Beria's student, logically defended 
Beria when he spoke about the trial. Surely one must not believe people who are not Marxist-
Leninists at all, nor must one conceal what the Marxist-Leninists believe about Beria. Stalin 
already had the death sentence for Beria in his pocket, the trial against Beria was scheduled 
for March 1953 by Stalin. Should the comrades then accuse Stalin as an enemy of Marxism-
Leninism because he wanted to liquidate the "Marxist-Leninist" Beria?

Furthermore, the Berianists cite a quotation from Svetlana, Stalin's daughter. We have also 



collected what Svetlana thought of Beria and then listed it here to prove that the Berianists 
used the same sleight of hand that they used with the quotations from Enver Hoxha. They 
made all of Svetlana's devastating judgements about Beria disappear into a drawer (and 
there's quite a lot!!!) and used only one single quotation (!) of her to "prove" the quotation of 
Enver Hoxha that they dug up. The quote reads:

"The trial was staged - without any evidence". We have taken Svetlana's quote here again 
from the Internet, again from "red channel".

The Berianists' intention is transparent. They claim that: If Beria was shot by the 
Khrushchevites without evidence, ergo Beria must have been a "Marxist-Leninist". Is that 
Marxist logic? How stupid do the Berianists actually think we are? Beria, as the most 
powerful man in the state, had enough evidence to have all the other members of the 
Presidium shot, because they were so dirty. Yes, he was so powerful that he could do whatever 
he wanted with them even without evidence. He occupied the Kremlin with his own troops 
and put his pistol to the chests of the entire Presidium, and they had to give in, had to do what
he said. They had no other choice if they wanted to live. Yes, that was Beria! These are facts 
and that was Beria's death sentence. He knew too much and had them all in his hand. The 
members of the Presidium were blackmailed by him, paraded by him, had to dance to his 
tune. If they had not eliminated him, all the conspiracy groups would have been blown up and
the whole coup against Stalin would have been in danger. If one of them talked, all of them 
were finished. Even if they had wanted to reveal everything about Beria's crimes at that time, 
they would only be digging their own grave. It was only with a trick that the Khrushchevites 
finally succeeded in luring Beria into a trap and letting him snap shut. This mutual putschism 
had nothing to do with the correct actions of a Bolshevik party. So for the time being they had 
no choice but to grit their teeth and wait for the 20th Party Congress, where they were well 
prepared to tell their tall tales about Beria, mixed with half-truths and truths, without 
burdening themselves with them.

Everything decisive about this was said in Enver Hoxha's "The Khrushchevites". We have 
examined these events again elsewhere. Just as we did with the Enver Hoxha quotes, we want 
to let Svetlana speak here in detail so that you can see for yourself. Everything that Svetlana 
wrote about Beria in Georgia we have listed in the chapter on the Mingrelian Conspiracy of 
Beria and left out here to avoid repeating ourselves.

Svetlana Defended her Father against Beria:

Svetlana loved her father, nobody in the world disputes that. Why should she lie after his 
death? Why should she hide anything, why should she wrongly accuse anyone? We Marxist-
Leninists do not agree with everything she wrote about her father and socialism in the Soviet 
Union, but we believe what her honest childhood heart felt about Beria's constant presence, 
and so we studied her letters about life with her father with great attention and not without 
compassion for her hatred of Beria. One thing Svetlana said clearly: For her, there is no 
person in the whole world whom she had hated more in her life than Beria, and whom she, 
involuntarily, got to know personally better than others. She would have done anything to 
protect her father from Beria, and it was precisely this powerlessness against Beria, to have to 
watch her father run further and further into ruin, that had broken her heart. Confidants of 
Stalin's daughter suspect that Svetlana was only allowed to write her criticism of Beria in the 
"slave language". The first reason for this is that she had to publish her "Twenty Letters to a 
Friend" in the West, and thus under the possible influence of certain political circles, in 



publishing and editing. The second reason for this is that Khrushchev had given her the order 
not to disclose anything about the murder of her father, because the official authorities in 
Russia have kept this secret to this day. But Svetlana's choice of words nevertheless made it 
quite clear that she could only hate Beria so deeply for one reason: She knew about it just like 
her brother, who was locked up in prison only because he, too, knew about the truth and 
unlike Svetlana had dared not to remain silent, but to openly speak out about the murder of 
his father, which he paid for with his life. What we see here is the social-fascist violence, 
namely to brutally invade the personal relations not only of the masses but also of the great 
leader Stalin, to destroy, torture and kill his family life and to exploit it in the interest of their 
power. Svetlana's wish was to leave forever the country where the murder of her father was 
officially hushed up. Khrushchev would hardly have let her leave the Soviet Union 
unhindered if she had not publicly and explicitly confirmed to him that she would keep the 
truth to herself. It is humanly comprehensible what burned in Svetlana's soul. She had to 
lighten her soul and revealed as much as she could to the public. Before Beria had entered the 
life of her family, she felt happily and lovingly cared for in her family, her relationship with 
her father was unburdened and carefree. Since Beria had appeared, she describes life as hell, 
for Beria wiped out half of Stalin's family and she had to go through all this at close quarters 
as a child.

Beria was, and no one disputes this, the person who had the easiest, most open, unhindered 
and temporally longest access to the most strictly guarded politician in human history. For 
this fact alone it is impossible to objectively exclude him as a perpetrator. We compile such 
statements of Svetlana, which seem to us to be revealing about Beria, here from her "20 
Letters to a Friend", written in 1963 with the accompanying word: "I should like the reader of
these letters to feel that they were written for him".

On March 2, 1953, Svetlana was taken from school to her father's deathbed. She wrote:

"Everyone was tiptoeing around as quiet as a mouse.

"(...) There was only one person who was behaving in a way that was very nearly obscene. 
That was Beria. He was extremely agitated. His face, repulsive enough at the best of times, 
now was twisted by his passions - by ambition, cruelty, cunning and a lust for power and more
power still. He was trying so hard at this moment of crisis to strike exactly the right balance, 
to be cunning, yet not too cunning. It was written all over him. He went up to the bed and 
spent a long time gazing into the dying man's face. From time to time my father opened his 
eyes but was apparently unconscious or in a state of semiconsciousness. Beria stared fixedly at
those clouded eyes, anxious even now to convince my father that he was the most loyal and 
devoted of them all, as he had always tried with every ounce of his strength to appear to be. 
Unfortunately, he had succeeded for too long.

"During the final minutes, as the end was approaching, Beria suddenly caught sight of me and
ordered: "Take Svetlana away!" Those who were standing nearby stared, but no one moved. 
Afterward he darted into the hallway ahead of anybody else. The silence of the room where 
everyone was gathered around the deathbed was shattered by the sound of his loud voice, the 
ring of triumph unconcealed, as he shouted, "Khrustalyov! My car!" [Editor's note: There were
comrades, who had served at that time in direct proximity of Stalin, who were convinced of the fact 
that  courtier of Beria had done the actual dirty work with the procurement and the administration of
the poison!]

"He was a magnificent modern specimen of the artful courtier, the embodiment of Oriental 
perfidy, flattery and hypocrisy who had succeeded in confounding even my father, a man 



whom it was ordinarily difficult to deceive. A good deal that this monster did is now a blot on 
my father's name, and in a good many things they were guilty together. But I haven't the 
slightest doubt that Beria used his cunning to trick my father into many other things and 
laughed up his sleeve about it afterwards. All the other leaders knew it.

"Now all the ugliness inside him came into the open - he couldn't hold it back. I was by no 
means the only one to see it. But they were all terrified of him. They knew that the moment 
my father died no one in Russia would have greater power in his grasp." (Alliluyeva: 'Twenty 
Letters to a Friend'; New York; 1967; p.7-8; English Edition).

When Svetlana held the hand of her dying father she noticed in his last conscious moment:

"He suddenly lifted his left hand as though he were pointing to something above and bringing 
down a curse on us all. The gesture was incomprehensible and full of menace, and no one 
could say to whom or at what it might be directed. The next moment, after a final effort, the 
spirit wrenched itself free of the flesh." (ibid; p.10).

In her "Twenty Letters to a Friend", Svetlana reported on the accusations that Stalin heard 
from his wife because he let Beria rope him in:

"'I see no facts! But she just cried out, 'What facts do you need? I just see he's a scoundrel! I 
won't have him here!' I told her to go to hell. He's my friend. He's a good Chekist. He helped 
us forestall the Mingrelian uprising in Georgia. I trust him. Facts are what I need!'

"My poor, clever mother. The facts came later." (ibid; p.20).

[Parentheses by the editors: In 1929, Stalin had not yet convinced himself that Beria was the 
real leader of the Mingrelian uprising in 1924, but Stalin instead trusted Beria as a "Chekist",
whom he incorrectly defended against the suspicion of his wife! Please do not confuse the 
Mingrelian uprising with the later Mingrelian Conspiracy, for the only thing the two had in 
common was Beria of course! Svetlana writes about the year 1929, when Stalin and his wife 
had quarreled over Beria, one of the reasons why Beria killed the very relatives of Stalin who 
had suspected him! The astonishing thing about this quarrel, which Svetlana has described 
here between her parents, is that Stalin's wife had in 1929 already foreseen the year 1951/52 
that the mastermind of the Mingrelian Conspiracy was none other than Beria - after 
Svetlana's mother had been dead for over 20 years! Stalin had already been warned in 1929, 
but he had ignored the warning by his wife. There are things in life that one should not refrain
from doing until there is "evidence" against them. Beria always had "counter-evidence" on all
10 fingers at hand! Stalin had finally collected enough evidence against Beria in 1951/52, but 
it was to become clear that it was already too late to condemn Beria on the basis of that 
evidence!]

Svetlana suddenly ends the sentence (in the German edition – translator’s note) without it being 
completed. We do not find out why, but everyone can imagine: If Stalin had listened to his 
wife, he would have stayed alive in 1953. In a note of the German edition of her "Twenty 
Letters" there is a remark of the translator, which we do not want to withhold here. It says:

"The Mingrelian Affair of 1951/52, despite numerous results of investigations, remains 
unexplained to this day. It "resulted in a purge of the Georgian party and state apparatus 
whose extent almost eclipsed the bloodbath of the years 1936 to 1938." (note of the German 
translator).



"Unexplained to this day???" Because the murder of Stalin was concealed, and the exact 
opposite must have happened in Mingrelia than what was officially announced afterwards. 
The translator wanted (or had to?) lead the public on a false track in order to distract from 
what had really happened.

Svetlana further wrote:

"The very next day - it was well before the funeral - Beria had the whole household, servants 
and bodyguards, called together and told that my father's belongings were to be removed 
right away - no one had any idea where - and that they were all to quit the premises.

"Nobody argued with Beria. (...) Servants who had worked for my father devotedly for ten or 
fifteen years were simply thrown out. Every one of them was sent away. (...) Two of them shot 
themselves. No one knew what was going on or what they were guilty of or why they were 
being picked on.

"(...) In 1955, when Beria himself and "fallen", they started restoring the dacha. My father's 
things were brought back. The former servants and commadants were invited back and 
helped put everything where it belonged and make the house look as it had before. They were 
preparing to open a museum (...) But then came the Twentieth Party Congress." (ibid; p.23).

In this interesting tripartite division of the period after Stalin's death, Svetlana's statements 
reflect three positions on Stalin, and these are exactly the three moments that broke over 
socialism: the overthrow, the pausing moments of horror and emptiness after the loss of 
Stalin, a brief resurgence of Stalinism only to finally go out, to finally turning away from it.

Svetlana continues:

"My father could not have been cut off from life in those years (before Beria came along – 
editor's note). That came later, when he was isolated from all the sincere, honest, kindly 
members of the family who had been on an equal footing with him." (ibid; p.35).

"Beria, who was already in power in Moscow by this time (around 1938 – editor's note), made 
up various stories about Pavel's death and kept trying to put them over on my father. The 
most farfetched was that Pavel had been poisoned by his wife.

"(...) But that wasn't enough for Beria. A full decade later, in 1948, he had Pavel's widow 
accused of spying and poisoning her husband and she was thrown into jail. (...) Neither was 
set free until 1954." (ibid; p.55-56).

(This only happened after Beria's death. He granted the greatest amnesty immediately after 
Stalin's death, but why not in this case? Why not?).

"What my father didn't want to realize was that in the cellars of the secret police X, Y and Z 
could could be made to testify to anything. That was the domain of Beria, Yezhov and the 
other executioners, whom nature had endowed with a special talent for that sort of thing." 
(ibid; p.78).

"My father was astonishingly helpless before Beria's machinations. All Beria had to do was 
bring him the record of the interrogation in which X 'confessed,', or others 'confessed' for 
him, or worse yet, X refused to 'confess'. (ibid; p.79).



"(...) or whether Beria had simply made up his mind to get rid of those who knew about his 
crimes and had no trouble talking my father into it." (ibid).

"I speak advisedly of his influence on my father and not the other way around. Beria was 
more treacherous, more practiced in perfidy and cunning, more insolent and single-minded 
than my father. In a word, he was a stronger character. My father had his weaker sides. He 
was capable of self-doubt. He was cruder and more direct than Beria, and not so suspicious. 
He was simpler and could be led up to the garden path by someone with Beria's craftiness. 
Beria was aware of my father's weaknesses. He knew the hurt pride and the inner loneliness. 
He was aware that my father's spirit was, in a sense, broken. And so he poured oil on the 
flames and fanned them as only he knew how. He flattered my father with a shamelessness 
that was nothing if not Oriental. He praised him and made up to him in a way that caused old 
friends, accustomed to looking on my father as an equal, to wince with embarrassment.

"Beria's role was a terrible one for all our family. How my mother feared and hated him! And 
it was her friends - Alexander Svanidze, his wife Maria, his sister Mariko who was 
Yanukidze's secretary, to say nothing of Yenukidze himself - who were the first to fall, the 
moment Beria was able to convince my father that they were hostile to him.

"I have already said that in a good many things Beria and my father were guilty together. I'm 
not trying to shift the blame from one to the other. At some point, unfortunately, they became 
spiritually inseparable. The spell cast on my father by this terrifying evil genius was extremely
powerful, and it never failed to work." (ibid; p.137).

"The years 1949 to 1952 were terribly trying for me, as they were for everyone. The whole 
country was gasping for air. Things were unbearable for everyone. The most orthodox Party 
spirit reigned in the house I lived in, but it had nothing in common with the spirit of my 
grandfather and my grandmother, my mother, the Svanidzes and all the old Party people I 
knew. It was all hypocritical, a caricature purely for show." (ibid; p.197-198).

"After the Nineteenth Party Congress in October 1952, he twice informed the Central 
Committee that he wished to retire. It was probably because he was ill. In any case the fact 
that he wanted to retire was known to everyone who belonged to the Central Committee at 
that time." (ibid; p.206).

Svetlana wrote of his 73rd birthday, December 21st, 1952, where she had seen her father for 
the last time:

"Toward the end the 'usual' people were Beria, Malenkov, Bulganin and Mikoyan. 
Khrushchev also appeared from time to time. Molotov was out of things after his wife's arrest 
in 1949. He wasn't even summoned even during my father's last illness. Shortly before my 
father died even some of his intimates were disgraced: the perennial Vlasik was sent to prison 
in the winter of 1952 and my father's personal secretary Poskrebyshev, who had been with 
him for twenty years, was removed." (ibid; p.208).

And Svetlana wrote about Stalin's son, her brother:

"(...) the death of our father, which shook him badly. He was convince that our father had 
been 'poisoned' or 'killed.' He saw that the world world without which he was unable to exist 
was crumbling all around him, and he was terrified.

"Throughout the period before the funeral he was in a dreadful state, and his behavior was 



appalling. There was no one he didn't blame. He accused the government, the doctors and 
everybody in sight of using the wrong treatment on our father and failing to give him a proper
funeral." (ibid; p.215).

This is where our quotes from Svetlana end and you should read them again and again to 
remember her image of Beria.

By the way, Stalin's son Vasily was put into prison by Khrushchev because he accused 
Khrushchev of being his father's murderer.

And finally, here's a quote from Svetlana's "Only One Year":

"Sometimes my father made fun of Beria, repeating the same old joke while directly 
addressing the 'Prosecutor,' who would never have taken it from anyone else. The joke was 
about a Chekist and a professor who lived in the same apartment. One day the professor, 
irritated by his neighbor's ignorance, exclaimed, 'Oh you! You don't even know who wrote 
Yevgeny Onegin!' The Chekist felt insulted (because he really did not know). Soon afterward 
he arrested the profesor, boasting to his friends: 'I got him to confess it! H was the author!'" 
(Alliluyeva: 'Only One Year'; New York; 1969; p.386; English Edition).

Who was Stalin referring to?

- End of Chapter -



Chapter 3 

On Stalinism and the National Question
Stalin's Struggle against the Mingrelian Conspiracy and the "De-Stalinization" of the

National Policy in the Transcaucausus

We can only work with the material from historical documents that we have so far. There must
presumably be entire volumes, while we only have little individual information at our disposal. Our
sparse material is by no means sufficient to make a comprehensively truthful, final judgment about
the Mingrelian Conspiracy. We reserve the right to do so, of course. We lack both the documents

from the Transcaucasus, especially from the Communist Party of Georgia, and the documents
needed for this purpose from the CPSU (B), as well as the files of the American and British secret

services, and documents on the Georgian emigrant circles. Nevertheless, we have decided to make a
rough assessment - with reservations, mind you - with some certainty. After what we have found

out, we assume that all at incriminating facts about Beria, with further clarifications, our provisional
estimate will be more than confirmed. On the basis of the facts presented, we cannot exclude the
possibility of misjudgments. We are committed to correcting them self-critically and particularly

ask all comrades for support and understanding. On the other hand, we would like to make it clear
to the Berianists that they will have no reason to gloat, nor that we intend to rehabilitate Beria as a

"Marxist-Leninist" in the Mingrelian Conspiracy, allegedly because of "lack of evidence". We
would have liked to see more corroborating evidence. But judging from what incriminating material
we have found, there is no doubt about Beria's responsibility in the Mingrelian Conspiracy, nor any

doubt that Beria not only covered up and continues to cover up this crime, but also blames the
Mingrelian Conspiracy on Stalin. The assessment of Comrade Bill Bland is not only known to us,

but it is published for study on our Internet pages, also, and precisely because we have come to
opposite conclusions than he had.

The Mingrelian Conspiracy did not come out of the blue, it has a long history. We have already tried
to contribute something to the enlightenment about the special conditions in Transcaucasia/Georgia

in the first and second part of our article.

Now, the character of Beria in the prehistory of his Mingrelian Conspiracy appears for the first time.
After that we will directly deal with the events in Mingrelia and follow their traces further after

Stalin's death. As with all of Beria's crimes, his true face in the Caucasus only really comes to
light after Stalin's death, because he no longer needed to hide his deeds there afterwards. And
after Beria's death, we linger once again with Khrushchev in Georgia to round out the account of the

connection between the Mingrelian Conspiracy and the 1953 Conspiracy.

On the historical prehistory of Beria's Mingrelian Conspiracy

Beria's code name was "Pavel".

Beria was a member of the CPSU (B) from 1934-1953. In 1918, Beria was an informant in the 
Musavatist police in Baku and from there "offered" his services to the Bolsheviks. In 1919, at the 
time of the Civil War, Beria had been an agent of the Azeri, the Azerbaijani nationalist secret 



service. As an agent of those opponents of Bolshevism, he would have secretly contacted British 
intelligence in Baku, which planted him within the Bolsheviks as a secret agent. According to the 
indictment, Beria had killed all witnesses to his treasonous actions during the civil war in the 
Caucasus. And he remained "faithful" to this line until his own shooting. In 1934, Spirkin had 
accused Beria of being a British spy in 1918. The revisionist Mikoyan introduced Beria to Stalin, 
who then intervened and Spirkin was eliminated by Beria. And it was that Mikoyan as the only 
revisionist who defended his crony Beria at his trial in 1953. The extent to which Mikoyan and 
Beria agreed on the social-fascist NKVD state is evidenced by Mikoyan's commemorative speech 
on the occasion of the 20th anniversary of the NKVD, which was entitled: "Every Soviet citizen - 
an Employee of the NKVD." The origins of the social-fascist East German state can thus be traced 
back to 1937.

Those who still knew about Beria's "past" - that is, how Beria had "joined the Bolsheviks" at that 
time, was the Konsomol leader and Bureau member Kosarev. Beria conspired against him and the 
latter lost not only his post but also his head. Beria blew the same horn as Trotsky with the old 
familiar slander, "golden youth of the Russian Thermidor" (Trotsky: 'On Stalin', Volume 2; 
p.215; Translated from German).

So we know what to make of Beria's bloody schemes. Beria accused Kosarev, along with Yezhov, of
an alleged "plot". Thus, on December 8th, 1938, Beria replaced Yezhov, who was shot on April 
10th, 1939, as People's Commissar for Internal Affairs. The Jewish NKVD generation of Yezhov 
was followed by Beria's Georgian generation with Kobulov, Goglidze, Dekanosov, Tsamara, and 
Gvishian.

At the end of August 1924, Stalin liquidated the counter-revolutionary uprising in Georgia staged 
by Georgian Mensheviks and bourgeois nationalists and directly supported by the Second 
International and agents of the imperialists. This was intended to foment distrust between the 
Party and the non-party peasants, to isolate the Party from the masses and to turn the union of 
workers and peasants into its opposite. Regarding this, Stalin said: "What happened in Georgia 
may be repeated all over Russia..." (Stalin: 'The Party's Immediate Tasks in the Countryside' in: 
'Works', Volume 6; Moscow; 1953; p.322; English Edition). This counter-revolutionary sham of the 
Mensheviks and nationalists was fully in line with Beria's methodology in the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy, namely to turn Georgia against Moscow and to undermine the unity between the CPSU 
of Georgia and the CPSU (B) precisely by such fomentation of mistrust and discontent, with Beria 
posing in Georgia as a champion against the "Great Power Chauvinism of Stalin", with his 
Mensheviks and nationalists, with the foreign imperialists, as allies. We do not deny that Beria 
fired some shots against the Mensheviks in Georgia, but not out of love for the Bolsheviks, but
in order to save Menshevism, with whose ideology the old bourgeoisie of Georgia had sucked 
and robbed the Georgian people and with which the "yoke of communism" was to be shaken 
off again in Georgia. Beria was in words a "Bolshevik" in order to restore Menshevism in that
way. He had no alternative, because Stalin had crushed Menshevism in Georgia, so that it 
could no longer openly show itself there.

In 1922, Zubov had been tasked with monitoring clandestine connections between rebellious 
Georgian Mensheviks and their agents in Turkey. Beria thus had access to Menshevik connections 
abroad. Through his work with Zubov, Beria entered the GPU and became its head in the Caucasus. 
From 1921 to 1931, he was already active in the State Security Service, first as deputy chairman of 
the Cheka in Azerbaijan, then in Tbilisi; he then became Chairman of the GPU of Georgia, Deputy 
Chairman, and finally Chairman of the GPU of the entire Caucasus. Appointed General Secretary in
1931, he advanced to General Secretary of the Party of All Transcaucasia in 1932. The 
Transcaucasian Federation was dissolved in 1936. Its continued existence might not have prevented 
a later escalation by the Mingrelian Conspiracy, but it would have made it all the more difficult. In 



any case, the background for the dissolution of the Federation is obscure, because Stalin and Lenin 
had known at its foundation why they considered it indispensable!!! Stalin had emphasized that the 
disadvantaged states of the Transcaucasus would receive more protection through the Federation. 
Why, then, did Beria, of all people, wreak bloodbaths in these disadvantaged states? Even before 
the dissolution of the Federation, Beria shot Aghasi Khanjian, the First Secretary of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of Armenia, in his study. In the autumn of 1937, three 
conspirators of 1953, Beria, Malenkov and Mikoyan, came to Armenia to purge, which had 
disastrous consequences for the new First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of Armenia, A. Amatuni and for many others.

Beria's "History of the Bolsheviks in the Transcaucasus" appeared in 1949, in which he prepared his
own cult of personality. He had had the book written for him by someone else. One year later Stalin 
already acted against its Mingrelian Conspiracy. Stalin did not agree at all with this personality cult 
story and the relationship with Beria cooled down further. From 1936 to 1946, Beria was People's 
Commissar (Minister) of Internal Affairs and State Security, until he was replaced by Abakumov. 
On January 31st, 1941, Beria was appointed General Commissar of State Security and Deputy to 
the President of the Soviet of People's Commissars. During the war he was a member of the State 
Committee for Defense. Beria was relieved of his duties as Commissar of Internal Affairs in 
December 1945. He had held the post since 1938 (except for the Atomic Commission). By 1946, in 
the second half of the 1940s, Beria was Deputy Prime Minister and a member of the Politburo, and 
after Stalin's assassination he was at the finish line - the greatest, most feared and most dangerous 
counter-revolutionary at the head of the USSR.

Beria, with Molotov's support, demanded that the first wave of purges in the 1930s be stopped (!), 
since the action had "lost all political character" and "the embittered people would eventually turn 
against the Politburo and Stalin." Beria also immediately compiled a rehabilitation list for Stalin. 
Only after Stalin's death would it become clear that Beria had in fact followed the intention of 
protecting the enemies of the Soviet Union, and it was not the people "who would express their 
bitterness toward the Politburo and Stalin" but the political criminals released by Beria. 
Whenever there were leadership changes, such a committee was named to mobilize criticism and 
self-criticism before the new leaders took office. This included Stalin's criticism of Merkulov (a 
henchman of Beria!) for illegally (!) dropping the cases against the Trotskyites. That also got the 
old NKVD officers Sudoplatov and Eitingon, Beria's vicarious agents, into trouble.

Beria brought his Merkulov with him from the Caucasus. The latter was an employee of the OGPU 
there in 1921. In 1931-1934, he was Beria's collaborator in the Main Administration of the State 
Security Service (GUGB) in the Transcaucasian SFSR. In 1938, he rose to become Beria's deputy in
the NKVD, where he worked until 1941. After that, he became the head of the newly established 
NKGB. After the NKGB was renamed the MGB, he headed the intelligence service until October 
1946. Stalin was barely dead when Beria appointed him Minister of State Control in April 1953. 
In September 1953, Merkulov was arrested by Khrushchev and shot on December 23rd, 1953. 
Merkulov supported the cult of personality around Beria, especially in Georgia. Beria himself had 
been praised by Georgian poets and musicians, and Merkulov published a pamphlet about Beria 
with the treasonous title: "A Faithful Son of the Party of Lenin and Stalin." He wanted to become 
Stalin's successor.

For his counter-revolutionary special operations, Beria released prisoners without asking about their
guilt or innocence. This showed Beria's cynicism and pragmatism. According to records, they 
were all political criminals, some of whom had even been arrested on Stalin's direct orders 
(!!!) - they were Beria's "castings", events behind prison walls to select his most counter-
revolutionary "superstars" for "certain" purposes. Is it possible to organize counter-
revolution even more criminally than Beria did? And not only in Georgia, but also in the entire 



USSR. And not just once, but continuously and systematically, throughout his political career until 
his death. Beria seduced his people into some pernicious act, taught them fear of exposure, and thus 
managed to bring them unconditionally under his influence. He widely used provocations in dealing
with his cadres to make them compliant. What did Marx and Engels say about this when they 
exposed the Bakunists?

"The economic and political struggle of the workers for their emancipation is replaced by the 
universal pan-destructive acts of heroes of the underworld-this latest incarnation of revolution.
In a word, one must let loose the street hooligans suppressed by the workers themselves in 'the
revolution on the Western classical model', and thus place gratuitously at the disposal of the 
reactionaries a well-disciplined gang of agents provocateurs." (Marx, Engels: 'The Alliance of 
Socialist Democracy and the International Working Men's Association' in: 'Collected Works', 
Volume 23; New York; 1988; p.555; English Edition).

Thus Beria, in the tradition of the Bakunists, provided the restoration of capitalism with a well-
disciplined gang of agents provocateurs - and not only in Georgia. Beria and his underground 
movement declared war on Stalin at a time when the Cold War of the imperialists against the Soviet
Union was escalating! This underhanded event is historically comparable to the First International 
at the time of its dissolution. In connection with the Commune, the First International came under 
pressure from reactionary governments,

"And this was the moment that the Alliancists, on their part, chose to declare open war on the 
General Council! They claimed that its influence, a powerful weapon in the hands of the 
International, was but a weapon directed against the International itself. It had been won in a 
struggle not against the enemies of the proletariat but against the International. According to 
them, the General Council's domineering tendencies had prevailed over the autonomy of the 
sections and the national federations. The only way of saving autonomy was to decapitate the 
International.

"(...) Their resounding phrases about autonomy and free federation, in a word, war-cries 
against the General Council, were thus nothing but a manoeuvre to conceal their true 
purpose-to disorganise the International and by doing so subordinate it to the secret, 
hierarchic and autocratic rule of the Alliance." (ibid; p.554, 555).

This fits perfectly with the Mingrelian Conspiracy. It, too, was an "maneuver to conceal its true 
purpose-to disorganize the USSR and by doing so subordinate it to Beria's autocratic rule".

The autocrat Beria mastered the agent craft and the methods of carrying out acts of sabotage and 
was tried and tested in the Cheka work of Georgia, both for the Bolsheviks and against them!!!! 
He changed sides if it only helped him to get ahead. Beria knew how to earn Stalin's trust, but he 
was on his guard. Beria was shrewd and it was difficult to prove anything against him, although the 
criticism of his methods was unmistakable all over the Soviet country, from the party base to Stalin. 
The fox changes its pelt but not its character, and Beria performed contract work for the 
opponents of the Bolsheviks. He came to Stalin only to learn about his plans and to thwart 
them. In doing so, he wanted to give Stalin the impression that as a "Chekist" he was 
indispensable in the struggle against the enemies of Bolshevism, as if victory over them 
depended on him personally. Thus, at Stalin's side, Beria created for himself a centrally 
organized, state-institutionalized scheme, a perfect tool against the entire Soviet leadership. 
With his informational advantage "from above," he could frame, finish off, or eliminate 
everyone in good camouflage. Relying on party discipline, Stalin eventually cut off Beria's 
authority over his unlimited access and connection to everything and everyone, allowing him 
only one liaison track, which he had provided for Beria to make his moves more controllable. 



Even in his field of activity, which was narrowly circumscribed by Stalin, Beria created his 
own sphere of power in Georgia, which he controlled absolutely under his command - 
bypassing the Party and bypassing Stalin, of course.

Beria was one of the most dangerous enemies of the world proletariat after the death of Trotsky, 
although he was not uninvolved in it. It was Beria who eliminated Yezhov by sending Stalin the 
invented story that the NKVD had allegedly planned a coup. That worked. In that way he took over 
from the purged "conspirator" Yezhov, the head of the NKVD in 1938, whom he later arrested. And 
such leadership battles were often waged by Beria through eliminating rivals. On Beria's word,
the CPSU (B) Politburo classified all of Yezhov's higher-ranking associates as "politically 
unreliable" and replaced almost the entire NKVD personnel. The purge of the NKVD had to be paid
for with heavy losses of experienced, highly qualified leading cadres. This was a great damage to 
the Soviet Union, but of great advantage to Beria because the new personnel were easier to move in 
the direction he wanted them to go under his own command. Marx and Engels in "The Bakunists at 
Work" fits Beria like a glove, except that Bakunin organized his secret alliances in the Tsarist 
Empire, while Beria organized them under the dictatorship of the proletariat in the USSR of Lenin 
and Stalin:

"It is regarded as a matter of principle and necessity to debauch a small minority of carefully 
selected workers, who are enticed away from the masses by a mysterious initiation, by making
them take part in the game of intrigues and deceit of the secret government, and by preaching
to them that through giving free rein to their 'evil passions' they can shake the old society to 
its foundations." (ibid; p.555).

What was the conspiracy before and during the 1930s in
concrete terms in the Caucasus and what role did Beria play?

As early as March 1918, Stalin assessed the Transcaucasian counter-revolution under the mask 
of socialism as follows:

"Of all the border regions of the Russian Federation,Transcaucasia is presumably the most 
distinguished for the abundance and diversity of the nationalities it comprises. Georgians and 
Russians, Armenians and Azerbaijan Tatars, Turks and Lesghians, Ossetians and Abkhazians
—this is a far from complete picture of the national diversity of the seven-million population 
of Transcaucasia.

"Not one of these national groups has clearly defined national boundaries, they all live 
intermingled and interspersed, and not only in the towns but in the countryside as well. That, 
in fact, explains why the common struggle of the Transcaucasian national groups against the 
centre in Russia is so frequently obscured by the bitter struggle they wage among themselves. 
And that creates a very 'convenient' opportunity to camouflage the class struggle with 
national flags and tinsel.

"The October Revolution sharply changed the situation. (...) the propertied classes of 
Transcaucasia clearly perceived that the October Revolution and Soviet power spelled their 
inevitable doom. It therefore became a matter of life and death for them to fight the Soviet 
power. And the 'socialist' Menshevik and Socialist Revolutionary intellectuals, having already 
tasted of the tree of knowledge of power, now that they were faced with the prospect of losing 
power, automatically found themselves in alliance with the propertied classes." (Stalin: 
'Transcaucasian Counter-Revolutionaries Under a Socialist Mask' in: 'Works', Volume 4; Moscow; 
1953; p.52, 54; English Ediiton).



This anti-Soviet coalition in Transcaucasia had called the German imperialists to its aid and was 
wreaking havoc among the workers and peasants, among the Red Army soldiers returning from the 
front, and was stabbing the October Revolution in the back. Many Bolsheviks were either arrested
or murdered in the name of the "socialism" of the Menshevik counter-revolution raging there.

"Is it not clear that the alliance of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks with the 
agents of imperialism is an 'alliance' of slaves and menials with their masters?" (Stalin: 'The 
Shooting of the Twenty-Six Baku Comrades by Agents of British Imperialism' in: 'Works', Volume 
4; Moscow; 1954; p.265; English Edition).

"Either they go along with Russia, and then the toiling masses of the border regions will be 
freed from imperialist oppression;

"Or they go along with the Entente, and then the yoke of imperialism will be inevitable.

"There is no third course." (Stalin: 'The Policy of the Soviet Government on the National 
Question in Russia' in: 'Works', Volume 4; Moscow; 1953; p.365; English Edition).

We will never forget the shooting of the 26 Baku comrades by the agents of English imperialism. 
On the hands of the Mensheviks is the blood of the Bolsheviks, on Beria's hands is the blood of the 
Bolsheviks, of the Bolshevik leader Stalin! After the center was victorious, the October Revolution 
spread to the border regions and swept away the bourgeoisie and the landowners there. But from 
the center of the revolution, at the same moment, the counter-revolutionaries fled to the 
border regions, to those old nationalist hotbeds. There, they had never broken with the 
imperialists, but had continued to collaborate in order to instigate revolts and uprisings and to stir 
up unrest in order to incite the peasants against the proletarian center. From there, then, a new 
center of reaction was building up, where all the counter-revolutionary elements from all over 
the country were gathering. From the border regions they planned and organized the overthrow of
the center, and from there they later organized the Mingrelian Conspiracy against Stalin.

And how did the Mensheviks behave when their counter-revolutionary power was overthrown by 
the socialist revolution? They crawled under the newly formed Soviet power of the workers and 
peasants and then waved the flag of the October Revolution to hide behind it their 
counterrevolutionary intentions, which they did not intend to abandon. Stalin was to be proven right
when he prophesied this at that time:

"But such is the fate of the Mensheviks: this is not the first time they are lagging behind 
events, and not the last time, we presume, that they are parading in old Bolshevik 
breeches. . . ." (Stalin: 'The Logic of Facts' in: 'Works', Volume 4; Moscow; 1953; p.143; English 
Edition).

It was exactly Beria, who in old Bolshevik breeches, conjured up an acute danger for the USSR 
with the Mingrelian Conspiracy.

It is very interesting and instructive how Stalin personally assessed the situation in the 
Transcaucasus before and after the October Revolution (July 13th, 1921):

"I remember the years 1905-17, when complete fraternal solidarity was to be observed among
the workers and among the labouring population of the Transcaucasian nationalities in 
general, when fraternal ties bound the Armenian, Georgian, Azerbaijanian and Russian 
workers into one socialist family. Now, upon my arrival in Tiflis, I have been astounded by the



absence of the former solidarity between the workers of the nationalities of Transcaucasia. 
Nationalism has developed among the workers and peasants, a feeling of distrust of their 
comrades of other nationalities has grown strong: anti-Armenian, anti-Tatar, anti-Georgian, 
anti-Russian and every other sort of nationalism is now rife. The old ties of fraternal 
confidence are severed, or at least greatly weakened. Evidently, the three years of existence of 
nationalist governments in Georgia (Mensheviks), in Azerbaijan (Mussavatists) and in 
Armenia (Dashnaks) have left their mark.

"(...) I pass now to the conclusions:

"1) Develop all-round economic construction work, concentrating all your forces on this work
and utilising in it the forces and resources both of capitalist groups in the West and of petty-
bourgeois groups at home. [Stalin's implementation of Lenin's NEP in Transcaucasia immediately 
after the 10th Party Congress of the CPR (B) of March 1921 - editor's note]

"2) Crush the hydra of nationalism [we have spoken at the beginning about the Hydra Beria - 
editor's note] and create a healthy atmosphere of internationalism in order to facilitate the 
union of the economic efforts of the Transcaucasian Soviet Republics, while preserving their 
independence.

"3) Guard the Party against an influx of petty-bourgeois elements and preserve its 
staunchness and flexibility, systematically improving the quality of its membership.

"Such are the three principal immediate tasks of the Communist Party of Georgia.

"Only by carrying out these tasks will the Communist Party of Georgia be able to keep a tight
hold on the helm and defeat economic ruin." (Stalin: 'The Immediate Tasks of Communism in 
Georgia and Transcaucasia' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.97, 101-102; English Edition).

Stalin's key to victory over the counter-revolution in the Transcaucasus was to unite the 
workers, peasants and Red Army of Transcaucasia with the workers, peasants and Red Army 
of the center for the conquest of proletarian power, to unite the revolutionary forces of the 
center with the revolutionary forces of the border regions in   class unity  , for the consolidation 
of unified Soviet power. It was precisely in the class unification of the revolutionary forces of 
the center and the border regions, supported by the nationally oppressed masses, in the 
Marxist-Leninist connection of the social question with the National Question on the road of 
the socialist revolution, its consolidation through the establishment of the USSR, where the 
strength of Stalinism had proven itself.

"The essence of this policy [the national policy of the Russian communists – editor's note] can be 
expressed in a few words: renunciation of all 'claims' and 'rights' to regions inhabited by non-
Russian nations; recognition (not in words but in deeds) of the right of these nations to exist as
independent states; a voluntary military and economic union of these nations with central 
Russia; assistance to the backward nations in their cultural and economic development, 
without which what is known as 'national equality of rights' becomes an empty sound; all this 
based on the complete emancipation of the peasants and the concentration of all power in the 
hands of the labouring elements of the border nations—such is the national policy of the 
Russian Communists." (Stalin: 'The October Revolution and the National Policy of the Russian 
Communists' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.116; English Edition).

This was the national basis on which Stalinism developed. The solution of the extremely 
difficult and complicated National Question in the Caucasus - that was a masterpiece of 



Stalinism. Characteristic of this was once again the time-honored Stalinist tactic of exploiting 
the contradictions within the opposing camp, namely, to turn the nationally-minded, the still 
anti-Soviet masses of the border regions, who remained under the influence of their national 
"governments," against them, to force them to break with the bourgeoisie and its imperialist 
foreign allies and turn to the workers and peasants, and finally to help them to overthrow and
defeat the bourgeois camp and its leadership in open insurrection. The victory in the 
Caucasus - that was a victory of Stalinism - a blossoming, socialist Transcaucasia after the 
Civil War. This victory was so overwhelming that even with the murder of Stalin, even to this 
day, it did not finally fade. It should never be forgotten that Stalin's victories in the 
Transcaucasus were also victories against the imperialists, who fueled the uprising there 
against the center of the USSR, interfered in the internal affairs of the Transcaucasus and 
tried to occupy it.

"No regime in the world has permitted such extensive decentralization, no government in the 
world has ever granted to the peoples such complete national freedom as the Soviet power in 
Russia." (Stalin: 'The October Revolution and the National Question' in: 'Works', Volume 4; 
Moscow; 1953; p.165; English Edition).

Stalin made the USSR the strongest regime in the world, because he founded it on the power 
of the creative masses of the oppressed nationalities, which was directed against every - 
consequently also against national - oppression, against the power of the bourgeoisie, the 
"own" as well as the foreign, against imperialism in general.

"For only that is secure which is granted voluntarily." (Stalin: 'Congress of the Peoples of 
Daghestan' in: 'Works', Volume 4; Moscow; 1953; p.411; English Edition).

"Peace, the agrarian revolution and freedom for the nationalities—these were the three 
principal factors which served to rally the peasants of more than twenty nationalities in the 
vast expanse of Russia around the Red Flag of the Russian proletariat." (Stalin: 'The October 
Revolution and the National Policy of the Russian Communists' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 
1953; p.115; English Edition).

For people who knew Georgia before the revolution, Georgia was unrecognizable after 10 years. A 
tremendous upsurge of the economy and culture, a tremendous growth of political activity of the 
broadest masses of the people - all this was achieved only thanks to Lenin-Stalin's national policy. 
The development of communism in Transcaucasia was hampered by the confusion over the 
National Question. But the workers and peasants of Transcaucasia were able to learn from 
both Western and Russian communism and avoid the mistakes made there from the very 
beginning. Thus it can be explained that communism in Transcaucasia under Stalin's 
leadership was able to go from success to success within 10 years with seven-league boots. The 
peoples of the Caucasus will never and can never lose this from their memory.

The coming to power of the modern revisionists meant the restoration of old feudal-capitalist 
relations as a result of the new bondage of the workers and peasants and the broad masses of the 
Georgian people.

In the individual national republics there were bourgeois-nationalist groups (e.g., pan-Turkish 
organizations), Mensheviks, social revolutionaries, etc. They fought for a nationalist state against 
the Soviet power and for the bourgeois restoration of the Caucasian state The conspiracy activities 
were unfolded among different Georgian groups.

The vicious work was carried out in the Union Republics in order to compromise Stalin's National 



Policy. There was no area in the construction of socialism that did not fall victim to pest work. Even
under the guidance of the Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, the nationalist groups in Georgia tried to 
thwart, sabotage and damage the collectivization of agriculture, on the other hand, not only 
provoked the discontent of the masses, but also committed acts of terror against the Communist 
Party of Georgia and against the Georgian state, especially against its heads and leaders. 
Disorganization was carried out especially in the sectors of the economy where the Georgian 
population was directly affected such as:

Bureaucratization as a means of struggle for pest work and for provocation against the Soviet state 
on the basis of deliberately induced discontent among the masses, especially in agriculture.

Artificial supply shortages in housing, cooperatives, trade, goods turnover. Fraud, embezzlement 
and misappropriation were not prosecuted, but systematically encouraged and supported; likewise, 
the conspirators manipulated the control organs to camouflage their pernicious work. The counter-
revolution used the sleight of bureaucratism as an active weapon against both the government and 
the masses. About 15% of the apparatchiks consisted of former Mensheviks, Social Revolutionaries,
anarchists, Trotskyites, and other anti-party elements. All were under the supreme command of the 
Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites. For example, the operators of the pest work had expensive butter 
produced that the population could not afford, cheaper varieties did not reach the consumer market, 
and glass splinters and nails were even discovered in the butter! The conspirators succeeded in 
bringing winter boots in summer and summer clothes in winter to the points of sale nationwide in 
order to systematically incite the population against the government. It was in this milieu that Beria 
became the master of his pest work under the guise of the "Bolshevik" cleaner with all the 
nationalist rabble in the Caucasus.

The Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites (Rakovsky) provided negative analyses of the relations of the 
border republics with the center on behalf of the English intelligence service, which it had prepared 
in connection with Stalin's 1936 Constitution. This enabled the English superpower to exploit 
weaknesses and contradictions also concerning the Republic of Georgia. Territorial cessions in the 
Caucasus were also the basis of negotiations for the Trotskyites.

In the trial of Pyatakov, Vyshinsky asked him, "With whom did you speak from Transcaucasia?" 
The replied, "With Mdivani." Serebryakov spoke to Mdivani about the need to send 
Transcaucasian Trotskyite terrorists to Moscow. A terrorist act was planned against Yezhov. 
Serebryakov talked about it with Midvani. The conspirators waged an internal partisan struggle 
against the party leadership and the Soviet Union in the 1930s, including in Georgia under Mdivani.
Freight traffic was paralyzed, loading times were artificially delayed, wagons were underutilized, 
etc. In the Caucasus, oil shipments were thwarted. That is why Kaganovich was also charged with 
cleaning up in the transport sector. During the mobilization in the war the troop transports were to 
be disorganized and a chaos was to be organized, in Georgia the permeability of the railroad 
junctions were to be lowered. The conspirators wanted to combine the pest work in industry with 
the diversion work in transportation. This was what was needed if Stalin's leadership was to be dealt
a crushing blow. Kaganovich found out about the saboteurs in Georgia, so Stalin also found out 
about Beria. Kaganovich was also attacked. Assassinations of the ministries and the ministers with 
simultaneous sabotage and economic terror in all departments on the ground in the industrial 
agglomerations, the factories and mines. Murders of workers (especially the murders of the workers
in the Stakhanovite movement) were included, etc., but also in the army detonations of the troop 
transports of Red Army soldiers. When Stalin went to the Caucasus at that time, 4 trains were sent 
as dummy trains to protect him from assassination. The GPU knew about terrorist attacks against 
Stalin on the train. Molotov narrowly escaped a planned car bombing.

Mdivani, Kavtaradze, and Okudzhava, - and Chikhladze and Kiknadze formed a Trotskyite 



group. Mdivani was the Commissar of the Light Industry and Deputy Chairman from 1931-36. 
Expelled for Trotskyism in 1928 and rehabilitated in 1931. Expelled again in 1936 and sentenced to 
death by firing squad in 1937. Mdivani prepared an alleged terrorist attack against Beria and 
Yezhov in 1935 under the direction of Serebryakov and gathered terrorists who could be assembled 
in Moscow to ensure the most successful realization of the so-called group terrorist acts. Stalin 
wrote a lot of exposing things about Mdivani in Volume 5 and this can be read there. There is 
also an article by Stalin on the counter-revolutionaries in Transcaucasia, which we also 
recommend for study. Mdivani was an English informant at that time.

A nephew of Stalin - Limonadze - was accused in 1936 of having belonged in 1932 to the left 
group "Schatzkin-Lominadze-Sten", which had united in a Bloc with "Zinoviev-Kamenev" and 
Trotsky to carry out acts of terror against the leadership of the CPSU (B) and the Soviet 
government. Lominadze cooperated with Smirnov. The latter would not say in court that he had 
been systematically communicating with the Georgian dissenters since 1928. In 1932 Smirnov had 
a meeting with Georgian deviants, who were known to have been terrorist since 1928. Smirnov had 
repeatedly met with the Georgian deviant Okudzhava. Smirnov was associated with the Stückgold 
terrorist group in 1929/30. In Georgia, Stalin fought the two-front struggle against the collaboration 
of "left "opportunism and right opportunism to unite with the nationalist reactionary forces. How far
Beria had his hands in this, we do not know exactly. In any case, he will have laid his protective 
hand over this anti-Stalinist brood in Georgia, because with the beginning of personal access to 
Stalin he had the opportunity to handle Stalin's national policy in the Caucasus "in his own way".

The indictment against the anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites in March 1938 states, among 
other things, that it had planned and organized the dismemberment of the USSR and the separation 
of Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan with the armed support of foreign aggressors.

As for the terrorist crimes of the Georgian bourgeois nationalists, Mdivani, Okudzhava and others 
were convicted by the Supreme Court of the Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic on July 9th, 1937, 
which we have no documents about. In any case, they were in contact with their Georgian emigrant 
headquarters in Western Europe, as well as with the Second International, which did everything to 
support the overthrow of Soviet power from the outside. The old rope connections between the 
Georgian counter-revolution and the Second International run throughout the history of 
Georgian Menshevism. To what extent Beria was involved in providing them with "first source" 
information about Stalin we do not know. We only know that Mdivani and Beria were "good 
acquaintances"!!!!

There was a question of an alleged "act of terrorism" against Beria in 1934 (we base this on the trial
reports of the 1930s). But the Trotskyite leadership covered Beria under the pretext that "an act of 
terror against Beria could thwart the act of terror against Stalin." It was decided to proceed to the 
preparation of the terrorist act against Stalin "without stopping the preparation of the terrorist act 
against Beria", because among the counter-revolutionaries Beria was not to be exposed, whom 
one wanted finally to have the foot in the center of power with, was not to be exposed. Beria 
"should therefore not be liquidated" before Stalin was liquidated (and this is exactly how it 
happened in 1953!! What a coincidence!!). The Georgians were to determine a group and to take 
over the organization and preparation of the terror act, thus both that against Stalin and against 
Beria. In addition there was a third act of terror: Yezhov. Beria himself took over this one. In the 
middle of 1935 the terrorist acts were to be carried out by Mdivani's group in Moscow. The terrorist
acts were to be carried out by Chekhvadze. There was a meeting on the formation of a Georgian 
Bloc of Trotskyites, with the Georgian Mensheviks and nationalists (Armenian Dashnaks and 
Musavatists in Azerbaijan). Here are the links to the roots at the time of the October Revolution
and the Civil War in Georgia (then fighting Lenin) and, in 1953, the conspiracy against Stalin.
That anti-Soviet Caucasian bloc had played a dangerous role from the beginning to the end of 



the history of the USSR and was continuously active and has been just as actively fought by 
Stalin the entire time.

All this time one name runs through this bloc: the Menshevik Mdivani. We see from his person 
that most members of the Mensheviks - some earlier, others later - had crawled under with 
the Bolsheviks in order not only to camouflage their anti-Bolshevik activity, but thereby to 
make it even more effective, by occupying influential political posts. So there were quite a few 
former Mensheviks in the leadership of the Party (of course there were also former Mensheviks 
who became honest Bolsheviks - no question) - and Sudoplatov accused Stalin of "overestimating" 
the struggle against the Mensheviks. Why do you think he made this assertion? Mdivani as well as 
Beria worked together with England, that much is certain (a look into the archives of the English 
secret service would be sufficient to prove this!) How the relations between them existed concretely,
we therefore do not know. Did Sudoplatov want to cover up the Mensheviks and divert attention 
from them?

Serebryakov testified at the trial, "With regard to the Dashnaks and the Musavatists, Mdivani told 
me at the end of 1935 that he had first traced the connections, but with the Mensheviks he had 
reached an agreement." He had established the contact with the Mensheviks on the basis of 
granting Georgia the predominant influence over the territory of Transcaucasia. Georgia was to 
subjugate Armenia and Azerbaijan. Georgia was an independent state, which played and had always
played the leading role in Transcaucasia. And still plays today. However, Georgia is not considered 
an isolated case, but typically representative of all the territories of the USSR, because everywhere 
the same anti-party activities were organized and coordinated by the Trotskyite headquarters - later 
in cooperation and finally even under the direct command of the Nazis.

We would also like to let the witness Svetlana, Stalin's daughter, have her say here. In her 
"Twenty Letters to a Friend" she mentions the name of Redens, an authoritative Chekist from
Ukraine after the Civil War (Stalin, by the way, had great doubts about Beria and Malenkov's 
accusations that Redens was an enemy):

"He was later transferred to the Georgian Cheka. This is where he first came into conflict 
with Beria, who was ambitious to become head of the Georgian Cheka. They to an instant 
dislike to one another. Redens, after all, was a disciple of Dzerzhinsky's. Beria, on the other 
hand, thought of Georgia as his personal satrapy and a base for his future climb to power. 
Redens soon had to leave Georgia." (Aliluyeva: 'Twenty Letters to a Friend'; New York; 1967; 
p.57-58; English Edition).

"(...) and was never seen again." (ibid; p.59).

"(...) and Beria entered on his reign as First Secretary of the Georgian Communist Party.

"I shall come back late to Beria, who seems to have had a diabolic link with all our family and
who wiped out a good half of its members. Olga Shatunovskaya, an Old Bolshevik from the 
Caucasus, who knew Beria's mile and sized him up very early, is the one who told me about 
those days. But in fact all the old Party people in Transcaucasia knew him for exactly what he 
was. Had it not been for the inexplicable support of my father, whom Beria had cunningly 
won over, Kirov and Ordzhonikidze and all the others who knew Transcaucasia and knew 
about the Civil War there would have blocked his advance. They, of course, were the very 
ones he destroyed first, as soon as he had a chance." (ibid; p.58).

"Redens was arrested in 1937. That was the first blow. Soon afterward both the Svanidzes 
were arrested.



"How could such a thing happen? How could my father do it? The only thing I know is that it 
couldn't have been his idea. But if a skilled flatterer, like Beria, whispered slyly in his ear that 
"these people are against you," that there were "compromising material" and "dangerous 
connections," such as trips abroad, my father was capable of believing it." (ibid; p.77-78).

"I remember vividly the last time Uncle Alexander Svanidze came to the apartments at the 
Kremlin. He looked sad and depressed. He must have known all too well what was going on. 
People were being arrested in Georgia, where Beria got his start.

"(...) It was as if my father were making a point of cutting himself off from his relatives, his 
family and all their concerns.

"My mother's death was a dreadful, crushing blow...

"(...) With typical cunning Beria played on my father's bitterness and sense of loss. Up to then
he had simply been an occasional visitor to the house in Sochi when my father was on vacation
there. Now that he had my father's sympathy and support, however, he quickly warmed his 
way up to the job of First Secretary of the Georgian Communist Party. Olga Shatunovskaya 
told me that the Party people in Georgia were appalled and Ordzhonikidze stubbornly 
opposed it, but that my father wouldn't give an inch.

"Once he was First Secretary in Georgia, it didn't take Beria long to reach Moscow, where he 
began his long reign in 1938. From then on he saw my father every day. His influence on my 
father grew and grew and never ceased until the day of my father's death.

"Olga Shatunovskaya has told me that Beria's role in the Civil War in the Caucasus was 
highly ambiguous. He was a born spy and [italics] provocateur [italics[. He worked first for 
the Dashnakists (the Armenian nationalists) and then for the Reds as power swung back and 
forth. Once the Reds caught him in the act of treason and had him arrested. He was in prison 
awaiting sentence when a telegram arrived from Kirov, who was chief of all operations in the 
Caucasus, demanding that he be shot as a traitor. Just then, however, the fighting started up 
again, and he was such small fry that nobody got around to dealing with him. But all the Old 
Bolsheviks in the Caucasus knew of the telegram's existence-and Beria himself knew of it. 
Isn't it perhaps here that one should seek an explanation of Kirov's murder many years later?
It was right after Kirov's murder in 1934, after all, that Beria began his climb to prominence 
and power. It's at least a strange coincidence-the death of the one and the rise of the other. I 
can't imagine, moreover, that Kirov would ever have allowed Beria's election to the Central 
Committee.

"Sergei Kirov was a great friend of the family from way back, probably from their early days 
in the Caucasus. He knew the Alliluyevs exceedingly well...

"(...) Then, in December, Nicolayev shot him. Wouldn't it be more logical to link his killing 
with the name of Beria rather than with that of my father, as is done by transparent hints 
today?

"I'll never believe my father was involved in this particular death. Kirov was closer to him 
than the Svanidzes, the Redenses, his other relatives, or most of his other colleagues. Kirov 
was close to my father and my father needed him. I remember when we got the awful news 
that Kirov was dead, and how shaken everybody was.



"Sergo Ordzhonikidze, another of our old friends, died in 1936. I suspect that this, too, was a 
result of Beria's machinations.

"(...) He was well acquainted with Beria from his days in the Caucasus and couldn't stand 
him. He was also a fairly massive obstacle on Beria's path to power-particularly in Georgia. 
But as Beria started to rise, Ordzhonikidze's position became very difficult." (ibid; p.136-139).

The Mingrelian Conspiracy

The state security organs were initially reprimanded by Stalin for failing to expose terrorist work 
in time. When that was not done, Stalin's vigilance campaign was intensified among the Soviet 
public at the end of 1948, and a new wave of purges by Comrade Stalin, which had become 
urgently necessary, rolled across the entire Soviet Union. It reached as far as Georgia: The 
deviation to nationalism turned out to be an adaptation of internationalist, proletarian politics
to the nationalist politics of the new bourgeoisie, reflecting an attempt to restore capitalism in 
Georgia. If the Yugoslav Tito bacillus were to take root in Georgia, sooner or later it would pose an 
existential threat to all Soviet peoples.

In "Pravda" of January 13th, 1953, it was said - and this sounds unmistakably like Stalin:

"There is no doubt that as long as there is still blind confidence work among us, there will also
be pest work. In order to eliminate pest work, we must put an end to the blind confidence 
within our ranks."

And Stalin himself finally put an end to his blind confidence towards Beria in the autumn of 
1951 - but unfortunately, it was too late.

The Mingrelian whose conspiracy Stalin smashed was called BERIA. Among all the 
conspirators of 1953 Beria was the only member of the Presidium known to us who had 
already instigated several conspiracies against Stalin, whereby he suffered a defeat in the 
Mingrelian Conspiracy for the time being, for which he took revenge on Stalin in the 
conspiracy of 1953 and was thus able to bring the Mingrelian Conspiracy to an end after all - 
at least until the day of his shooting. From then on, Khrushchev took over the "de-
Stalinization" of Georgia.

The purges against the Mingrelian Conspiracy, in 1950/51, remains as Stalin's final large-scale
purge. Some historians estimate that Stalin even convicted more criminals than in the 1930s, a
fact that may not be known to all comrades. Also the functionaries of other Union Republics, 
were not spared. They were rightly accused of their bourgeois nationalism, cosmopolitanism 
and espionage for foreign countries. Stalin thus directed his purge not only at the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy alone, but included in his purge the entire USSR! We can therefore assume that 
the Mingrelian Conspiracy was not a geographically limited "isolated case", but that it must 
have been an extensive conspiracy within the entire USSR, and thus not only affected the 
border regions. That counter-revolutionary network, which spanned the entire Soviet country,
could not possibly have been directed by a small group of Mingrelian conspirators. It had to 
be centrally directed. We can safely assume that there must have been counter-revolutionary 
connections between all the Union Republics, which were in a few powerful hands - including 
Beria's hands. But this was to become clear only after Stalin's death!

The Mingrelian Conspiracy was an act of sabotage to lower the prestige of the SRs of Georgia 
and the USSR and to overthrow the power of the Georgian people. In Georgia, Stalin's purge 
was directed against Mingrelian nationalists who collaborated with the Western powers 



against the Soviet Union to wage their shadow war. They led enemy elements to crawl under 
the imperialists' lap skirts and become compromised. Stalin's struggle against the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy was thus part of the struggle against the Cold War of Anglo-American 
imperialism on the native soil of the USSR, which was trying to instigate anti-Soviet 
oppositions there. Some elements were to appear openly and others were to remain in the 
background as "Trojan horses", thus throwing balls to each other and protecting each other. 
This was the general tactic of imperialist subversive activity within the communist ranks. The 
Mingrelian Conspiracy was a coup by nationalists who disguised themselves with the mask of 
"socialism" in order to hide their hostility to the Soviet Union behind the accusation of 
"Russian Great Power Chauvinism." The "Russian Great Power Chauvinism" charge was, of
course, aimed at Stalin's General Line, especially his Bolshevik National Policy. In short, they 
hated socialism, wanted to get rid of it and exchange it for capitalism as soon as possible, 
which is why they had let the imperialists in on their Mingrelian Conspiracy. They called for 
"autonomy" because they did not want to be told anything from "above" anymore. But not 
wanting to be told anything from "above" in socialism can only mean not wanting to know 
anything more about socialism and putting one's own national interests above the interests of 
the USSR, above the dictatorship of the proletariat. A Marxist ceases to be a Marxist when 
they put their own national interests above internationalist interests - and the strengthening of
the USSR was the internationalist interest of the world proletariat - they have left the soil of 
Marxism to perish in capitalism, which is sadly proving true in Georgia today. Georgia's road 
to capitalist ruin began with Beria's Mingrelian Conspiracy - this is an irrefutable truth of 
history from which not only Georgia but the whole world will learn.

Stalin rightly accused this anti-party grouping within the Communist Party of Georgia of 
high treason and conspiracy.

"We can always cope with open nationalism, for it can easily be discerned. It is much more 
difficult to combat nationalism when it is masked and unrecognisable beneath its mask. 
Protected by the armour of socialism, it is less vulnerable and more tenacious." (Stalin: 
'Marxism and the National Question' in: 'Works', Volume 2; Moscow; 1953; p.342; English Edition).

The whole dynamic of the evolution of Beria's nationalist-Menshevik policy, his counter-
revolutionary conspiracy against Stalin, was only really triggered and set rolling with his 
Mingrelian "affair". As early as the fall of 1951, Stalin subsequently separated the Ministry of State 
Security (MGB) from Beria's sphere of power. From that time on, Stalin waged a particularly 
principled and determined struggle against Beria, a complicated struggle, both open and covert, 
a struggle in which both made use of all means and forms, an extremely instructive struggle, for it 
decided everything, and ultimately themselves. Stalin had been gathering incriminating material 
against Beria for a long time, had him shadowed, and was aware of the danger posed by that man. 
Since Beria was a sly, cunning villain, who professionally mastered his craft of concealment, 
trickery and deception, it was not easy for Stalin to get at him, so that this fight of "two confidants" 
reminded of a dangerous "cat and mouse game". Since Beria knew very well how to twist the matter
in such a way that one could not prove his personal responsibility for the Mingrelian Conspiracy, 
Beria is in the eyes of the Berianists the more admirable, the more clever, the real, the true, etc., 
"Marxist-Leninist". "Marxist-Leninist." The heart of the Berianists laughs when someone rises to 
the sun who "far outshines" Stalin's personality. God knows, a murderer, this "Marxist-Leninist!"

Stalin drafted a resolution "On Corruption in Georgia and the Anti-Party Baramia Group" on 
November 9th, 1951, which was adopted by the Politburo. This resolution denounced Mingrelian 
nationalism: "Bramia is the mastermind." Stalin knew that Beria was the real mastermind, but in 
order to get hold of him, Stalin took a tactically clever approach by first exposing Bramia, who was,
of course, Beria's henchman, as the mastermind. If the Mingrelian maneuvers were allowed to 



continue, Stalin argued, there would be a split into groups, each seeking to advance its own 
nationalist interests, which would undermine Georgia and the unity of Transcaucasia. That, in
turn, carried the risk of secession from the USSR and thus a weakening of the Soviet Union. 
What did Stalin have in mind?

"It must be borne in mind that the remnants of the defeated classes in the U.S.S.R. do not 
stand alone. They have the direct support of our enemies beyond the frontiers of the U.S.S.R. 
It would be a mistake to think that the sphere of the class struggle is limited to the frontiers of 
the U.S.S.R [also by radio across the border of Georgia - with the "Voice of America" (!) - editor's 
note]. One end of the class struggle operates within the frontiers of the U.S.S.R., but its other 
end stretches across the frontiers of the bourgeois states surrounding us. The remnants of the 
defeated classes cannot but be aware of this. And precisely because they are aware of it, they 
will continue their desperate sorties [with the Mingrelian Conspiracy - editor's note]." (Stalin: 
'Report and Speech in Reply to Debate at the Plenum of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.' in: 
'Works', Volume 14; London; 1978; p.264; English Edition).

"Our organisations in the republics can become Marxist only if they are able to resist the 
nationalist ideas which are forcing their way into our Party in the border regions, and are 
forcing their way because the bourgeoisie is reviving, the N.E.P. is spreading, nationalism is 
growing, there are survivals of Great-Russian chauvinism, which also give an impetus to local 
nationalism, and there is the influence of foreign states, which support nationalism in every 
way." (Stalin: 'Fourth Conference of the Central Committee of the R.C.P.(B.) with Responsible 
Workers of the National Republics and Regions' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.316; 
English Edition).

"In order to smash nationalism, it is necessary first of all to tackle and solve the national 
question. But in order to solve the national question openly and in a socialist way, it must be 
tackled on Soviet lines and be fully and entirely subordinated to the interests of the labouring 
masses organized in Soviets. Thus, and only thus, can the last intellectual weapon of the 
bourgeoisie be struck from its hands." (Stalin: 'Speeches Delivered at a Conference on the 
Convening of a Constituent Congress of the Soviets of the Tatar-Bashkir Soviet Republic' in: 
'Works', Volume 4; Moscow; 1953; p.94; English Edition).

"If we were to allow groups in this situation, under these complex conditions, we would ruin 
the Party, convert it from the monolithic, united organisation that it is into a union of groups 
and factions contracting with one another and entering into temporary alliances and 
agreements.

"(...) Living as we do in a situation of capitalist encirclement, we need not only a united party, 
not only a solid party, but a veritable party of steel, one capable of withstanding the assault of 
the enemies of the proletariat, capable of leading the workers to the final battle." (Stalin: 
'Thirteenth Conference of the R.C.P.(B.)' in: Works', Volume 6; Moscow; 1953; p.23; English 
Edition).

Of course, this also applies to the Transcaucasus - especially under the threat of the Cold War from 
the Anglo-American imperialists, not only to the party groups there, but also to the interests of the 
national groups outside the Party. Last but not least, this quote also applies to the groups in the Party
Presidium of the Moscow headquarters at the time of the conspiracy before and after the 
assassination of Stalin.

"In one way or another, all these petty-bourgeois groups penetrate into the Party and 
introduce into it the spirit of hesitancy and opportunism, the spirit of demoralisation and 



uncertainty. It is they, principally ,that constitute the source of factionalism and 
disintegration, the source of disorganisation and disruption of the Party from within. To fight 
imperialism with such “allies” in one’s rear means to put oneself in the position of being 
caught between two fires, from the front and from the rear. Therefore, ruthless struggle 
against such elements, their expulsion from the Party, is a pre-requisite for the successful 
struggle against imperialism." (Stalin: 'The Foundations of Leninism' in: 'Works', Volume 6; 
Moscow; 1953; p.192; English Edition).

That factionalism also applies to the Mingrelian conspirators. And it is a fact that Stalin had got into
this very situation of being shot at from two sides…

"The Transcaucasian, the Georgian revolt [in 1924 - editor's note] was a grave warning. Such 
revolts are possible in future if we do not learn to expose and eliminate our evils, if we go on 
making it appear outwardly that all is well." (Stalin: 'Dymovka' in: 'Works', Volume 7; Moscow; 
1924; p.23; English Edition).

Later we learn from Stalin's daughter Svetlana in her "Twenty Letters to a Friend" that 
Stalin's wife recognized Beria's signature behind this Georgian revolt and reproached her 
husband for not wanting to admit it. Stalin warned everyone against a repetition of the 
Georgian uprising, except himself - and so it came to the events of 1951/52 and at a time when 
the uncovering of the Berianist boil could no longer be eradicated by him! If he had listened to
his wife, Stalin would still be alive in 1953 - at least that was the opinion of Stalin's daughter 
in 1963.

On November 16th, 1951, the next Politburo resolution initiated by Stalin followed: "On the 
Expulsion of Hostile Elements from the Territory of the Georgian SSR" (deportation orders to 
Kazakhstan so that the Berianist elements could not organize further pest work in Georgia).

In the next step, Stalin replaced the leadership of the Communist Party of Georgia, which he 
had prepared from long hand. Sharia, the Georgian Party Secretary, had worked as the Deputy 
Head of the Intelligence Service (for Beria!!!) in the years before. After serving a prison 
sentence to which he had been sentenced because of his activities as a Mingrelian nationalist, this 
nationalist and stooge of Beria's power was immediately after Stalin's assassination elevated to the 
rank of Major General for Foreign Affairs [sic!!!] , in order to continue his foreign agent activities. 
Only for a long time this nice post was not granted to him, because Khrushchev had his own people 
for it and so Beria's henchman, Sharia, had to clear the field.

On March 25th, 1952, and on March 27th, 1952, members and candidates of the Central 
Committee of the CPSU took part in a meeting with the Politburo of the CPSU headed by Stalin in 
Moscow. As a result, another Politburo resolution was adopted: "On the situation in Georgia". In it
it is literally stated: "The Baramia group counted on support of foreign imperialists, planned to 
seize power in the Communist Party of Georgia." The imperialists also got an overview "on the 
situation in Georgia". They informed themselves about the plans of the counter-revolutionary 
forces in Georgia, tried to find out what organizations they were, how strong they were, who was 
leading them and with what fighting tactics they were operating. The anti-Soviet organizations had 
been working on a conspiracy for a number of years. They were trying to weaken the influence of 
the comrades in Georgia who were loyal to Stalin, or to finish them off, to use agents and spies to 
bring about divisions through infiltrated groups and factions. The Mingrelian conspirators were 
against all who fought the influence of the imperialists in Georgia and they were for all who 
did not fight it. The goal of the imperialists was to link up with the counter-revolutionary 
forces in Georgia in order to lead them against the Soviet Union and its party leadership. The 
cooperation with the imperialists was intended to destroy the link between the Communists 



and the Georgian people in order to seize power and establish a Quisling government, the 
Georgian government-in-exile of émigrés. It was Stalin's sacred duty to put a stop to the 
imperialists and thwart their plans in Georgia. That is why he had to wage the struggle 
against the Mingrelian Conspiracy there incessantly, relentlessly and uncompromisingly.

Charviani was deposed and Mgeladze took his post of First Secretary. To "support" the Georgian 
Ministry of State Security headed by Rukhadze, a commission of inquiry was sent to Georgia by 
Stalin. Rukhadze gathered "evidence" against Mgeladze and sent a report to Stalin. Stalin then 
turned directly to Mgeladze and also to the Secretariat of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of Georgia to learn the validity or invalidity of this "evidence" from their own mouths. Stalin 
thus revealed that the Ministry of State Security in Georgia was in cahoots with the Baramia 
group, was directed by Beria. Thereupon, in the next step, Stalin wrote:

"The Central Committee of the CPSU suspects that Comrade Rukhadze has used prison 
inmates to "testify" against Georgian party leaders, bypassing the Party [that was precisely 
Beria's style of work ! - editor's note]. Moreover, it is understood that Comrade Rukhadze has
no right to betray either the Georgian Central Committee or the Georgian government. 
Without their knowledge, he has sent incriminating material to the Central Committee 
through both Georgian organs. The Georgian Ministry of State Security is a ministry of the 
Union Republic and thus subordinate not only to the Moscow headquarters, but also to both 
the government and the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Georgia." (Stalin; 
Translated from German).

Rukhadze's dismissal was decided by the Georgian leadership in Tbilisi and confirmed by the 
Politburo in Moscow. Rukhadze was transferred to Moscow and imprisoned. But this was not the 
end of the "Rukhadze" chapter, because he remained in prison during the "de-Stalinization" at the 
time of Beria and also afterwards - when Khrushchev was in power. He knew too much and 
therefore had to be taken out of circulation for a while. Later Khrushchev took him into his 
service. Beria did not bypass the Party, the Foreign Ministry and even the Red Army only in his 
secret probes. He held the Party in low esteem as the leader of the working class even in Georgia. 
This shows the influence Menshevism had on him there. The criticism of Rukhadze also applies to 
Beria. Namely, he did not attach a leading role to the Party: "Power comes from the State and not 
from the party!"

"The only difference is that the Mensheviks committed this error in 1906/1907, while the 
Politburo of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia is committing it 
now, that is, 40 years later." (Stalin: 'Werke', Volume 17; Hamburg; 1973; p.415; Translated from 
German).

What Stalin wrote here to the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia on May 
4th, 1948, he could also have written to Beria.

In 1952, Stalin did not take his annual vacation to the Caucasus! That was extraordinary. Had it 
perhaps come to his ears that the elements of Beria, which he had purged out, had already planned 
his murder there? A murder, in the middle of Stalin's homeland? But if Beria could not yet 
directly eliminate Stalin's power in Moscow, he tried to strengthen his own influence in Georgia in 
order to push Stalin from there. With Stalin's support, Mgeladze rose to become First Secretary 
of the Abkhaz Party Organization. It was he who assisted Stalin while on leave in Abkhazia. 
According to Sudoplatov, Rukhadze was also said to have been there. Sudoplatov insulted Stalin as 
a:

"Actually it was Stalin who ordered these letters written in the Georgian language, to 



incriminate Beria. We learned later that the cabal of Stalin, Rukhadze, and Mgeladze had 
discussed what the content of the letters should be." (Sudoplatov: 'Special Tasks'; Toronto; 1994;
p.359; English Edition).

So, Stalin was a conspirator and slanderer!!!!!!!!! Stalin - a conspirator and slanderer     against 
the "Marxist-Leninist" Beria!!!! Stalin - the Mingrelian conspirator against Beria - Could it 
be any worse?!

And such an element as Sudoplatov had held a leading position in the secret service the 
longest of all?!!! And that Sudoplatov had trusted Stalin so long, until his boss had murdered 
his (Beria's) boss. Could Sudoplatov have incriminated his own boss Beria even more heavily 
than by labeling Stalin of all people a "conspirator" and "slanderer"? With that self-
deprecating revelation Sudoplatov has forever become a branded traitor to Berianism! 
Sudoplatov accused Stalin of having instigated a "conspiracy" against Beria and Malenkov, in
that Stalin allegedly "slandered" them of having secret connections with Georgian 
Mensheviks and nationalists. Stalin, also a "slanderer" (!!!) - that is already a strong piece! 
Who is the conspirator then? Beria and Malenkov or Stalin? Can there be even the slightest 
doubt or suspicion for Stalinists like us of the Comintern/ML that we reject with absolute 
indignation the accusation that Stalin is a "conspirator, slanderer and denunciator"? Is it not 
clear that we, on the other hand, put Beria and Malenkov in the pillory of the Marxist-
Leninist world movement? Is it not a despicable deceitfulness to interchange perpetrators and
victims? And is it not an even greater crime of the Berianists of today to twist the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy in such a way that, conversely, it becomes a "conspiracy of Stalin" against the 
"Marxist-Leninist" (!!) Beria?? That is pure, naked Trotskyism, which one has infiltrated into
the present-day Marxist-Leninist World Movement!!! The Marxist-Leninist World Movement
must distance itself from this energetically and unambiguously, if it wants to remain credible 
in its loyalty to Stalin. Not drawing this line of demarcation comes close to a betrayal of Stalin 
- because not drawing it inevitably leads to the split of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement,
and this is - as Sudoplatov had revealed - intended by Berianism!!!

Well, the Berianists will surely have had someone to hide if they were willing to take the big risk of 
being discredited as conspirators against Stalin. They must have felt very sure of their putschist 
goals (with the Yankees behind them!). All the more reason to emphasize Stalin's vigilance and 
determination to deal with the Berianists. Stalin actually uncovered secret links with Georgian 
Mensheviks and nationalists. Beria commented on this placatingly, saying "Stalin's instructions to 
liquidate insignificant figures in émigré circles represented no practical use for a great power!" 
What kind of Hitler-fascist, great-power-chauvinist phrasemongering was Beria spouting here? 
"While he, the proud rooster Beria, poses in the cock basket of the great power giants in front of the
Kremlin Wall like Napoleon-frighteningly, the old hen Stalin pecks herself a few `little figures` on 
the backyard of Russia".

Was it really only about "insignificant figures" or did Beria make them extra "insignificant" in 
order to play down their serious danger? Whom Beria is hiding and covering up in truth, these are 
not the insignificant figures IN the emigrant circles, but the dark figures BEHIND the emigrant 
circles, namely the backers, the financiers of the counter-revolutionary emigrant circles - the 
Western Allies! Imperialists can not be called "insignificant figures", can they ? And indeed - it was
already concretely about Stalin's coordination of an action against the USA, which had already put 
together a bloc of nations hostile to the Soviet Union: - Kerensky was to lead that counter-
revolutionary military bloc.

We do not want to withhold from the reader how Lenin assessed the so-called "insignificant 
figures in emigrant circles":



"There is now no country in Europe without some whiteguard elements. Russian émigrds in 
Europe have been estimated to total about seven hundred thousand. These are fugitive 
capitalists and the mass of office workers who could not adapt themselves to Soviet rule. We 
see nothing of this third force, it has emigrated, but it lives and operates in alliance with the 
capitalists of the world, who are assisting it as they assisted Kolchak, Yudenich and Wrangel, 
with money and in other ways, because they have their international bonds." (Lenin: 'The All-
Russia Congress of Transport Workers' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 32; Moscow; 1973; p.279; 
English Edition).

And Lenin specifies that it is not refugees, but "(...) are the agents of world capital, who work 
with it hand in glove." (ibid; p.280).

In a conversation regarding Italy that Comrade Stalin had with Comrade Enver Hoxha in 
1947, the following is Stalin's advice to Enver Hoxha:

"The Anglo-Americans will try to create bases there, to organize reaction and strengthen the 
De Gasperi Government. In this direction you must be vigilant and watch what the Albanian 
fugitives are up to there." (Hoxha: 'With Stalin'; Tirana; 1979; p.72; English Edition).

And indeed, a short time later, the Americans had parachuted groups of divers over Albania, with 
the Albanians killing some and capturing the others.

With the Mingrelian Conspiracy, there was also an attempt by the Anglo-Americans to create a base
in Georgia to organize the reaction there with the help of Beria. And Stalin, of course, was alert to 
what the Georgian émigrés were doing abroad, supporting the Mingrelian Conspiracy from the 
outside.

In this context, it is interesting what Sudoplatov mentioned about Beria in his autobiography:

sudoplatov quote

We ask: Why did the Georgian nobles of all people submit this to Beria? It is known that 
among Beria's relatives there were quite a few members of the Menshevik government in 
Georgia, whom Beria had confidential contact with in the West.

Stalin had Zhavdia arrested in 1951 as a Mingrelian nationalist and Nazi collaborator. Zhavdiya was
the nephew of Beria's wife.

So Stalin knew why he could not underestimate the Mensheviks and their contacts with the 
darkest reaction. When Beria spoke of "overestimating" the "insignificant figures in emigrant
circles," he made himself the vicarious agent of Menshevism as the direct extended arm of 
world capitalism.

The camp of Georgian emigrants was anything but unified, the camp of Georgian Mensheviks
and nationalists and fascists were no less unified. They were all like crabs, tearing each other 
apart to claim the favor of the imperialists for themselves alone. The Georgian émigré reaction 
revived every time the class struggle of the enemies of the Soviet in Georgia intensified. The 
imperialists always saw to it. But Stalin, in his turn, always ensured that the Georgian people could 
free themselves from all their enemies, both external and internal, and they have not forgotten it and
will not forget it today. The bitter experience of the Georgian people with Beria, sacrificing the 
Georgian people to the imperialists for the sake of "dear peace", never led them to lose confidence 



in their true friend and Georgian son - in Comrade Stalin.

Today it is well known that the USA imperialists supported military operations on the 
territory of the USSR with money and weapons, and for that purpose they pampered the 
governments in exile. We assume that the USA did not avoid Georgia. And we are firmly 
convinced that Stalin would have deployed the Red Army without hesitation if the American 
command had not withdrawn from the affairs of Georgia.

In Ukraine money flowed from 1949 -1953. 1953??? - Well, after Stalin's death the Americans had 
Beria, to whom they left the command in the Ukraine, if Khrushchev also took this command from 
him again just as fast, what the CIA could not or did not want to prevent! By the way, the 
attempted coup and assassination of Enver Hoxha in 1950 is also on the account of the US 
imperialists! And in Poland counter-revolutionary military units were supported from 1950-1952, 
just to name a few examples. By the way (!!!), did Beria use the radio of the Yankees or did the 
Yankees use Beria to publicly present the Mingrelian Conspiracy in its twisted, anti-Stalinist 
version? Through the radio of the Yankees the falsification of the history of the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy has been put into circulation! The Berianists - a mouthpiece of the imperialists!!! 
This falsified version went through the press in the entire West. It was directed neither against
Beria, nor against the Mingrelian conspirators, but against Stalin, against the Soviet Union!!!!
Why did Bill Bland try to corroborate this falsified version with a specially prepared article 
instead of refuting it?

Stalin then initiated a series of countermeasures to increase vigilance in the Union Republics. Stalin 
planned sabotage actions against NATO, targeting oil, ports, airports, military bases, pipelines, etc., 
especially in areas bordering the Sovviet Union in 1952 in case of war with the US and NATO, 
respectively, in case of local conflicts, signed by Abakumov's successor Ignatev and Defense 
Minister Vasilevsky plan by Sudoplatov and GRU Director Sakharov. At the same time, Stalin 
demoted Beria, in order to severely limit his room for maneuver, to direct cooperation with 
the Western powers from Moscow.

Stalin began to take measures on November 9th, 1952.

In the Politburo resolution of November 9th, 1952, which was sent to all Union Republics, Stalin 
condemned nepotism in the Union Republics. In it, he clearly indicated that violations would be 
severely punished. In particular, this was a warning to Beria's network in Georgia and shows 
us that Beria's chair was already wobbling and he had fallen out of favor with Stalin. Then 
this happened: Stalin insisted that Beria, of all people, preside over the April Plenum of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of Georgia in order to unmask himself and his cronies before 
the party members. Shrewd as Beria was, the latter launched a counter-maneuver to cleverly 
wriggle out of the jam. Stalin had handed him a defeat, but he found ways and means to get through
it unscathed (as usual!). Khrushchev and Beria had already survived other lessons that Stalin 
taught them in 1951-1952. After the 19th Party Congress, Stalin also washed Molotov's and 
Mikoyan's heads, and Stalin finally gave Bulganin a proper lesson as well. Stalin did not leave out a
single member of the Presidium with his sharp criticism! He kept his hand over the State Security 
Service until his death and did not let it out of his hand. Stalin never allowed the anti-Leninist, and 
moreover power endangering, condition of a rule of state or army over the Party in his whole life, 
but trimmed its power, whenever it would be decided to act over the head of the Bolshevik Party. 
And he made no exception with Beria.

Stalin had to use a sham maneuver to thwart Beria's criminal plans. For Stalin, the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy was not a pretext aimed at compromising Beria in order to thwart Beria's well-disguised
and therefore difficult to prove criminal plans - namely "to free the Soviet Union from Stalin, from 



Stalinism", to forestall Beria at the last moment. Stalin defended the USSR from Beria's seizure of 
power in Mingrelia. Can a Marxist-Leninist have a different opinion than Stalin?

Beria, on his part, launched a sham maneuver with the aim of protecting the remnants of the 
counter-revolutionary forces in Georgia that were still hiding in their hiding places in order to 
escape Stalin's purge. Thus, when speaking of a "sham of the Mingrelian Conspiracy," one must 
very well neatly separate the Marxist-Leninist and the revisionist sham, must neither mix up these 
two shams nor turn them into their opposite. In Transcaucasia, it was not the "Marxist-Leninist"
Beria and the Marxist-Leninist Stalin who fought in one front against some ominous 
Mingrelian conspirators, but here the Marxist-Leninist Stalin fought Beria, the revisionist 
leader of the Mingrelian conspirators, in order to defend the Leninist CPSU (B), just as Stalin 
did in Lenin's time against the enemies of the RSDLP (B) in Transcaucasia. The Transcaucasian
peoples always stood on Stalin's side in the struggle against Stalin's enemies, because Stalin's 
enemies were also the enemies of the Transcaucasian peoples. Stalin fought against the 
Mingrelian Conspiracy not because it was a conspiracy in his "stronghold" (Stalin was not that
vain), but because here not only the peoples of Transcaucasia, but also the entire Soviet Union 
was threatened in a very concrete, direct and immediate way by the intrusion of American 
imperialism by means of subversive, counter-revolutionary, nationalist forces. That is why 
Stalin (unlike Bill Bland) spoke not of national but of international cadres.

It is not "national" cadres that form the backbone of the Soviet system, but the international cadres
from all Soviet republics - without making the slightest distinction between Russian and non-
Russian Soviet republics:

"It should be borne in mind that our communist organisations in the border regions, in the 
republics and regions, can develop and stand firmly on their feet, can become genuine 
internationalist, Marxist cadres, only if they overcome nationalism." (Stalin: 'Fourth 
Conference of the Central Committee of the R.C.P.(B). with Responsible Workers of the National 
Republics and Regions' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.315-316; English Edition).

"We cannot avoid fighting on two fronts, for we can achieve success only by fighting on two 
fronts—on the one hand, against Great-Russian chauvinism, which is the chief danger in our 
work of construction, and, on the other hand, against local chauvinism; unless we wage this 
double fight there will be no solidarity between the Russian workers and peasants and the 
workers and peasants of the other nationalities." (Stalin: 'The Twelfth Congress of the R.C.P.
(B).' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.273; English Edition).

"While the Rights create the danger that by their tendency to yield to nationalism they may 
hinder the growth of our communist cadres in the border regions, the 'Lefts' create the danger
for the Party that by their infatuation with an over-simplified and hasty 'communism' they 
may isolate our Party from the peasantry and from broad strata of the local population." 
(Stalin: 'Fourth Conference of the Central Committee of the R.C.P.(B). with Responsible Workers of
the National Republics and Regions' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.308; English Edition).

Stalin had not chosen Beria because he was his compatriot, but because he mistakenly believed him 
to be an upright Chekist and mistakenly believed that he could entrust him with high offices in 
Moscow. And he finally had to pay for this mistake with his own life.

In which Socialist Republic could be fought against Stalin more inconspicuously, easily and 
undisturbed "in the name of Stalin", than in the Socialist Republic of Georgia, in Stalin's 
homeland and stronghold?! Who rules over Georgia, rules over Stalin - that was the plan, which 



Stalin saw through and thwarted. Beria was interested in the elimination of Stalin, but for that he 
first had to bring Georgia, the firm roots of Stalin, under his influence - the Mingrelian Conspiracy 
served him for that.

Beria (a half-Jew) was a nephew of Stalin - more precisely: great-grandson of a cousin of Stalin's 
mother. Beria's daughter-in-law was the granddaughter of Maxim Gorky. Beria's son and mother 
were deported to Siberia. Beria's career, however, had nothing to do with favoritism. On the 
contrary, Beria's relationship to Stalin was rather a disadvantage for him. Stalin had the reputation 
of being absolutely incorruptible and uninfluenceable. He demonstratively proved this by putting 
relatives at a disadvantage so that not even the slightest suspicion of nepotism could arise. Beria had
to wait three times as long for promotion as others who did not come close to Beria's "intelligence 
capabilities".

Stalin draws attention to this in his speech "The Right-Wing Deviation in the C.P.S.U.(B.), which he
delivered in April 1929:

"Our organisation is not a family circle, nor an association of personal friends; it is the 
political party of the working class. We cannot allow interests of personal friendship to be 
placed above the interests of our cause." (Stalin: 'The Right Deviation in the C.P.S.U.(B.) in: 
'Works', Volume 12; Moscow; 1954; p.1; English Edition).

The same applies, of course, to kinship relations. In his closing words, "Defects in Party Work and 
Measures for Liquidating Trotskyite and other Double-Dealers," Stalin strictly opposed kinship and 
nepotism:

"Of course, such a family atmosphere creates a favourable medium for the cultivation of 
toadies, people who lack a sense of self-respect, and therefore, have nothing in common with 
Bolshevism." (Stalin: 'Speech in Reply to Debate' in: 'Works', Volume 14; London; 1978; p.280; 
English Edition).

"Moreover, in choosing as workers people who were personally devoted to them these 
comrades evidently wanted to make themselves, to some extent, independent of the local 
people and independent of the Central Committee of the Party." (ibid; p.281).

Comrades, here Stalin points directly to the milieu of the reactionary, new petty bourgeoisie in the 
USSR, which had found its birthplace and breeding ground not only in the Party but also in the 
state. Independence from the dictatorship of the proletariat in the gray zone of the middle level 
between the madness of servility upwards and arrogance downwards:

"However, a theoretical or abstract recognition of these truths does not at all rid 
revolutionary parties of old errors, which always crop up at unexpected occasions, in 
somewhat new forms, in a hitherto unfamiliar garb or surroundings, in an unusual-a more or 
less unusual-situation." (Lenin: ''Left-Wing' Communism-An Infantile Disorder' in: 'Collected 
Works', Volume 31; Moscow; 19; p.32; English Edition).

This was certainly true of the Berianist conspirators in Mingrelia, who wanted to secure a degree of 
independence both from Georgia's officials and from the party's Central Committee - not least at the
14th Party Congress of the Communist Party of Georgia.

We do not know whether the 14th Party Congress of the Communist Party of Georgia in January 
1949 sent two different letters of greeting, one to Stalin and the other to Beria, as quoted by 
Comrade Bill Bland. And we also do not know whether Comrade Bill Bland wanted to express with



it how much the Communist Party of Georgia wanted to demonstrate with it its "unity" towards the 
"unity" of Stalin and his compatriot and "comrade-in-arms" Beria or not. But if it were so, one 
would have to know first of all, what was written in it, secondly, how the two differed and thirdly, 
whether these different letters of greetings were submitted by the same comrades for the adoption of
resolutions at the 14th Party Congress (probably rather by the Berianists, who paid homage to 
Beria's cult of personality in Georgia, and hardly by the Stalinists, for whom Beria was never 
a blank sheet and who rejected him as much as they feared him!) We must not speculate about it
in order to "prove" something. But this fact in itself does not really correspond to the usual customs 
of the democratic centralism of a Bolshevik Party and one must become alert about such a process. 
It is therefore quite conceivable that this could have been an indication of the existence of factions, 
or that this could possibly already have meant an indication of an imminent split in the Communist 
Party of Georgia - between Stalinists and Berianists. In any case, it is a verifiable fact that Beria had
conducted an excessive personality cult around himself in Georgia. With a greeting letter 
especially to Beria this would be certainly advantageous after his seizure of power, in order not to 
experience too bad of a surprise, if he showed up again in Georgia after Stalin's death. Certainly, 
Beria was faced with the task of indirectly preparing the Communist Party of Georgia for his 
conspiracy against Stalin and skillfully drawing them to his side, a task that was impossible to 
accomplish without sham maneuvers. Beria exploited the 14th Party Congress for his interests 
against Stalin. That much is certain. But whether or not a letter of greeting could have been sent to 
him at all would probably have been seen by Beria as a barometer of the mood at the Party 
Congress about the balance of power there between the Stalinists and Berianists in the Communist 
Party of Georgia. The assessment of this balance of power was undoubtedly tactically significant for
Beria in planning his Mingrelian Conspiracy. However, a letter of greeting from the Communist 
Party of Georgia to him was certainly not a carte blanche. The Stalinist uprising was bloodily 
crushed in Georgia in 1956.

Comrade Bill Bland wrote of the Mingrelian Conspiracy: "The attack on the Georgian Marxist-
Leninists would be perceived by Marxist-Leninists elsewhere only as a gratuitous, provocative act." 
How is this to be understood? Basically, we do not know of a single case in the history of the 
Bolshevik Party where an attack on Marxist-Leninists has ever been taken by Marxist-Leninists 
elsewhere as an "gratuitous provocative act," for any attack on this or that Marxist-Leninist can be 
nothing at all but a provocative act against all other Marxist-Leninists. And we also do not know of 
a single case where Marxist-Leninists were attacked "without reason" by their enemies.

Concretely, of course, there are innumerable cases where the enemies of the Marxist-Leninists tried
to hide their real reason behind a "pretended" reason in order to mislead the comrades. And in fact 
Beria was much too clever to present his attack quite clumsily and openly on Stalin, because 
he still needed his head to kill Stalin. He had no choice but to put on the mantle of a "Marxist-
Leninist" as long as Stalin was still alive. And he invested a lot to pose as a "Marxist-Leninist". Of 
course, Beria's sham maneuver was aimed at "intervening in due course, after the elimination of 
Stalin and his apparatus". And that is exactly what he proved himself with his own deeds not only 
in Transcaucasia after Stalin was dead. So, defending Stalin in words against a sham and 
defending him in deeds against a sham are identical among Marxist-Leninists, but not so 
among enemies of Marxist-Leninists. And as we have seen, Beria belonged to the latter category.

For us World Bolsheviks, in the global class struggle, in the world socialist revolution, there 
can be in principle only two tactics of sham maneuvers: First, the sham maneuver In the 
interest of the world proletariat, to strengthen its position and weaken the world bourgeoisie. 
Second, the sham maneuver in the interest of the world bourgeoisie to strengthen its position 
and weaken that of the world proletariat. Any sham maneuver supposedly in between does not 
and cannot exist.



That the Ministry of State Security was in the grip of clandestine enemies, and that it was guilty of 
serious judicial crimes in Georgia, had already been proven by Stalin before his elimination, as we 
have seen above from Rukhadze's arrest by Stalin. And Beria, after Stalin's elimination, "proved" 
the "innocence" of the doctor conspirators and rehabilitated counter-revolutionary criminals who 
had served time under Stalin. It was Beria who had "corrected Stalin's miscarriages of justice" 
barely a week after Stalin's death and without the doctor conspirators even having been tried. This 
should have happened in March 1953 and did not have to happen in March 1953 - thanks to Beria 
the costs of the trial could be saved ... and that Beria's crimes could not even come to light, Beria 
had seen to that at the very last second.

Bill Bland quotes in his writing:

"On May 24th, 1951 " ... the 'Voice of America' station announced that ... it would broadcast 
in Georgian beginning Saturday..." ('New York Times,'; May 25th, 1951; p.21; Translated from 
English).

We ask: Why did the imperialists announce this in connection with the Mingrelian Conspiracy
? So that the Georgian emigrants could get their covert operational directives about it? How 
could they have been informed about the international explosiveness of the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy beforehand? Because they themselves were one of its initiators? Did the US 
imperialists want to "fight for freedom for a few Mingrelians" or did the "Voice of America" 
intend to ring the storm bells against Stalin on the basis of sources from the very highest 
leadership circles of Moscow? Why was there suddenly such a zealous propagandistic activity 
of the imperialists in Georgia of all places? Did they want to provoke the Georgian people to 
revolt against Stalin? Did they know what was coming to Stalin earlier than Stalin himself? 
No, Stalin was informed about this and initiated countermeasures. Didn't there have to be 
already longer connections to the USA, so that the radiologistics could be used at all in time? 
Yes, the imperialists were already informed about Georgia before it had become socialist! The 
Yankees knew about Georgia. They would not have just jumped into such a maneuver on the 
blue. They took the risk of speculation because they must have been very sure of what they 
were doing. Stalin put a spoke in their wheel, and that was the reason why they felt compelled 
to demonstratively wash their hands of the matter. That was exactly the reason why the 
falsification of history about the Mingrelian Conspiracy was so important to them. Why did 
Bill Bland give himself to support this American falsification of history also by the "Marxist-
Leninist" Beria?

Against whom were the "voices of America" directed? They were directed against Stalin, at 
the very moment when he was cleaning up the enemies in Georgia bribed by the USA. The 
Mingrelian Conspiracy was also an inevitable sham maneuver of the Yankees to divert the 
bribery scandal that had come to light from themselves to Stalin! But the historical truth can 
never be covered up: The nationalists who magnanimously wanted to "save" the nation would
have gladly sold Georgia to the imperialists for a few dollars! And so the imperialists thought 
they could buy the whole Georgian people, because they succumbed to the mistaken belief 
that communism was a kind of foreign body in Georgia, something exported from Russia, so 
that there was no basis for it in Georgia and they would have an easy time. The imperialists 
felt that Georgia would kiss their feet if only they wanted to "liberate" it from communism. 
They tried to turn Georgia into a barricade against communism, fatally believing it to be a 
stake in the flesh of communism. The imperialists made the same mistake with Albania:

"The more the nazis suffered defeat and the stronger the National Liberation War grew in our
country and other countries, the more dangerous Anglo-American imperialism became. This 
was a ferocious enemy. It was disguised with democratic slogans and called itself <<anti-



fascist>>, but in fact it was perfidious, operated powerfully, always in disguise, and sought to 
turn the situation to its disadvantage to establish its hegemony over the peoples of the world. 
There were many who forgot this, who underestimated it, while the Communist Party of 
Albania and its leadership never slackened their vigilance towards it. We were wide awake at 
every moment to foil its plans and we did foil them, one after the other. The British stepped up
their pressure on us, while we struck back at them harder." (Hoxha: 'The Anglo-American 
Threat to Albania'; Tirana; 1982; p.307-308; English Edition).

To this end, the Americans did everything they could to help Beria bring down Stalin's purges
in Georgia. We do not know to what extent they took direct terrorist measures, but we assume
that they did, because this was and is part of the fixed repertoire of the American secret 
services.

And Beria obviously thought that he could make all the figures dance for him on his own 
"world stage". He knew not only about the orders of the imperialists, but also about the 
orders of Stalin, and thought he could hide his own orders behind both sides and combine and
remodel them to his own advantage, as he had successfully done a hundred times before. His 
overconfidence consisted in being able to draw his own advantage from the clash of interests 
between the USSR and the imperialists concerning Georgia, to defeat both and keep them in 
check.

Instead of reporting the truth about Stalin's purge of nationalists, the "Voice of America" 
supported all counter-revolutionary Georgian forces that had united with the USA. Of course,
they were not allowed to report about the main character of their game, Beria, because they 
still needed him in Stalin's room.

Who had an intelligence apparatus in the USSR, which was able to get in contact with the 
USA - without being noticed by Stalin [!!!]? Only one Beria had that at his disposal. He had 
received the order from the imperialists to work into the communist movement of Georgia in 
order to weaken it, to divide it and to smuggle reactionary elements into it.

With 100% certainty, the Americans suddenly became so active for only one reason. They 
must have received the information from Beria's people that with the Mingrelian Conspiracy 
a planned overthrow of Stalin was imminent. The switched on presence of the world public 
allows only one conclusion: The change of course in the USSR was imminent and to exploit 
they in any case did not want to miss this "sensational" event. Beria probably wanted to be 
celebrated as a "savior" in time to secure a front seat at the head of that new Russian government 
that would be officially recognized and praised by the US after Stalin's fall. Perhaps Stalin 
forestalled his overthrow, which he had already promised the Yankees, and was now under credible 
pressure with the Americans, which might have prompted him to pull the emergency brake. Thus, 
the overthrow could have been saved only by killing Stalin. The USA could not directly invade the 
USSR, but could very well provide propaganda, military and economic support to the anti-Stalinist 
forces in Georgia, to the extent useful and necessary for the overthrow of the USSR. What counter-
revolutionary influence the US had exerted on the Mingrelian Conspiracy to hasten the 
overthrow of Stalin, Bill Bland had unfortunately not said a word about. But by using the 
propaganda sources of the US imperialists, he helped us on the track to finding the truth.

Bill Bland has not quoted a single official document of the CPSU, Pravda or so. Not a trace of 
Politburo decisions either - none of that. The official position of the USSR government played no 
role at all for him in his assessment of the Mingrelian Conspiracy. What makes us wonder is why he
did not explicitly emphasize and appreciate Stalin's policy at all, but mentioned him only in 
connection with the "Marxist-Leninist" Beria. Perhaps it was not possible for Bill Bland to obtain 



official Soviet material, but he should have at least made an attempt to delve into Stalin's Georgia 
policy and clarify his political line in Georgia. The chronology of events presented by Bill Bland 
thus   lacks   its basic ideological evaluation and defense of   Stalin's Soviet Policy   advocated in 
Georgia. We consider this to be deficient and one-sided. Bill Bland quotes news leaked (!!!) to 
Western diplomats. By whom, he does not say, although just this proves that one had worked in 
Georgia behind the back of Stalin just "diplomatically" (secret service!). And that the 
Mingrelian Conspiracy was in fact a "fed" conspiracy. An imperialist diplomatic activity of 
"insignificant figures" from Mingrelian backyards? Who is supposed to believe that?

Bill Bland quoted the New York Times. He quoted bourgeois authors such as David Lang, "A 
Modern History of Georgia"; John Ducoli; "The Georgian Purges of 1951-53," in Caucasian 
Review, Vol. 6, 1958, p.55, R. Conquest; C. H. Fairbanks Jr., etc.

Why does he rely exclusively on anti-Stalinist sources? Of course, there is nothing wrong with that, 
but it is incomprehensible to us that he uncritically takes these source statements as "fact" in 
order to prove that "Marxist-Leninists" and not counter-revolutionaries would have been 
purged there - as it unanimously appears from all bourgeois sources used by him. Bill Bland 
knows, after all, that one cannot blindly trust bourgeois sources, that one must critically examine 
them with the help of Marxism-Leninism.

It seems very strange to us when comrade Mgeladze, who according to Pravda of June 6th, 1952 
(which after all was the mouthpiece of the CPSU [B] under the leadership of comrade Stalin 
[!!]) was elected as First Secretary by the Plenum of the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of Georgia, is, however, quite in contrast to this, called a "secret revisionist" by Bill Bland.

Mgeladze merely carried out Stalin's directives. Since we assume that Bill Bland never assessed 
Comrade Stalin as a "secret revisionist," we must therefore assume that Mgeladze carried out a 
Marxist-Leninist order for Stalin. For whatever reason the latter carried it out, that does not change 
the fact that he carried it out and that is the decisive thing. Stalin was content, at least according to 
what he had published about this. So, first of all, one has to defend those who were in the service
of Stalin and not to judge them without foundation as "secret revisionists". Stalin personally 
directed the investigations and we certainly trust him that he was a knowledgeable of the events in 
his own homeland, that he could very well distinguish friend from foe there and that he did not give 
up his decision-making powers even until his death. Thus, Comrade Mgeladze had assisted in the 
Stalinist purge of the Berianists on the direct orders of Comrade Stalin, which is why   we must 
unconditionally protect him   in this respect. Why didn't Bill Bland do the same? It would have 
been a duty for him as a friend of Stalin, even if he personally had a different opinion.

Those purged by Stalin were all party members whom Beria had personally recommended. 
Could Beria have been mistaken about whom he had recommended? In individual cases 
perhaps, but with 400 functionaries this is rather unlikely. Why should Stalin purge all these 
"Marxist-Leninist" Berianists? Why did Stalin not purge out the opponents of the "Marxist-
Leninist" Beria, but of all people and exclusively the Berianists???? Bill Bland does not give 
an answer to this question. What shall we do? What should we believe? We cannot and will 
not believe that Bill Bland deliberately defended Beria   against     Stalin. 400 officials were 
arrested, including Baramia, Dzhibalidze, Shadura, the President of the Supreme Soviet Gogia, the 
Chief Prosecutor Shoria and the Minister of Justice Rapava and Kosomol Secretary Sadelava.

Bill Bland writes: "Mgeladze had already expressed the following to representatives of the League 
of Young Communists of Georgia in May 1952: 'Comrade Stalin discovered shortcomings in the 
leadership of the Communist Party as well as in that of the League of Young Communists of 
Georgia, which could have had threatening consequences, and pointed out ways to correct the 



mistakes.' (Mgeladze, 'Report to the League of Young Communists', May 1952, as quoted by: 
Conquest; ibid; 1961; p.141; Translated from German).

We consider this quotation to be correct, because it confirms what we have said above. Moreover, it 
is a document that Stalin must have been aware of. We do not have a denial from Stalin on this, so 
that we assume that Stalin really assumed that it was about averting a dangerous threat. Can anyone 
doubt this? We do not believe that anyone can doubt it.

But at this point, dear reader, please compare the above quote with the following quote!

Let's compare what Mgeladze said in the above quote to what Bill Bland said about it below:

"The reasons given that Beria and Stalin should have wanted these changes were then, by their 
very nature, abundantly nebulous."

Bill Bland suddenly had Beria's name appear in the quote here. Had Mgeladze named Beria in
the above quotation from May 1952? We have read the above quote 10 times, but we can only 
state each time again and again: Mgeladze only mentioned Stalin's name, and not Beria's 
name. We ask ourselves, why did Bill Bland finagle the name Beria into it?

We do not find what Mgeladze said here to be abundantly nebulous at all – for it is Stalin's clear 
words that Mgeladze expressed here. We find it rather nebulous when Bill Bland mentioned Stalin 
and Beria     (!) in one breath, while Mgeladze spoke exclusively of Stalin. It is nebulous why Beria
was smuggled here by Bill Bland arbitrarily and unnoticed to Stalin's side, although Stalin had 
averted from Beria long ago (autumn 1951), as can be proved by documents. Did Bill Bland 
overlook this? We know Bill Bland and his conscientiousness in researching his sources, and we do 
not accuse him of bad research. But why does he insist on the erroneous point of view that Beria 
and Stalin allegedly pulled together, why does he put them together on one page - and that 
with the questionable method of subordination? Here is obviously the fatal mistake which he 
made in the whole, fundamental assessment of the Mingrelian Conspiracy.

It was not a conspiracy against   the two   "Marxist-Leninists Beria and Stalin" as Bill Bland thought, 
but a   conspiracy of the anti-Stalinist Beria     against the Marxist-Leninist Stalin  .

Bill Bland fell for Beria's maneuvers with fatal consequences for the whole Marxist-Leninist World 
Movement, because the Berianists were able to take advantage of this mistake at our expense, at the
expense of Stalinism. We have tried here to contribute to criticizing and correcting Bill's mistake. 
We really could not do more for Comrade Bill Bland on the question of the Mingrelian Conspiracy. 
The murderer of Stalin cannot be included in the Marxist-Leninist movement as a "Marxist-
Leninist." This is too much to ask of us and cannot be left in the room!!!! This mistake is 
hereby officially and self-critically corrected by the Comintern/ML and we are sure that all 
other organizations of the Marxist-Leninist World Movement will draw the right 
consequences for themselves!!! What is right, we take in ourselves without clinging to what is 
wrong. We consider it appropriate to recommend to the Marxist-Leninist World Movement 
for this serious reason, with due respect to Bill Bland, to critically and self-critically examine 
his work again objectively for similar weaknesses, in order to be able to correct further 
misjudgments on his part. Should our uncertainty about Bill Bland prove unfounded, so much the 
better. I hope Bill will forgive us if we have to study his work more thoroughly than we have so 
far. For, if we did not critically analyze what we believe to be Bill Bland's erroneous stand on the 
Mingrelian Conspiracy, we would continue to advocate and disseminate it and thus do a disservice 
to the working class. We would be bad Marxist-Leninists if we did not criticize each other's 
mistakes in solidarity because of this, just to avoid hurting a friend and comrade. Criticism and self-



criticism are a sure way of consolidating our correct positions and correcting incorrect positions - 
without regard to the person. And Comrade Bill Bland, in our opinion, has taken a wrong stand, a 
dangerous stand. We must criticize Bill Bland - there is no other way for us.

Thankfully, in the following quote Bill Bland provides his readers with the concrete reason why 
Stalin had to act against the old leadership (which, however, consisted of Beria's henchmen):

"Mgeladze said before the Party Congress of the Georgian Communist Party in September 
1952: 'The old leadership had forgotten that international reactionaries are trying to find 
nationalist elements with a hostile attitude in our republic in order to commit acts of sabotage 
and carry out espionage work with their help.'" ('New York Times,' September 23rd, 1952, p.3; 
Translated from German).

These very words could have come from the mouth of Stalin, for what Mgeladze said here was in 
line with the political line that Stalin had advocated in word and deed at that time. And the historical
facts, the events of that time give us the right and impose on us the duty to unconditionally defend 
this position of Stalin.

The reason for Stalin's dismissal of Beria's henchmen was precisely their "lack of vigilance" 
(this is relatively mild, but from Stalin's mouth it was always a devastating judgment!) towards the 
imperialists, who were approaching the nationalist elements in Georgia in order to support 
them against the Soviet Union by counter-revolutionary means. For Stalin, the policy of the 
Americans was clear - namely, to organize reaction in Georgia. With the purges, Stalin made 
it clear to the secret services of the imperialists that Georgia was not an open-door for them, 
where one could walk in and out at will.

If Stalin did not know that the Berianists had not simply "looked the other way" here, that 
these had not only covered up for the nationalist elements but also instrumentalized them, 
then Stalin would have operated with quite different methods of work, with the methods of 
persuasion and comradely assistance in the development of the cadres, and would not have 
resorted to the method of coercion and purge. Stalin was well aware of the open betrayal of 
Beria's henchmen, but warned them before he struck. That was the reason why Stalin first 
fished for information in Georgia (...that in August 2008, Bush's placards disfigured beautiful 
Georgia, Beria was not entirely innocent of that, after all!) to see who would fall down. And we 
are firmly convinced that his method confirmed those assured results of which he was also 
convinced before. In the course of his struggle against the Mingrelian Conspiracy, Stalin had 
become increasingly clear that the main danger in Georgia came from Beria, because all the 
threads that Stalin had followed led to Beria – and to no one else.

Let us now turn to our rather modest sources, which we would like to contrast with Bill Bland's 
sources, so that the reader can make up his own mind:

We refer to the Trial of Beria in 1953. Berishvili, a henchman of Beria, testified as a witness. 
According to Berishvili's testimony:

"All Mingrelians, led by Gegechkori and Kedia (from Mensheviks to fascists), created a Beria 
cult. They considered him the greatest personality in the Soviet Union and lifted him to heaven in
every way. They were all unwaveringly sure: Beria is Stalin's successor. However much the 
Mingrelians - Mensheviks and Fascists alike - grumbled at Soviet power, they did not do so with 
regard to Beria. They considered him a genius."



Berishvili testified that as early as 1938, when Beria had just been appointed Minister of Internal 
Affairs, the Menshevik leader Noi Shordanov told him;

"With this appointment, Beria has won the first stage of his quest for power, and he will strive
to take the first place in place of Stalin. He will not stop on this way from destroying Stalin 
and the people of his environment" (Popov, Oppikov: "Berievshtshina". In: Wojenno-istorichesky
Shurnal Krasnaya Zvezda of September 30th,1989; Translated from German).

In this testimony we find again our old thesis that fascists and social democrats have always 
made common cause against Bolshevism.

At the Security Council meeting on March 11th, 1953, John F. Dulles called for promoting 
nationalism behind the "Iron Curtain." Attempts at subversion were to be supported. We have no 
doubt that this counter-revolutionary guideline of American imperialism also found its application 
with regard to Georgia. This was immediately after Stalin's death, and Beria had done his best to 
comply fully with the demands of the United States! He was the strongest figure of the counter-
revolution in the Soviet Union at that time.

Korotkov - an intelligence officer, appeared as a witness against him in the Beria Case and accused 
him of having maintained contacts with foreign intelligence services. For the moment, we will leave
aside the fact that this testimony was "coerced" by Khrushchev. Sudoplatov, too, finally admitted 
that he had established contacts with foreign intelligence services on Beria behalf, and he said this 
not under Khrushchev's pressure, but at a time when the Soviet Union no longer existed, as Beria's 
old aide. What is certain is that both Beria and Khrushchev betrayed Stalin by collaborating with 
imperialism. It is clear to us that Khrushchev used this testimony only to sink his own collaboration 
crimes into Beria's grave. The Berianists, of course, draw a very different "conclusion" from this. 
They say that if the revisionist Khrushchev accused Beria of being an English agent, this 
automatically means that Beria must have been a Stalinist. Why must that be? This is 
undialectical, because it excludes a priori of any possibility that Beria could have had other 
motives than Marxist-Leninist ones. Everything we know about Beria so far contradicts the Beria 
self-protection assertion, which is why we have brought it to light.

If Beria was a "Marxist-Leninist", why did most of his followers defect to Khrushchev after his 
death, who should have been branded by them as an arch-revisionist, especially since he had killed 
their "Marxist-Leninist" leader Beria?

Why did Beria's henchmen participate in the suppression of the Stalinist demonstrations in Tbilisi?

Why did they continue Beria's "de-Stalinization" without Beria instead of fighting for Stalin's 
rehabilitation as the Georgians are still doing today? It should not be difficult for Beria's henchmen 
to fight against "de-Stalinization", especially in Georgia, with the great support of the Stalin-
friendly Georgian people. Did the Georgian uprising come "from above" or from below?

We could ask a hundred more questions, but only one answer ever comes out: Beria     was not a 
Marxist-Leninist - he was an anti-Stalinist. Whoever attacks Stalinism with "Marxism-
Leninism" accuses himself of being an anti-Marxist-Leninist.

Our most important witness is and remains Beria himself. We judge him not by what he said 
and what he thought of himself or what others thought of him, but only by his deeds, and 
these revealed themselves especially after Stalin's death, after he had demonstratively taken 
off his "Stalinist" mask to the astonishment of everyone. He revealed himself quite openly as a
criminal. Beria deserved to die. And Stalin had taken care of his execution during his lifetime 



by cleverly exploiting the contradictions among his conspirators, so that sooner or later one of
them had to be caught. Khrushchev had Beria shot, but we credit that to Stalin, not to the 
criminal Khrushchev.

Now what did Beria's sham maneuver consist of? How did he distract Stalin from further 
prosecution of the Mingrelian Conspiracy?

Beria drew Stalin's attention to Abakumov, who allegedly kept a conspiracy secret from Stalin 
(Abakumov was then proposed and appointed by Stalin as Minister of State Security. Beria and 
Molotov remained silent, while Zhdanov supported this proposal!) Thus, from the very beginning, 
Beria was against Abakumov, who had taken Beria's heels and directed the purges of the Mingrelian
Conspiracy. So he had to get Abakumov out of the way. In the summer of 1951, the then head of the
Department of Specially Important Cases in the Ministry of State Security, M. Ryumin, informed 
Stalin about a conspiracy of Jewish bourgeois nationalists inspired by American espionage. 
Moreover, he had killed the source of this information, Professor Etinger, in prison (Krasnaya 
Zvezda; Septtember 30th, 1989; Translated from German). Stalin was redirected by Beria to the 
Jews. Through the Mingrelian Conspiracy, Beria had taken 2nd place behind Malenkov. But 
Khrushchev and Bulganin, who had fraternized earlier in Moscow, were lying in wait. But more on 
that in the next chapter.

As a result, Stalin initially prevented Beria from seceding the Soviet Socialist Republic of Georgia 
with the help of the United States through the Mingrelian Conspiracy, thereby setting in motion the 
collapse of the Soviet Union. Instead of maneuvering to isolate Georgia, it came to isolate the 
isolators. Stalin had warned the imperialists. The bullets against the Georgian traitors would 
hit them too if they had the forehead to intervene directly in the internal affairs of the Soviet 
Socialist Republic of Georgia. Stalin's aim in the Mingrelian Conspiracy was not acts of 
retaliation, but to make the criminals expose each other, weaken each other and wipe each other out.
This he succeeded in doing. Stalin's fight against the Mingrelian Conspiracy was not one of the 
biggest purges in the history of the Soviet Union "for the sole purpose" of cleaning out a few 
nationalists in the Georgian Communist Party who wanted to pursue their "own local criminal 
interests." No, there were much more explosive things at stake - power over the USSR, the 
question: "Whom?" Stalin tried to prevent Beria     from exploiting the Mingrelian Conspiracy 
as a springboard for the elimination of Soviet power. This was a life-and-death struggle of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, a struggle against the seizure of power by the Presidium, the 
headquarters of the CPSU, a struggle against conspirators within     the Presidium who were 
collaborating with world imperialism to "free" the USSR from Stalin, to "free" world 
imperialism from the Bolshevik threat.

At that moment, Mingrelia became the hottest seam in world history: Who would win now, 
world capitalism or world socialism? Will world imperialism succeed in breaking away union 
republics from Moscow or will the common fatherland of the world proletariat succeed in 
consolidating the unity of the union republics in the struggle against world imperialism?

For Stalin, victory or defeat in the face of world imperialism depended on the fraternal 
cooperation of the Soviet republics, because the entire East regarded the development in the 
Union Republics as a testing ground for its liberation from world imperialism. As soon as the 
hinterland of the East breaks away, world imperialism is spent! Stalin recognized the danger 
that the Union Republics would inevitably lose their attraction to the East by the open 
outbreak of conflicts among the nationalities or to the Moscow center. Thus, the beginning of 
the collapse of world imperialism could be seriously endangered. Hence the fierce struggle of 
the internal and external opponents of Stalin's National Policy. In the solution of the National 
Question of the USSR Stalin saw a key role for the victory of the world socialist revolution!



"It is precisely for this reason that we say that the victory of socialism in one country is not an
end in itself, but an aid, a means and an instrument for the victory of the proletarian 
revolution in all countries." (Stalin: 'Reply to the Discussion' in: 'Works', Volume 8; Moscow; 
1954; p.341; English Edition).

"Leninism has proved (...) that the national question can be solved only in connection with and
on the basis of the proletarian revolution, and that the road to victory of the revolution in the 
West lies through the revolutionary alliance with the liberation movement of the colonies and 
dependent countries against imperialism. The national question is a part of the general 
question of the proletarian revolution, a part of the question of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat." (Stalin: 'The Foundations of Leninism' in: 'Works', Volume 6; Moscow; 1953; p.146; 
English Edition).

"One thing or the other: either we succeed in stirring up, in revolutionsing the remote rear of 
world imperalism-the colonial and semi-colonial countries of the East-and thereby hasten the 
fall of imperialism; or we fail to do so, and thereby strengthen imperialism and weaken the 
force of our movement. That is how the question stands." (Stalin: 'The Twelfth Congress of the 
R.C.P.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.242-243; English Edition).

How dramatically this fateful question was posed was already shown 4 months before the 
Party Congress, when Trotsky and his followers wanted to seize power in Transcaucasia 
immediately after Lenin's death, in order to prevent both the foundation of the USSR and the 
foundation of the Transcaucasian Socialist Federative Soviet republic, in order to politically 
bury Stalin and his National Policy, in order to delay the collapse of world imperialism, the 
breakthrough of the World Revolution! We will speak about it below.

It must not surprise the Marxist-Leninist World Movement   why   the Berianists of today have 
covered one of Beria  's   worst attacks against Stalin with their falsification of history by means 
of their Mingrelian sham maneuver. And it should be equally unsurprising why, at this 
juncture of world history, the Comintern/ML is asserting its very own interest in defending 
Stalin's world revolutionary General Line all the more resolutely and passionately against the 
treacherous betrayal of the Berianists! Stalin made the Mingrelian Conspiracy against the 
USSR fail, so the order then was "Destroy Stalin!" And so Beria and Malenkov and finally 
Khrushchev did everything to separate Stalinism from Stalin. It is true that Stalin had 
developed his National Policy on the foundations of Leninism, but it is revisionist to reduce 
Stalinism to Leninism, especially on the National Question, which no Marxist-Leninist had 
solved as masterfully as Stalin.

The "de-Stalinization" in Georgia was prepared with the
Mingrelian conspiracy and carried out after Stalin's death

With Stalin's purges in Georgia, Beria had lost his strength, but the deviousness, scheming, 
and his deceptive maneuvers had remained the same after Stalin's death, and at most had 
become more sophisticated.

On March 10th, 1953, Beria set up four groups in the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD), 
which he himself had expanded, to "investigate", or rehabilitate, the Doctors' Conspiracy, the 
Jewish Anti-Fascist Committee, the Mingrelian Affair, and the trials of officers of the secret 
service who had been arrested on Stalin's orders (!!!!) (among the officers were Berianists   
whom Stalin had taken action against). Beria personally closed the file cover on the 



investigation in Mingrelia, which had been opened two years earlier by Stalin(!!!!). Beria 
released (!) the secretaries of the Georgian Party Committee, Baramia and Sharia, who had 
been convicted by Stalin, as well as the former Minister of State Security Rapava. This, for 
example, is such clear evidence that we contrast with Bill Bland's account of the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy: Beria rehabilitated the Mingrelian conspirators whom Stalin had purged. This is 
clearly an act of "de-Stalinization" and proves that as a Marxist-Leninist one must not construct 
Beria and Stalin as a "Marxist-Leninist Bloc against the Mingrelian Conspiracy," as comrade Bill 
Bland had done.

Ignatiev was a henchman of Malenkov in the Ministry of Interior. In the Mingrelian Affair Ignatiev 
was also in Beria's way and with the help of Khrushchev he deposed him, which in turn 
strengthened Khrushchev's power against Malenkov! This was an open expression of "de-
Stalinization" - and already three years before Khrushchev's Secret Speech at the Twentieth 
Party Congress.

Ignatiev had been elected Secretary of the Central Committee immediately after Stalin's death to 
oversee the state security organs. Now Khrushchev was the only one who was both a member of 
the Presidium and simultaneously held the post of Party Secretary. Even before Stalin's death, 
Khrushchev had used his alliance with Malenkov for his own rise to power, if only for the privilege 
of speaking at the 19th Party Congress (on statute changes). Through a series of purges, he had 
eliminated his rivals within his own faction in order to now post his own henchmen in office. In 
this way, Khrushchev had already smuggled four allies into top positions in the Ministry of 
State Security in the last year before Stalin's death: Serov, Savchenko, Ryazoy and Yepishev.

Even earlier, in April 1953, when Beria and Malenkov traveled to Georgia, the Georgian state 
security agents who had carried out Stalin's purges were deposed and punished. Some who 
complied with Beria were rehabilitated. Beria was supported by Khrushchev (!!) in ending the 
"Mingrelian Affair." The Presidium - that is, Beria and Khrushchev, among others - recanted 
Stalin's indictment for nationalist activities in the Georgian Party Organization. Beria traveled 
directly to Tbilisi with that recantation in his pocket. There Mgeladze was relieved of his post as 
First Secretary of the Communist Party of Georgia. With Khrushchev's blessing, Beria made 
Mamulov, the former head of his secretariat in Moscow, the head of the Georgian Communist 
Party's personnel department, in order to carry out purges of Stalin supporters there, to get bloody 
serious about "de-Stalinization." Khrushchev allegedly instructed Beria to carry out the "de-
Stalinization" and thus the purge of Stalin supporters without bloodshed. Who instructed whom and 
how much blood of Stalinists flowed in Georgia during the "de-Stalinization", we do not know. But 
we do know that Beria and Khrushchev may have differed only by the amount of blood spilled on 
their hands. Old Bolsheviks, comrades-in-arms of Stalin in Georgia were shot with the exception of 
Mgeladze.

As soon as Stalin was eliminated, Beria hurried to repeal the purges ordered by Stalin against the 
Mingrelian conspirators (also against himself!) and to rehabilitate them. Not only that! Beria for 
his part purged Stalin's purgers (with support from Khrushchev!). And how did Beria "thank" 
Khrushchev? No sooner had Beria successfully initiated "de-Stalinization" in the Caucasus than he 
set off for Ukraine with his next brazen coup: this time – release the purged and purge of the 
purgers - the Khrushchevites! With this, Beria sensitively interfered with Khrushchev's 
domain of power, who, of course, did not let this provocation stand. But this did not bother 
Beria in the least. In the next step, Beria set his sights on the Baltic states, until his path led him via
the GDR and Czechoslovakia to Hungary. Everywhere he made use of the ministries of the 
interior and the state security services to promote "de-Stalinization" in the Eastern Bloc. It is 
an open secret that he directed the domestic policy of the Eastern Bloc countries from Moscow in 
order to implement his criminal course of "de-Stalinization" in their foreign policy as well, 



bypassing the Party and the Foreign Ministry. We will discuss Beria's adventurous "foreign policy" 
again in detail in a separate chapter.

Comrades, you may ask: How could all this have been accomplished by Beria in a few weeks or 
months? This question is quite justified and gives some insight into the scope of the conspiracy 
against Stalin. Such a thing cannot be done spontaneously - there had to be a system behind it - a 
broad, carefully prepared Soviet-wide conspiracy against Stalin. Beria must have not only 
built up concrete counter-revolutionary contacts long beforehand, not only prepared plans for
a coup in all the Union Republics down to the last detail, but also organized the henchmen 
who were instructed to go into military action on day "X" on his orders. And, as few people 
know: Beria had at his disposal 1 million of his own employees, 500,000 soldiers, tanks, an air 
fleet, and so on. He also used all these forces during his military coup in Moscow in March 1953.
Beria also had a powerful dual power in the Party and the state, so he had already secretly built up 
his Berianist "state within the state" before Stalin pulled him to the curb. This shows the domestic 
and military power he had built up behind Stalin's back and under the suspicious eyes of the Red 
Army, and how dangerous his foreign policy crimes against the Soviet Union were, which he had 
previously secured domestically. If Stalin had prepared the death sentence on Beria, we know 
today that this was done rightly, that it was inevitable for the protection of the Soviet Union. 
And this is exactly what sheds a telling light on Berianists today - exactly what makes them guilty 
of defending Beria's crimes. What we accuse them of is the fact that they have also justified 
these crimes of Beria as a "Marxist-Leninist" act! Can any anti-Stalinism sink lower than 
Berianist hypocrisy?

Because it was much more difficult for the 1953 conspirators to draw from the masses for their 
counter-revolution than it was for the conspirators of the Bloc of the Right and Trotskyites (Kulak 
uprisings) in 1933, they shifted to strengthening the nationalist organizations and their agencies in 
the Georgian Communist Party (Beria) and in the Ukrainian Communist Party (Khrushchev) , In 
other words, they focused on the anti-Soviet independence efforts in the borders regions 
internally, combined with the rapprochement with the cosmopolitanism of the Western 
powers externally, with Beria probably relying more on England and Khrushchev more on the 
United States (?). The differences of the American and English interests towards the Soviet Union 
are well known and this had to be reflected in the influence on the Presidium of the CPSU. The 
modern revisionists had to play with different cards in order to put out their probes to the West, 
which did not go off without contradictions within their own camp, indeed threatened to split the 
camp of the modern revisionists. Beria's reformism had its deep roots in the influence of the 
Second International, which had always left a lasting impact on Georgia. Beria's Menshevism 
was a flayed Menshevism, a Menshevism in disguise. Beria was in words against Menshevism 
but in deeds defended it against Stalin, devaluing Stalin's struggle against Menshevism as 
"obsolete" and considering the struggle against the US "much more important." This is all 
well and good, but Beria acted as if he did not know that the Mensheviks were the pioneers of the 
USA incorporation. The cessation of the struggle against Menshevism would just invite the 
USA to help itself more easily to the USSR, to help itself to social supports in Georgia. In 
Georgia there was by nature a strong camp of Menshevism, the old rope lines to the West, the 
Eastern anti-Bolshevik lever of international social democracy. And for this very reason Stalin 
had to intervene here, he had to stop Beria's Menshevik influence and bring Beria to justice and 
convict him of his crimes. So Stalin did everything to pull out the roots of Menshevism in the 
Caucasus - from the beginning to the end. We, who hold high the banner of Stalin, have assumed 
the duty to bring Stalin's indictment of Beria to a historic conclusion. We owe this to Stalin and the 
world proletariat.

However, there were and still are nationalist groups in Georgia that neither wanted to be harnessed 
to the cart of any Western power, nor to be affiliated with the USSR and socialism, nor to be 



harnessed to the cart of Russian imperialism, but to establish a "sovereign and independent 
capitalist state of Georgia." It was no accident that the political rot of the wavering elements of 
the nationalists in the fringes was exploited by Beria to turn them against Stalin. While the 
nationalists of the border unions hoped for the collapse of the Soviet Union in order to break away 
from it at the best opportunity, the Soviet counter-revolutionaries took the stand that the nationalists 
should submit to the leadership of the entire anti-Soviet counter-revolution for the transformation of
all Soviet socialism into capitalism. Just as the Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites had played an 
important role in the anti-Soviet unification of the most diverse nationalist groups fighting among 
themselves, Beria - especially after Stalin's death - pursued the independence efforts of the non-
Russian Union Republics in the interest of weakening Soviet power - he attempted to open the door 
to the nationalist policy of the non-Russian Union Republics "from above" in order to introduce the 
restoration of capitalism in the border regions and thus use it as a lever to transform the Soviet 
center into capitalism (divide and conquer!). We assume that Beria had cooperated with the foreign 
countries, that he supported the Yugoslav path. Beria was pulling the counter-revolutionary strings 
between Georgia and Moscow. Throughout his life he abused Georgia only as a stepping stone for 
his power in Moscow.

Beria had eliminated all "competitors" in Georgia. Beria directed the nationalist conspiracy groups 
in Georgia from the right-wing center in Moscow. He wanted to turn Georgia into a buffer state 
between the Anglo-Americans and Soviet Russia. Beria systematically ousted the Stalinists from the
Georgian state and party apparatus in order to fill the posts with his own people to get the Georgian 
state in his hands. For this purpose, he formed the new cadres from the bourgeois youth. Some of 
them were even trained abroad in the West instead of in the Soviet Union. He tried to get the 
Georgian militia on his side, formed armed forces in Georgia against Stalin. Beria propagated 
national separation quite openly after Stalin's death - duplicitous before. Contacts of national groups
were accelerated under Beria's pressure. It was part of Beriaa's dualism that he worked in the party 
apparatus, while the nationalist groups outside the Party worked on the nationalist-fascist front. So, 
on the one hand, the conspiracy against the Party - on the other hand, the conspiracy in the state, in 
the Soviet organs - first together against Stalin and then against each other. From taking advantage 
of the contradictions between the Party and the state, the division of the state and the Party, the 
Stalinist unity of the state and the Party was shattered. In Georgia there was a contradiction between
open and hidden nationalism, the separation of Georgia was prepared by division of labor. Of 
course, there was tacit agreement instead of formal agreements. There was an official pseudo-fight 
"against nationalism" in order to hide behind it one's own nationalism, but also to protect the 
nationalist movement from Stalin's grasp by keeping the leadership over the fight "against" it in 
one's own hands and thus to be able to direct and manipulate it better. Beria sought to achieve 
Georgia's economic independence from the other Union Republics, which would run counter to the 
directives of the Georgian Republic. Stalin saw through the fact that Beria wanted to go his own 
Georgian way - independent from the Soviet Union. The slogan of his "own way to socialism" 
was at that time an internationally widespread counter-revolutionary, revisionist slogan, 
which had been set up with the intention to cause with it the separation from Stalin's Soviet 
Union, to isolate the USSR in order to make it more vulnerable.

"The Yugoslav party leaders are trying to pretend to the world that they have discovered their
own new road to socialism. This path, which they are following in immoderate arrogance and 
delusion, leads directly into the arms of the imperialist robbers. From this we must learn the 
lesson that, despite the diversity of the transitional forms, there can be no special national 
road to socialism that makes it possible to arrive at socialism without class struggle, bypassing
the political power of the working class" (Stalin: ‘On the Degeneration of the Leadership of the 
Communist Party of Yugoslavia’; Berlin; 1948,; p.14; Translated from German).

It contains the Titoist poison of decentralism and the Togliattian bacillus of polycentralism, which 



amount to the same thing, namely to division and turning away from the world center of the 
revolutionary movement of the proletariat. It had caused great damage in the communist world 
movement at the time of late Stalinism, was widespread there and some organizations are still not 
completely cured from this disease. We know that this slogan was created and spread by Tito. In any
case, Beria used this slogan in his National Policy. How far he secretly cooperated with Tito and 
how far this slogan: "Georgia's own way to socialism" played a role in the Mingrelian Conspiracy, 
we can only assume at the moment.

Stalin had also exposed that anti-Soviet, nationalist movement in Uzbekistan in the 1930s. After 
that, Stalin's correction was paralyzed by its harmful, wanton exaggeration. Thus the discontent of 
the population, which of course could not fulfill the completely exaggerated plans at all, was to 
be bundled against Stalin, against the center, against Soviet Russia. We know the trick with 
Khrushchev's monocultures from Albania, and we know that after Stalin's death the Presidium 
worked like this everywhere to make the countries economically dependent, not without Beria's 
help.

After Stalin's death, Beria was more active in implementing the restoration of capitalism than 
Khrushchev. The latter had his difficulties in restraining Beria. And even Malenkov, who had been 
on Beria's side for some time, could no longer keep up with Beria's pace. Beria's activities ran ever 
more brazenly over the heads of the other conspirators. They had no interest in a blitzkrieg against 
Stalinist socialism, because they would have lost it like Hitler's blitzkrieg against the Soviet Union.

Before the Great Patriotic War, it was still possible to exploit the contradictions between the 
imperialist powers relatively well for oneself, but in the Cold War the USA led the whole world 
against the Soviet Union, the anti-Soviet international front was more united, compromises had to 
be made. There were a number of bourgeois historians who, from studying the new documents, 
recognized in Beria a "real politician," a "reformer," and assessed him as a politician who, like no 
other, had had the "courage" to free the Soviet Union from Stalinism. Beria was held in particularly 
high esteem by those German bourgeois historians who considered him to be someone who had 
clearly opposed a socialist Germany and supported a capitalist postwar Germany. However, Beria 
did not limit himself to weakening and liquidating the socialist camp, but also tried to promote the 
independence and autonomy of the non-Russian republics, and it is clear what was meant by this: 
preparing these republics for a separation from socialism. Thus he made himself a lackey of the 
imperialism of the Western powers. Already in the 1930s, the Trotskyites tried to serve the interests 
of the fascists, which were to cut off the border republics from the Soviet system, not only to be 
able to incorporate them more easily, but also to weaken the Soviet center, conquer it and crush 
Bolshevism.

Beria viewed the Soviet Union no differently from Georgia - namely nationalistically. And on the 
question of Germany, Hungary and Yugoslavia, he did not behave differently - also in a nationalist 
manner. What was he planning to do with the Soviet Union and Georgia? It was Beria's plan to 
unite Russian great power chauvinism (RSFSR) with local nationalism in the border areas (e.g. the 
Soviet Republic of Georgia) against the world proletariat, against the World Revolution. That 
meant: building a counter-revolutionary bulwark against world socialism - and that in the middle of 
the fatherland of the world proletariat. Can one serve the interests of world imperialism more 
submissively than Beria did? And the interests of world capital consist in defeating the Soviet 
Union - detached from the world proletariat and isolated from all other countries - that is, before the
Soviet Union succeeds in uniting the revolutionary troops into a great international army.

Beria did not regard the Soviet Union as Lenin and Stalin did, namely as an internationalist 
country, committed to the world proletariat and the World Revolution, but he had above all the self-
interests of the Soviet Union as an imperialist superpower in mind, proceeded from an absolutely 



bourgeois standpoint, placed national interests above internationalist interests. But if the 
interests of "socialism in one country" are misused to detach them from the internationalist interests
of the world proletariat, if they are even used against the interests of the proletarians of all 
countries, this is nationalism of the worst kind, this is a policy of Russian Great-Power Chauvinism,
of Russian imperialism, dressed up with "left" phrases, this is both treason against the Soviet 
peoples and treason against all peoples of the world. In words against Russian Great-Power 
Chauvinism, in deeds for a Russian imperialist superpower - that was what Beria tried to implement
in the fastest way with the support of the nationalists in the peripheral areas.

On July 10th, 1953, the anti-Beria campaign officially began. Beria was accused of consorting 
with imperialist intelligence circles. He was helped in this by relatives living in exile in Paris in the 
West, as well as members of the former Menshevik government in Georgia. Radio Tbilisi 
announced on July 15th, 1953, that at the plenary session of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of Georgia and the Party Committee of the city of Tbilisi, the previous Minister of
the Interior of the Georgian Union Republic, Dekanosov (known for his lavish life of luxury), and 
the member of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Georgia, Mamulov, were relieved 
of their posts (both Berianists). Colonel Ludvigov, head of Beria's Secretariat in the Interior 
Ministry, was imprisoned for knowing too much about his boss and his sexual escapades. Ludvigov 
was married to Mikoyan's niece and was rehabilitated by Brezhnev after Khrushchev's fall. Zakisov,
chief of Beria's bodyguard, had been supplying women to Beria for his "pleasure" for many years 
on Beria's orders. Those of Beria's henchmen who had not turned back were put out cold by 
Khrushchev. Beria's people were purged by Stalin before Stalin's death and by Khrushchev after 
Stalin's death. In the first case it was a matter of warding off anti-Stalinist party enemies, in the 
other case it was a matter of eliminating such anti-Stalinist forces who did not want to bow to 
Khrushchev's faction, but wanted to continue on Beria's path even after his death. Sudoplatov was 
put behind bars for 15 years. Mamulov was Beria's secretary and also served in the Communist 
Party of Georgia. Khrushchev threw him into prison, also imprisoned Sharia, Georgian party 
secretary. After serving a prison sentence for his activities as a Mingrelian nationalist, he was 
designated, unfortunately for him, as Beria's henchman in charge of foreign affairs, a victim caught 
in the web woven around Beria.

"In September 1955, a major trial of state security functionaries took place in Georgia, but 
the public was not informed of it until November 22th, through a radio report from Tbilisi." 
(Leonhard: "The Kremlin without Stalin"; 1959; p.170; Translated from German).

Just like Beria before in July and December 1953, they were accused of "falsifying investigation 
files and using criminal investigation methods against arrested persons against honest Soviet 
people". But who were these "honest Soviet people" in reality? They were those criminals whom 
Stalin had rightly punished in 1936-1938 and who were now rehabilitated by the revisionists. 
According to a Yugoslav report ("Borba", February 13th, 1956), Stalin's Georgian purge was 
completely reversed by the Khrushchevite revisionists. In Georgia alone, 2589 (!) secretaries of 
the basic organizations were replaced by Khrushchev's supporters, by rehabilitated criminals against
socialism. Everything in Georgia that was remotely reminiscent of Stalin was completely eliminated
and eradicated on Khrushchev's orders, which was not without protest among the Georgians. The 
"de-Stalinization" campaign in Georgia was followed by the trial of Bagirov and five senior state 
security officials of the Caucasus from April 12th to 26th, 1956. Bagirov was considered an 
"ingrained Stalinist" who had held a leading position in the state security service of the Caucasus 
from 1920 to 1931 and carried out Stalin's purges there from 1950 to 1953. Also at the 19th Party 
Congress in 1952, he was one of those who most strongly condemned the cosmopolitans and 
bourgeois nationalists in the Caucasus. Bagirov (Azerbaijan) was sentenced to death by Khrushchev
along with three comrades-in-arms, two others received prison sentences of 25 years - in words the
Khrushchev revisionists were against terror, even portraying themselves as victims of terror, 



but in deeds they hunted down the Stalinists and committed bloody acts of terror against 
them.

The notorious 19th century Caucasian "freedom fighter" Shamil, who had been quite rightly 
labeled an English agent by Bagirov in 1950, was rehabilitated by Khrushchev. If one now asks
what Georgia has to do with Tito, one only has to look up the Titoite diatribes that denigrated the 
Stalinist Bagirov as early as 1951, in the middle of the time when the class struggle in Georgia 
between Stalinists and the Berianists was raging (coincidence or Titoite support for the 
Berianists?). If one compares the policy of Tito with the policy of Beria, then there are not only 
accidental coincidences to be recognized, but Tito had demonstratively put himself on the side 
of Beria in Georgia and had supported him in the fight against Stalin!!! And the "Marxist-
Leninist" Beria accepted the help of Tito with gratitude. The nationalists Beria and Tito 
turned the tables and accused Stalin of what Stalin had accused them of – nationalism!!!! And 
there it says in the Titoite diatribe by Najdan Pashić; Belgrade; 1951; p.43:

"How deeply Soviet policy and with it Soviet science have sunk into the addiction to great 
power and darkest nationalism can be seen from the fact that today the imperialist policy of 
tsarist Russia is quite openly taken in defense, even praised and glorified. (...) To whom this 
seems incredible (...) may read the article by M. Bagirov: "On the Question of the Character 
of the Movement of Miriditism and Shamil" published in the 13th last year number of 
'Bolshevik', the 'theoretical and political journal of the Central Committee of the CPSU (B)'."

Stalin had supported Bagirov and defended that Shamil was not at all the "liberation fighter" of the 
Caucasus that history books had thought him to be until then. Khrushchev had Bagirov shot.

In this context it should not be uninteresting to point out that special units of the Nazis used this 
historical name "Shamil" quite deliberately in their interest to recruit anti-Soviet elements from 
Caucasus tribes as partisan units and to smuggle them behind the front lines of the Red Army in 
order to commit blood revenge on the Red Army soldiers there under the command of Gehlen. This 
Gehlen, as the highest German intelligence officer on the Eastern Front, was responsible for 
hundreds of thousands of lives. He is none other than the founder of the West German Federal 
Intelligence Service - one year after Stalin's death!!! The USA "saved" him from the grasp of Stalin 
and and brought him to America, where the red scare fomented by him among the Americans had 
almost caused a Third World War and where the CIA trained 10,000 (!) Nazi war criminals as 
secret agents, in order to use them (already for the second time now!) at the anti-communist front, 
thus from the Eastern front of the hot war of the German imperialists to the Eastern front of 
the Cold War of the US imperialists!

If the name "Shamil" had reappeared in the Chechens' resistance struggle against Putin's imperialist 
army, it shows what different political-military interests this name has served and continues to 
serve.

At the Twentieth Party Congress, Khrushchev wisely and deliberately concealed the Mingrelian 
Conspiracy as a so-called "Mingrelian Affair" because he had to fear that otherwise his lies, his 
crimes, might become public. It was already very suspicious that he kept Beria , whom he 
eventually foisted all kinds of crimes on, out of the Mingrelian Conspiracy of all things. Who was 
Khrushchev trying to cover up for? Himself? Berianism? There were various groups hostile to 
Stalin who had already fought among themselves for power in secret during Stalin's lifetime 
and after Stalin's death continued this fight for power just as openly as covertly - also and 
especially in the country of Stalin's birth - in Georgia. Everything that happened openly after 
1953 took place covertly during Stalin's lifetime, long before. The factional struggles since 
1953 coincided with the factional struggles up to 1953, only their balance of power now 



changed in Khrushchev's favor.

Bakradze (a henchmanman of Beria and fired by Mgaladze!), Tvaltsrelidze, Chilaysvili , Tavadze, 
Tarba, Taktakisvili, Takidze - all of them were revisionist members of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of Georgia elected in 1956 (according to the Twentieth Party Congress of the 
CPSU - all swung over to Khrushchev. Mshavadnadze - Khrushchev's henchman at the Twentieth 
Party Congress against the "Anti-Party Group" around Molotov - was the one who implemented 
Khrushchev's course, the course of modern revisionism in Georgia in the most criminal (militarist) 
way. He is one of the biggest traitors of Georgia! 100 retired intelligence generals and officers, were
demoted and expelled from the Party by Khrushchev during 1955-57. They knew too much about 
his crimes and party intrigues and were killed.

During the Twentieth Party Congress, endless lines of people still passed Stalin's grave to say 
goodbye. In 1961, a new wave of purges against Stalin's supporters took place. From now on, 
Stalinists were considered criminals, and from then on they were not only secretly but openly 
persecuted, tortured, imprisoned or murdered, while the mass flows in front of Stalin's coffin 
did not stop. On Sunday, October 29th, 1961, the Lenin-Stalin Mausoleum was closed for 
"repairs." As part of his "de-Stalinization," Khrushchev proposed erecting a memorial to the 
"victims of Stalin." The next afternoon, Radio Moscow reported that Stalin's embalmed body had 
been removed from its resting place. Workers had to remove Stalin's glass coffin from the Kremlin. 
Khrushchev had the remains poured behind the Kremlin wall.

In his memoirs, between 1967 and 1971, Khrushchev rejected all blame for the crimes. He 
concealed his own crimes until the end of his life, and the CPSU covered them up until its 
dissolution.

Of course, Khrushchev's "personality cult" accusation against Stalin could not arouse 
enthusiasm in Georgia. On the contrary, the majority of the Georgian people were convinced that
Stalin had been murdered when they learned about Stalin's death. The Georgian people reacted to 
Khrushchev's Secret Speech with the greatest indignation and they went to the barricades.

On August 23th, 1956, the Tbilisi-based central organ of the CP of Georgia "Zarya Vostoka" 
reported from a Plenum meeting of the Central Committee there that a whole series of leading party
comrades were sharply attacked after the Twentieth Party Congress for defending Stalin. Literally, it
was said: "(…) that the personality cult in relation to Stalin took deep roots in the consciousness 
of the population of Georgia, that it reached particularly exaggerated proportions in our 
country." In other words, Georgia was demonstratively reluctant to tacitly accept the unjustified 
accusations of the Twentieth Party Congress against Stalin. In 1956 there had been not only 
demonstrations of sympathy for Stalin, but also the "Uprising of 1956", which, in contrast to 
the Hungarian uprising, was not a counter-revolutionary but a revolutionary uprising of the 
Georgians, which Khrushchev had violently put down through force of arms! The "de-
Stalinization" - one of the bloodiest chapters of the Soviet revisionists, especially in Stalin's 
homeland! In addition it was said in the revisionist press that it had been about "anti-party rallies" 
to "oppose the decisions against the personality cult". There are still people today "who are blinded
by the personality cult of Stalin". The revisionist papers could agitate against Stalin as much as they
wanted, but one thing is and remains a historical fact: neither in Georgia nor in any other Soviet 
Republic has there ever been a mass demonstration to condemn the alleged "personality cult 
of Stalin" and there never will be. However, there has been a revolutionary movement in 
defense of Stalin throughout the Soviet Union, which cannot be concealed by anyone. This 
should be emphasized in honor of party comrades loyal to Stalin, of the Soviet proletariat, in 
defense of the Soviet people by the world proletariat. We cannot and will not forget the great 
merits of the Stalinist comrades in the struggle against the modern revisionists and we honor 



their sacrifices by continuing their struggle against the hated revisionists until their complete 
annihilation!

What does Berianism have to do with today's Georgia? More than you suspect, comrades! Or do
you believe in a coincidence, when a Berianist with his Lilliputian line, with his advocacy and 
defense of the imperialist war against Georgia in the KPD/ML (Roter Stern) revolted to split it? 
Doesn't this show in all clarity how topical the danger of Berianism is, what corrosive influence it 
has on the Marxist-Leninist movement and how important it is to close one's own ranks to 
Berianists and to send these people into the desert? Can the lessons of Stalin's struggle against 
Beria's Mingrelian Conspiracy be any more topical? Doesn't this show how Bill Bland's mistake 
has a positive effect on Berianists and a devastating effect on the Marxist-Leninist World 
Movement?

The Grand Finale of the Mingrelian Conspiracy
or the Fairy Tale about Lenin,

who Allegedly Turned Stalin into a "Brutal Village Policeman"

Lenin's works are directly connected with the Mingrelian Conspiracy. How can that be possible? 
Lenin had been dead for almost 30 years? Well, Khrushchev had managed the incredible feat of 
bringing Lenin back to life! So let's unravel the mystery of this "resurrection":

Khrushchev had come under tremendous pressure with the Mingrelian Conspiracy.  No wonder:
First the death of the Georgian Stalin and then also the death of the Mingrelian Beria, first
the elimination of the Berianist posts by Stalin, then the reoccupation of the posts with Beria's
people by Beria and finally the renewed elimination of the Berianist henchmen, this time by
Khrushchev and the occupation of the posts with Khrushchevites. And then, in the process, his
corpses of the Tbilisi Stalin uprising had to be swept from the streets. Whoever knows the turbulent
Transcaucasus does not need much imagination to imagine what was going on there!!! It created
huge waves among the agitated masses there, and they would not and would not subside again. He
had just been able to put down the Tbilisi uprising, but with that Khrushchev had only poured more
oil  on the fire.  Khrushchev was struggling to find a way to restore calm in the Transcaucasus.
Khrushchev was not Stalin and thus incapable of solving the National Question. None of this
helped him: The completely tangled ball of wool had to be untangled at last and once and for all in a
way that firstly sounded plausible and secondly would be acceptable to everyone. To do this, he had
to find the other end of the thread, namely what started it all. And the person with whom everything
began was Lenin, who had taken a clear, Bolshevik line on the Caucasus Question that could finally
"shut everybody up." Lenin would be the only authority for Khrushchev with whom he believed he
could  calm the  heated  tempers  in  the  Transcaucasus  again  -  so he  believed he  could  give  the
Transcaucasus a "Leninist  muzzle." And so he looked for conflicting views between Lenin and
Stalin on the Caucasus Question. There had to be something in Lenin somewhere that could be used
against Stalin. Khrushchev searched, searched and searched, but no matter how hard he tried, he
unfortunately could not find anything that would have helped him out of the fix. His knees must
have shuddered at the thought of helping Lenin a little "on his toes", namely that he must once long,
long ago have written a "testament" which neither Lenin himself nor the entire Party could ever
have  known anything  about.  The  posterity  of  people  interested  in  Lenin's  works  "owes"  it  to
Khrushchev  that  he  was  able  to  enrich  Lenin's  works  with  another  document  by a  letter  that
suddenly appeared at his place. What a coincidence that the letter was found at the moment when
the Twentieth Party Congress was held. And what an even greater coincidence that something was
written in it that could be used exactly for the presentation of Khrushchev's affair of the heart at the
Party  Congress.  And,  oh  miracle,  with  "Lenin's  Testament"  Khrushchev  finally  got  rid  of  his
"Mingrelian migraine".



But what was so mysterious in the "Lenin's Testament"? Let's take a look:

"I think that Stalin's haste and his infatuation with pure administration, together with his
spite against the notorious "nationalist-socialism", played a fatal role here. In politics spite
generally  plays  the  basest  of  roles." (Lenin,  as  fabricated  by  Khrushchev:  'The  Question  of
Nationalialities  or  'Autonomisation''  in:  'Collected  Works',  Volume  36;  Moscow;  1977;  p.606;
English Edition).

What do you think comrades, did Lenin or his opponents write this? Did Lenin ever mention "haste,
spite or even a infatuation with pure administrate" in Stalin? Never! Why should he. Ever since the
two knew each other, they held each other in great esteem until their deaths and were cordially
united by the inseparable bond of the Bolshevik Party. Only death could separate them. Khrushchev,
by the way, directly borrowed the accusation of "infatuation of pure administration" in his secret
speech from Trotskyism.  Trotsky did administrate, but the accusation of administrating was
leveled against Stalin.

In his notes on "Comrade Lenin on Vacation," Stalin noted Lenin's remarks about the Socialist-
Nationalists (Social Revolutionaries in Georgia) and Mensheviks on September 15th, 1922:

"'Yes,  they  have  made  it  their  aim  to  defame  Soviet  Russia.  They  are  facilitating  the
imperialists’ fight against Soviet Russia. They have been caught in the mire of capitalism, and
are sliding into an abyss. Let them flounder. They have long been dead as far as the working
class is  concerned.'" (Lenin,  as quoted by Stalin  in:  'Comrade Lenin on Vacation'  in:  'Works',
Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.138; English Edition).

And indeed,  the Mingrelian Conspiracy of  socialist-nationalists  facilitated the US struggle
against Soviet Russia.

We do not even want to get into a discussion about socialist-nationalism, when there was complete
agreement between Lenin and Stalin on this question. If you want, you can find enough material
about Lenin's attitude during the  Caucasus Period of Comrade Stalin's life and work in our
article on Georgia.

But what else does the "Lenin's Testament" say?

"The political responsibility for all  this truly Great-Russian nationalist  campaign must, of
course, be laid on Stalin and Dzerzhinsky." (Lenin, as falsified by Khrushchev in: 'The Question
of Nationalities or 'Automisation'' in: 'Works', Volume 36; Moscow; 1977; p.610; English Edition).

When did Stalin and Dzerzhinsky ever in their lives  make a "Great-Russian Nationalist"
campaign?

In the year before Stalin was proposed as General Secretary, the latter had lectured at the
Tenth Party Congress on the next tasks in the National Question. In the year before Stalin was
proposed as General Secretary, he had lectured at the Tench Party Congress on the Party's
next tasks in the National Question - with Lenin's fullest support:

"Further,  history shows that  although individual  peoples  succeed in liberating themselves
from their own national bourgeoisie and also from the 'foreign' bourgeoisie, i.e., although they
succeed in establishing the Soviet system in their respective countries, they cannot, as long as
imperialism  exists,  maintain  and  successfully  defend  their  separate  existence  unless  they
receive the economic and military support of  neighbouring Soviet  republics." (Stalin:  'The



Tenth Congress of the R.C.P.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.38; English Edition).

Is  this  supposed  to  be  "Great-Russian  Nationalism"?  And  what  did  Lenin  do?  Did  he
intervene against it? On the contrary, he gave the directive to send the Red Army on the road
to Georgia, which Stalin immediately put into practice. Thus, the victory of socialism in the
Transcaucasus was undeniably based on the closest cooperation between Lenin and Stalin.
Whoever  denies  this  nevertheless,  makes  himself  a  vicarious  agent  of  Anglo-American
imperialism,  a  traitor  to  socialism  in  Georgia!  And  it  was  Beria  and  Khrushchev  who
committed this betrayal of Lenin, of Stalin and of the Georgian people!

Stalin played a significant role in the formation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
which can be demonstrated in a few short sentences. Lenin prepared the way for the creation
of the Soviet Union and Stalin was ultimately the executor, the actual founder of  the USSR,
Stalinism is the basis for the creation of the future World Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

On August 11th, 1922, and September 23rd-24th, 1922, Stalin headed a commission to discuss
the question of mutual relations between the RSFSR (...) and the Transcaucasian Federation.
On September 27th he went to Gorky to discuss the issues with Lenin. On October 6th, he
made a speech about it  at the Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPR (B). He was
appointed by the Plenum of the Central Committee to head a commission to prepare for the
establishment of the USSR. On October 16th, Stalin informs the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of Georgia of the decision of the Plenum of the Central Committee of the
CPR (B) that the Transcaucasian Federation will be preserved against the will of the socialist-
nationalist minority. From November 21st-28th, the commission headed by Stalin prepares a
draft constitution of the USSR. He reported on it to the Politburo on November 30th, 1922,
which  confirmed  Stalin's  "Fundamental  Points  of  the  Constitution  of  the  USSR."  On
December  5th,  1922,  at  the  meeting  of  the  Commission  of  the  Plenum  of  the  Central
Committee of the CPR (B), Stalin is elected to the subcommission to draft the text of the
Constitution and the Declaration. On December 16th, Stalin's draft is adopted. It states:

"Comrades, since the Soviet republics were formed, the states of the world have split into two
camps: the camp of socialism and the camp of capitalism (emphasized by the editors as a note
for the comparison to the "world Camp Theory" of Zhdanov that would be made later). In the
camp of capitalism there are imperialist wars, national strife, oppression, colonial slavery and
chauvinism. In the camp of the Soviets, the camp of socialism, there are, on the contrary,
mutual confidence, national equality of rights and the peaceful co-existence and fraternal co-
operation of peoples. Capitalist democracy has been striving for decades to eliminate national
contradictions  by  combining  the  free  development  of  nationalities  with  the  system  of
exploitation. So far it has not succeeded, and it will not succeed. On the contrary, the skein of
national contradictions is becoming more and more entangled, threatening capitalism with
death. Here alone, in the world of the Soviets, in the camp of socialism,has it been possible to
eradicate national oppression and to establish mutual confidence and fraternal co-operation
between peoples. And only after the Soviets succeeded in doing this did it become possible for
us to build up our federation and to defend it against the attack of the enemies, both internal
and external." (Stalin: 'The Union of Soviet Republics' in: 'Works',  Volume 5; Moscow; 1953;
p.157-158; English Edition).

Stalin, unlike Beria, was never in favor of a national socialist state by itself, but of an international
state in the sense of proletarian internationalism. Learning from Stalin, then, means conceiving the
future states of socialism as world socialist states. For Stalin, the socialist nation was never an end
in itself, but was destined to contribute to the emergence of socialist nations all over the globe,
world socialist states as distinct from the "one" socialist nation.  Every socialist nation that does



not fight for the World Revolution, that abandons the struggle for the World Revolution, stops
it and undermines it,  is doomed to the fate of the restoration of the bourgeois nation, is a
nationalist and not an internationalist nation, betrays the interests of the world proletariat,
with which the fate of the existence of every socialist nation - without exception - is linked.
This is not only mere theory, but with the death of Stalin this became a sad fact. One cannot
be for the socialist nation without being for the World Revolution, without abandoning oneself
as a communist and slipping into the bourgeois camp. Stalin, contrary to the claims of the
anti-Stalinists, never underestimated, dropped or even betrayed the principle of fighting for
World  Revolution.  He  had  kept  faith  with  his  oath  on  Lenin's  grave  to  fight  for  World
Revolution  all  his  life,  even  to  his  death.  When  Lenin  died  in  1924,  Stalin,  at  Lenin's
suggestion, took his place as his most loyal disciple and closest comrade-in-arms. Lenin and
Stalin never fought for the World Revolution other than shoulder to shoulder. In all questions,
in  every  serious  situation,  in  every  important  decision,  Lenin  and  Stalin  stood  on  this
internationalist stand. Together they created the organizational and ideological foundations of
the revolutionary party that was later able to overthrow the power of the exploiting classes.
Together they waged an irreconcilable struggle against Trotskyism and other manifestations
of  opportunism and established the rule of  the working class in spite  of  the opportunists.
What was Beria against Stalin? Where was Beria hanging out when Stalin was fulfilling his
titanic role as organizer of the October Revolution? Where was Beria when Stalin presided
over the Sixth Party Congress (where Lenin had to stay hidden)? Around Lenin's guidelines to
armed insurrection,  to  socialist  revolution,  Stalin  had  organized  and  mobilized  the  party
there. It was Stalin who put Lenin's strategy against the Trotskyites into action at the crucial
hour.  It  was  Stalin  who  successfully  fought  the  Trotskyite tactic  of  "waiting"  for  the
revolution of the West and also led the fight against Bukharin, who made the claim that the
peasants would "not support" the revolution. On whom could Lenin rely to strike the decisive
blow against the capitulators within his own ranks? On Stalin!  On November 7th, power
passed to the Soviets and the first workers' and peasants' government in history was formed.

The socialist revolution was victorious because at the head of the working class and the toiling
masses stood a party which for 15 years under the leadership of Lenin and Stalin had defeated
in bitter struggle all anti-Marxist and opportunist elements, and in this struggle had become a
unified and cohesive organization standing firmly on the ground of revolutionary Marxist
theory, distinguished from all previous socialist parties by an iron discipline and a purposeful
leadership.  The doctrine  of  the  role  of  the  revolutionary  party,  elaborated by  Lenin  and
further developed by Stalin,  is  one of the fundamental  and decisive doctrines without the
appropriation of which no party of the working class of any country, no World Communist
Party, no Communist International can successfully wage its struggle. Stalin led the Soviet
Union  along  the  only  possible  road,  which  has  received  its  historical  confirmation,  to
socialism. This achievement is undoubtedly the greatest and most formidable merit he has
earned for the cause of the international working-class movement. The doctrine of "socialism
in one country" was elaborated by Lenin and further developed and put into practice by
Stalin - against Trotskyism. With "socialism in one country", a new socialist camp emerged
alongside capitalism, from now on the capitalist and the socialist nations faced each other.

Stalin's teaching about creation of the world socialist camp, world revolutionary transition
from the period of "one" socialist nation to the period of socialist nations in the whole world,
is one of the foundations of Stalinism.

Thus, as early as 1922, Stalin put into practice Lenin's world-historical thesis of the two world
camps - the capitalist and the socialist camps - with the creation of the USSR:

"The Union of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics,  as  you know, was formed in 1922,  at  the First



Congress  of  Soviets  of  the  U.S.S.R.  It  was  formed on  the  principles  of  equality  and  the
voluntary affiliation of the peoples of the U.S.S.R. The Constitution now in force, adopted in
1924, was the first Constitution of the U.S.S.R. That was the period when relations among the
peoples had not yet been properly adjusted, when survivals of distrust towards the Great-
Russians had not  yet  disappeared,  and when centrifugal  forces  still  continued to operate.
Under those conditions it was necessary to establish fraternal cooperation among the peoples
on  the  basis  of  economic,  political,  and  military  mutual  aid  by  uniting  them  in  a  single
federated, multi-national state. The Soviet government could not but see the difficulties of this
task.

"It had before it the unsuccessful experiments of multinational states in bourgeois countries.
It had before it the experiment of old Austria-Hungary, which ended in failure. Nevertheless,
it resolved to make the experiment of creating a multi-national state, for it knew that a multi-
national state which has arisen on the basis of Socialism is bound to stand every and any test.

"Since then fourteen years have elapsed. A period long enough to test the experiment. And
what do we find? This period has shown beyond a doubt that the experiment of forming a
multi-national state based on Socialism has been completely successful. This is the undoubted
victory of the Leninist national policy.

"How is this victory to be explained?

"The  absence  of  exploiting  classes,  which  are  the  principal  organizers  of  strife  between
nations; the absence of exploitation, which cultivates mutual distrust and kindles nationalist
passions; the fact that power is  in the hands of the working class,  which is  the foe of all
enslavement  and  the  true  vehicle  of  the  ideas  of  internationalism;  the  actual  practice  of
mutual  aid among the peoples  in all  spheres  of  economic and social  life;  and, finally,  the
flourishing national culture of the peoples of the U.S.S.R., culture which is national in form
and Socialist in content - all these and similar factors have brought about a radical change in
the aspect of the peoples of the U.S.S.R.; their feeling of mutual distrust has disappeared, a
feeling of mutual friendship has developed among them, and thus real fraternal cooperation
among the peoples has been established within the system of a single federated state.

"As a result, we now have a fully formed multinational Socialist state, which has stood all
tests, and whose stability might well be envied by any national state in any part of the world.

"Such are the changes which have taken place during this period in the sphere of national
relations in the U.S.S.R.

"Such is the sum total of changes which have taken place in the sphere of the economic and
social-political  life of  the U.S.S.R. in the period from 1924 to 1936." (Stalin:  'On the Draft
Constitution of the U.S.S.R.' in: 'Works', Volume 14; London; 1978; p.161-163; English Edition).

The creation of the USSR meant a tremendous strengthening of Soviet power and a great
victory of the Lenin-Stalin policy of the Party of Bolsheviks on the National Question.

Defending Stalinism means defending this important cornerstone, the doctrine of the USSR and the
solution of its National Question. This does not mean holding on to historically outdated doctrines
of Stalin. For example, the following thesis of Stalin must be reconsidered:

"(...) although individual peoples succeed in liberating themselves from their own national
bourgeoisie and also from the 'foreign' bourgeoisie, i.e., although they succeed in establishing



the Soviet  system in their respective countries,  they cannot,  as long as imperialism exists,
maintain and successfully defend their separate existence unless they receive the economic
and military support of neighbouring Soviet republics." (Stalin:  'The Tenth Congress of the
R.C.P.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 5; Moscow; 1953; p.38; English Edition0.

Stalin was partly  "mistaken" here -  and in a  positive  sense  -  because  what  he said here
contradicts the example of Albania, which at least, or at least for a period of decades, had
managed to lead (to have to lead!) quite a "separate existence". The teachings of Enver Hoxha
clearly prove that even in a small country like Albania the beacon of socialism shone over the
entire capitalist-revisionist world, that despite the betrayals of Yugoslav, Khrushchevite and
Chinese revisionism it was able to lead a socialist separate existence, to defend itself and to
economically  develop  independently,  and  despite  all  this  to  become a  flourishing  socialist
country  by  successfully  applying  the  teachings  of  Enver Hoxha  and  relying  "on  its  own
forces". This constitutes the essence and strength of Hoxhaism. Enver Hoxha was able to
successfully fend off all attempts by Tito, with whose "national policy" Albania would have
become one of his Yugoslav "Soviet republics" (meaning: a Yugoslav colony). The overthrow
of the dictatorship of the Albanian proletariat failed, however, not because Albania had not
"adhered" to Stalin's thesis (Albania was forced to follow its own Stalinist path of socialism or
perish!), but because revisionism spread in Albania after Enver Hoxha's death, it renounced
Stalinism under its  pressure,  and it  allowed  –  despite  the  resistance  of  upright  Albanian
Stalinists - the counter-revolution to topple the Stalin monument in Tirana. "To learn from
Stalin - is to learn to win!" This was true not only for the flourishing of socialist Albania, it is
true at present and in the future for the victory of the World Revolution, for the victory of
world socialism!

What does the Albanian example show? It shows that Stalinism cannot be uncritically applied
to  all  future  conditions.  It  must  be  modified  in  the  Marxist  sense.  Stalinism  cannot  be
defended today by constructing a "copy" of the USSR on a world scale at the drawing board.
It is necessary to understand the essence of Stalinism and build a qualitatively completely new
World Union of World Soviet Socialist Republics, which in today's conditions of globalization
most optimally reflects and satisfies the national and social needs of the working people of the
entire world. The new form of the Union of World Soviet Socialist Republics will emerge in
the international class struggle itself, according to the ideas of the world proletariat, and not
as a result of clever scholars, whom it is impossible to "think up" and "construct" forms with.
These forms of the development of world socialism cannot be determined in advance. They
must  be  worked  out  scientifically  in  the  class  struggle.  This  is  what  Marxism-Leninism
teaches.

The socialist nation in the First Period of socialism had to stand up to the capitalist nations
that surrounded it, had to defend itself against them. Socialism was constantly threatened by
world capitalism. The establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat was the cornerstone
on which the victorious solution of the National Question in the USSR was built. The history
of the socialist nation in this period was the history of repelling military invasions and wars.
The imperialist class struggle against socialism shaped the type of socialist nation in the First
Period of socialism.

So what will explain the solution of the National Question by the world socialist revolution of
the world proletariat?

World capitalism fails because it is unable to change its capitulation to the solution of the
social  and  National  Question,  because  it  has  chained  its  existence  to  exploitation  and
oppression and thus digs its own grave.



World socialism succeeds because it is formed in the struggle for the solution of the social and
National Question, because it is not viable without the international liberation of the social
world, because it eliminates exploitation and oppression all over the world. In world socialism,
it will be something like the following:

The  absence  of  the  contradiction  between  exploiting  and  oppressing  and  the  absence  of
exploited and oppressed nations; the absence of  globalized,  world imperialist  exploitation;
through the elimination of its main imperialist organizers who fomented anti-imperialist and
mutual nationalist hatred; the fact that the world proletariat is in power all over the world,
which is an enemy of all enslavement and the faithful bearer of the ideas of internationalism;
the actual realization of the mutual help of all peoples in all fields of world economic and
world social life; finally, the blossoming of the national culture of the peoples of the world
socialist union, (still) national in form (but already no longer in the old form national), world
socialist  in  content  -  all  these  and  similar  factors  will  lead  to  a  complete  change  in  the
physiognomy of the peoples of the world socialist union, that the feeling of mutual distrust
and, above all, that the feeling of being dominated again by some new bourgeois world power
will disappear in them, and thus the truly fraternal cooperation of the peoples in the world
system of a unified federal state will come about. These will be the changes that will take place
in the future in the field of national relations in the world socialist union. The result will be
that  we  will  have  a  fully  formed  socialist  nationality  state  on  a  world  scale,  which  will
withstand all tests and whose firmness will far surpass the firmness of the old confederation of
nationalities,  Lenin's  and  Stalin's  USSR.  In  the  Second  Period  of  socialism,  the  socialist
nations together form a world system of socialist nations under the conditions of the world
dictatorship of  the proletariat.  The antagonistic  contradiction of  capitalist  nations  can be
transformed into a non-antagonistic  contradiction of  socialist  nations with the help of the
world dictatorship of the proletariat. Also in the socialist world scale there will be a period of
overcoming the remnants of distrust against the then "former" capitalist great powers and
nations transformed into socialist nations such as the USA, Russia, China, Europe, Japan,
etc.,  whose centrifugal  forces will  continue to work for some time and still  make possible
military countermeasures inevitable. The world dictatorship is the armed world power of the
workers  against  the  restoration  of  world  capitalism,  against  the  counter-revolutionary
remnants of world imperialism.

In the Second Period of socialism it is necessary to organize the fraternal cooperation of the
peoples on the basis of world-economic, world-political mutual aid, by uniting all peoples of
the world to a worldwide nation-state, to the World Union of the Soviet Socialist Republics
(whose actual, special forms will still emerge and therefore cannot be constructed on today's
drawing board).  The new proletarian world power must  be aware of  this,  because it  has
before it the failed attempt of the former revisionist camp, the revisionist degenerated, social-
imperialist nations and their vassal states. And yet, the workers of the whole world will create
a world socialist union that will withstand any and all tests. Thus, the peoples of the world will
experience from their own experience that a world union based on world socialism, on the
basis of their equality and voluntary will to unite, will fully succeed. Stalin was absolutely
right when he said:

"But from this it follows that the international significance of the new Constitution of the
U.S.S.R.  can hardly  be exaggerated." (Stalin:  'On the Draft  Constitution of  the  U.S.S.R.'  in:
'Works', Volume 14; London; 1978; p.196; English Edition).

To restore this international significance of Stalin's Constitution as a world-historical victory
of the dictatorship of the proletariat in its practical implementation under today's conditions,



that is, not only to understand the fundamentals of Stalinism, but also to apply them correctly.

The  future  constitution  of  the  new  type  of  WUSSR,  the  World  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist
Republics, will undoubtedly crown the victory of Stalin's National Policy on a world scale:

The first 12 articles of the Constitution of the USSR require only a simple exchange of the
name "USSR" for "WUSSR" and can be literally adopted fully on a world scale. Why not?
We add only - derived from Stalin's remarks on the draft of the constitution of the USSR of
1936 - seven further points for the illustration of the fundamental differences between the
constitutions of the capitalist and the socialist world system:

Thirteenth Article

In contrast to the constitutions of the nations of the capitalist world order, the constitutions of
the  future  world  socialist  nations  are  based  on  the  socialist  constitutions  of  Lenin's  and
Stalin's USSR and Enver Hoxha's Socialist Peoples' Republic of Albania. The main difference
is only that the constitutions of the world socialist nations now commit themselves just as
voluntarily to the constitution of the World Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Fourteenth Article

Unlike the constitutions of the nations of the world imperialist order, the constitution of the
nations of the world socialist order starts from the fact that the capitalist order of the world
society has been eliminated, from the fact that the world socialist social order has triumphed
in the WUSSR. The main basis of the constitution of the WUSSR will be the principles of
world socialism, its already achieved and realized basic pillars: World socialist ownership of
the  land  of  the  whole  world,  forests,  factories  and  workshops  and  other  means  and
instruments  of  production  on  the  entire  earth;  the  abolition  of  global  exploitation  and
elimination of the exploiting classes in all countries of the world; the elimination of the misery
of the majority of the world's population and the wastefulness of its minority, which held the
world's riches in its hands; the elimination of world unemployment; work as the task and
honorary duty of every world socialist citizen capable of work according to the formula: "He
who does not work shall not eat"; the global right to work, the global right of every socialist
citizen to guaranteed employment; the global right to rest; the global right to education, etc.

Fifteenth Article

If the bourgeois constitutions of the world imperialist order assumed from their dictatorship
that the world society consists of antagonistic classes, of classes owning the world and the
propertyless  classes,  the  constitution  of  the  WUSSR  assumes  that  there  are  no  more
antagonistic classes in the world society, that the world society consists of two friendly classes,
workers  and peasants,  that  these working classes  are  in the world power,  that  the  world
dictatorship of the working class - as the most advanced class of the world society - rules
(hegemony of the world proletariat), that the world constitution is necessary to anchor the
world  socialist  circumstances  and  world  social  conditions,  which  are  convenient  and
advantageous for the working people all over the world.

Sixteenth Article

The bourgeois constitutions of the capitalist world order tacitly assume that nations and races
cannot be equal, that there are fully entitled nations and not fully entitled nations, that, in
addition, there is a third category of nations or races, e.g. in the colonies, which have even



fewer rights than the not fully entitled nations. This means that all these constitutions are
nationalist in their basis, they are the capitalist constitutions of the ruling nations.

In contrast to these constitutions, the constitution of the WUSSR is deeply internationalist. It
assumes that all world socialist nations and races are equal. It assumes that differences in skin
color or in language, in level of culture or in level of world state development, as well as any
other  differences  among  nations  and  races,  cannot  be  used  as  a  reason  to  justify  legal
inequality among nations. The Constitution of the WUSSR will assume that all nations and
races, regardless of their past and present situation, regardless of their strength or weakness,
will enjoy equal rights in all spheres of economic, social, state and cultural life of the socialist
society.

Seventeenth Article

In the constitutions of the nations of the world imperialist order, the great words of "human
rights", "democracy", "environmental protection", etc. were written in order to disregard
and trample them in practice. In those nations, there is only democracy for the minority; the
majority is ruled by the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie, which is destroying the world.

In the constitution of the WUSSR there is no difference between word and deed concerning
human rights, the world democracy, the preservation (and the reconstruction of destroyed)
nature  towards  the  majority  of  the  world  population.  In  order  to  guarantee  the  world
democracy  and  the  human  rights  of  the  majority  of  the  world  population,  in  order  to
eliminate the destruction of the world, the constitution of the WUSSR is based on the world
dictatorship of the proletariat over the minority of the world population, which does not want
to accept world socialism, declares war on it and wants to transform it back into the world
imperialist order by counter-revolutionary means.

For the constitution of the WUSSR there will be no distinction between active and passive
citizens, for the WUSSR all citizens are politically active. In the constitution of the WUSSR,
the equality of men and women is guaranteed in word and deed. Also incompatible with the
constitution are distinctions such as "residents" and "non-residents," haves and have-nots,
educated and uneducated, etc. For the WUSSR Constitution, all citizens throughout the world
and their rights and duties are equal. It is not the regional advantage of one country over
another, not wealth, not national or social origin, not gender, not position of service, etc., but
the personal abilities and personal work of each citizen throughout the world that determines
his or her position in world society.

Eighteenth Article

The constitutions  of  bourgeois  nations  around the  world  guarantee  the  realization  of  the
rights of their citizens, but the paper on which these rights are written is not worth it. In
reality,  only the rights for the rich are realized, and the poor fall  by the wayside. On the
contrary, if the workers and peasants, the toilers want to claim these rights for themselves,
they are prevented from doing so, and they are imprisoned for it, if thereby the realization of
the "rights" of the rich (to exploit and oppress!) are restricted, denounced, questioned or even
eliminated.

In contrast, the Constitution of the WUSSR abolishes this mere formality of self-realization of
socialist citizens. It provides in practice all means for the development of socialist man, creates
jobs for all, frees all from exploitation, from unemployment, from capitalist crises, creates the
necessary material means for the realization of world democracy, health and prosperity for



every citizen of the world. World socialism is one office and one factory with equal work and
equal pay.

Nineteenth Article

In  the  capitalist  world,  the  law  of  the  strongest  applied,  the  nation's  right  to  self-
determination was trampled underfoot, subjected to the imperialist military boots and the
profit interests of the "big" nations, which used the UN and other international organizations
and associations to do so.

But we still have to overcome many other boils of the capitalist state system. The individual
capitalist states act as a stumbling block for all those interests that go beyond the narrow-
minded nationalist interests. As soon as a citizen moves from one country to another, he is
confronted with the respective national laws, there is a real running of the gauntlet with the
respective bureaucratic state apparatuses, there is no justice and security instance above these
national instances, the rights of global citizens are trampled underfoot, the the global citizen is
treated  as  a  second-class  human  being,  he  has  to  stand  in  line  behind  the  bourgeois,
"national" citizens, he is discriminated against, not to mention the xenophobia and racism.
The bourgeois states consider all human needs outside their 4 state walls as "not relevant" or
against "national  law". This misanthropic arbitrariness of  the national states towards the
"rest of the world", the criminalization and discrimination of foreigners, must be smashed
globally.  The bourgeois  states  themselves  are  neither able  nor willing  to  do this.  What is
needed here is a global power entity that will end the arbitrariness of the bourgeois states
forever.  This  balancing,  regulating and controlling power instance can only  guarantee the
world dictatorship of the proletariat, since it is deeply internationalist and can nip in the bud
any nationalism, any bigotry of bourgeois states. The global citizen needs a global state, a
socialist state, which does not serve profit, exploitation and oppression, but the needs of all
world citizens equally. This can only be a union of world socialist states. The political power
belongs  to  the  internationalist  world  proletariat.  Only  the  world  political  power  of  the
workers and peasants guarantees justice and freedom of movement to the working people in
every  country.  The needs  of  humanity,  the  need for nationally  transcending freedom,  for
global freedom, the overcoming of discrimination by narrow-minded political borders of the
national bourgeoisie and their global overlords can be satisfied in the future only by a World
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The international right of the worker is the key to his
national right. And this key he holds only when he breaks the key of the international "right"
of the bourgeoisie, when he rules over the class of the world bourgeoisie, when he forever
eliminates that class of global oppression and exploitation in each and every country.

Since the World Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is a voluntary federation of equal nations,
the Constitution must not lack the right of each World Soviet Socialist Republic to decide
freely on its secession from the Union.

What distinguishes the union of nation-states from the world socialist state?

The World Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is a union of nation states and not yet a unified
socialist world state. This corresponds roughly to the Soviet Union, which for its part was also
not  yet  a  nation  state,  but  as  the  name  says,  precisely  a  union.  For  this  reason,  Stalin
emphasized:

"We have a supreme body in which are represented the common interests of all the working
people  of  the  U.S.S.R.  irrespective  of  nationality.  This  is  the  Soviet  of  the  Union.  But  in
addition to common interests, the nationalities of the U.S.S.R. have their particular, specific



interests, connected with their specific national characteristics. Can these specific interests be
ignored? No, they cannot. Do we need a special supreme body to reflect precisely these specific
interests? Unquestionably, we do. There can be no doubt that without such a body it would be
impossible to administer a multi-national state like the U.S.S.R. Such a body is the second
chamber, the Soviet of Nationalities of the U.S.S.R." (Stalin: 'On the Draft of the Consitution of
the U.S.S.R.' in: 'Works', Volume 14; London; 1978; p.189-190; English Edition).

Thus, the WUSSR will not abandon the bicameral system in accordance with Stalin's teachings.
The unicameral  system will  come into force only  when a unified world socialist  state has
emerged.

Does World Communism Still Need a Constitution?

No, in world communism the constitution in the conventional sense has no more use, as little
as for the state which gave it to itself. This does not exclude that the constitution can still find
application in certain points in world communism for a shorter while. In fully matured world
communism, however, people have long been mature enough to get along without states and
their constitutions. Constitutions are instruments of class dictatorship, which will be abolished
in world communism.

The globalization of  the  imperialist  world order is  already in  the process  of  creating the
conditions for all people to be able to actually govern the world together, to communicate and
produce  together,  to  exchange  and  distribute  their  products,  to  regulate  their  living  and
working together themselves without a state, without legal norms "from above".

However, the rights guaranteed in the constitution of the WUSSR can never be higher than
the world socialist  production relations and the global  cultural  development of  the world
socialist society caused by it. In world socialism, the "bourgeois law" is not yet completely
abolished, what is abolished is the right to private property, the basic pillar of the capitalist
world society. Lenin said in "The State and Revolution":

"'Bourgeois law' recognises them as the private property of individuals. Socialism converts
them  into  common  property.  To  that  extent—and  to  that  extent  alone—'bourgeois  law'
disappears." (Lenin: 'The State and Revolution' in: 'Works', Volume 25; Moscow; 1974; p.472;
English Edition).

World socialism does not yet eliminate the allocation of de facto unequal amounts of labor to
unequal individuals.

Lenin taught:

"This is a 'defect', says Marx, but it is unavoidable in the first phase of communism; for if we
are not to indulge in utopianism, we must not think that having overthrown capitalism people
will  at  once  learn  to  work  for  society  without  any  rules  of  law.  Besides,  the  abolition  of
capitalism does not immediately create the economic prerequisites for such a change." (ibid).

World  socialism  is  not  yet  world  communism,  but  a  special  preliminary  form  of  world
communism on a lower stage. When Lenin spoke of communism in the following quotation, he
spoke of socialism as the first or lower stage of communism. In this respect, world socialism is
not yet as far developed in certain respects at the beginning as Lenin's and Stalin's USSR,
which was already developing on the way to the higher phase, to communism. Nevertheless,
world  socialism  is  superior  to  "communism  in  one  country"  in  that  world  capitalism  is



eliminated and thus the way to world communism is guaranteed. Only world socialism creates
the conditions for the guarantee of communism in one country. In world socialism, therefore,
the ground has been removed from the danger of the restoration of capitalism, which could
not yet be the case under the conditions of the transition to "communism in one country",
because world capitalism was in the way.

"It follows that under communism there remains for a timenot only bourgeois law, but even
the bourgeois state, without the bourgeoisie!

"This may sound like a paradox or simply a dialectical conundrum of which Marxism is often
accused  by  people  who  have  not  taken  the  slightest  trouble  to  study  its  extra-ordinarily
profound content." (ibid; p.476).

The "bourgeois law" and with it the constitution of the WUSSR will be completely abolished
only with the completion of the world communism, when the world population can regulate
their living together everywhere on the globe without compelling legal norms.

In world communism the National Question solves itself. Communism is international both in
its form and in its content. In communism the national shells of the world society fall, the
fusion of the nations is followed by the death of the nations. People can be free only when they
have freed themselves from the forced existence of belonging not only to this or that nation,
but to a nation at all.

The fusion of nations presupposes their revolutionary separation from the world capitalist
system, presupposes the global creation of world socialism. The process of the disintegration
of bourgeois nations is directly linked to the process of disintegration of world capitalism. The
fate of nations is sealed by the world capitalist system itself. They were forcibly united as slave
nations of world capital and hang on its drip. The liberation of the world proletariat also
means the liberation of the nations from their forced enslavement, means the creation of the
World Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The separation from the world capitalist system is
the precondition for the free and voluntary union of world socialist nations, which in turn are
the precondition for the fusion of nations. Thus, the essence of Stalinism has not changed, but
the way to the goal, the forms of fusion have completely changed due to the globalization of
capitalism and are then forced by the globalization of socialism.

Without the Mingrelian Conspiracy, we would be a little further along with this goal than we
are today. The Mingrelian Conspiracy has contributed to the revival of nationalism, to the
reaction that has darkened the world again today.

Thus, at the world historical juncture of the Mingrelian Conspiracy, we can clearly study the
basis of Stalinism and apply it to the present day.

What is the Basis of Stalinism on the National Question?

The basis of Stalinism on the National Question is the construction of the USSR under the
conditions of the proletarian dictatorship.

The elimination of  the antagonistic  opposition between nations,  of  the exploitation of  one
nation by another, the establishment of the equality of nations, the cooperation and union of
nations in solidarity and friendship, the overcoming of the backwardness of one nation in
relation to another, caused by the capitalist law of inequality - all this is a general regularity of
the transition from capitalism to socialism.



The elimination of non-antagonistic contradictions between nations - and thus the elimination
of these contradictions between nations in general, the merging of nations up to the gradual
abolition of nations as such - all this is a general regularity of the transition from socialism to
communism, with which the natural differences between people of this or that former nation
still remain largely untouched.

How do we correctly apply the Foundations of Stalinism in the National Question to today's
conditions?

Stalinism  teaches  that  the  National  Question  of  the  First  Period  of  socialism  ("in  one
country")  and  the  Second  Period  of  socialism  (on  a  global  scale)  should  not  be  lumped
together, since they are both essentially different. We recommend a deeper study of Stalin's
works, in which this difference was precisely worked out and which had caused the storm of
indignation among the revisionists.

Today, the National Question can be solved only with the help of the world socialist revolution.
Because only with the global liberation from world capitalism the basis for the equality and
the development of the free will of the peoples of the whole world, the liberation of every
single nation from exploitation and oppression, will be created.

Stalinism on the National Question today means the global liberation from world capitalism,
means the struggle for world socialist revolution, means the liberation of each nation.

Stalinism, the Stalinist  USSR, is  thus the basis  for building the world union of  all  Soviet
republics on this earth.

Just as Stalinism was the teaching of the solution of the National Question on the example of
the USSR, Stalinism today is the teaching of the solution of the National Question on a world
scale, the solution of the National Question in the struggle for world socialism, for the world
dictatorship of the proletariat.

Lenin's and Stalin's USSR does not exist any more and will never exist again as it was - this to
the ears of those who dream of wanting to re-establish Lenin's and Stalin's old USSR as it
once existed with all its great sacrifices that world imperialism had inflicted on them and
would inevitably inflict again. We want a new USSR as part of the USSR. Tomorrow a USSR
of a new type and not of the old Lenin-Stalin type will arise. The old USSR of Lenin and Stalin
will keep its place of honor in history. We will patiently convince all comrades of this, because
only those who are fighting for the USSR today are also fighting for the defense of the great
achievements  of  the  Soviet  peoples  under  the  leadership  of  Lenin  and  Stalin,  for  the
flourishing of the new USSR. The old USSR of Lenin and Stalin was the first fatherland of the
world proletariat, but in the meantime the patriotic heart of the world proletariat has become
so big that it needs the whole world for its fatherland. There is no fatherland of the world
proletariat  anymore,  but  there  is  still  a  world  proletariat,  namely  a  world  proletariat
developing  into  an  independent  gigantic  global  revolutionary  force,  a  proletariat  like  the
world has never seen and experienced before. What is the fatherland of the world proletariat
today? Today, the fatherland is no longer limited to any country in the world as in the First
Period of socialism, but the fatherland of the world proletariat extends over the entire globe.
The proletarian fatherland of tomorrow will be the world fatherland of the proletariat. This
distinguishes the fatherland of the world proletariat in the First Period of socialism from the
fatherland of the world proletariat in the Second Period, in the period of world socialism. The
future fatherland of the world proletariat - the world fatherland, that is the World Union of



Soviet Socialist Republics, that is no longer the USSR, but the future USSR. The doctrine of
building the USSR - this is the Stalinism of today and tomorrow.

"We stand for the close union and the complete amalgamation of the workers and peasants of
all  nations in a single world Soviet republic" (Lenin: 'Letter  to the Workers and Peasants of
Ukraine' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 30; Moscow; 1974; p.293; English Edition).

Stalin fought for the unified world Soviet republic of Leninism. And we only continue this
struggle of Lenin and Stalin - nothing else.

Long live the new WUSSR in the spirit of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and Enver Hoxha!

What was Soviet patriotism in Stalin's time? It was the unlimited and unconditional self-
sacrifice and love of the world proletariat and Soviet peoples for their great fatherland of
Lenin's and Stalin's USSR, it was the form of proletarian internationalism towards Lenin's
and Stalin's USSR that left its special and characteristic mark on the First Period of socialism.

What is Soviet patriotism today? Soviet patriotism is not the same today as it was at the time
of Lenin and Stalin. It will certainly never exist again in its old form in the future. What will
exist, however, is a higher form of Soviet patriotism - namely world patriotism. What is the
meaning of this new word creation of the Comintern/ML?

World patriotism of today, that is, to place one's attachment to one's homeland and love for
the whole world higher than one's  attachment to one's  homeland and love  for one's  own
country, means global enrichment of  one's own patriotism. People begin to understand to
know, love and defend the world as their common fatherland. World patriotism considers the
world as the fatherland of the community of nations. The world proletariat considers world
patriotism as  global  patriotism,  which  will  shape  the  patriotism of  every  country.  World
patriotism ignites the struggle of the proletarians of each country to work together with the
proletarians of all other countries for the revival of this world destroyed by capitalism, this is
the heroic struggle of the peoples to save their common world from world imperialism, to
destroy world enemy No. 1, capitalism - to fight under the leadership of the world proletariat
for the world dictatorship of the proletariat! World patriotism is the fight for the freedom of
all people to regard the world no longer as their private property, but as a common living
space, which all living beings on this earth share peacefully with each other, protect it, care for
it and cultivate it, instead of destroying and annihilating it, means to bring man and nature
globally in harmony in the fight against everyone who stands in the way of this common task.

Soviet patriotism of our time, that is the global struggle for protection from world capitalism
in every country of the world, that is the struggle for the protection of peoples, is the struggle
for the establishment and protection of the WUSSR, that is the highest, the global form of
proletarian internationalism, which puts its special, its characteristic stamp on the proletarian
countries of tomorrow.

Back to Georgia, back to 1923.

We ask: Who then at the Twelfth Party Congress of the CPR (B) in April 1923, at the first
Party  Congress  that  Lenin  could  no  longer  attend,  exposed  the  representatives  of  the
Georgian nationalist deviation that Trotsky had led? Who was re-elected General Secretary at
the Twelfth Party Congress? Stalin. Stalin's policy on the National Question was absolutely
approved and supported. Trotsky's friends in Georgia suffered a severe defeat to Lenin and
Stalin on the National Question. These are facts, and they were historically corroborated by



Stalin's actions throughout his life, not only in the Caucasus. It was the Trotskyites who were
thwarted by his election as General Secretary in 1923, and it was also the Trotskyites who
tried to replace him as General Secretary in 1952!

At the Twelfth Party Congress, Stalin referred to the National Question first and foremost for
its  enormous  international  significance  and  considered  it  the  driving  force  for  the
revolutionary liberation of all oppressed peoples in the East and in the West. Stalin pointed to
the need to work vigorously to eliminate inequality in the economic and cultural condition of
the peoples of the Soviet Union. Stalin called on the entire party to fight resolutely against
Great-Russian-Chauvinism and local nationalism, which had intensified in connection with
the partial  revival  of  capitalism (NEP).  And it  was precisely  this  Bolshevik  policy  on the
National Question of the Twelfth Party Congress of the CPR (B) Stalin principally continued
against  the  Mingrelian  Conspiracy,  which Beria  was  behind.  And how did  the  "Marxist-
Leninist" Beria "solve" the National Question? With the murder of Stalin! Beria decisively
participated  in  the  murder  of  Trotsky,  in  order  to  be  able  to  later  become  Trotsky's
executioner  of  Stalin.  And  Khrushchev  rehabilitated  Trotsky  with  Lenin's  alleged
"Testament". Thus the circle is closed: Khrushchev justified Beria's Mingrelian Conspiracy
with Lenin's "facts" and forever closed the file on the Mingrelian Conspiracy with the seal of
"Lenin"! But let's leave it open.

Here  are  some  more  jems  from the  "Lenin's  Testament"  which  any further  comment  about  is
superfluous::

"He  (Trotsky) is personally perhaps the most capable man in the present C.C., but he has
displayed  excessive  self-assurance  and  shown  excessive  preoccupation  with  the  purely
administrative side of the work." (Lenin, as falsified by Khrushchev in: 'Letter to the Congress'
in: 'Collected Works', Volume 36; Moscow; 1977; p.595; English Edition).

If the Comintern/ML reissues Lenin's Collected Works, everything Khrushchev put in will of course
be taken out again! To put a non-Bolshevik at the head of the Bolshevik Party because Trotsky
should not be blamed for it personally? Can this gem of opportunism be topped in the history
of  the  Leninist  party????!!!  Yes,  it  could  be  topped  in  1956,  namely  by  the  fact  that
Khrushchev served this opportunism to the Twentieth Party Congress as "Leninism": "He
(Khrushchev) is personally perhaps the most capable man in the present C.C.! Khrushchev
could  not  be  charged  with  non-Bolshevism  as  a  personal  fault."  At  the  Twentieth  Party
Congress  Khrushchev  allowed  himself  to  be  proposed  as  the  new  Kremlin  Tsar  -  quite
correctly in fulfillment of "Lenin's Testament" - Khrushchev - truly the worthy and legitimate
successor of Lenin!

What was the alleged "Lenin's Testament" about?

It is allegedly a "Letter to the Congress".

Now, one normally assumes that such a letter should be able to be read by the comrades in one go,
perhaps even decided upon. But this is completely impossible. The letter is a mess, completely torn
apart or fragmented and artificially patched together, both in form and content. The content was
demonstrably manipulated and falsified afterwards and the falsifiers extraordinarily bumbled with
"supplementary  entries",  which  do  not  correspond  with  the  current  diary  entries  of  Lenin's
secretaries, completely contrary to their up to now extraordinarily careful way of working. This also
included Stalin's second wife, N.S. Allluyeva, whom Lenin had had full confidence in.

The whole letter is a single puzzle with many puzzle pieces and question marks. For example, it is



quite strange that "Lenin's Testament" is divided into completely incoherent "transcripts". The first
transcript is dated  December 23rd, 1922 (Chapter I). The continuation is dated  December 24th,
1922, but  without  a  transcript  note,  without  the  initials  of  the  secretaries.  The  transcript  of
December 25th, 1922 appears in the middle of the transcript of December 24th, 1922 – and thus
has no beginning at all. Why does a "supplement to the letter of December 24th, 1922" follow only
after the section of the notes of December 25th, 1922 and not directly after December 24th, 1922,
which would be temporally logical? From medical notes of the doctors it is provable that Lenin for
health reasons was not able to work at all on the days on which he is supposed to have dictated the
additions [sic!!!].

In terms of content, this "note" of Chapter II deals with a  "series of considerations of a purely
personal  nature." What?? The election of  the  general  secretary  = consideration of  purely
personal nature ?? Rather "nebulous" for a professional politician like Lenin?

And on page 599 the exact opposite (?!) is written: "I think that personal matters are at present
too closely interwoven with the question of principle." – (sic!). Asserting the opposite in a single
breath - Lenin has never done such a thing.

Stalin had become General Secretary, but Lenin is said to have expressed doubts in the letter as to
whether things would go well with him. In the supplement to the letter of December 24th, 1922, it
reads completely differently. There it suddenly says: "Stalin is too rude and this defect, although
quite tolerable in our midst and in dealings among us Communists, becomes intolerable in a
Secretary-General." In it Lenin allegedly proposes his replacement. First it says: Stalin as General
Secretary?  Yes,  that  can  be  tolerated,  even  if  with  anguish.  But  quite  differently  in  the
"supplement": there it unmistakably says: Stalin is to be replaced as General Secretary, and cannot
be tolerated!! What are these? These are  two fundamentally different, contradictory attitudes
from today to tomorrow? Is that Leninism?

It appears to us after the fact that this "supplement" was amended, but certainly not by Lenin! That
Stalin should be replaced by Trotsky, that appears to us that this is Trotsky's (Krupskaya) dictation
and not Lenin's. What is this "Letter to the Congress", in which Lenin abruptly leaves two opposing
assessments of Stalin standing next to each other? Both of them together could not be implemented
by the Party Congress at all. Should the Party Congress then be guided by one or the other point of
view of Lenin in the future?? This does not fit to Lenin's straightforwardness, because only  on
April 3th, 1922 the Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPR (B) had elected Stalin as
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Party - and who of all people made the
proposal for this? Comrade Lenin himself! Why should Lenin propose a General Secretary, only
to throw this proposal over after 8 months? One must imagine this once: On the day when Lenin
supposedly     proposed the replacement of Stalin, the USSR was founded by Stalin - and with
the will and the full support of Lenin and the entire Bolshevik Party!!!!

And Trotsky?

With Rykov and the rest of the Anti-Party Opposition, he involved the Party in endless discussions
about  the  GOELRO  in  order  to  buy  time  to  carry  out  pest  work  and  rally  its  own  counter-
revolutionary  forces  to  bring  down  the  GOELRO.  "Communism  is  Soviet  power  plus  the
electrification of the whole country." - Trotsky even had the temerity to publicly doubt that this
famous formula came from Lenin!!!

"The congress rejected the views of an anti-Party group which called itself "The Group of
Democratic-Centralism"  and  was  opposed  to  one-man  management  and  the  undivided
responsibility of industrial directors. It advocated unrestricted "group management" under



which nobody would be personally responsible for the administration of industry. The chief
figures  in  this  anti-Party  group  were  Sapronov,  Ossinsky,  and  Y.  Smirnov.  They  were
supported at the congress by Rykov and Trotsky." (Stalin: 'The History of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union [Bolsheviks] - Short Course' Tbilisi; 2017; p.336-337; English Edition).

Shortly before  Lenin  proposed Stalin  as  General  Secretary,  Lenin received a  letter  from Stalin
praising Lenin's GOELRO plan, taking his side and defending it against Trotsky:

"You remember Trotsky’s 'plan' (his theses) of last year for the 'economic revival' of Russia
on the basis of the mass application of the labour of unskilled peasant-worker masses (the
labour army) to the remnants of pre-war industry. How wretched, how backward, compared
with the Goelro plan! A medieval handicraftsman who imagines he is an Ibsen hero called to
“save” Russia by an ancient saga. . . . " (Stalin: 'A Letter to V.I. Lenin' in: 'Works', Volume 5;
Moscow; 1953; p.50; English Edition).

If  Stalin  wrote  him  something  like  that  about  Trotsky,  why  did  Lenin  at  the  same  moment
nevertheless propose Stalin and not Trotsky as General Secretary? Why did Lenin choose Stalin,
of all people, if in his "testament" he supposedly changed his mind about Trotsky's way on the
question of the State Planning Commission? There are innumerable documents of Lenin in which
he dismissed the criticism of the Trotskyites of the GOELRO as "literary claptrap".

"GOELRO’s is the only integrated economic plan we can hope to have just now." (Lenin:
'Integrated  Economic  Plan'  in:  'Collected  Works',  Volume  32;  Moscow;  1973;  p.143;  English
Edition).

"The danger lies in this discord, for it betrays an inability to work, and the prevalence of
intellectualist and bureaucratic complacency, to the exclusion of all real effort." (ibid; p.141).

And if Stalin had not defended Lenin's stand on the General     Planning Commission against
Trotsky at that time, what would have happened? Trotsky would have replaced Lenin's NEP
with a plan for     the restoration of capitalism!!! And this is exactly what the conspirators of
1953 were about. They finally successfully implemented Trotsky's "plan" of 1922 by working
with  the  same criminal  methods  as  Trotsky,  namely  to  "refer"  to  Lenin  underhandedly!
Because Trotsky could not assert himself against Stalin and the Party in 1922, the latter seized the
stamp of Lenin to have his diabolical "Lenin document" attested by Krupskaya!

The idea that Lenin should have commissioned Trotsky of all people (!) to clarify the Georgia
question in order to take action against Stalin really does not fit in with Lenin's principled and
critical  attitude  toward  the  liquidationist  role  that  Trotsky  had  played  in  Georgia  from  the
beginning. Lenin did not want to make the fox in charge of the henhouse! Trotsky, Mdivani and
Makharadze were  separatist  autonomist  leaders  of  a  mini-group  that  agitated  against  Stalin's
National  Policy  in  Georgia  and  perpetrated  counter-revolutionary  terrorist  acts  there,  as  later
document evidence shows. They tried to prevent both the establishment of the USSR and the
Transcaucasian Socialist Federative Soviet Republic! And no less of a person than Lenin had
been waging a principled struggle against this Trotskyite group for a long time for this precise
reason! Nowhere and at no time did Lenin even remotely think of questioning Stalin's Georgia
policy, let alone deny it his support. What was it about?

Khrushchev found in the "Lenin's Testament" a passage from which it appears that Stalin in his
National Policy was allegedly guilty of "betrayal of proletarian internationalism" ["standing still on
the standpoint  of  the  petty bourgeoisie"]  by "offending"  the Georgians  with  his  alleged "Great
Power Chauvinism" [taunting them with the insult word "Kapkasians"].  And this is exactly how



Beria tried to incite the Georgians against Stalin with his Mingrelian Conspiracy!!!

Lenin, of all people, was supposed to have charged Trotsky with leading Stalin back to the course of
proletarian internationalism?  That is a laughing stock! Trotsky would have been the last one
whom Lenin would have charged with it, because he was the biggest enemy of proletarian
internationalism  within the  camp  of  the  Bolsheviks.  Stalin's  National Policy  is  based  on
nothing other than proletarian internationalism as Lenin taught it. Khrushchev made Lenin the
mouthpiece  of  Trotsky against  Stalin  -  is  it  possible  to  do  worse  to  Leninism,  to  proletarian
internationalism?

Khrushchev was not defending Lenin against Trotsky, but Lenin against Stalin. But defending
Lenin against Stalin means nothing else than to go the criminal path of Trotsky to the end,
means to betray proletarian internationalism.

Then in "Lenin's Testament" there is a continuation of December 26th, 1922 as Chapter III. Then
follows a Chapter IV with the "Continuation of the Notes" of December 27th, 1922; Chapter V =
Continuation of the Notes on Granting Legislative Functions of the decisions of the State Planning
Commission (December 28th, 1922); Chapter VI, the Continuation of the Notes (December 29th,
1922); Chapter VII (On the section on the increase of the number of Central Committee members)
also (!) of December 29th, 1922. Now no more chapters follow, but only the "Continuation of the
Notes  on  The  Question  of  Nationalities  or  "Autonomization"  (this  time  without  brackets);
December 30th, 1922. On that day - the USSR was founded by Stalin (!!!). Lenin thus allegedly
accused Stalin of "hastiness, his tendency to administrate and his anger" and this of all things after
Stalin had collectively prepared the Constitution of the USSR for months and with extreme caution
- absolutely not hastily. He also did not prepare the formation of the USSR administratively, but all
his preparations were correctly in accordance with democratic centralism, Stalin sought Lenin's
opinion and he fully represented his points of view. If Stalin put forward Lenin's positions in the
Party and took care of their political implementation, why would Lenin instruct Trotsky to overturn
Stalin's National Policy, when they were his own positions? Should Lenin have instructed Trotsky
to thwart the foundation of the USSR? That can hardly be assumed.

Stalin was duly elected to the commissions by the party bodies, as we have described in a few short
sentences above.

On  December  31th,  1922,  the  Continuation  of  the  Notes  (Continuation  on  the  Question  of
Nationalities  or  "Autonomization").  Here  Lenin  allegedly  polemicized  against  Stalin,  the  latter
being:

"(...) a real and true 'nationalist-socialist', and even a vulgar Great-Russian bully (...)" (ibid;
p.608).

In English: A "beating village policeman" -  that was supposedly     dictated by Lenin in Gorky
when Stalin was elected just one day before with the express will of Lenin in Moscow of the
First     Union  Congress  of  the  USSR  into  the  Presidency  and  into  the  Central  Executive
Committee     - Hello???????????? To impute such a monstrosity to Lenin of all people - only a
Trotsky is capable of that!!!! And to dig up such a thing - 34 years later - from the Trotskyite
dunghill - only a Khrushchev is capable of that!

Continuation of Notes. December 31st, 1922; this was probably intended as a criticism of Stalin, it
should read in the penultimate sentence as:

"It is another thing when we ourselves lapse, even if only in trifles, into imperialist attitudes



towards  oppressed  nationalities,  thus  undermining  all  our  principled  sincerity,  all  our
principled defence of the struggle against imperialism." (ibid; p.611).

Very  nice,  except  that  this  unfortunately  applies  exactly  to  Beria's  "de-Stalinization",  to  his
"peaceful coexistence", that this unfortunately also applies to Khrushchev, who as Kremlin czar
marched into Tbilisi to massacre the Tbilisi Uprising of 1956 just as the Prague Uprising was later
bloodily massacred in 1968. This has nothing whatsoever to do with Stalin's liberation of oppressed
peoples in the Great Patriotic War, nothing to do with his principled course against the imperialists'
Cold War!!!!

One can also shake  their  head over  a  small  editorial  note,  which reads:  "Obviously a  spelling
mistake:  instead  of  'him'  it  should  read  'them'."  (found on page  579 of  the  German Edition  –
Translator's Note). Does one still want to decorate with it the "scientific seriousness" of the brazen
mendacity in "Lenin's Testament"?

It was not Lenin who changed his opinion about Stalin's Georgia policy by 180 degrees, but
Khrushchev who used a falsification of Lenin's Collected Works. There is no doubt that the
falsifications and "additions" to Lenin's Collected Works  were not originally included at all in
Volume 36, the publication of which was decided by the Ninth Party Congress of the CPR(B).
Where do these strange "additions" come from and from what period do they originate then? In
Stalin's  time  there  were  no  falsifications  and  "additions"  to  Lenin's  Collected  Works.  Stalin
published the Lenin works correctly - Khrushchev, however, the falsified and added "supplements".
In volume 36 - as it appeared in  1962 (!) in the  first edition -  a publication is taken up again,
which comes from the year 1956 (sic!),  from the year of the anti-Stalinist Twentieth Party
Congress (a pure coincidence, of course!) of all things. It is exactly this alleged "Letter to the
Congress"-  "The  Question  of  Nationalities  or  'Autonomization'",  which  was  allegedly  dictated
between December 1922 and January 1923 and which is  sold by the Trotskyites until  today as
"Lenin's Testament". It is strange that this "Testament" of Lenin had only been "discovered" in 1956
(33/34  years  after!!)  and  had  been  published  for  the  first time in  1956 in  the  magazine
"Communist",  Issue  No.  9.  And  why did  this  "Testament"  of  Lenin  contain  of  all  things  the
demand to replace Stalin? The answer leaves no doubt:  "Lenin's Testament" is the work of
Trotsky, not Lenin. And it was part of the counter-revolutionary activity of the Bloc of the
Rights and  Trotskyites,  which  was  smashed  at  the  end  of  the  1930s.  And  we,  the
Comintern/ML will not be dissuaded from this. It is not we Marxist-Leninists who have to
prove that it is not "Lenin's Testament", but it must first be PROVEN by those who claim it
to be authentically from Lenin.

The historian V.A. Sakharov has scientifically proved that Lenin COULD not be the author of
"Lenin's Testament" at all,  but that it was written by Trotsky. There was an "accidental"
exchange of the scribe at that time, but it was not ordered by Lenin at all, so that on some
days there were empty pages in Lenin's diary. This had given Trotsky his criminal idea. It was
just the thing for him to have the new secretary fill in these empty pages afterwards with
Trotsky's  "Lenin's Testament".  Lenin's  secretary  Fotieva  supported  Trotsky  in  this
(publication in the magazine "Molniya" of the movement "Trudovaya Rossiya"). Fotieva, the name
of a Trotskyite agent at Lenin's deathbed, suddenly reappeared [sic !], not by chance, in the
"List of the Old Bolshevik Guard Still Alive" drawn up by the Khrushchevites  in 1956. The
rehabilitation of the Trotskyites that was undertaken was not accidentally part of the "de-
Stalinization" carried out by the modern revisionists. It is clear that in contrast to this Fotieva
had not appeared at all in the "List of the Old Bolshevik Guard" drawn up by Stalin in 1947
[sic!!],  which the anti-Stalinists - how could it  be otherwise - attributed to Stalin's alleged
"purge rage". The opposite was the case: Fotieva still experienced the fall of Stalin, for which
she was historically jointly responsible as she dictated the so-called "Lenin's Testament" on



behalf of Trotsky and which the Khrushchevites could now gratefully use against Stalin. It is
clear from Fotieva that the Khrushchevites had exchanged the Old Bolshevik Guard for the
Old Trotskyite Guard.

In any case, it is a fact that Krupskaya had been an active member of the counter-revolutionary
Trotskyite conspiracy against Stalin and that she had therefore strictly forbidden Stalin's access to
Lenin - shortly before his death. There was no other way to conceal the whole truth about Lenin.
Only in this way could Krupskaya appear as "Lenin" and replace him with Trotsky without anyone
noticing.... Allegedly, Lenin requested that this "Testament" was not to be published. There is no
evidence for it, so that one unabashedly concocted such "truths" in the rumor mill, as they needed
them against Stalin. But the fact that this would have meant that Lenin had allowed himself to
be disowned by the  Party  Congress,  that  the contents  of  the "Testament" would severely
incriminate and compromise Lenin himself, did not bother the rumor-mongers, because they
were  already  working  in  Lenin's  time  to  replace  Leninism  with  Trotskyism.  For  us  it  is
completely absurd that Lenin should have dictated a "Testament" at all, moreover one that he would
have wished to hide from the eyes of the working class. Lenin never deceived the working class,
and certainly not in such an important decision as the re-election of the General Secretary
after his death. Even if this were true, which we consider impossible, Khrushchev would already
have been guilty twice with this publication to Lenin:

Firstly, he would have obviously violated Lenin's last will and the decisions of a party congress,
and:

Secondly, as an "upright Leninist" he should not have cultivated Stalin for decades as the "greatest
genius of the universe" -  for exactly the same reasons as Lenin is  said to have dictated in the
"supplement" to the letter of December 24th, 1922, namely because of the supposed replacement of
Stalin for the purpose of avoiding:

"(...) the danger of a split (...)" (ibid; p.594).

Who is now the splitter of the Party - Stalin or Trotsky? And Lenin is probably the last one who
would not know that from more than 10 years of party experience. We want to spare ourselves the
quotation of Lenin's exposures of the Trotskyite factionalism and splitting in the Bolshevik Party
here, because one can fill entire books with it. Whether it is Khrushchev or all those who today still
stand behind this Trotskyite invention and publication of an alleged "Lenin's Testament," they are
only  sinking  deeper  into  the  opportunist  swamp.  For  this  reason,  we  consider  it  anything  but
advisable  for  Comrade  Bill  Bland  to  speak  here  of  a  "disputed  document":  "The  disputed
document  known  as  'Lenin's  Testament'" (Bill  Bland).  Why  controversial?  For  Marxist-
Leninists, this "document" is not and never has been controversial and never will be.

For  us,  the  principled  stand  of  condemnation  of  such  Trotskyite-staged  testaments  is  a
touchstone for every upright Marxist-Leninist. Nothing in the world can shake the merits of
Stalin, nothing in the world can refute that there could be no better successor to Lenin than
Stalin - not even an alleged "Lenin's Testament" written and circulated by enemies of Stalin
AND (!!) by enemies of Lenin. The Trotskyite backdoor of the "discussion about a disputed
Lenin's Testament" is hereby closed by the Comintern/ML for the time being.

For those who are still not convinced, however, we pull the last trump card out of our sleeve
and recommend as a very last opportunity to read Stalin's speech delivered at the meeting of
the united plenum of  the Central Committee and the Central Control  Commission of the
CPSU (B) on October 23rd, 1927 - in particular on Lenin's "Testament" in Chapter I, "Some
Minor Questions". The speech is entitled: "The Trotskyist Opposition Before and Now" and



can be found in Volume 10 of the Stalin's Works on pages 177-182. In it Stalin read Trotsky's
personal  statement,  which  had  been  published  in  the  "Bolshevik"  Issue  No.  16  from
September, 1st, 1925 on page 68 - here Trotsky's original statement:

"All talk about concealing or violating a 'will' is a malicious invention and is entirely directed
against Vladimir Ilyich's real will, and against the interests of the Party he created."

What can one add to this "self-confession" wrung from Trotsky? Nothing. At any rate, we can
think of nothing more for this time.

There were and are no "testaments" of the classics, and there will never be "testaments" of
the classics. This completely contradicts the teachings of Marxism-Leninism. We are not a
communist dynasty in which the heirs to the throne are passed on. In Marxism-Leninism
there is neither private ownership, nor private claim. Such a thing exists only in capitalism,
which is built on private property and tries to keep it alive by abusing Marxism-Leninism. A
revisionist  class  that  privately  appropriates  Marxism-Leninism  in  order  to  exploit  and
oppress the working class, which it has deceived, will be expropriated and eliminated by the
revolutionary latter!

Private property is socialized by world socialism - as it was written down in the "Communist
Manifesto" of Marx and Engels. Marxism-Leninism, the works of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin
and Hoxha belong to the world proletariat and they will belong to it as long as there is a world
proletariat - and after that Marxism-Leninism will belong to the classless, communist world
society, which has buried the bourgeois inheritance long ago!

Khrushchev continued the attack that Beria began with the Mingrelian Conspiracy against
Stalin, and he ended it with the "scathing" indictment "from the mouth" of Lenin himself.
The Mingrelian Conspiracy serves as irrefutable proof to the Comintern/ML that Khrushchev
did not shrink from resorting to the criminal method of Trotsky, - to replace Leninism with
Trotskyism - to replace Stalinism with Khrushchevism - in the "name of Lenin".

One can drive as many Trotskyite wedges as they like between Lenin and Stalin, but their
common world-historical achievements in the First Period of socialism are based on their
absolute unity, which cannot and can never be divided by anyone:

The USSR of Lenin and Stalin and with it the socialist Transcaucasian republics – and this is a
fact - cannot be falsified or erased from history - not even with the falsification of history of
the Mingrelian Conspiracy, which was carried out with the support of the American CIA, and
justified by Bill Bland as "Marxist-Leninist".

With the "Testament" the attempt of  the Trotskyite  enemies  of  the Soviets  to thwart the
foundation of the USSR and especially the foundation of the republics in the Transcaucasus
failed, but with Beria's Mingrelian Conspiracy and with Khrushchev's "rediscovery of the
Testament" it was still executed by the modern revisionists, and the will of Trotsky written
down in it, which he passed off as the will of Lenin, was fulfilled. The "Testament" could not
prevent Stalin from becoming the leader of the world proletariat, the leader of the USSR, the
leader of the Leninist Bolshevik Party, but it served the enemies of Lenin's and Stalin's Soviet
Union to "liberate" the fatherland of the world proletariat from the Stalinists and thus to
destroy  it.  And  to  make  sure  that  history  does  not  repeat  itself,  we  must  expose  the
falsification of history about the Mingrelian Conspiracy and help the truth to its right.

It was not about the "Russification of Georgia" as Beria claimed, but about the elimination of



socialist Georgia in order to impose capitalist nationalism there. One only has to look at the
events of August 2008 to correctly answer the question of who was right, Beria or Stalin.

The Georgian people and other Caucasian peoples had to pay with their blood the unjust and
predatory war between Russian imperialism and Georgian nationalism fomented by the West.
We hope that with these lines a small contribution can be made so that no more blood flows
from the mountains of the Caucasus into the sea of world imperialism.

- End of the Third Chapter -



On the Economic Foundations
of Stalinism

The Leningrad Bloodbath – A Pyrrhic Victory for Malenkov
and Beria

Enver Hoxha:

"Stalin fought resolutely against secret and open enemies until the day he died. 
And after the war, what was the question of Leningrad? What were the reforms 
in the Central Committee and the bringing into the leadership of a large number
of new people? What was the meaning of the condemnation of Zhukov about 
whom it came out later what what he was? What was the removal of Kosygin, 
who also showed himself for what he was? What was the significance of 
Khrushchev's statement that Stalin did not trust them and told them 'you will 
capitulate to imperialism'. And everything that Stalin said turned out true." 
(Hoxha: 'Reading an Article about the Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China' in: 
'Reflections on China'; Tirana; 1979; p.327; English Edition).

Enver Hoxha defended Stalin against his open and secret enemies. And indeed, 
in the so-called "Leningrad Affair" it is also a matter of open and secret enemies
whom Stalin fought against, as Enver Hoxha correctly stated. Our critical 
analysis is also fundamentally based on this assumption. We are guided by 
Comrade Enver Hoxha's critical questions.

If this is the first time we are taking a closer look at the so-called "Leningrad 
Affair", then we must not make the same mistake as Bill Bland, jumping to 
conclusions before we know exactly what is going on. We don't quite know yet. 
And that is why our conjectures expressed here are to be judged self-critically, as
long as everything has not been cleared up and proven airtight by documents 
from Stalin and the Party. That beforehand.

It would have been simpler to be able to base ourselves on proven knowledge, 
but unfortunately this does not exist far and wide. We must use our own head, 
become clear about it ourselves and must not keep our opinion about it behind 
the mountain, we must try to oppose wrong or falsified representations, as far as 
we can do that at all - even at the risk of making mistakes ourselves. It is certain 
that Bill Bland also based his conclusions about the "Leningrad Affair" on 
sources of bourgeois writers, such as the anti-communist American journalist 
Sulzburger; R. Conquest, who had researched for the Hoover Institution about 



the "Great Stalinist Terror". Roy Medvedev was an anti-Stalinist who excelled 
at "de-Stalinization." Bill further made use of quotes from the Titoite V. Dedijer,
etc.

Furthermore, Bill Bland blamed the people of Leningrad for the economic views
which Stalin himself had held before he published "Economic Problems of 
Socialism in the USSR" in 1952. The economic problems of socialism in the 
USSR cannot be exclusively and absolutely determined by this writing of 
Stalin's, but as a Marxist-Leninist one must judge the documents of the CPSU 
(B), the documents of Stalin in their historical context, in their respective 
situation, in their process of development - and that without leaving out any 
document. Thus, in January 1933, Stalin attached a completely different 
importance to the first Five-Year Plan (also see: Stalin's Works, Volume 13) 
than, for example, to the fifth Five-Year Plan (see his writing, "Economic 
Problems of Socialism in the USSR"). In between, a long development had taken
place, which must be studied and properly evaluated. One must neither equate 
nor oppose these stages of economic development, one must see the economic 
problems of the USSR in their dialectical development, in order to determine 
and overcome the mistakes made in the process in a correct way, one must base 
oneself on the regularities of the economy of socialism, or correct them, develop 
them further, modify them, etc., and so on. Only then can one present the 
historical development of the struggle against the restoration of capitalism in a 
scientifically correct way. If one does not do this, then one inevitably ends up - 
whether they want to or not - on the paths of economism as the basis of the 
revisionist doctrine of the restoration of capitalism. It was precisely economism 
that was the real root of the so-called "Leningrad Affair," a root that Bolshevism
fought vehemently as soon as it was born, and which finally gained the upper 
hand with Stalin's death and sealed the victory over the economics of socialism. 
What Stalin had emphasized in the "History of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union [Bolsheviks] - Short Course" on page 33 also applies to the 
"Leningrad Affair":

"He realized better than anybody else that "Economism" was the main nucleus 
of compromise and opportunism, and that if "Economism" were to gain the 
upper hand in the working-class movement, it would undermine the 
revolutionary movement of the proletariat and lead to the defeat of Marxism."

Later, at the Nineteenth Party Congress, the revisionists pursued the economistic
course that the workers should lead the struggle to increase their productivity, 
but as for the political struggle, it was to be led by the state and the party, which,
of course, they hid behind Stalinist phrases. Beria's and Malenkov's struggle 
against the "Leningrad Affair" was only one of their sham maneuvers is proven 
precisely by Malenkov's appearance at the Nineteenth Party Congress. Basically,
economism meant that the working class could do without its political struggle 
and its Bolshevik Party. The omission of the (B) from the name of the CPSU was,



so to speak, a symbol of Bolshevism's capitulation to economism. The economist 
disparagement of Bolshevism meant the strengthening of revisionist influence 
over the workers. Politics must stay out of economics and submit to economic 
goals. This is the source of the economic handicrafts, the post-trade policy of the 
modern revisionists and their group struggle for the biggest feeding troughs, 
while they let the workers eat from the dixies. Economism means wage slavery, 
means the betrayal of the socialist workers. The economists, however, were not 
only a home-made problem, but at the same time the pacemakers of Western 
influence, which Stalin had to fight against. Economism means "economic 
reforms" that serve the restoration of capitalism.

And Stalin realized that economism was the engine of the restoration of 
capitalism. He had to defeat economism and he wrote the "Economic Problems 
of Socialism in the USSR".

But Stalinism is "not any doctrine" on the struggle against the restoration of 
capitalism, but a doctrine on the struggle to eliminate the   inevitability of the 
restoration of capitalism. That's a huge difference, that's a qualitative difference 
- the difference between revisionism and Stalinism. Bill Bland, by the way, had not
even raised this question, let alone dealt with it. At the time when Stalinism was in 
power, no opponent dared to openly advocate the restoration of capitalism. 
Thus, the opponents waged a so-called "struggle against the restoration of 
capitalism," namely, to decouple that struggle from the struggle for the 
elimination of the inevitability of the restoration of capitalism, and even to direct
it against the latter.

What is decisive in overcoming the economic problems of socialism in the 
USSR? What is decisive about the economic foundations of Stalinism is precisely
to fight for the elimination of the inevitability of the restoration of capitalism, 
and that is: to achieve the maximum of what is necessary for proletarian 
internationalism in the field of economics, namely, to defeat world imperialism 
not only ideologically and politically, but also economically. This was the central 
economic task which Stalin set himself and which he strove to realize with such 
great effort and crowned with extraordinary successes. Above all, it was clear to 
Stalin that the solution of the USSR's economic problems was of paramount 
importance for the world revolution. Stalin was thus guided by the world policy 
of the world proletariat. Was there anything more convincing for the world 
proletariat than to measure communism by its economic achievements and 
compare them with world capitalism? Only the world proletariat can bring 
about the final victory over the restoration of capitalism, no one else. Only under
these world political conditions could Stalin's transition to "communism in one 
country" be guaranteed , thus creating the best economic conditions for world 
communism.

Marx and Engels had in mind a high level of economic-technical development 



not only as a condition for the proletarian world revolution, but also for the 
world socialism to be built afterwards. Russia, with its October Revolution, was 
still far from this high level of capitalist development. What were the victorious 
Bolsheviks to do with the proletarian power they had conquered in a country 
with a predominantly peasant economy? They did the only correct thing: to 
endow socialism with a world economic power. And this "miracle" is based on 
the economic foundations of Stalinism. The power of Stalinism consists precisely 
in the fact that the economic backwardness was not only caught up, but even the
economic level of development of the capitalist countries was surpassed in a 
whole series of industrial branches, so that the military power of Hitler, which 
was considered the most developed military power of the capitalist camp at that 
time, was crushingly beaten by the socialist military power of Stalin, which was 
based not least on the high level of economic development of Stalin's USSR. 
Stalin thus ultimately created the economic preconditions for world revolution 
that Marx and Engels had assumed in their time.

Whether we take the question of war, fascism, economics under socialism, or any
other question, in any case Stalin had always taught that all these problems must
be "cleared out of the way" not only in a particular situation of a country, but 
that they must be tackled at the roots, that one must fight against their 
inevitability - and that means nothing else than to fight for world revolution, for 
the elimination of world capitalism, for the political and economic power of the 
world proletariat. Because: As long as world capitalism exists, as long as the 
world dictatorship of the proletariat does not exist, the restoration of capitalism 
in "socialism in one country" is just inevitable, its danger cannot be eliminated 
in principle. The aim of the struggle against the restoration of capitalism in the 
USSR was thus directed by Stalin to the smashing of world capitalism. The 
mission of the world proletariat can be accomplished only by the world 
proletariat and not by the USSR alone. The USSR was "only" the base, the lever
of the world revolution, it does not and cannot replace it. But it was Stalin who, 
with a strong USSR, had given maximum support to the world proletariat to 
achieve its goal.

The economic problems of the USSR could be solved only by uniting the 
international class struggle with the class struggle in the USSR, specifically:

First, the socialist economy had to PROVE itself superior to the capitalist 
economy by its own strength, all obstacles had to be removed in the class 
struggle.

Secondly, the world proletariat had to PROVE itself as the political force which, 
through its (not only economic) class struggle in each country, would sufficiently 
deal world imperialism severe blows that it would no longer have any significant
force left to support the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union from 
outside.



Without world capitalism there can be no more danger of restoration of 
capitalism. The more weakened the economy of world imperialism by the class 
struggle of the world proletariat is, the better the conditions for the USSR to 
cope with the danger of the restoration of capitalism in its own country, the 
easier the creation of economic conditions for the transition to "communism in 
one country" becomes. And vice versa: the greater the economic strength of the 
Soviet Union, the easier the road to the dictatorship of the proletariat in all other
countries of the world, the faster and stronger the subsequent economic 
construction of world socialism becomes. This was the internationalist approach 
to the question of the world economy in the First Period of socialism.

Everything that happened in the USSR under Lenin and Stalin was 
subordinated to this struggle to smash world capitalism, served this 
internationalist goal. This is the very core of Stalinism, its fidelity to the 
internationalist teachings of Marxism-Leninism. The point, then, is not to regard
economic problems as an end in themselves, exclusively as a matter for the 
USSR, but always to treat them in such a way that their solution comes closest to
the goal of world communism, because the economic problems of the USSR can 
ultimately be finally solved only through world socialism. When Stalin brought 
the economic problems of socialism to solution "in one country", he was always 
aware of the relativity of this solution. And to do everything to ensure that the 
problems of "socialism in one country" can be solved as quickly and thoroughly 
as possible on a world scale, that is precisely what corresponds to the Marxist, 
world revolutionary doctrine that Lenin and Stalin resolutely and surely 
followed. And this is precisely where the revisionists differed, who also diligently 
blathered about the "struggle against the restoration of capitalism," but only in 
order to undermine it all the more, thereby creating more advantageous 
conditions for the restoration of capitalism. We are of the opinion that there 
were various revisionist groups that opposed each other on the road to 
capitalism and fought each other and even put, indeed inevitably had to put, 
their competitive struggle above the struggle against Stalinism. This is precisely 
what Stalin correctly exploited in the struggle against the various revisionist 
groupings. It is in this context that we see Stalin and the events that took place in
Leningrad, which have been commonly referred to as the "Leningrad Affair."

One thing must not happen in the process under any circumstances: We must 
not inadvertently accuse Marxist-Leninists of being "revisionists," nor must we 
inadvertently declare revisionists to be "Marxist-Leninists." Both benefit 
revisionism and both harm Marxism-Leninism. We must judge responsibly and 
not condemn hastily. One must be able to distinguish the criminal revisionists 
from comrades who have deviated to the right or "left" and committed 
revisionist, or "left" errors. These comrades must not be killed as Beria and 
Malenkov were, but one must fight in solidarity, as Stalin did, to bring them 
back to the Bolshevik path. Thus we weep for the death of Zhdanov, who made 



no small number of mistakes, but at the death of Khrushchev or Beria we do not
shed a single tear.

We are now convinced that Zhdanov made serious mistakes and that the 
Zhdanov Group committed right-wing deviations and thus actually aided the 
restoration of capitalism. However, we do not condemn Zhdanov and his group 
completely, for he and most of his comrades also earned great merits which must
be recognized and defended as upright Bolsheviks. Nor do we deny that 
Malenkov and Beria made positive contributions, just as Stalin had attested to 
Trotsky with regard to the latter's contribution in the October Revolution. 
Nevertheless, Stalin had managed to prevent Leninism from being replaced by 
Trotskyism in the USSR. But with his death, Stalinism was replaced by modern 
revisionism.

In the case of Malenkov and Beria, we are quite sure that their "operation" in 
Leningrad could not have been a "Marxist-Leninist" act. In the "Leningrad 
Affair" we see a connection with the murders of Stalin and Zhdanov. The 
Leningrad Bloodbath should have been avoided at all costs. And it was Stalin, 
after all, who tried to avert harm to the USSR with his "internal peace policy" 
and comradely convince those who had deviated from it to the right path. Stalin 
was against a policy of liquidation, was for a policy of avoiding liquidation as 
much as possible. His main concern was the liquidation of anti-party ideology. 
Bloody factional infighting among the restorers of capitalism was extremely 
dangerous for the further development of the USSR. Stalin realized that there 
was more at stake here than the struggle of "a few quarrelsomes" between 
Leningrad and Moscow. It was about the existence of the Soviet Union. In 
reality, then, the "Leningrad Affair" was an expression of the drastically 
intensifying class struggle under the conditions of the transition from socialism 
to communism. The danger of restoration of capitalism increases the closer 
socialism approaches "communism in one country". This is an important lesson 
of Stalinism.

The class struggle from the transition of capitalism to socialism was sharper 
than ever in the USSR, and the masked class opponent in one's own camp was 
extremely difficult to wrestle down. The class struggle during socialist 
construction was even sharper, and the class opponent within one's own camp 
even harder to spot. The class struggle during the transition from socialism to 
communism, however, had reached its highest level. It was the fiercest of all class
struggles ever waged in the USSR, the most difficult to identify the opponent 
within one's own camp and ultimately impossible to defeat. Why? From the 
transition of capitalism to the transition to communism, the class opponents had 
adapted and camouflaged himself better and better, which he was inevitably 
forced to do in view of the material and social basis which he was increasingly 
deprived from. Its initial masquerading as "Leninism" could be thwarted by 
Stalin, but its masquerading as "Stalinism" ended historically with the defeat of 



Stalinism, not because "Stalinism was weaker than Leninism", but because in 
Lenin's time the question: "Who?" was to be solved on a national scale, but in 
Stalin's time it was already to be solved on an international scale. With the end of
the masquerading of "Leninism", the masquerading of "Marxism" also ended.

Thus, the objective conditions of the class struggle had fundamentally changed, 
new factors became effective, such as the factor of the spread of socialism 
beyond the borders of the USSR, its internationalizing economic base, the factor 
of the immediate existential threat to world imperialism, the factor of the 
expansion of the liberation movements on a world scale, etc. - All this led to the 
fact that the reactionary world forces had rebelled against communism to such 
an extent that this could not remain without influence on the intensification of 
the class struggle within the USSR. The international class struggle not only 
intensified, it not only expanded, but in the age of Stalinism it began to take on a 
new quality - anti-Stalinism, the sharpest form of class struggle against 
communism.

The sharpest struggle against the restoration of capitalism that the Bolsheviks 
had to endure from the beginning to the end of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, that was the struggle at the end of the 1940s, the beginning of the 
1950s, especially until the murder of Stalin. The murder of Stalin was the climax
and at the same time the turning point of the sharpest class struggle that the 
Soviet Union had ever gone through. These are facts that historically prove the 
lessons of Stalinism and fully confirm its correctness. The higher the stage of 
development of "socialism in one country" under the conditions of domination 
of world capitalism, the sharper the class struggle, the more it internationalizes, 
the more the international counter-revolution intervenes. This is an irrefutable 
doctrine of Marxism-Leninism, confirmed by the Leningrad Bloodbath. The 
strength of Stalinism in the face of world imperialism lies in the fact that the 
restoration of capitalism could still be thwarted to the point of transition to 
communism.

And that is why we say: The failed transition to communism, in spite of 
everything, is to be evaluated as a victory of Stalinism. This may sound 
paradoxical and illogical, but it is, after all, an incontrovertible truth that the 
restoration of capitalism in the transition from capitalism to socialism would 
have led rather quickly to the loss of the dictatorship of the proletariat, to the 
loss of socialist achievements, the hopes of the world proletariat for its liberation
would have been disappointed more quickly. But when Stalin died, the 
triumphal march of communism over the globe had already progressed so far 
that the restoration of capitalism became one of the greatest challenges in the 
history of capitalism, that capitalism had to crack at it for decades, that 
communism was able to leave much deeper and broader traces to the world 
proletarian posterity, which could not be blurred until today and which still 
clearly show us the way to communism. And this, of course, we Stalinists rightly 



call a historical merit of Stalin, we call it an expression of the strength of 
Stalinism - despite the historical defeat it left deep traces - not least among its 
opponents (traces of fear because of the ever-present danger of communism!). 
Stalinism heralded the triumph of socialism on a world scale, and with it it also 
triggered a global class struggle the likes of which the world had never 
experienced before and which could not be more instructive today. Thus, the 
class struggle in the First Period of socialism cannot be compared with the class 
struggle in the Second Period of socialism. The ferocity of the class struggle in 
the expansion of the socialist camp at the time of Stalin is a foretaste of what we 
can still expect in the coming world revolution in terms of global class storms.

If in the USSR various factions for the restoration of capitalism are fighting each 
other to the death and waging an illegal war for power among themselves behind the 
backs of the constitutive Soviet people, we find in this Stalin's teachings on the 
relationship of the opposites between the socialist and capitalist forces on the one 
hand and between the factions of the forces of capitalism on the other hand 
confirmed. Let us first look at Stalin's foreign policy thesis, which we will then 
dialectically apply to the domestic political situation, to the "Leningrad Affair."

In "Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR", Stalin emphasized:

"Outwardly, everything would seem to be 'going well' (...) But it would be 
mistaken to think that things can continue to 'go well' for 'all eternity,' (...)

"It is said that the contradictions between capitalism and socialism are stronger 
than the contradictions among the capitalist countries. Theoretically, of course, 
that is true. It is not only true now, today; it was true before the Second World 
War. And it was more or less realized by the leaders of the capitalist countries. 
Yet the Second World War began not as a war with the U.S.S.R., but as a war 
between capitalist countries. Why? Firstly, because war with the U.S.S.R., as a 
socialist land, is more dangerous to capitalism than war between capitalist 
countries; for whereas war between capitalist countries puts in question only the
supremacy of certain capitalist countries over others, war with the U.S.S.R. must
certainly put in question the existence of capitalism itself. 

"(...) Consequently, the struggle of the capitalist countries for markets and their 
desire to crush their competitors proved in practice to be stronger than the 
contradictions between the capitalist camp and the socialist camp. 

"(...) But it follows from this that the inevitability of wars between capitalist 
countries remains in force." (Stalin: 'Economic Problems of Socialism in the 
U.S.S.R.'; Moscow; 1952; p.38-40; English Edition).

The Second World War did not break out because of the antagonisms between 
socialism and capitalism, but because of the antagonisms within the imperialist 
camp, which then extended to the antagonism between socialism and capitalism, 



without the determining warlike antagonisms within the imperialist camp being 
abolished. On the contrary, in the war the one group of capitalist countries allied
themselves with the USSR in the struggle against the other capitalist countries. A
dangerous alliance of the entire capitalist camp against the world socialist camp 
of the Soviet Union was successfully prevented by Stalin during his lifetime. This
danger was objectively not excluded, so it had to be fought, although a united 
appearance was rather unlikely due to the objectively working contradictions in 
the imperialist camp. As a result, the Allies won and socialism became so strong 
that it was now not only directed against the former allies, but against the 
existence of capitalism - and that means that now the opposition between 
socialism and capitalism became decisive in the form of the Cold War. The 
solution of the question: "Who?" was thus inevitably on the agenda on a world 
scale. However, it does not follow from this opposition that the law of the 
inevitability of wars between the imperialist countries is henceforth suspended.

What does this mean in regard to the "Leningrad Affair"?

The "Leningrad Affair" did not occur because of the antagonisms between the 
Bolshevik forces headed by Stalin and the united forces for the restoration of 
capitalism, but the determining factor were initially the antagonisms between 
the Moscow and Leningrad forces within the camp for the restoration of 
capitalism. The struggle in the disunited camp of the forces for the restoration of
capitalism expanded from the Leningrad center. The initiated process of the 
transition to communism was not only followed in words, but also loudly 
propagated in theory, in order to camouflage in reality from there the measures 
for the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union. In words, strengthening the 
communist elements of the economy - and in deeds, favoring the driving forces 
of the capitalist elements of the economy - initially in the Leningrad economic 
area. The tug of war between the Leningrad and Moscow restoration forces had 
been going on for several years. Now the Moscow restorers were challenged and 
forced to draw Comrade Stalin's Bolshevik forces into this conflict, without 
thereby nullifying the determining factor of the conflict in the camp of the 
restorers of capitalism. On the contrary, the Moscow forces tried to deceive 
Stalin and used the socialist state power, alienating the power of the state under 
the pretext of restoring order, in order to strengthen the position of their own 
restorative forces against the Leningraders in reality. As a result, the Muscovites
bloodily defeated the Leningraders. But this was only a Pyrrhic victory, for it 
strengthened the position of Stalin, who had mobilized his revolutionary forces 
and could exploit the flared contradictions among the restorers of capitalism as 
much internally as externally the contradictions among the imperialist 
countries. Stalin applied the dialectic of struggle against the restoration of 
capitalism. And after the Leningrad restorers were beaten on the head, Stalin's 
Bolshevik General Line was directed not only against the Moscow restorers, but 
against the existence of the entire camp of the restorers of capitalism. And this 
meant that the opposition between the forces of socialism and the forces of 



capitalism became the determining opposition and the question of "who?" 
inevitably came on the agenda, which was to decide not only the fate of the 
USSR on a national scale, but the whole fate of socialism on a world scale, 
because the restorers of capitalism were connected with thousands of threads to 
world imperialism and received from it ever stronger support:

"One end of the class struggle operates within the frontiers of the U.S.S.R., but 
its other end stretches across the frontiers of the bourgeois states surrounding 
us." (Stalin: Report and Speech in Reply to Debate at the Plenum of the Central 
Committee of the C.P.S.U.'' in: 'Works', Volume 14; London; 1978; p.264; English 
Edition).

Enormous pressure was brought to bear on Stalin from outside and within as his
position grew stronger. But the inevitability of the now growing antagonisms in 
the Moscow camp of the modern revisionists also became increasingly clear until
they erupted immediately after Stalin's death as a struggle over the distribution 
of the conquered positions of power in the USSR, which the Leningraders were 
largely excluded from, except for Kosygin, who defected to the Moscow 
revisionist camp.

What does Stalinism also teach us? It teaches us that the question of the 
opposition between the socialist and capitalist camps and its specific relation to 
the opposites in the capitalist camp was also reflected in Soviet society itself and 
was recognized and tactically correctly exploited by Stalinism. By working out 
the dialectics of modern revisionism, the regularity of the struggle of these 
opposites is revealed and recognizable. What is the dialectic of modern 
revisionism?

To understand the dialectics of modern revisionism means to work out the 
science of the general laws of the restoration movement of capitalism. 
Restoration is the economic basis of modern revisionism. For this purpose, the 
works of Bill Bland represent for us a certain source aid, but this does not 
release us from the duty to explain the restoration movement of capitalism 
scientifically in the sense of Karl Marx's Capital.

This movement must go through again, as it were, the stages already passed 
through from capitalism to socialism and from socialism to communism, but 
backward, on a lower and lower stage, until the dismantling of socialism is 
completed, until the state of capitalism is completely restored. It does not follow 
from this that capitalism will be transformed back to its original state, but will 
reach that stage of capitalism at which its level of development had just been, 
had already emerged as imperialism (the emergence of the social-imperialism of 
the USSR).

We Marxist-Leninists defined the formation of imperialism in the course of the 
restoration movement of capitalism as "social-imperialism": "socialism in 



words - imperialism in deeds." The competition for conquest as the most 
important feature of the foreign policy of the great imperialist powers finally 
worked in the USSR after Stalin's death. The Russian social-chauvinists 
camouflaged the predatory interests and the struggle for world hegemony by the
new Soviet bourgeoisie with the phrases "the protection of the socialist 
fatherland," "the protection of the socialist camp," and so on. From then on, the
world situation was determined by the contradictions between the two 
superpowers, the USA and the USSR, in the struggle for world supremacy, 
which the USA finally won - not least on the economic front.

The development of the restoration of capitalism does not proceed in a straight 
line, but proceeded in a spiral in progressive forms of degeneration; an erratic 
counter-revolutionary regression associated with political catastrophes and 
economic crises, turning quantity into quality; internal developmental impulses 
triggered by the contradiction with socialism, by the clash of the various 
tendencies and forces of the restoration of capitalism, which in the manner 
pointed out by Stalin act both on each other and on socialism, and thus have 
different effects in socialist society; interdependence and closest, inseparable 
connection of all sides of every manifestation of the restoration of capitalism 
(whereby history always opens up new sides of the restoration of capitalism); a 
connection that results in a unified, lawful world process of movement between 
the socialist and capitalist camps - these are some features of the dialectic of the 
restoration of capitalism, which would be nonsense to confuse with the "citation 
criticism", the poking around, of Berianism, its inconsistency, inadequacy and 
one-sidedness. (Compare Lenin: Volume 21).

Let's get specific:

We consider the "Leningrad Affair" as one of the many criminal acts of 
Malenkov and Beria to eliminate Stalinism and abolish socialism. It was they, 
and with them Khrushchev and other revisionists, who finally helped the power 
of the restoration of capitalism to break through by overthrowing Stalin.

With the disguised "criticism" of revisionist phenomena in Leningrad, which we
do not deny, however, unfortunately non-respectable, non-Marxist-Leninist 
intentions were pursued, but behind it much bigger and more dangerous 
revisionists were hidden, namely revisionists, who had only distracted from their
own revisionism with that maneuver. As can be proved afterwards with facts, the
Leningrad party comrades were not liquidated or replaced by Marxist-
Leninists, but by Moscow revisionists (!!!), who after Stalin's death not only took
important posts in economy, state and party to implement the restoration of 
capitalism, but who had made themselves the absolute rulers of the USSR. It was
a sin of Comrade Bill Bland to not only conceal this from the reader, but also to 
defend these disguised revisionists, having Beria and Malenkov as "Marxist-
Leninists". The arguments Bill Bland made in his investigation of the restoration



of capitalism in Leningrad apply to, of all people, Stalin's conspirators, Beria, 
Malenkov, Khrushchev and the rest of of them, who put what they claimed to 
have "cleaned up" in Leningrad into practice themselves. Beria and Malenkov 
were the most zealous restorers of capitalism in the Soviet Union immediately 
after Stalin's death and were endowed with the greatest of political power!! The 
measures in agriculture did not fall at all into Beria's portfolio. Stalin would 
never have allowed him such high-handedness. Beria behaved as if he was the 
master of the house. He acted pragmatically, over the heads of the party, over 
the heads of the Information Bureau, over the heads of the Marxist-Leninist 
parties all over the world, as if it were none of their business. At that time, 
Khrushchev was still behind him in the second row of the powerful revisionist 
ranks.

We cannot and will not understand why Bill Bland concealed this historical 
truth! The conspirators Beria and Malenkov wanted to sell their bloody 
handiwork as "heroic vigilance" to Stalin in order to isolate him in Leningrad 
and all over the country and to take the reins themselves before they approached
the elimination of Stalin. They believed that "with Stalin's blessing" they could 
best camouflage their conspiratorial aims. Stalin was clear about the scheming 
going on here behind his back, and did the only right thing: to neutralize the 
revisionist elements so that he could better destroy them and avert the imminent 
danger of the restoration of capitalism. Unfortunately, Beria and Malenkov were
victorious in Leningrad, becoming more and more influential and bringing them
a little closer to their 1953 Conspiracy. But Stalin was now warned and 
remained vigilant.

Now Bill Bland had already dealt with the "Leningrad Affair" in 1995 and we have 
published his writing on our homepage with the intention to illuminate this chapter 
of history by a new discussion, which the modern revisionists had obscured and 
falsified. We were struck by the fact that Bill Bland did not mention the long bitter 
struggle between Zhdanov and his supporters on the one side and Beria and 
Malenkov on the other side with a single syllable, which inevitably led to erroneous
conclusions of Bill Bland. So we have to critically question why and by whom this 
sharp struggle was finally waged for several years and reached its first climax with 
the assassination of Zhdanov. How can it be that Bill Bland concealed that struggle? 
He had to conceal it in order to be able to pin the predicament of "Marxist-Leninists" 
on Beria and Malenkov. Bill Bland assessed Comrade Zhdanov as a Marxist-Leninist,
but at the same time to defend Beria and Malenkov as "Marxist-Leninists", how 
does that add up? With the Leningrad Bloodbath in mind, it was the class enemy in 
their own camp who killed countless Marxist-Leninists. Marxist-Leninists never kill
each other, whether they are from Moscow or from Leningrad. Only bourgeois 
historians can claim such a thing.

This is unthinkable for a true Marxist-Leninist. In our consideration of the 
Mingrelian Conspiracy we have already pointed out this thing of impossibility. 



Why does the same error appear here again with Bill Bland? Coincidence? 
Zhdanov did not only spread right-wing views. He was a Marxist-Leninist and not a 
revisionist. Zhdanov was not a class enemy. He was murdered not because of his 
right-wing sins (of which there were quite a few!), but because of his Marxist-
Leninist views. And Stalin was not punished by Marxist-Leninists because of his 
confidence deceived by Beria, but was murdered by class enemies, like Beria, 
because Stalin was the greatest Marxist-Leninist of his time and thus the most 
dangerous and strongest opponent of world imperialism. How can one confuse this?

Let's prove it and give a brief overview of the struggle between Zhdanov and 
Beria/Malenkov in its historical development according to the scant information we 
have:

In the year 1943 Malenkov became hostile towards Shdanov, which Shdanov 
sovereignly rejected. At that time there was a committee for the restoration of the 
national economy in the liberated Soviet territories, which Malenkov headed. Beria, 
Mikoyan, Voznesinsky and Andreyev were members of that committee. In parallel, 
there was a commission headed by Dimitrov and Manuilsky. Zhdanov took the 
leading Marxist-Leninist position, not Malenkov.

A.A. Kuznetsov , who had already been recommended as a revolutionary comrade by
Comrade Kirov, was a comrade of Zhdanov's in Leningrad whom Malenkov fought 
against, suffering one defeat after another.

And even in 1946, Malenkov could not prevail. The attacks on Zhdanov must have 
been serious enough to cause Malenkov, an influential party leader, to back down. 
Stalin had to demote Malenkov to Kazakhstan, but more on that later. Beria and 
Malenkov worked hand in hand, and they did not let this greatest defeat to date 
against Zhdanov stand. They even degenerated into wild insults and accused Zhdanov
of "Zhdanovshchina." They accused Zhdanov of having "opposed Stalin and made 
common cause with the Titoites." The fact that there were comrades in Leningrad 
who got along better with Titoites than Stalin is not to be denied here. But what does 
this prove against Beria and Malenkov? They only wanted to distract from their own 
sins. It is necessary to know that Malenkov was his deputy in the Cominform and 
also at that time was in conflict with Zhdanov in the Cominform. It was Beria and 
Malenkov who, after Stalin's death, had immediately stopped the 
confrontational course against Tito's revisionism and made common cause with 
Tito long before Khrushchev took that     work from them. But this historical fact 
was concealed by Bill Bland. Why oh why?

In 1949, Malenkov took another run at it, accusing Kuznetsov, Rodionov, and Popkov
of "not having the Central Committee approve" of the wholesale trade fair in 
Leningrad. Yet the Council of Ministers had decided on this long before. And who 
was the chairman of the Council of Ministers? That was Malenkov himself, of 
course!



Malenkov had complained about an alleged "glorification of the defense of 
Leningrad". That would've allegedly "disparaged the merits of Stalin." No comment.

Protocols made about his investigations in Leningrad had been falsified by Malenkov
in order to unjustifiably incriminate the Leningraders. Thus, Malenkov used falsified 
protocols to enforce a Politburo decision that suddenly spoke of "anti-party 
activities." Malenkov could not fight Zhdanov's course other than to carry out a 
bloody purge of Leningrad party and economic cadres. One must know that Beria and
Malenkov were in charge of economy and armament at that time, and the strong 
Leningrad economy with its equally strong economic leaders was a powerful thorn in 
their side. The Leningrad party leaders who had defended Leningrad died not by
Hitler's fascist bullets, but by the social-fascist bullets of Malenkov and Beria!! 
Kosygin probably survived only because his daughter was married to a Berianist.

The conspirators of 1953 ultimately exposed themselves through their criminal 
deeds, which they concealed before Stalin's death but committed quite openly after 
his death. How and why Beria and Malenkov proceeded in the "Leningrad Affair" in 
that way and not otherwise, the crimes they committed, all this can only be properly 
revealed to us after Stalin's death.

Take for example the personality cult of Malenkov on March 10th, 1953 [sic!], 
right when Stalin was dead: On that day Malenkov was to be seen in Pravda on a 
photo which came from February 14th, 1950, still at a time when the friendship 
treaty with Mao had been concluded. Malenkov had not been shown at all on the 
original photo, which had been published in Pravda in February 1950 - simply 
because Malenkov was not there!! Malenkov worked his portrait after Stalin's death 
afterwards with a simple, clumsy montage onto the cover picture. Is it possible to 
stage one's own personality cult even more brazenly - 4 days after Stalin's 
death? What an outstanding "Marxist-Leninist", this Malenkov, who rages 
against the "personality cult" of Stalin in order to stage himself as the heir to the
throne!

The Khrushchevites rehabilitated the victims of the Leningrad bloodbath in 1953/54 
after they had stopped Malenkov cold. Because of his economic policy, Malenkov 
was then even accused of the same deviations at the January Plenum of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU, which Malenkov had killed the Leningraders 
for. And the Khrushchevites themselves were later pushed aside by the 
Brezhnevites in order to give even freer space to these very economic reforms of 
the restoration of capitalism. The same Leningrad feeding troughs had always 
remained, only the pigs changed. They competed among themselves to prove to 
the world that they were the "philanthropic" capitalists "in contrast" to the 
inhuman capitalists of the West. They wanted an economic construction of 
"socialism" without Stalin, without Stalinism, without Marxism-Leninism. They
wanted a capitalism with a "socialist face", which they sold to the workers: "If 



you are properly productive (you let yourselves be nicely exploited!), then a few 
crumbs will fall for you." The revisionists wanted to celebrate the victory of 
their own capitalism over Western capitalism as the victory of "socialism" and 
become the new masters over the world - replacing the old world capitalism with
a new world capitalism - this is what the modern revisionists dreamed of until 
this dream was finally shattered in 1991. Which, of course, does not prevent 
today's revisionists in Russia from wanting to restore the old paradise of 
"socialist" parasitism.

The economic chapter of Malenkov's report to the Nineteenth Party Congress of 
the CPSU (B) is exhausted in long explanations about the mechanistic 
organization of the increase in labor productivity. Only at the very end does he 
mention the socioeconomic problems of the transition from socialism to 
communism. In a manner of speaking, his report was already finished, but with 
the sudden appearance of Stalin's book "Economic Problems of Socialism in the 
USSR" a rejoinder had to be added, as he always did. In words for Stalin's 
writing "Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR" – and in deeds 
Malenkov, after Stalin's death, walked in the footsteps of Yaroshenko, whom 
Stalin had criticized in his writing. Malenkov's remark on Stalin's reference is 
interesting (because the Khrushchevites had later used the accusation of 
"dogmatism" against Stalinism quite openly);

"(...) any dogmatic approach to theory is inadmissible." (Malenkov: "Report to the
Nineteenth Party Congress of the CPSU (B)"; p.107; Translated from German).

This was exactly the accusation Malenkov had made against Stalin's theory 
when he was eliminated! "Dogmatic excesses", that was how the opportunist 
Malenkov proceeded against Stalinism during his lifetime. At the Twentieth 
Party Congress the word "excess" was already no longer used - from then on 
Stalinism was fought directly and openly as "dogmatism". Recognizing the 
lessons of Stalinism for the transition to communism in words, but warning 

against "rashness or exaggeration" in their practical applications and 
implementations, in order to condemn the transition to communism to failure, 
that was the characteristic revisionist attitude of Malenkov: "Stalinism in words 
- capitalism in deeds!"

"Because excesses are committed in carrying out a correct policy, that correct 
policy, it seems, must be abandoned. That is the usual trick of the opportunists: 
on the pretext that excesses are committed in carrying out a correct line, abolish 
that line and replace it by an opportunist line.

"(...) in the direction of abandoning the revolutionary policy of the Party for the 
opportunist policy of the Right deviators." (Stalin: 'The Right Deviation in the 
C.P.S.U.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 12; Moscow; 1954; p.96-97; English Edition).

This was how Stalin formulated his criticism of the Right deviation of the 



Bukharinitesin the 1920s.

In January 1934, at the Seventeenth Party Congress, Stalin was still correctly talking 
about the ultra-Left chatter of introducing product exchange. That was almost 20 
years before Stalin published the paper: "Economic Problems of Socialism in the 
USSR". At that time, the conditions for product exchange were indeed far from ripe 

and this slogan was therefore anti-Marxist. But in 1952, when the conditions had in 
the meantime objectively matured, Malenkov used the opportunity to warn at the 
Nineteenth Party Congress, of all things, against "dogmatic excesses" in the 
introduction of product exchange and to tear Stalin's quotation out of its historical 
context in order to replace Stalinism with Right opportunism, as Bukharin had tried 
to do before. What did Stalin say - 18 years before the Nineteenth Party Congress – 
in January 1934?

"Further, we had to overcome prejudices of another kind. I have in mind the 
Leftist chatter current among a section of our functionaries to the effect that 
Soviet trade is a superseded stage; that it is necessary to organise the direct 
exchange of products; that money will soon be abolished, because it has become 
mere tokens; that it is unnecessary to develop trade, since the direct exchange of 
products is knocking at the door. It must be observed that this Leftist petty-
bourgeois chatter, which plays into the hands of the capitalist elements who are 
striving to sabotage the expansion of Soviet trade, is current not only among a 
section of our 'Red professors,' but also among certain of our trading personnel. 
Of course, it is ridiculous and funny to hear these people, who are incapable of 
organising the very simple business of Soviet trade, chatter about their readiness
to organise the more complicated and difficult business of a direct exchange of 
products. But Don Quixotes are called Don Quixotes precisely because they lack 
the most elementary sense of reality. These people, who are as far removed from 
Marxism as the sky from the earth, evidently do not realise that we shall use 
money for a long time to come, right up to the time when the First Stage of 
communism, i.e., the socialist stage of development, has been completed. They do
not realise that money is the instrument of bourgeois economy which the Soviet 
Government has taken over and adapted to the interests of socialism for the 
purpose of expanding Soviet trade to the utmost, and so preparing the 
conditions necessary for the direct exchange of products. They do not realise 
that the direct exchange of products can replace, and be the result of, only a 
perfectly organised system of Soviet trade, of which we have not a trace as yet, 
and shall not have for some time. Naturally, in trying to organise developed 
Soviet trade,our Party found it necessary to give a dressing down to these 'Left' 
freaks as well, and to scatter their petty-bourgeois chatter to the winds." (Stalin: 
'Report to the Seventeenth Party Congress' in: 'Works', Volume 13; Moscow; 1954; 
p.349-350; English Edition').

Malenkov feared that the transition to product exchange would make the 
restoration of capitalism more difficult. And, of course, he was absolutely right! 



What Stalin was pointing out here was nothing new in the history of the 
Bolshevik Party. It had already led once to a serious defeat on the economic 
front. Lenin pointed out in 1921 the strategic retreat that had to be taken 
because of this mistake at the time of the Civil War and the NEP, when it was 
"unfortunately" decided that:

"(...) we made the mistake of deciding to go over directly to communist 
production and distribution." (Lenin: 'The New Economic Policy and the Tasks of 
the Political Education Departments' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 33; Moscow; 
1973; p.62; English Edition).

There are more than a few examples of the anti-Stalinists using Stalin quotes to 
try to invalidate Stalinism by tearing Stalin's quotes out of their historical 
context and trying to apply them to conditions that either had not yet matured 
or were already considered outdated. Furthermore, there are enough examples 
of the anti-Stalinists complicating Stalinism, such as with the differentiated 
solution of the problems of socialist construction and the transition to 
communism under the conditions of the encirclement of the capitalist camp, by 
misusing Stalin quotes. The factory directors were not owners of the means of 
production. They did not receive the means of production from the state to sell 
them like goods, but the means of production were distributed to them by the 
state as agents of the dictatorship of the proletariat to fulfill the five-year plans 
of the Soviet state with them. If the means of production cannot be placed in the 
category of commodities in Soviet society, Stalin nevertheless spoke of the "value
of the means of production, of their cost price, their price." He spoke of it "for 
two reasons":

"Firstly, this is needed for purposes of calculation and settlement, for 
determining whether enterprises are paying or running at a loss, for checking 
and controlling the enterprises. But that is only the formal aspect of the matter.

"Secondly, it is needed in order, in the interests of our foreign trade, to conduct 
sales of means of production to foreign countries. Here, in the sphere of foreign 
trade, but only in this sphere, our means of production really are commodities, 
and really are sold (in the direct meaning of the term).

"It therefore follows that in the sphere of foreign trade the means of production 
produced by our enterprises retain the properties of commodities both 
essentially and formally, but that in the sphere of domestic economic circulation,
means of production lose the properties of commodities, cease to be commodities
and pass out of the sphere of operation of the law of value, retaining only the 
outward integument of commodities (calculation, etc.).

"(...) If the matter is approached from the formal angle, from the angle of the 
processes taking place on the surface of phenomena, one may arrive at the 



incorrect conclusion that the categories of capitalism retain their validity under 
our economy. If, however, the matter is approached from the standpoint of 
Marxist analysis, which strictly distinguishes between the substance of an 
economic process and its form, between the deep processes of development and 
the surface phenomena, one comes to the only correct conclusion, namely, that it 
is chiefly the form, the outward appearance, of the old categories of capitalism 
that have remained in our country, but that their essence has radically changed 
in adaptation to the requirements of the development of the socialist economy." 
(Stalin: 'Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.'; Moscow; 1952; p.58-59, 
60; English Edition).

The transition to communism does not assume the form of revolutionary upheavals 
(qualitative leaps), but in the form of gradual changes of socialist relations, where 
socialism is not abolished to make place for communism. And also, under the 
conditions of capitalist encirclement, did not transition from capitalism to socialism, 
but retained old forms in order to use them for the development of socialism: 

"The fact of the matter is that in our socialist conditions economic development 
proceeds not by way of upheavals, but by way of gradual changes, the old not 
simply being abolished out of hand, but changing its nature in adaptation to the 
new, and retaining only its form; while the new does not simply destroy the old, 
but infiltrates into it, changes its nature and its functions, without smashing its 
form, but utilizing it for the development of the new. This, in our economic 
circulation, is true not only of commodities, but also of money, as well as of 
banks, which, while they lose their old functions and acquire new ones, preserve 
their old form, which is utilized by the socialist system." (ibid; p.59).
One could only speak of the supporters of the restoration of capitalism in these 
cases where the word was only purely given formally, superficially, "new 
socialist changes while retaining old forms", when only in hindsight was it in 
reality not to change the essence of the old, to preserve the essence of the old, to 
halt and reverse the process of socialist change. But once capitalism is restored, 
it can only be overturned in a revolutionary way. The restoration of socialism is 
thus a world revolutionary process today.

It is clear that Stalin couldn't exchange products with the capitalist states at all, 
but that socialism had to sell goods to the capitalist in order to strengthen 
socialism and ultimately help create the conditions for the introduction of 
product exchange to facilitate domestically. However, one should not falsely 
conclude that Stalinism "leans outwards towards capitalism and inwards 
towards communism". It is just as absurd to label those comrades who made 
profits from the sales of goods to capitalist states as "revisionist business 
leaders".

It is no coincidence that the Berianists defended the Malenkov Faction of 
Moscow against the Leningraders who after all produced and sold no small 



amount of goods to the West. Just because the Leningraders occupied an 
important place in the field of Soviet trade does not mean that they should be 
marked as "restorers of capitalism". One can only condemn those Leningrad 
comrades who wanted to preserve (or rebuild) not only in form, but mainly in 
essence, with the precise purpose of restoring capitalism in order to line their 
own pockets. Therefore, the good Leningrad cadres must be distinguished from 
the bad Leningrad cadres (just as the good central economic cadres must be 
distinguished from the bad). One cannot lump them together like the Malenkov 
faction did and the Berianists are currently trying to present as a "Marxist-
Leninist act" to be praised. This did not serve, but only damaged the unity of the
Bolshevik Party – and not only in regards to economic questions.

Stalin did not only develop particularly deep friendships with Leningrad 
Comrades Kirov and later Zhdanov, but with the Leningraders in general, but 
naturally this didn't prevent him from properly washing the head of the 
Leningrad opposition. It was no coincidence that his famous pamphlet 
"Concerning Questions of Leninism" had the following subtitle:

"Dedicated to the Leningrad Organisation of the C.P.S.U.(B.)"

It was especially directed against the deviators in Leningrad, who had 
QUESTIONED LENIN (hence Stalin's title "Concerning Questions of 
Leninism"!!!) as well as a guide for the Leningrad Marxist-Leninists to 
understand them and help in the fight against the deviators. This inconspicuous 
dedication is something Stalin consciously did, to seem inconspicuous and 
insignificant on the surface but was of enormous importance in the struggle to 
defend Leninism in the city that was named after Lenin. The Leninist unity of 
the Party on the economic front in the construction of socialism is what moved 
Stalin to place that Lenin dedication at the front of his famous work. That is why
it is so instructive for us to meticulously pursue the smallest, insignificant, and 
hidden hints Stalin left in order to work out their deeper meanings.

Incidentally, the later work "Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR" 
went in the same political direction: This time in the struggle for the Leninist 
unity of the Party on the economic front during the transition to communism – 
Even if Stalin did not expressively dedicate the work to the Leningraders, the 
references to the "Leningrad Affair", to Voznesensky's mistakes, to the 
economic factional battles between Leningrad and Moscow, etc., cannot be 
overlooked.

Stalin always displayed solidarity towards the Leningraders, even in the days 
where Leningrad was the center of Zinoviev's opposition and when a struggle 
against policies of capitulation in industrialization were being waged. That 
struggle on the economic questions of the transformation to communism 
appeared in Leningrad as well (the question regarding the relationships between



heavy and light industry – Kosygin, Mikoyan; later by Beria, Malenkov, 
Khrushchev, etc., in the land of the peoples' democracies continuing into 
revisionist economic course, etc.). As for the communist workers in Leningrad, 
Stalin said:

"As regards the Leningrad communist workers, I have no doubt that they will 
always be in the front ranks of our Party. With them we built the Party, with 
them we reared it, with them we raised the banner of the uprising in October 
1917, with them we defeated the bourgeoisie, with them we combated, and will 
combat, the difficulties in the path of our work of construction. I am sure that 
the Leningrad communist workers will not lag behind their friends in the other 
industrial centres in the struggle for iron, Leninist unity in the Party." (Stalin: 
'The Fourteenth Congress of the C.P.S.U.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 7; Moscow; 1953; 
p.403; English Edition).

Stalin said that during the time of the construction of socialism and repeated it 
during the transition to the construction of communism, during the time of the 
so-called "Leningrad Affair". Stalin never deviated from that attitude of 
solidarity towards the Leningraders, but he knew how to tell friend from foe 
very well and acted accordingly "in the struggle for iron, Leninist unity in the 
Party", which he continued to do during the so-called "Leningrad Affair".

A clean, honest socialist competition between Moscow and Leningrad was to be 
welcome – but the transition to "competition" under the restoration of 
capitalism was not tolerated by Stalin and we Marxist-Leninists must 
unreservedly denounce it. "Competition" in the restoration of capitalism – what 
does that mean? That means: waging a parasitic war of plunder among 
themselves, snatching the socialist riches of an industrial center like Leningrad 
away from each other. And this was moreover justified with "Marxist-Leninist" 
phrases using the criminal method "Stop thief!" The "Leningrad Affair" was an
expression of such a "competition" between the two thieving factions, one local 
and one central thieving faction. There were people who swung back and forth 
between the different factions and knew where to get the greatest advantages 
from the favored faction – Kosygin was one such economistic creature.

And the Berianists? The Berianists assumed the task of condemning profit 
maximization of Leningrad's foreign trade in an admissible way as "perverse". 
Stalin however explicitly approved of and defended the absolute necessity of that 
exceptional economic form of "socialism in one country" – as we documented with 
the quote from Stalin above. What does that mean? This means that it is no longer 
possible to distinguish whether profits are rightfully divided between local and 
central coffers according to state specifications (which is completely correct) or 
whether they have on one side been divided according to Leningrad's "game 
rules", for the benefit of Leningrad one side and at the expense of the center on 
the other side according to Moscow's "game rules" for the benefit of Moscow 



and at the expense of Leningrad's economy. Both "game rules" would have been
at the expense of the worker and the USSR. Both were economic "game rules" of
the new Soviet bourgeoisie. Beria and Malenkov wanted to get rich of the profits
of Leningrad's trade, that is the complete truth and the Berianists can no longer 
hide this.

Malenkov's presentation in his statement of accounts is only a rehash of the 
Bogdanovite and Bukharinite formula of the restoration of capitalism, and the 
little "Stalinist" tail at the end of his statement of accounts changes nothing 
(Malenkov would've rather had the entire statement of accounts altered, but Stalin 
only let him have time to hastily create a "Stalinist appendix"). What did that show?
It had shown that Malenkov openly disregarded the mastery of the correct 
handling of the lawfully developing contradictions between productive forces 
and relations of production in socialist society immediately after Stalin's death. 
How short Malenkov's "little Stalinist tail" was in his annual report, how much 
he actually tied Stalin's transition to communism in his capitalist restoration bag
as "careless haste" and let it starve, as he himself said:

"Comrade Stalin emphatically warns against running light-mindedly ahead to a 
transition to higher economic forms without first creating the necessary 
conditions for the transition." (Malenkov: 'Report to the Nineteenth Party Congress
on the Work of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.(B.)'; Moscow; 1952; p.139; 
English Edition).

After Stalin's death, Malenkov ignored the important fact that the economy was 
already ripe for the transition to communism, even though he proclaimed this in 
his report just a few months earlier:

"We have everything required for the building of a complete communist 
society." (ibid; p.146).
If Malenkov swept the teachings of Stalin under the rug after his death, he, 
against his better knowledge, then conjured up a conflict of contradictions 
between productive forces and relations of production, which Stalin had warned 
against and Malenkov double-tonguedly emphasized himself in his own report! 
Communism in words – capitalism in deeds – that is the double-tongued 
physiognomy of the "Marxist-Leninist" Malenkov!!

To Malenkov, lip service meant doing nothing and waiting for Stalin to be 
eliminated. To Stalin, the danger of "running light-mindedly" was no greater 
than the danger of unnecessarily delaying the adjustment of relations of 
production and the direct exchange of production if the conditions for it are 
already met – which is the exact opposite, if someone had done his work!! With 
the fake warning of "running light-mindedly", Malenkov had sanctioned for 
unnecessary delay. Stalin would have said: Whoever deliberately delays our 
forward march transgresses against our proletarian cause, is an enemy of the 



working class, is a saboteur of the economic measures for the transition to 
"communism in one country".

Stalin said:

"Of course, our present relations of production are in a period when they fully 
conform to the growth of the productive forces and help to advance them at 
seven-league strides. But it would be wrong to rest easy at that and to think that 
there are no contradictions between our productive forces and the relations of 
production." (Stalin: 'Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.'; Moscow; 
1952; p.75; English Edition).
They inevitably appear in the transition to communism if the relations of 
production are not already adapted according to the productive forces that have 
already matured for this purpose. If one incorrectly solves the contradiction like 
Bukharin did ("The system of labor relations is a function of productive forces."
[Bukharin: 'Theory of Historical Materialism'; Moscow; 1922; p.237; 
Translated from German]), then there will be a conflict that will lead back to the
road to capitalism. And so after Stalin's death, Malenkov's "economic policy" 
fell flat. He was no dialectician, and was unable to see that the conformity of 
productive forces and relations does not solve their common, mutual 
contradictions, but is merely a developmental snapshot of social production. The
degeneration of the development of productive forces is inevitable if the relations
of production lag behind too much, even if their backward development is 
pursued according to plan and is labelled as "forward development" on top of 
that.

"Given a correct policy on the part of the directing bodies these contradictions 
cannot grow into antagonisms..." (ibid).
It is precisely in this transformation of non-antagonistic contradictions into an 
antagonism between productive forces and relations of production does the 
restoration of capitalism manifest itself. Malenkov went down the capitalist path
and did not even want the transition to communism, otherwise he would have 
had his report to the Nineteenth Party Congress on the basis of Marxism and 
would have followed Stalin, because with his policy of "increasing productive 
forces", taken by itself, communism is impossible to achieve, as Stalin had 
correctly stated. Under the conditions of war the production volume of every 
price had to be increased (temporarily and inevitably). And this emergency 
situation is applied to economic measures to remove the ruins of war. However, 
this must not be raised as a principle of socialist economy, but should remain an 
unavoidable necessity for purely military reasons. There are also conditions 
where political-military measures appear in the foreground, which economic 
considerations must be subordinate to (a typical problem of the First Period of the 
economic construction of socialism, which advantageously disappears in the second 
period of economic construction!!!!). Likewise, the matured economic 
development of socialism has no reason to not give over to communism. The 



measures for the transition to communism are then given priority, and must not 
be put on the back burners. Whoever wants to remain at the level of socialism 
under the matured conditions and does not advance to communism is not a 
communist but a revisionist who wants to transform socialism into capitalism.

Even when one transitions to "communism in one country", one must absolutely
adhere to the primacy of politics over economics, because communist politics, 
like socialist politics, is a concentrated expression of economics. Stalinism not 
only defended these ABCs of Marxism on the transition to "communism in one 
country" against the restoration of capitalism, but also gave those three letters a 
new theoretical and practical meaning. 

Stalinism is Marxism in the period of the transition to communism, is the 
transition from the First Period of "socialism in one country" to the Second 
Period of socialism – towards the development of a world system.

Stalinism uncovered the laws of socialist production, the socialist laws of 
development of productive forces and relations of production for the transition 
from socialism to communism:

In "Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.", Stalin mentions the fact 
that economic laws do not last long, but are historically transient. Economic 
laws, in contrast to scientific laws, "(...) lose their validity owing to the new 
economic conditions and depart from the scene in order to give place to new 
laws, laws which are not created by the will of man, but which arise from the 
new economic conditions." (Stalin: 'Economic Problems of Socialism in the 
U.S.S.R.'; Moscow; 1953; p.8; English Edition). [New conditions from the 
transition from socialism to communism].

"J.V. Stalin emphasized that productive forces have a decisive importance in the 
development of production, but they cannot work outside the relations of 
production."('History Journal'; Berlin; 1953; p.15; Translated from German).

"The new relations of production are the most important and decisive force 
which fundamentally determines the more powerful development of productive 
forces and which the productive forces would be condemned to vegetate without 
them, like in the capitalist countries." (ibid; p.74).

"Insofar as the means of production becomes common property, the word 
'communism' is also applicable here, providing we do not forget that this is not 
complete communism." (Lenin: 'The State and Revolution' in: 'Collected Works', 
Volume 25; Moscow; 1964; p.476; English Edition).

"The mode of production in socialism and communism is fundamentally the 
same, even though the level of development is very different. That is why Marx 
and Lenin did not consider socialism and communism to be different social-



economic formations, but as two stages, two phases of development of one and 
the same social-economic formation." ('Scientific Communism'; 1972; p.273; 
Translated from German).

Stalin's economic teachings on the transition to communism state that the 
relations of production in the transition to communism play the most important 
and decisive role, that they determine whether the productive forces continue to 
develop powerfully, or vegetate, wither, and degenerate. Stalinism teaches that 
"socialism in one country" not only lags behind, but also lawfully degenerates 
back to capitalism if it does not further develop into communism, if socialist 
relations of production do not gradually transition into communist relations of 
production.

Communist relations of production are not build in a qualitative leap, that is, the
socialist relations of production are not "smashed" in order to erect communist 
relations of production. Without fully developed socialist relations of production,
there are no communist relations of production. The transition from the quality 
of socialist to the quality of communist relations of production occurs through a 
gradual acquisition of the elements of communist quality, and consequently 
through the gradual withering away of the elements of socialist quality.

Does that mean that communism is a social transformation where all qualitative 
leaps are "abolished per se" and can no longer even occur there? No, this false 
conclusion represents a gross and unacceptable generalization that is moreover 
undialectical. The elimination of the inevitability of qualitative leaps only refers 
to the abolition of the inevitability of social formations that have antagonistic 
class characteristics. Nothing else.

"It should be said in general for the benefit of comrades who have an infatuation
for explosions that the law of transition from an old quality to a new by means of
an explosion is (...) not always applicable to other social phenomena of a basis or 
superstructural character." (Stalin: 'Marxism and the Problems of Linguistics'; 
Moscow; 1950; English Edition).

That completely depends on the essence of things themselves and especially on 
the nature of the inner contradictions and conditions. Dealing with economism 
on this "question" is more serious.

It is absolutely unacceptable to deduce from the denial of the qualitative leap 
that the development of communist relations of production only needs to be left 
at its "spontaneous self-running"(taken solely from the increase of productive 
forces). It was economism that hindered the transition to communism. Engels 
had already criticized Dühring's so-called 'economic communes', namely 
because they inevitably lead to the restoration of capitalism because Dühring 
made the wrong assumption that the circulation of goods under socialism will 
not represent any hindrances for the transition to communism. The circulation 



of goods under communism is fundamentally impossible and is only necessary to
a limited extent under socialism.

Stalinism teaches:

Without class struggle, without the leading communist policy of the working 
class and its Party to promote the development of communist relations of 
production from the old socialist relations of production, without the struggle 
against the restoration of capitalism, "socialism in one country" cannot advance 
to "communism in one country". There is a fierce resistance from the outdated 
forces which the newly discovered economic forces must be applied against.

The communist workers have always been opponents of the shortcomings of 
mere political upheavals (utopians) and the shortcomings of mere increases in 
productivity (economists) – as was the case in the transition to "communism in 
one country". While the "left" proponents of mere political upheavals appeared 
in the USSR when the economic basis for them was still insufficient, the right 
proponents of mere increases in production had appeared when socialist 
relations of production were beginning to be insufficient.

Once the transition to communism has been pursued earnestly and has become a
genuine movement led by the working class and maintained by the workers, the 
socialist movement degenerates into backward stratum, which the new Soviet 
bourgeoisie will inevitably emerge if the stomach of the ongoing movement for 
the transition to communism is not strong enough to digest it.

The old ballast of the outdated forces must be thrown out by the working class if
they want to advance to communism and not under the wheels of a new labor 
aristocracy. Only the outdated classes have an interest in carrying that ballast 
over to communism and burdening the working class with it. If the working 
class does not throw the ballast away, it will create a breeding ground for the 
restoration of capitalism, will encourage the revisionist forces to bring back 
antagonistic contradictions with economic chaos and its contingencies, political 
economy will transform from being a driving force to a spontaneous brake in the
transition to communism, will transform the socialist economy into bourgeois 
economism.

And Stalin, the leader of the working class transitioning to communism in 1952, 
criticized Beria, Malenkov, Khrushchev, and all the other conspirators of 1953 
as "economic adventurers":

"In the end we should find ourselves at the mercy of 'economic' adventurers 
who are ready to 'destroy' the laws of economic development and to 'create' new
laws without any understanding of, or consideration for objective law." (Stalin: 
'Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.'; Moscow; 1952; p.94; English 
Edition).



Stalin referred to them as those who are "(...) destroying political economy as a 
science, because science cannot exist and develop unless it recognizes the 
existence of objective laws, and studies them." (ibid).

"What is the effect, in a political economy of socialism, of replacing economic 
problems by problems of organization of the productive forces? The effect is to 
abolish the political economy of socialism." (ibid; p.80).

So who did Stalin write "The Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R." 
against? Against those who wanted to replace them with the problems of organizing 
the productive forces. The modern revisionists, the leading organs of bourgeois 
economic policy, tried to liquidate the political economy of the proletariat. And 
that is why Stalin delineated the definition of political economy from economism:

"The province of political economy is the production, the economic, relations of 
men." (ibid; p.81).

With that, he made it clear that it is not productive forces, as the economists claimed.

Accordingly, the relations of production are also the subject of political economy
in the transition from socialism to "communism in one country": The 
elimination of the circulation of goods (except for foreign trade in "communism in 
one country" surrounded by capitalist countries), product exchange, public 
ownership of the means of production, abolition of the contradictions between 
city and countryside and between mental and physical labor, etc.

Communism is not the productivity appendage of socialism, but only the 
changed communist relations of production can create the conditions for such a 
state of the productive forces that the transition to the way of life of the 
communist society can be created. This is a conscious political act and not an 
economist, anarchist "self-run". Complete socialism leaves its stage of 
development of the transition to communism as communism – and that does not 
happen "in one country" without class struggle; and not without a struggle of 
opposites between revisionist forces and revolutionary forces, even without 
quotation marks. Stalinism upholds the doctrine of contentious transition to 
communism, whether it is antagonistic forms of contention in transition to 
"communism in one country", or non-antagonistic contradictions in transition 
to communism in one country – without quotation marks.

"The utilization of economic laws in class society always and everywhere has a 
class background, and, moreover, always and everywhere the champion of the 
utilization of economic laws in the interests of society is the advanced class, while
the obsolescent classes resist it." (ibid; p.54-55).

One can only pass over to communism when the relations of production in a 



socialist society have changed accordingly, when productive forces and relations 
of production are brought into conformity with each other, when the socialist 
relations of production are freed from their role as a brake on the productive 
forces by converting into communist relations of production, in order to justify 
its role as the driving force of communist productive forces.

What does Stalin's economic law teach us about the conformity of the 
productive forces with the relations of production?

The formation of the next class society arose from every previous formation of 
class society – brought about by the revolutionary restoration of the disturbed 
conformity of the productive forces and the relations of production. But the 
conformity of the communist productive forces and the communist relations of 
production differs from all previous conformity in that it irrevocably ends the 
history of all antagonistic class formations of society and completes the 
transitional formation of non-antagonistic class society to open the history of the
first classless social formation.

Does this mean that the outdated economic laws are overridden? Or will they be 
replaced by new ones? Neither one nor the other. There can only be one 
economic law and it works objectively and is therefore completely independent 
of human will. Consequently, one can neither "repeal" nor "replace" the 
economic law, as Stalin correctly stated. The law of the conformity of the 
productive forces and the relations of production remains in force as long as 
people produce in order to reproduce themselves.

On the contrary, economic law never has to struggle through wars, crises and 
revolutions and so on again. The class struggle, which has lasted for thousands 
of years, forced the economic law into its tremendous ordeal until it can unfold 
its full effectiveness with the communist social formation. In other words, it is 
only under communism that the productive forces and the relations of 
production can achieve a completely secure conformity. The class struggle has 
always ensured that a new social formation could emerge at all, but under one or
the other conditions it has also ensured that the economic law never really 
developed under the prevailing and changing class relations, not as a stable 
entity to enforce and develop its unhindered effectiveness. We see this in the 
example of the many countries, in fact even in the majority of countries, in 
which the revolution couldn't be properly completed due to various reasons and 
special class relations.

The dialectic of the difference between absolute and relative conformity led 
modern revisionists at the time to declare Stalin's discovery "invalid" and to 
condemn it as "dogmatic", "metaphysical", and "subjectivist". The textbook on 
political economy published by the modern revisionists in 1955 contained 
nothing about Stalin's law of unconditional conformity, which he had 



formulated in 1952, only three years earlier.

As for the dialectic of the difference between absolute and relative 
impoverishment of the working class, this is anything but a theoretical question. 
So we cannot avoid pointing out here that Bill Bland tried to banish absolute 
impoverishment from the conceptual world of the political economy of Marxism-
Leninism, flatly denied it and, on top of that, criticized it as “revisionist”. Had 
Bill Bland thought of the labor aristocracy?

Just as there can be no relative truth without absolute truth, there must be the 
truth about the absolute and relative impoverishment of the masses. What kind 
of Marxism is that supposed to be, what kind of dialectical materialism is that 
supposed to be, which "recognizes" the relative character of a thing, an object, a
phenomenon, etc., but only in order to condemn its absolute character as 
revisionist witches' brew? Anyone who denies the absolute impoverishment of 
the working class must logically deny the relative impoverishment of the 
working class, who consequently denies the impoverishment of the working class
in general and thus adopts a bourgeois point of view, whether they want to or 
not. Since when do we Marxists condone the impoverishment of the working 
class? Since when do we Marxists, like the capitalists, condemn the working 
class to endure its misery to the death? Do we seriously have to deal with this 
any longer, when Stalin even speaks of the "ruin and impoverishment of the 
majority of the population" – specifically as an essential feature of the economic 
law of capitalism? Isn't the ruination of the majority of the population at least as
bad as their absolute impoverishment? Shouldn't one be ashamed of the current 
miserable situation of the world proletariat because of such hair-splitting? 
Doesn't that both mean that capitalism in its striving for maximum profits not 
only worsens the existential basis of the working class, but also destroys it? It is 
the inevitable aggravation of the deterioration, that is, the transition to the point 
of destroying its existential basis, that finally forces the working class to proceed 
to the revolutionary elimination of capitalism! This is supposed to be 
revisionist??!! One has to ignore today's world crisis or be blind not to see with 
one's own eyes what the classics of Marxism-Leninism taught us about absolute 
and relative impoverishment! If Stalin is not enough, we can also provide a 
quote from Lenin about relative and absolute impoverishment:

"Crises and periods of industrial stagnation, in their turn, still further ruin the 
small producers, still further increase the dependence of wage-labour on capital, 
and lead still more rapidly to the relative and sometimes to the absolute 
deterioration of the condition of the working class." (Lenin: 'Draft Programme of 
the R.C.P.(B.)' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 29; Moscow; 1977; p.101; English 
Edition).

Stalin not only uncovered the general character of economic law, but also made 
it concrete under the conditions of capitalism. Stalin therefore defined the 



economic law of modern-day capitalism as follows:

"(...) the securing of the maximum capitalist profit through the exploitation, ruin
and impoverishment of the majority of the population of the given country, 
through the enslavement and systematic robbery of the peoples of other 
countries, especially backward countries, and, lastly, through wars and 
militarization of the national economy, which are utilized for the obtaining of the
highest profits." (Stalin: 'Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.' ; 
Moscow; 1952; p.43-44; English Edition).

Stalin contrasted that with the economic law under the conditions of socialism. 
According to Stalin, the essential characteristics and demands of the economic 
laws of socialism are:

"(...) the securing of the maximum satisfaction of the constantly rising material 
and cultural requirements of the whole of society through the continuous 
expansion and perfection of socialist production on the basis of higher 
techniques." (ibid; p.86).

To what extent the economic law, whether effective in capitalism or in socialism, 
can HISTORICALLY assert itself in individual countries under the most 
different class relations in each case "better" or "more fairly than badly", is no 
reason to doubt the validity of the economic law, which Stalin pointed out. On 
the contrary, the necessity of the correspondence of the objective and subjective 
factors of the revolution as a precondition for the achievement of 
correspondence does not change Stalin's theory of economic law, but only 
confirms it. The relationship of the objective and subjective factors always 
provides information only about the degree of maturity of the revolution and its 
influence on the degree of conformity to be achieved between the relations of 
production and the productive forces.

In the countries where capitalist conformity could be more fully established than
in other countries through clearer class relations (England, France), this was 
lawfully connected with a faster and more progressive mode of production of the
new social formation than in countries with unclear class relations (Germany). 
But this did not change the general fact that the emergence of nations 
everywhere provided for the improvement of the mode of production of 
bourgeois class society. Today, the globalized mode of production has outgrown 
the bourgeois nations, the fragmentation of the world into nations has become a 
brake and the global productive forces have been condemned to vegetate in 
today's world crisis, they have become unbearable fetters indeed. If the national 
bourgeoisie wants to maintain their rule as a class, they must adapt to global 
conditions, they cannot fight them. The bourgeois nations, which the world 
bourgeoisie must rely on, become the brake of the World Socialist Revolution. 
Only the world dictatorship of the proletariat creates the basis for the 



conformity of the global productive forces with the global relations of 
production, into which it incorporates the socialist nations as levers. It is 
instructive how Stalin solved the National Question in the USSR in order to 
make the best use of the economic law of unconditional conformity, but to 
present this in detail is beyond our scope, which is limited to some fundamentals 
of Stalinism.

If one strips the economic law in a certain social formation of its historical shell, 
then they will up with revisionism. For example, Maoism with its "Three Worlds
Theory" is based solely on a division of the world according to three stages of 
economic development of the different countries, whereby the lowest stage as the
"Third World" is declared to be the main factor of the revolution, thus sweeping
the world proletariat from the world stage of history and, on top of that, denying
the coexistence of two opposing social formations.

One must also not confuse a certain social formation and a certain historical 
epoch.

The knowledge of the economic law, and application of the specific laws of 
certain social formations are not enough to change class relations, to determine 
the forms of the class struggle, to work out the tactics of the communist party, to
lead the revolutionary movements, etc. This can only be achieved with the help 
of an analysis of the constantly changing historical conditions of the epoch. This 
is also the explanation for the fact that in the epoch of imperialism two 
simultaneously coexisting, two different, opposing social formations – capitalism 
and socialism – emerged, with the rule of the bourgeoisie determining the epoch 
of imperialism, while in the epoch of socialism the world proletariat determines 
the historical course of the epoch. In this respect, we also call the First Period of 
socialism ("in one country") the basis for the emergence of the socialist epoch of 
world history, while with the Second Period, the period of socialist victory on a 
world scale, the world historical epoch of socialism has already begun.

The dividing line between imperialist and socialist epochs is fluid, mobile, does 
not take place absolutely. Nevertheless, it exists and it even took on the character
of a transitional epoch in the form of Comrade Stalin's World Socialist Camp, 
whose characteristics, however, consisted in the fact that, firstly, with the death 
of Comrade Stalin, it had been transformed into the form of a revisionist world 
camp (which claimed to have formed itself as a "socialist world system", but was 
rotten from the beginning and thus inevitably collapsed and dissolved into nothing), 
secondly, in the fact that in it the transition of "communism in one country" 
degenerated to the point of disintegration into all capitalist countries, and 
thirdly and finally, in the fact that it ended the coexistence of two social 
formations in the epoch of imperialism.

In this respect, this transitional epoch to the epoch of socialism had initially 



turned into a revisionist transitional epoch, which must be described as nothing 
other than an extension of the epoch of imperialism. The completion of the 
transitional epoch to the epoch of socialism has been interrupted, but it has not 
been eliminated, because it cannot be eliminated. The basic contradiction 
between capitalism and socialism in the epoch of imperialism cannot be 
eliminated either, so it has not disappeared completely, but its balance of power 
has only shifted temporarily in favor of capitalism. Although the fixed form of 
the actually existing socialist state could no longer be maintained, this does not 
mean that socialism in its form as a socialist movement could be eliminated. It is 
the international duty of communists to defend the socialist movement from its 
capitalist-revisionist influence. And it is therefore absolutely correct and 
important not only to continue to assume the persistence of the effective force of 
the basic contradiction between capitalism and socialism, but also to take into 
account the global dimension of this contradiction in order to lead it to its world 
revolutionary solution.

The historical status quo is rather characterized by a series of global class 
struggles and revolutions all over the world, which prove that the transition 
epoch to socialism is alive and in emerging movement, that it does not continue 
to exist passively, but is again in an active state of self-fulfillment. We are living 
at that current, critical moment in the transitional epoch, which is to be 
characterized as a world-historical turning point – as a turning point towards 
the epoch of socialism and not towards the prolongation of the imperialist epoch.
The present world crisis serves us as vivid evidence of this.

In the formations of the class society the economic law could always be exploited
only in the struggle of the advanced class against the class left behind. Consider 
how "uneconomic" the exploitation of the economic law is in this case and how 
many energies are uselessly lost in order to gain a plus for the whole society. This
teaches us that class society is uneconomic and useless, that the economic law 
cannot be fully used at all, so that the economic law would and does do much 
better without the formations of class society. The people of today's globalized 
society may ask themselves the following question once: Which is more 
economical: if only one class is the standard bearer of the exploitation of the 
economic law, which has to struggle "in the sidelines" with the elimination of 
(not only) the economic brake of the dying class, or if the society as a whole has 
made itself the standard bearer of the use of economic law? Imagine which level 
of development humanity would already be in today had it "renounced" the 
history of the class struggle. We do not want to create this idea because we are 
utopians who thought that the inevitable historical conditions for the 
development of the formations of society could simply be "skipped" by 
funnelling the spirit of knowledge into humanity, but we want to sharpen the 
communist consciousness that it is high time to convince the world proletariat of 
the advantages of the classless society, so that it ends the suffering of the process 
of disintegration of world capitalism as quickly as possible – and without leaving



even deeper traces – with the World Socialist Revolution. 

Freeing the economic law from its class fetters is the greatest world-historical 
deed that the world proletariat, as the last and strongest revolutionary class of 
all previous class societies, will accomplish for the future of mankind. The 
formation of the communist society is the first formation where economic law no
longer dominates mankind, but mankind gains dominion over economic law, 
brings the economic forces under control and makes them – like the forces of 
nature – its own servants.

But what happens to economic law when the productive forces can no longer 
come into harmony with the relations of production in a social formation, when 
the productive forces get into the fetters of the old relations of production and 
degenerate? Then the fetters of the relations of production are burst by the 
productive forces. Then the relations of production are heaved. Then they are 
replaced by new relations of production. Then the old social formation is 
replaced by a new social formation. The upheaval takes place in the form of a 
qualitative leap, that is, through the revolution of those classes which drive these
productive forces forward and break the rule of those old classes which have put
the fetters on the productive forces with their old property relations. This 
fundamental mode of action of the economic law was laid down in our cradle by 
the classics of Marxism-Leninism from the very beginning. Our entire struggle 
against capitalism and for socialism is based on this knowledge:

"This peculiar development of the relations of production from the role of a 
brake on the productive forces to that of the principal mainspring impelling 
them forward, and from the role of principal mainspring to that of a brake on 
the productive forces, constitutes one of the chief elements of the Marxist 
materialist dialectics. Every novice in Marxism knows that nowadays." (ibid; 
p.69-70).

And Marx and Engels already wrote in the Communist Manifesto about the "the 
sorcerer who is no longer able to control the powers of the nether world whom 
he has called up by his spells":

"The productive forces at the disposal of society no longer tend to further the 
development of the conditions of bourgeois property; on the contrary, they have 
become too powerful for these conditions, by which they are fettered, and so 
soon as they overcome these fetters, they bring disorder into the whole of 
bourgeois society, endanger the existence of bourgeois property. The conditions 
of bourgeois society are too narrow to comprise the wealth created by them." 
(Marx, Engels: 'Manifesto of the Communist Party'; Moscow; 1977; p.42; English 
Edition).

Look at the world crisis today to understand what Marx and Engels meant here.



The more completely and resolutely, the more consistently the struggle of the 
world proletariat is waged against the world bourgeoisie, the more secure will 
the struggle of the world proletariat for world socialism be. In this sense, the 
globalization of the bourgeois world is even much more beneficial for the world 
proletariat than for the world bourgeoisie itself. The better and faster we 
succeed in the political class struggle to counteract the rot of the productive 
forces and to push forward their urge for socialization, the more we fight the old
relations of production, the better and easier the construction of the new 
relations of production. The deeper the global productive forces fall into rot 
(capitalist overproduction crisis, war production, counter-revolutionary, counter-
productive measures to maintain the old production relations, etc.), the more 
difficult it is for the new, world socialist production relations to powerfully 
unfold the global productive forces again (building world socialism). The full 
development of the necessary global driving force of the class struggle has so far 
turned out to be extraordinarily difficult, protracted and complicated for the 
world-revolutionary transition of socialism from its first period to the second. 
The fact is that the economic law could initially only liberate itself within the 
national framework of a single country in order to break its chains on a world 
scale. Only freed from the global class chains, it will start its irreversible 
triumphant march over the globe to be able to unfold freely in every, in all 
countries. Once it has reached the hands of the world proletariat, the economic 
law will be given the unfolding of such enormous effective power that the 
difference between socialism in the First and Second Period will appear like day 
and night – and not only in one country, but in every country of the world. This 
effect is achieved by the maximum centralization of global world production 
which is brought into line with the world ownership of the means of production 
(as the highest and last form of ownership). In communism, the relations of 
production lose their property character, the application of the economic law is 
perfected in world communism.

"The requirement and prerequisite of communism is a maximum centralization 
of large-scale production throughout the country" (Lenin: 'Supplementary Volume
1917-1923'; p.72; Translated from German).

This is – expressed in a short sentence – the marked path of economic law in its 
long way from capitalism to communism. 

When Stalin rediscovered the economic law of Marx, Engels, and Lenin in 1952 
and worked out its historical development through all social formations much 
deeper and clearer than it had been done before, most communists all over the 
world had not yet become aware of the world revolutionary significance of the 
international use of Stalin's discovery of the economic law, which was so current 
at that time, and unfortunately, could not appreciate it highly enough. Most of 
the comrades in the People's Democracies were so fascinated by it at that time 
that with Stalin's knowledge of the economic law they went on all too generous 



journeys of discovery into the pasts of their own countries. It did not even occur 
to them to look beyond their own horizons first. This could not go well, because 
before the internationalist consciousness of the economic law could spread over 
the globe, it was already quickly put under lock and key again as "dogmatism" 
by the modern revisionists. Most comrades made the mistake of regarding 
Lenin's and Stalin's Soviet Union as an inexhaustible source of knowledge, from 
which it was apparently possible to unabashedly draw for any country and for 
all eternity. It was both the overestimation of the Soviet Union and the 
underestimation of world imperialism after World War II that had led to the 
criminal neglect of the world revolutionary significance of Stalin's discoveries. 
Therefore, we do not tire of courageously fighting against the digging, especially 
since the Cold War, at Stalin's internationalist roots, from which the growth of 
the Stalinist world movement has been chronically ill, namely from the 
underestimation of the world revolutionary significance of Stalinism. So we are 
fighting not only against the crying historical injustice done to Stalinism here, 
but for the unfolding of its revolutionary global power and not least its world 
economic power in the present and future. 

Stalin gave us a good example:

"An example of the non-conformity of the relations of production with the 
character of the productive forces, an example of the conflict between them, are 
the economic crises in the capitalist countries, where capitalist private 
ownership of the means of production is in flagrant non-conformities with the 
social character of the production process, with the character of the productive 
forces. The result of this non-conformity is the non-conformity crises which lead 
to the destruction of the productive forces, this very conformity being the 
economic basis of the social revolution, whose destiny is to destroy the present 
relations of production and to bring about new ones corresponding to the 
character of the productive forces" (Stalin: 'Questions of Leninism'; p.668; 
Translated from German).

What is the present economic basis of the World Socialist Revolution?

Today we are witnessing the greatest global economic crisis of capitalism, which 
has emerged from the conflict of the conformity of the global relations of 
production with the character of the global productive forces. In this global 
capitalist economic crisis, globalized capitalist private ownership of the means of
production is in flagrant non-conformity with the social character of the global 
production process, with the global character of today's productive forces. The 
global non-conformity is the result of today's world economic crisis, which leads 
to the global destruction of the productive forces, whereas this very global non-
conformity is the economic basis of the global revolution, the World Socialist 
Revolution, whose destiny is to globally destroy the present global relations of 
production and to bring forth new ones, corresponding to the character of the 



global productive forces.

Lenin denounced capitalism in 1913 as follows, and there is nothing to add to 
that:

"On all sides, at every step one comes across problems which man is quite 
capable of solving immediately, but capitalism is in the way. It has amassed 
enormous wealth—and has made men the slaves of this wealth.

"(...) Civilisation, freedom and wealth under capitalism call to mind the rich 
glutton who is rotting alive but will not let what is young live on." (Lenin: 
'Civilised Barbarism' in: 'Collected Works', Volume 19; Moscow; 1977; p.389; 
English Edition).

The global leadership of the class struggle is derived from today's global mode of
operation of the economic law. But before we start with the derivation here, we 
want to define the general law of the class struggle.

So what is the law of class struggle and what determines it?

The law of the class struggle is determined by the economic law, more precisely: 
it is determined by the class-conditioned disturbance of the economic law or even
more precisely: by the "flagrant non-conformity" as Stalin formulated it. This is
to say that this kind of disturbance is not a simple breakdown that can be 
repaired, but one that inevitably ends in the collapse of the mode of production 
of a social formation, so that class society is faced with the choice of either 
perishing with the dying classes and their irrevocably destroyed mode of 
production, or relying on progressive classes that, with a new mode of 
production, also create a new formation of class society.

Since the mode of production of a class society is class-conditioned, the economic
law can only move within the framework of the class struggle. Would this mean 
that it is not the economic law that determines the class struggle, but the class 
struggle that determines the economic law? To assume the latter turns the 
economic law upside down because:

Firstly: the economic law was already effective when there were no classes, and:

Secondly: it continues to operate in the classless society, and for the first time in 
a tamed form. 

The history of class society is the history of class struggles, but the economic law 
cannot do anything for that, because it has no class character itself.

The class struggle can only be the driving force if it is led by the revolutionary 
class, which cancels the class-conditioned disturbance of the economic law. But 



that is it, because the class struggle can never cancel the inevitability of the non-
conformity, but only replace the old non-conformity with an conformity, which 
in turn can inevitably lead to nothing but the next non-conformity. As long as 
exploitation remains and only the classes which exploit detach themselves, the 
flagrant non-conformity of the relations of production and the productive forces 
is inevitable, the mainspring of the economic law inevitably transforms itself into
its brake in order to become the driving force in turn. 

It is not surprising, if in the state of conformity of the relations of production 
with the character of the productive forces the class struggle must "forfeit" all 
the decisive impetus which it possesses in the state of conformity, where it cannot
openly unfold (without being able even to begin to abolish the class 
antagonisms), while in the most critical state of the disturbed mode of 
production, at the height of its crises, this motive power inevitably reaches its 
boiling point and assumes the form of social revolution:

"At a certain stage of their development, the material productive forces of 
society come into contradiction with the existing relations of production, or, 
what is only a legal expression for it, with the relations of property which they 
had hitherto moved within. From forms of development of the productive forces 
these relations turn into fetters of the same. An epoch of social revolution then 
occurs" (Stalin, as quoted in: 'Questions of Leninism'; Moscow; 1947; p.678; 
Translated from German).

An era in which the shackles are removed. 

If the non-conformity increases, the class struggle rises and floods, if conformity 
comes into sight, the class struggle ebbs away again. The class struggle follows 
the economic law. Stalin called the economic law the law of conformity of the 
relations of production and the character of the productive forces and not vice 
versa the law of non-conformity. It is only class society that forces conformity to 
emerge inevitably and exclusively from flagrant non-conformity, to be 
condemned again to flagrant non-conformity as a "reward." It is the class 
struggle itself that causes this vicious circle of economic law.

As is not surprising in dialectics, for the nature of the class struggle is such that 
it is the main driving force in class society when it comes to eliminating the non-
conformity of the relations of production with the character of the productive 
forces. With the conformity of the communist relations of production and the 
communist productive forces there are no more classes, whereby the mainspring 
of the class struggle has disappeared, but does this mean that from now on there 
is no need for a struggle against the remnants of the old class ideology? The 
struggle against the remnants of the old class ideology will still have an effect for
a while in communism before one can assume the actual final elimination of the 
last remnant. Only then it is no longer a question of the application of methods 



of the outdated class struggle, but of modern methods of communist society, 
where people no longer need to exercise political coercion over people. In other 
words, non-conformity takes on the character of evitability, can not only be 
tamed, but disappears towards zero - in the dialectical relationship of absolute 
and relative evitability. conformity is absolute, but we humans can only ever 
relatively approach the absolute conformity of relations of production and 
productive forces.

As far as the class struggle is concerned, let's hear Engels, who in his preface to the 
English edition of the "Manifesto" in 1888, formulated the basic idea of the 
Communist Manifesto as follows:

"That proposition is: That in every historical epoch, the prevailing mode of 
economic production and exchange, and the social organization necessarily 
following from it, form the basis upon which is built up, and from which alone 
can be explained the political and intellectual history of that epoch; that 
consequently the whole history of mankind (since the dissolution of primitive 
tribal society, holding land in common ownership) has been a history of class 
struggles, contests between exploiting and exploited, ruling and oppressed 
classes; That the history of these class struggles forms a series of evolutions in 
which, nowadays, a stage has been reached where the exploited and oppressed 
class — the proletariat — cannot attain its emancipation from the sway of the 
exploiting and ruling class — the bourgeoisie — without, at the same time, and 
once and for all, emancipating society at large from all exploitation, oppression, 
class distinction, and class struggles. " (Engels: 'Preface to the English Edition of 
1888' to: 'Manifesto of the Communist Party'; Moscow; 1977; p.20-21; English 
Edition).

What does that quote teach us?

The source of class struggle is the contradictions inherent and inevitable in class 
society, between the exploiting and oppressing classes and the exploited and 
oppressed classes (the unity and struggle of class antagonisms).

The essence of the class struggle is the replacement of the old classes by the new 
ones. Class society cannot abolish its class antagonisms, it only puts new classes, 
under the conditions of continuation of oppression and exploitation, in the place 
of the old ones.

The essence of the proletarian class struggle is the abolition of class society and 
the elimination of its inherent, and inevitable, contradictions.

The class struggle in general is the struggle to restore the disturbed economic 
law that operates under the conditions of the class formations of society. 

The class struggle of the world proletariat in particular is the struggle to 



eliminate the class-related inevitability of non-conformity between the 
productive forces and the relations of production under the conditions of 
globalized capitalism.

The purpose of the class struggle is to eliminate the flagrant non-conformity 
between the relations of production and the productive forces in order to (only 
temporarily) restore their correspondence.

The means of attaining this end is the overthrow of the old ruling and exploiting 
classes, replacing them with the establishment of the rule of the new exploiting 
classes.

This is the law of class struggle, which worked untamed and inevitably, and thus
could only provide for the replacement of the old by a new class society. 

But when the proletariat entered the stage of world history, the law of class 
struggle found its master, who knows how to master it in order to use it for the 
elimination of classes, for the elimination of class struggle, for the creation of the
classless society, to make the class struggle its subject. 

The purpose of the class struggle of the world proletariat today is not only to 
liberate economic law from the world capitalist shackles of private property, but
to forever eliminate the inevitability of non-conformity, to eliminate the 
inevitability of the exploitation of man by man.

The means of the class struggle of the world proletariat today is the overthrow of
the rule of the world bourgeoisie with the help of the World Socialist Revolution 
and the establishment of the dictatorship of the world proletariat, or in other 
words: to bring the whole world superstructure (creation of the World Union of 
Socialist States, etc.) into conformity with the global mode of production in every
country of the world.

With the unification of this purpose and this means, the law of the world 
proletarian class struggle is optimally fulfilled.

Back to the Soviet Union and its transition to "communism in one country":

At the time of Lenin there was not yet a state in which large-scale agricultural 
production was sufficiently developed. It was therefore impossible to go directly 
to communism. In late Stalinism, this condition had already been created and 
thus the direct transition to communism was possible.

The transition to communism is impossible,

"(…) if such economic factors as collective farm, group, property, commodity 
circulation, etc., remain in force." (Stalin: 'Economic Problems of Socialism in 



the U.S.S.R.'; Moscow; 1952; p.20; English Edition).

The existence of the two non-antagonistic classes of workers and peasants is 
conditioned by the existence of the two different forms of socialist property. The 
classes disappear only when collective property has been raised to the level of 
general people's property. 

However, Malenkov's accountability report exclusively provided for an "increase
in agricultural production." Malenkov was not only far from Stalinism, but the 
Nineteenth Party Congress was a covert declaration of war against Stalinism, 
despite the praise of Stalin. The Twentieth Party Congress was thus the 
consistent continuation of the Nineteenth Party Congress on the road to the 
restoration of capitalism!

It is remarkable at this point for the opportunism of the modern revisionists that
Khrushchev in his speech at the plenum of the CC of the CPSU of the 25th of 
January, 1955, exactly one year before the Twentieth Party Congress (!!) still 
spoke of Stalin as the "faithful follower of Lenin's instructions" and 
hypocritically pretended to defend Stalin's economic course "against the right 
deviation". Khrushchev, however, only exalted Stalin's heavy industry to the 
skies in order to talk down on agriculture, to make it "in need of reform," in 
other words: to reverse Stalin's course toward communism. The entire paper is a
single betrayal of the political economy of Stalinism. There is no mention 
whatsoever of Stalin's course toward communism, for example, to adapt the 
relations of production in agriculture to the productive forces. Furthermore, 
Khrushchev does not say a word about measures for the gradual transformation
of cooperative property into national property, about the raising of collective 
farm property to the level of national property, about the narrowing of the 
circulation of goods in the collective farm economy, the expansion of collective 
farm product exchange with the state as a comprehensive system of integrating 
collective farm production into the general, people-centered, centrally organized
planning system of the Soviet state, as a condition for the demise of that state 
and thus for the transition to communism, and so on. For Khrushchev, the 
problem of the relations of production supposedly "solved itself", solely through 
the increase of agricultural productivity, through the pure stimulation of the 
productive forces. It was precisely because of this that Khrushchev's agricultural
course fell apart, leading to the well-known revisionist crises in agriculture, 
which ended with the USSR having to import agricultural products from the 
USA to meet the needs of the Soviet population. With Khrushchev, the USSR 
thus moved away not only from communism, but also from socialism, to the 
extent that it became more and more economically dependent on capitalism, 
until the Soviet Union finally ended up on a drip.

"If the products-exchange system is extended to all the collective farms in the 
country, these advantages will become available to all our collective-farm 



peasantry." (Stalin: 'Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.'; Moscow; 
1952; p.104; English Edition).

Instead, Khrushchev demanded in his speech, "(…) that each collective farm be 
interested in considerably increasing its production of goods," (Khrushchev: 
'Speech at the Plenum of the CC of the CPSU, 25th of January, 1955'; Translated 
from German).

And he promised collective farmers "(…) opportunities (...) to sell part of the 
produce on the collective farm markets" (ibid).

Stalinism, on the other hand, considers commodity circulation incompatible with
the perspective of the transition from socialism to communism. In communism 
there are no longer goods but only products, there is no longer commodity 
circulation but product exchange, goods are not bought and sold on the market, 
but the products produced are distributed among the producers.

Stalinism, the theory of the transition of socialism to communism, assumes – as 
repeatedly emphasized – that this transition will take the form of a bitter class 
struggle to the death. 

"Up to the triumph of communism the contradiction between socialism and 
capitalism remains the fundamental antagonistic contradiction." ('History of the 
Party of Labour of Albania'; Tirana' 1982; p.543; English Edition).

Revisionism in power, the restoration of capitalism is historical proof of this. 
Revisionism instead relies on the thesis that socialism transitions peacefully to 
communism without class struggle. Revisionists regard the transitional forms from 
capitalism to socialism just as the transitional forms from socialism to communism as
independent of each other and untouched variables that move undisturbed side by 
side. Socialism overtakes capitalism, hangs it up on the parallel track. And in the 
same way, one would only need to increase productivity in socialism in order to reach
communism. The revisionists are of the erroneous opinion that these transitional 
forms continue to exist in parallel until they meet at some point by themselves, 
which is completely mathematically wrong. They hold the "theory" that one gets 
from capitalism to socialism and from socialism to communism in a parallel way. But
parallels, just like circles, have it in themselves that a higher level of social 
development can never be reached by remaining on their paths. And if socialism 
grows a thousand times faster than capitalism, it will inevitably run out of breath and 
die if it does not enter the higher stage to communism. You cannot climb a ladder if 
one foot refuses to leave the lower step to follow the other foot up. Socialism 
becomes a brake on the road to communism when it ceases to be conceived as a 
temporary transitional form, when it is conceived as self-sufficient, when it is 
exhausted as the final stage of social development. If one leaves newly matured 
communist contents in old socialist forms instead of eliminating them, if one 
does not create new communist forms for new communist contents, then not 



only is communist further development destroyed, but socialism also develops 
back into capitalism. What Stalinism teaches about the relation of socialism and 
"communism in one country" is also true for the relation of "socialism in one 
country" to world socialism. If "socialism in one country" does not turn into a 
world socialist country, then it will inevitably turn back into a capitalist country.
Stalinism, the doctrine of "socialism in one country", is based precisely on this 
internationalist realization of the world dictatorship of the proletariat.

What is Stalinism in the question of political economy?

Stalinism is the further development of the Marxist-Leninist teachings on 
political economy for the transition to communism.

Stalinism teaches:

"In order to pave the way for a real, and not declaratory transition to 
communism, at least three main preliminary conditions have to be satisfied.

"1. It is necessary, in the first place, to ensure, not a mythical "rational 
organization" of the productive forces, but a continuous expansion of all social 
production, with a relatively higher rate of expansion of the production of means
of production. The relatively higher rate of expansion of production of means of 
production is necessary not only because it has to provide the equipment both 
for its own plants and for all the other branches of the national economy, but 
also because reproduction on an extended scale becomes altogether impossible 
without it.

"2. It is necessary, in the second place, by means of gradual transitions carried 
out to the advantage of the collective farms, and, hence, of all society, to raise 
collective-farm property to the level of public property, and, also by means of 
gradual transitions, to replace commodity circulation by a system of products-
exchange, under which the central government, or some other social-economic 
centre, might control the whole product of social production in the interests of 
society.

"(...) The task, therefore, is to eliminate these contradictions [between productive 
forces and relations of production – editor's note]. by gradually converting 
collective-farm property into public property, and by introducing -- also 
gradually -- products-exchange in place of commodity circulation.

"3. It is necessary, in the third place, to ensure such a cultural advancement of 
society as will secure for all members of society the all-round development of 
their physical and mental abilities, so that the members of society may be in a 
position to receive an education sufficient to enable them to be active agents of 
social development, and in a position freely to choose their occupations and not 
be tied all their lives, owing to the existing division of labour, to some one 



occupation.

"What is required for this?

"It would be wrong to think that such a substantial advance in the cultural 
standard of the members of society can be brought about without substantial 
changes in the present status of labour. For this, it is necessary, first of all, to 
shorten the working day at least to six, and subsequently to five hours. This is 
needed in order that the members of society might have the necessary free time 
to receive an all round education. It is necessary, further, to introduce universal 
compulsory poly-technical education, which is required in order that the 
members of society might be able freely to choose their occupations and not be 
tied to some one occupation all their lives. It is likewise necessary that housing 
conditions should be radically improved and that real wages of workers and 
employees should be at least doubted, if not more, both by means of direct 
increases of wages and salaries, and, more especially, by further systematic 
reductions of prices for consumer goods.

"These are the basic conditions required to pave the way for the transition to 
communism. 

"Only after all these preliminary conditions are satisfied in their entirety may it 
be hoped that work will be converted in the eyes of the members of society from 
a nuisance into 'life's prime want' (Marx), that 'labour will become a pleasure 
instead of being a burden' (Engels), and that social property will be regarded by 
all members of society as the sacred and inviolable basis of the existence of 
society.

"Only after all these preliminary conditions have been satisfied in their entirety 
will it be possible to pass from the socialist formula, "from each according to his 
ability, to each according to his work,' to the communist formula, 'from each 
according to his ability, to each according to his needs.'

"This will be a radical transition from one form of economy, the economy of 
socialism, to another, higher form of economy, the economy of communism." 
(Stalin: 'Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.'; Moscow; 1952; p.74-78; 
English Edition).

"The principle of Communism, is that in a Communist society each works 
according to his abilities and receives articles of consumption, not according to 
the work he performs, but according to his needs as a culturally developed 
individual. This means that the cultural and technical level of the working class 
has become high enough to undermine the basis of the distinction between 
mental labour and manual labour, that the distinction between mental labour 
and manual labour has already disappeared, and that productivity of labour has
reached such a high level that it can provide an absolute abundance of articles of



consumption, and as a result society is able to distribute these articles in 
accordance with the needs of its members." (Stalin: 'Speech at the First All-Union 
Conference of Stakhanovites' in: 'Works', Volume 14; London; 1978; p.92-93; 
English Edition).

In communist production, communist people not only act on nature for the 
development of their productive forces, but also on each other, they relate to 
each other as communists. Communist people produce only by interacting in a 
communist way and exchanging their communist activities with each other. In 
order to produce, they enter into communist relations and relationships with one
another, and only within these communist relations and relationships does their 
influence on nature, the development of their productive forces, take place. The 
production of the communist order is based precisely on the concordant further 
development of these two sides of communist productive forces and communist 
relations of production. Even in communist society, the contradiction between 
productive forces and relations of production remains, communist production 
follows its own dialectical logic.

Lenin teaches:

"But the scientific distinction between socialism and communism is clear. What 
is usually called socialism was termed by Marx the “first”, or lower, phase of 
communist society. Insofar as the means of production becomes common 
property, the word “communism” is also applicable here, providing we do not 
forget that this is not complete communism.

"(...) In its first phase, or first stage, communism cannot as yet be fully mature 
economically and entirely free from traditions or vestiges of capitalism." (Lenin: 
State and Revolution'; Moscow; 1943; p.81; English Edition).

Lenin speaks of communism:

"(...) when there are no classes (i.e., when there is no distinction between the 
members of society as regards their relation to the social means of production)" 
(ibid; p.74).

Stalin teaches that socialism is not ripe for communism until it has fulfilled at 
least the 3 preconditions mentioned above.

In the discussion with the First American Trade Union Delegation on the 9th of 
September, 1927, Comrade Stalin gave a characterization of the complete 
communist society, he said:

"Briefly, the anatomy of Communist society may be described as follows: It is a 
society in which (a) there will be no private ownership of the means of 
production but social, collective ownership; (b) there will be no classes or State, 



but workers in industry and agriculture managing their economic affairs as a 
free association of toilers; (c) national economy will be organized according to 
plan, will be based on the highest technique in both industry and agriculture; (d)
there will be no antagonism between town and country, between industry and 
agriculture; (e) the products will be distributed according to the principle of the 
old French Communists: 'from each according to his abilities, to each according 
to his needs'; (f) science and art will enjoy conditions conducive to their highest 
development; (g) the individual, freed from bread and butter cares, and of 
necessity of cringing to the 'powerful of the earth,' will become really free, etc., 
etc. Clearly, we are still remote from such a society.

"With regard to the international conditions[underlined by the editor] necessary 
for the complete triumph of Communist society, these will develop and grow in 
proportion as revolutionary crises and revolutionary outbreaks of the working 
class in capitalist countries grow." (Stalin: 'Interview with the First American 
Delegation' in: 'Works', Volume 10; 1954; p.139-140; English Edition).

"With the extension of the sphere of operation of socialism in the majority of the
countries of the world the state will die away, and, of course, the conversion of 
the property of individuals or groups of individuals into state property will 
consequently lose its meaning. The state will have died away, but society will 
remain. Hence, the heir of the public property will then be not the state, which 
will have died away, but society itself, in the shape of a central, directing 
economic body." (Stalin: 'Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.'; 
Moscow; 1952; p.96; English Edition).

The economic doctrine of Stalinism on a world scale says that the world society 
creates a leading economic central organ for itself without a state. World 
property, the common property of all peoples, will then die out just like the 
world state. The leading economic central organ of the communist world society 
works without property, without money, without taxes, etc. Property was not 
always in the world and will not always remain in the world. Just as property 
came into being on this earth, it will also disappear from the earth again. But it 
had to develop first from private property to people's property and from the 
people's property to the world's property, in order to be able to finally make 
itself superfluous forever. World communism, that means a world society which 
has finally freed itself from the fetters of property and has said goodbye to it 
forever.

Comrades, the question of the relations of production is determined by the 
question of the ownership of the means of production. For us communists, the 
property question is the fundamental question of the world revolutionary 
movement. The victory of the World Revolution is tied to no other question more
closely than to the property question. Who will own the world in the future? 
Who gets what and how much? How should the property question be solved 



with regard to the relations of production? The answer we communists must give 
to this is clear: 

The property question can only be solved globally through the World 
Revolution. But what does this mean for the individual countries? How should a 
world socialist country solve the property question of global production relations? In
the property question, we inevitably come up against a contradiction between the 
self-interests of the proletariat in one country and the overall interests of the world 
proletariat in the socialization of the global productive forces. To free the global 
productive forces from the global fetters of the relations of production, that may still 
be relatively "easy" to solve, but who will become the owner of the global means of 
production? How will the property relations be regulated globally? How will the 
global means of production be distributed in the individual countries? As 
communists we represent of course first of all the total interests of the world 
proletariat, so we push for a solution of the property relations in favor of the 
world proletariat, but how should this solution look like? Can we solve the 
property question in approximately the same way as it was solved in the First Period 
of Socialism, like in the USSR and in Albania? At that time, these two countries 
faced a world that belonged to the bourgeoisie. At that time, these socialist 
countries inevitably had to build a complex national economy encompassing all 
branches of production, since they could not yet unite in the world socialist economic
system of labor. In world socialism, on the other hand, these two countries would be 
part of a world owned by the world proletariat, which socialized the means of 
production globally. So these are two completely different world systems that would 
be opposed by Lenin's and Stalin's USSR and Enver Hoxha's Albania. So, for this 
reason alone, we cannot solve the property problem of socialist countries 
independently of the property relations of a socialist world system. Today, no 
socialism in the world can do at all without a globalized mode of production, 
without international division of labor, etc., the old production relations of 
"socialism in one country", which had to be built up against world capitalism, 
are therefore not the same as the production relations of the world socialist 
countries, which are built up with the socialist world system. Therefore, the 
property question cannot be solved in the old way at the time of Stalin, a global way 
has to be taken. Nevertheless, we cannot renounce Stalin's teachings because of that. 
As for our question of globalization, there are certain valuable parallels to the 
unification of the Soviet republics in 1922, which are also true and applicable today 
for the unification of the future world socialist states and thus also for the 
globalization of socialist production relations:

"Whereas capital, private property and exploitation disunite people, split them 
into mutually hostile camps, examples of which are provided by Great Britain, 
France and even small multi-national states like Poland and Yugoslavia with 
their irreconcilable internal national contradictions which corrode the very 
foundations of these states— whereas, I say, over there, in the West, where 
capitalist democracy reigns and where the states are based on private property, 



the very basis of the state fosters national bickering, conflicts and struggle, here, 
in the world of Soviets, where the regime is based not on capital but on labour, 
where the regime is based not on private property, but on collective property, 
where the regime is based not on the exploitation of man by man, but on the 
struggle against such exploitation, here, on the contrary, the very nature of the 
regime fosters among the labouring masses a natural striving towards union in a
single socialist family." (Stalin: 'The Union of the Soviet Republics'; Moscow; 1953;
p.152-153; English Edition).

Just as the Soviet republics concluded treaties among themselves on their common 
property relations at that time, treaties can be concluded among the world socialist 
states that have united to form a world union. We share Stalin's hope:

"Let us hope, comrades, that by forming our Union Republic we shall create a 
reliable bulwark against international capitalism, and that the new Union State 
will be another decisive step towards the union of the working people of the 
whole world into a World Soviet Socialist Republic." (ibid; p.158).

Stalin called the Soviet Federation the "vanguard of the world revolution". We 
are convinced that it rightly deserved this name and we want to ensure that it 
continues to rightly retain this name, namely with the establishment of the 
World Union of Socialist States whose service Comrade Stalin had placed the 
USSR into. And with the establishment of the World Union of Socialist States we
will also solve the property question of the world proletariat, the peoples will 
transform their national property into their common world property, the people 
on this earth will share the world property in the means of production, in order 
to finally make property superfluous at all and thus let it die. In the completed 
world communism there will be no more property, the world of the possessors 
will turn into a world of the dispossessed, but not as before for reasons of lack 
and poverty, but because of the overflowing sources of wealth for each and every
human being. In other words, humanity has become so rich that it can fully 
enjoy the luxury of its dispossession.

As for the question of confiscating the capitalists' global private property in the 
means of production, this is not even the core issue. The core issue is global 
workers' control, supported in all countries, of the capitalists and their lackeys. 

"Confiscation alone is not enough, for it contains no element of organization, of 
accounting for proper distribution" (Lenin: 'Collected Works', Volume 27; p.91; 
Translated from German). 

For the correct distribution one needs global organizations and global accounting 
from the center of the world union of the world socialist states.

It is true that the capitalist world system as a whole is ripe for world revolution, 



but its antagonisms do not grow in global uniformity; rather, the degree and 
tempo of the revolutionary unfolding of these global antagonisms are differently 
pronounced in the various countries as a result of the unevenness of the 
development of capitalism. This gives rise to the strong and weak links of the 
imperialist chain, and this inevitably determines the strength and weakness of 
the links of the world socialist chain, which cannot arise from anything other 
than the world imperialist chain.

Despite the elimination of private ownership of the means of production in the 
capitalist countries, the law of the uneven development of the capitalist countries
continues to have an effect for a while. It cannot be switched off at the push of a 
button. This means for the socialist world economic system that certain 
contradictions, even if they're still "only" non-antagonistic contradictions, 
among the individual world socialist countries, as well as between the world 
socialist countries on the one hand and their world union on the other hand, still 
exist and cannot be eliminated so quickly. As a result, in the beginning the 
different world socialist countries are still developing unevenly. This means that 
the general economic law of the world-wide conformity of production relations 
and productive forces is not yet completely controllable, which means nothing 
else, that it can still be disturbed by sensitive non-conformities (cyclical?), that in
any case crises of the most diverse kind are still to be expected, that the danger 
of the restoration of world capitalism has not yet been eliminated, that this 
danger can no longer come from outside, but very well from within, if one makes
too great mistakes in socialist world politics and does not correct them. Without 
global class struggle, these dangers cannot be eliminated from the socialist 
world. This can only be eliminated from the world in a more or less prolonged 
objective class struggle process within the world socialist system. But we can 
certainly accelerate and facilitate this process by the economically more 
developed countries giving the greatest possible help to the not yet so developed 
countries to raise their economic level as quickly as possible to the level of the 
more advanced countries. In this way, it will be possible to meet the global 
convergence of production relations and productive forces more quickly and 
thus to get rid of the lingering problems of the unevenness of the development of 
the capitalist countries forever. In this way, the unevenness of the development 
of the capitalist countries will be gradually transformed into a uniformity of the 
economic development of all world socialist countries, which will undoubtedly 
have the greatest positive effect on the development of world socialism as a 
whole, as well as on each individual country. The global utilization of the 
economic law is the most optimal and highest form of its utilization. Only 
through this can the transition to world communism succeed. World 
communism can only be reached when all world socialist states have built up 
their economic basis as a whole together, mutually, equally, and simultaneously. 
World communism will not be achieved by any country alone, but this is a global
process which all countries have their share in and which will be completed by 
all of them together together as a world. 



World socialism is the attitude of the world proletariat to take care of the world 
production in its own enterprises and to make an effort to distribute its 
industrial products, for example, also among the world peasantry and to 
transport them even to the last corner of the world (world socialism is thus the 
improvement of the situation of the world peasantry in the interest of the 
improvement of the situation of the ruling world proletariat), so that through the
joint efforts of world proletariat and world peasantry all nations can be 
economically supplied. This will present no difficulties, for the world proletariat 
can draw on the experience of its world proletarian revolution, in which it 
learned that it could only win because its soldiers did not starve. And in order 
not to starve in the world revolution, the armed world proletariat needs the 
physical support of the world peasantry. It is as simple as that.

To conclude, let us take a corresponding chapter from the Comintern's program of 
1928, in the elaboration of which Stalin played a decisive role. There you will find 
everything that can be summarized about the economy of communism:

"The ultimate aim of the Communist International is to replace world capitalist 
economy by a world system of Communism. Communist society, the basis for 
which has been prepared by the whole course of historical development, is 
mankind’s only way out, for it alone can abolish the contradictions of the 
capitalist system which threaten to degrade and destroy the human race.

"Communist society will abolish the class division of society, i.e., simultaneously 
with the abolition of anarchy in production, it will abolish all forms of 
exploitation and oppression of man by man. Society will no longer consist of 
antagonistic classes in conflict with each other, but will present a united 
commonwealth of labour. For the first time in its history mankind will take its 
fate into its own hands. Instead of destroying innumerable human lives and 
incalculable wealth in struggles between classes and nations, mankind will 
devote all its energy to the struggle against the forces of nature, to the 
development and strengthening of its own collective might.

"After abolishing private ownership of the means of production and converting 
these means into social property, the world system of Communism will replace 
the elemental forces of the world market, competitive and blind processes of 
social production, by consciously organised and planned production for the 
purpose of satisfying rapidly growing social needs. With the abolition of 
competition and anarchy in production, devastating crises and still more 
devastating wars will disappear. Instead of colossal waste of productive forces 
and spasmodic development of society-there will be a planned utilisation of all 
material resources and a painless economic development on the basis of 
unrestricted, smooth and rapid development of productive forces.

"The abolition of private property and the disappearance of classes will do away



with the exploitation of man by man. Work will cease to be toiling for the benefit
of a class enemy: instead of being merely a means of livelihood it will become a 
necessity of life: want and economic inequality, the misery of enslaved classes, 
and a wretched standard of life generally will disappear; the hierarchy created 
in the division of labour system will be abolished together with the antagonism 
between mental and manual labour; and the last vestige of the social inequality 
of the sexes will be removed. At the same time, the organs of class domination, 
and the State in the first place, will disappear also. The State, being the 
embodiment of class domination, will die out in so far as classes die out, and with
it all measures of coercion will expire.

"With the disappearance of classes the monopoly of education in every form will
be abolished. Culture will become the acquirement of all and the class ideologies 
of the past will give place to scientific materialist philosophy. Under such 
circumstances, the domination of man over man, in any form, becomes 
impossible, and a great field will be opened for the social selection and the 
harmonious development of all the talents inherent in humanity.

"In Communist society no social restrictions will be imposed upon the growth of 
the forces of production. Private ownership in the means of production, the 
selfish lust for profits, the artificial retention of the masses in a state of 
ignorance, poverty-which retards technical progress in capitalist society, and 
unproductive expenditures will have no place in a Communist society. The most 
expedient utilisation of the forces of nature and of the natural conditions of 
production in the various parts of the world, the removal of the antagonism 
between town and country, that under capitalism results from the low technical 
level of agriculture and its systematic lagging behind industry; the closest 
possible co-operation between science and technique, the utmost encouragement 
of research work and the practical application of its results on the widest 
possible social scale; planned organisation of scientific work; the application of 
the most perfect methods of statistical accounting and, planned regulation of 
economy; the rapid growth of social needs, which-is the most powerful internal 
driving force of the whole system-all these will secure the maximum productivity
of social labour, which in turn will release human energy for the powerful 
development of science and art.

"The development of the productive forces of world Communist society will 
make it possible to raise the well-being of the whole of humanity and to reduce 
to a minimum the time devoted to material production and, consequently, will 
enable culture to flourish as never before in history. This new culture of a 
humanity that is united for the first time in history, and has abolished all State 
boundaries, will, unlike capitalist culture, be based upon clear and transparent 
human relationships. Hence, it will bury forever all mysticism, religion, 
prejudice and superstition and will give a powerful impetus to the development 
of all-conquering, scientific knowledge.



"This higher stage of Communism, the stage in which Communist society will 
have developed on its own foundation, in which an enormous growth of social 
productive forces has accompanied the manifold development of man, in which 
humanity has already inscribed on its banner: “From each according to his 
abilities to each according to his needs! “-presupposes, as an historical condition 
precedent, a lower stage of development, the stage of socialism. At this lower 
stage, Communist society only just emerges from capitalist society and bears all 
the economic, ethical and intellectual birthmarks it has inherited from the 
society from whose womb it is just emerging. The productive forces of socialism 
are not yet sufficiently developed to assure a distribution of the products of 
labour according to needs: these are distributed according to the amount of 
labour expended. Division of labour, i.e., the system whereby certain groups 
perform certain labour functions, and especially the distinction between mental 
and manual labour, still exists. Although classes are abolished, traces of the old 
class division of society and, consequently, remnants of the proletarian State 
power, coercion, laws, still exist. Consequently, certain traces of inequality, 
which have not yet managed to die out altogether, still remain. The antagonism 
between town and country has not yet been entirely removed. But none of these 
survivals of former society is protected or defended by any social force. Being 
the product of a definite level of development of productive forces, they will 
disappear as rapidly as mankind, freed from the fetters of the capitalist system, 
subjugates the forces of nature, re-educates itself in the spirit of Communism, 
and passes from socialism to complete Communism." (Programme of the 
Communist International; New York; 1929; p.28-31; English Edition).

How far certain Leningrad comrades had this goal in mind when they put their 
"economic reforms" on the table may be doubted. As Stalin pushed to transform
the socialist economy into a communist economy, as the economic basis for the 
transition to communism matured, economic counter-forces and counter-
movements matured to retain the old socialist economic instruments and to 
"stew in one's own juices" with the acquired privileges rather than to give them 
up and lose them under communism. The Leningrad reformist group only 
differed from the Moscow reformist group in that it openly propagated its right-
wing deviation, while the Moscow group cloaked it in Stalinist phrases. Both 
made the road to the communist economy more difficult and Stalin waged a two-
front war on the economic front against both of them. The "progress" in circles 
of Leningrad economic cadres was in reality a step backward, a deviation from 
Stalin's General Line, which Stalin wanted to overcome in a Bolshevik way – 
with criticism and self-criticism. Stalin behaved in the same way towards the 
Moscow Malenkov/Beria group. But the Moscow group did not think of 
criticism and self-criticism at all, was not interested in a Bolshevik solution of 
the economic question. They only poured more oil onto the fire and tried to take 
advantage of it, abusing democratic centralism for their own purpose. They 
wanted to overthrow the power of Stalin, the Soviet power. They wanted to 



conquer power by creating a plot, the "Leningrad Plot", by turning it into an 
antagonistic contradiction, by throwing sand in the gears to the detriment of the 
USSR. And this damage, done by the group of disguised revisionists like 
Malenkov, Beria, Khrushchev, and all of the others, turned out to be the 
liquidation of what communism had created until then. The main enemy was not
Leningrad far away from Moscow, but was already hiding in the Moscow!

The so-called "Leningrad Plot" did not exist in reality, but was staged by Malenkov 
and Beria to justify their murderous crimes against the Leningrad party leadership, 
which stood in their way as competitors in the conspiracy against Stalin. This only 
came to light after Stalin's death. In 1949, Voznesensky, Kuznetsov, and Popkov 
suddenly disappeared from public life. Voznesensky was a protigé of Molotov. Beria 
had a thick file of death sentences in the late 1940s that Shkiiryov and Malenkov had 
already signed off on. Voznesensky refused to sign them. Voznesensky was accused 
of this, but he was able to refute Beria and Malenkov and was acquitted. Beria now 
accused Voznesensky of having "urged Molotov to depose Stalin" (...where 
Voznesensky was Stalin's protigé and Malenkov was Molotov's protigé!) and, of 
course, Beria did not forget to serve this tall tale to Comrade Stalin in order to turn 
him against Voznesensky. Not everything that Voznesensky had accomplished was 
worthy of condemnation and Stalin knew how to appreciate and correctly classify it. 
He never mentioned the name of Voznesensky in his "Economic Problems of 
Socialism in the USSR" or even criticized him in them, although everyone knows that
Stalin usually did not mince words in naming horses and riders. We must not forget 
that Voznesensky was an opponent of the false views of the Soviet economist 
Varga.

Stalin at least wanted to save Voznesensky as head of the State Bank and intervened 
several times against the death penalty for Voznesensky – but was too late. (We 
assume that Beria and Malenkov were involved in the reintroduction of the death 
penalty, they had motive enough! Anyways, it was not Stalin's idea). Countless 
Leningrad party leaders were murdered, 2000 Leningrad party comrades were 
deprived of their posts, and 200 comrades were deported to the camps. Adrianov
was Malenkov's executioner in the 1949 Leningrad Trials, and Suslov was his 
accomplice. Beria and Malenkov also used their adventurous "game" with Soviet 
power in this crime in Leningrad. They had started this "game" with the murder of 
Zhdanov, and they continued it with the "Leningrad Affair" in order to have an easier 
"game" with Stalin. One must see through this system to understand and classify the 
events correctly. There is nothing about it from Bill Bland. Covering Beria and 
Malenkov after almost 40 years, that has its own systematization, which one must 
understand and thereby classify just as correctly.

With the elimination of Abakumov and the Leningrad Group, Malenkov and 
Ignatyev, together with Beria and Khrushchev, moved to the center of the leading 
power.



With Abakumov, Zhdanov (Leningrad), Kuznetsov in the Central Committee and 
Rodionov, Prime Minister of the Russian Federative Republic, Stalin himself had 
brought the new cadres into the party leadership to defend and strengthen the 
Bolshevik character of the Party, for he could rely less and less on his old Bolshevik 
leadership guard. Party and government decisions rightly made Zhdanov the second 
most powerful man in the Soviet Union.

Leningrad was more suitable as a center of opposition than Moscow for the 
conspiracy of the 1930s. The conspirators Malenkov and Beria built on this to expand
their anti-Stalin positions with their murders of the Leningrad comrades. They tried to
incorporate Stalin into their plans to draw him to their side with their infamous plots.

In the two-front war against the disguised revisionism in the center of Soviet state 
power and the local reformist phenomena in Leningrad, which was pushing toward 
the center, the main danger was naturally the bureaucratic centralism in the 
center of the USSR, whereby one must take into account that Moscow was not only 
the power center of the USSR, but also a local city center, with a central importance 
for the industrial production of the USSR, etc., and in essence afflicted with reformist
roots just as in Leningrad. There were not only contradictions of the Moscow center 
with Leningrad, but there were also local contradictions of the city of Moscow with 
the power center of the USSR. Of course, it was much easier to advance from the city
of Moscow to the center of power of the USSR than from Leningrad. The 
Malenkov/Beria Group was able to exploit this advantage to infiltrate its people into 
the power center of the USSR, and Khrushchev also reached the Party's top 
leadership via Moscow – thanks to Beria and Malenkov.

Beria and Malenkov "got along well" with Pervukhin and Zaburov (economic 
managers). After Stalin's death, Malenkov was one of the main leaders who 
helped initiate the economic policy of open restoration of capitalism. He cannot 
be called a "Marxist-Leninist" who cleaned up capitalist phenomena in 
Leningrad on Stalin's behalf in order to defend socialism, but Malenkov did so 
to promote capitalism and demonstrate the power of bureaucratic centralism. 
The Malenkov-Beria faction promoted people it liked to influential posts in the 
government. The 1953 conspiracy directly putsched the Moscow Kremlin, both the 
conspiracy against Stalin and the conspiracy against Beria. Malenkov and Beria's   
purges in Leningrad also benefited Beria's     later conspirator, Khrushchev. Popov 
was accused by Beria and Malenkov, according to the well-worn stereotypical 
pattern, of having planned "an assassination attempt on Stalin." After Popov was 
relieved of his post, Khrushchev got hold of his post, and with the help of the 
Leningrad Trials he even enjoyed a seat in the Central Committee of the CPSU 
(B) for the first time – and all this with the help of the "Marxist-Leninists" Beria
and Malenkov, these pioneers of Khrushchevism! Khrushchev "thanked" Beria 
and Malenkov in an idiosyncratic way, and later blamed the staging of the "Leningrad
Affair" on Beria and Stalin (!!). The Berianists are indebted to him for this until 
today, because Khrushchev helped them to let the criminal Beria shine next to 



Stalin as a "Marxist-Leninist loyal to Stalin".

There were two episodes that preceded the so-called "Leningrad Affair" and cannot 
be ignored:

First of all, corruption in the aviation industry. It was about covering up technical 
defects just to conceal the failure to meet the production quota. In addition, it was 
about the chief designer Tupolev and Malenkov. Malenkov had interfered with 
Tupolev's construction plans with his bureaucratism. Malenkov banished Tupolev to 
the Urals for three years only because he had reported this to Zhdanov. Without Stalin
knowing anything about it, Malenkov had signed the deportation order himself "in 
the name of the Central Committee"! Furthermore, it was about the demotion of 
Zhukov and other military leaders of the Great Patriotic War. Beria and Malenkov 
waged a power war with Zhukov over the supremacy of the internal troops over the 
external ones. The growing influence of the MVD troops was decisive – we had 
already reported on this – for Beria's 1953 coup.

This cover-up had been uncovered by Abakumov in 1945 (military 
counterintelligence); Malenkov was responsible for the aviation industry in the 
Politburo. The guilt of Malenkov's sabotage in the aircraft industry was established 
and Stalin asked Abakumov what sentence. Abakumov's answer was: "Shoot him!" 
Stalin's answer, on the other hand, was:

"'It is very easy to shoot people; it is more difficult to make them work.'" (Stalin,
as quoted by Sudoplatov: 'Special Tasks'; Boston; 1995; p.311; English Edition).

"From the confessions of Novikov and Shakurin emerged a case against Marshal
Zhukov and Malenkov.

"Just before Stalin relinquished his self-appointed wartime position as minister 
of defense in 1946, he used these confessions to fire Marshal Zhukov as his 
deputy minister and commander of the Soviet ground forces. Order number 009 
on June 9, 1946, signed by Stalin, documented charges against Zhukov for 'lack 
of modesty,' 'overweening personal ambition', and 'ascribing to himself the sole 
role in the implementation of all major wartime military operations including 
those in which he played no role at all.' (...) 'Zhukov, feeling embittered, decided 
to group around himself failed, discontented commanders who had been relieved
from their posts, thus putting himself into opposition to the government and to 
the High Command.'" (ibid; p.311-312).

Zhukov was denounced by Novikov, who reported Zhukov's "anti-Stalinist talks." 
Admiral Kuznetsov was dismissed and Bulganin was appointed defense minister. 
Bulganin was later used by Khrushchev, who appointed him to succeed Malenkov as 
prime minister. When Bulganin joined the "Anti-Party Gang" in 1957, Sergeyevich 
denounced him at the party congress as "Stalin's informant", and Khrushchev 
demoted him to colonel general.



Stalin used Bulganin at that time primarily to bring the military apparatus, which had 
logically become so powerful during the war, closer under his control again. The 
transition from the decisive role of the army during the war to its placement in a more
subordinate rank during the postwar reconstruction was a thorny problem for Stalin to
solve. He also had to take the leading military officers into the second rank, which 
one or two people did not like very much, so Zhukov also felt demoted in his new 
postwar role. Stalin had to exert a little pressure from above. He neutralized the 
military commanders Vasilevsky, Zhukov, Shtemenko, Konev, Rokossovsky, 
Bagramyan by directly using Bulganin. They were not allowed to bypass Bulganin 
and act in their own interests. Stalin pulled the military closer to the Party to curb its 
waywardness. In this way, Stalin prevented the military apparatus from becoming 
independent and Zhukov from acting on his own authority. Stalin also used this 
method in the Politburo! This explains the struggle for the stabilization and 
unification of the independent ministries and the military from the end of the 
war until Stalin's death! This is important for the better estimation of the true power
relations and Stalin's actual position, which was always endangered if all contending 
parties would have united against him, which finally happened at the last moment. 
Stalin beat the strengthening ministerial bureaucratism with its own weapons in all 
areas of the Party, the state and the army. 

Abakumov had generals from Zhukov's staff arrested in Germany. Some were shot in 
1950 (e.g., Kulik and Rebalshenko; others were acquitted after Stalin's death; 
Novikov and Kuznetsov were reinstated in 1952 and rehabilitated after Stalin's 
death; in 1952 Stalin made Zhukov a candidate in the Central Committee again as a 
counterweight to the inner military, which Beria had influence over. After Stalin's 
death, Zhukov became deputy defense minister, but he was tapped even under 
Brezhnev because he was potentially in a position as a recognized war hero to have 
the military apparatus play for him (please refer to Sudoplatov).

Abakumov replaced Merkulov as Minister of State Security in 1946 – and was not 
close to Beria. Abakumov's later advances left Beria cold. Stalin instructed 
Abakumov to collect incriminating material on influential politicians - including 
Beria. On the basis of Abakumov's research, Malenkov had known about the aviation 
affair but had kept quiet about it, which Stalin reprimanded him in 1947 as a result 
and demoted him to exile in Kazakhstan . The post was given to Kuznetsov from 
Leningrad, Zhdanov's man. Abakumov became friends with Kuznetsov. Two months 
later Stalin brought Malenkov back to Moscow and appointed him deputy prime 
minister, not letting him out of his sight from then on. During this time, Beria and 
Malenkov were "often together," which Abakumov kept Stalin constantly informed 
about (see Sudoplatov). 

Two competing factions emerged, which Stalin had to keep apart in balance. 
This development was related to the need to refresh the old party cadres with 
new cadres. Stalin's new cadre policy was exploited by the anti-party elements to



reorganize their influence over the Party. The Western agents, of course, had an 
interest in fomenting contradictions within the young cadre as well as within the 
old cadre, thereby sharpening the contradictions against Stalin. The US 
imperialists made use of both the old guard and the young guard to pressure 
them against Stalin. In the 1953 conspiracy, the old guard kept quiet, so the 
imperialists' plans worked out and the Western-oriented younger guard took 
over. 

First of all, there was the group around Beria and Malenkov, which operated in the 
state and economic sectors and we are abundantly familiar with. It included 
Pervukhin and Saburov, Yudin, and Suslov. Khrushchev, whose sister was married 
to Malenkov, also joined this faction. Molotov had belonged to it earlier. (Molotov 
protected Malenkov even before the Great Patriotic War). Yudin, by the way, was 
the one who did not let the Albanians into the Cominform and, in the interest of 
Tito, refused their membership. It is clear that Enver Hoxha felt betrayed by 
Beria, whose group Yudin belonged to. (This is a reminder to the Berianists, who
pretend to be "Hoxhaists"!). Is it possible to use Yudin to expose the treacherous
role Malenkov had actually played in the Cominform?! By the way, the English 
did not only sic Tito on the Albanians. England asked Molotov in October 1944 
to follow their example and to not recognize Enver Hoxha's government under 
international law – beautiful "allies", those English!!!! And the Americans also 
vetoed Albania several times in the UN – nice "allies", those Americans!!!. Stalin
recognized the Albanian government on November 10, 1945. It was Khrushchev 
who owed his meteoric rise to the "Leningrad Affair", who together with Beria, 
Malenkov, and the other revisionists acted much more aggressively against the 
Albanians after Stalin's death than the English and Americans had ever done. 
Molotov, who belonged to the circle of Beria and Malenkov, fulfilled the order of
the English and Americans to harm and fight Enver Hoxha, not only in words 
but also in deeds – even if it was only after Stalin's death!!!

The revisionist Pervukhin later switched from Beria's and Malenkov's side to 
Khrushchev's. He was ambassador to the GDR in 1958, responsible for foreign 
economic relations in 1957-58, deputy chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR in 1955-57, member of the Presidium of the Central Committee of the CPSU 
in 1952-1957, Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR in 1950-55,
Minister of the chemical industry of the USSR in 1942-50 and Deputy Chairman of 
the Council of People's Commissars in 1940-44, member of the Central Committee of
the CPSU (B) from 1939.

Saburov was a revisionist technocrat chieftain and since 1938 a member of the 
Central Committee and head of machine-building in the USSR, chairman of the 
Gosplan 1941-44 (and was rightfully replaced with Voznesensky by Stalin!!!), 
Deputy Chairman of the Council of People's Commissars of the USSR 1941-43, 
Special Representative of the State Committee for Defense 1944 - 46, Deputy of the 
Supreme Soviet 1946-58, Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR 



1947-53, Chairman of the Gosplan 1949-53 (the bloodstained post of the murdered
Voznesensky!!!), member of the Presidium 1952-57 (and Beria's and Malenkov's 
conspirator against Stalin and then Khrushchev's conspirator against Beria 
after that!!!), was consequently demoted to Minister of Mechanical Engineering in 
1953 by Khrushchev, but then as a loyal Khrushchevite was quickly promoted again 
to Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR! A breathtaking 
revisionist career!!! At the Nineteenth Party Congress Saburov presented the text "On
the Guidelines for the New Five-Year Plan". At the end it is noted by him that Stalin's
writing: "Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR" had been published, but the 
conclusions from it, in particular Stalin's criticism of the State Planning Commission, 
found no common ground with Saburov at the Nineteenth Party Congress. Therefore,
if one criticizes Voznesensky, one must not take Saburov's side against him, one 
must not criticize one of them in order to cover the other. One cannot place 
themselves under the protective shield of one faction of the forces of restoration 
in order to criticize the others; one may only do so from the Marxist-Leninist 
standpoint. And we miss this point of view in Bill Bland. We have only mentioned 
only a few names of arch-revisionists who replaced the Leningraders in order to be 
rewarded with even higher posts after the death of Stalin here.

Beria and Malenkov did not replace the Leningrad party cadres with Marxist-
Leninists but with revisionists from their own revisionist camp, revisionists who 
rose to leading posts after Stalin's death in order replace Marxist-Leninists, 
among others! Modesty forbids to say!

Pyotr Popkov was removed as a member of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet and
replaced with Vasily Adrianov, the executioner of Leningrad, by Malenkov.

Ivan Golyakov was relieved of his position as President of the Supreme Court and 
replaced by AnatolyVolin. This Volin became Khrushchev's chairman of the Supreme
Court after Stalin's death and he would have many Stalinists on his conscience!!!

Grigory Popov, as First Secretary of the Moscow Party Organization and Secretary of
the Party Central Committee, was dismissed by Beria and Malenkov, and Nikita 
Khrushchev moved into both positions as his successor.

Saburov was the head of the Gosplan. Stalin replaced him with Voznesensky. 
Voznesensky would not have been appointed by Stalin to the post of the head of 
the Gosplan if he had not fought against this evil revisionist Saburov. One can 
assume this with some certainty. One must, for example, scientifically study the 
mutually opposing economic theoretical approaches of Voznesensky and Varga in 
more detail before making hasty judgments. Among us Stalinists it is considered 
certain that Varga had deviated from Marxism-Leninism. We owe the unmasking of 
Varga not least to comrade Voznesensky – that is also certain. In 1946 Varga's book 
"The Change in the Capitalist Economy as a Result of the Second World War" 
appeared, which, in contrast to Voznesensky, simply "theorized" the great crisis that 



imperialism was now lawfully inevitable and unavoidable to face. The Marxist-
Leninist theory of collapse was not abolished with the Second World War. Stalin later
stated this position very well in his "Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR" 
and, of course, defended it. What Voznesensky defended then has come true in 
today's world crisis, that imperialism cannot escape its own demise. The 
economic teachings of Marxism-Leninism about imperialism as a dying, 
parasitic and rotting capitalism remained valid after World War II – and for as 
long as the epoch of imperialism exists. That was then "theoretically refuted" by the
revisionists. Clearly, quite different world political consequences resulted from 
Varga's conclusions than from Marxist-Leninist lessons about an imperialism 
economically weakened by war. Never was world imperialism more economically 
shaken by the economics of the world socialist camp than after World War II, for it 
was never easier for it to topple from its pedestal than at that very time. Of course, 
this realization was not insignificant for the World Socialist Revolution, but of great 
importance. 

"That was the first stage in the general crisis. A second stage in the general crisis
developed in the period of the Second World War, especially after the European 
and Asian people's democracies fell away from the capitalist system. The first 
crisis, in the period of the First World War, and the second crisis, in the period 
of the Second World War, must not be regarded as separate, unconnected and 
independent crises, but as stages in the development of the general crisis of the 
world capitalist system." (Stalin: 'Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.';
Moscow; 1952; p.63; English Edition).

And today's general crisis of the capitalist world system, the global crisis of 
capitalism, must be understood as a further and deeper stage of development, whose 
economic roots go back to the world situation created by the Second World War. The 
decomposition of the world economic system of capitalism was delayed with the 
elimination of the economic power of socialism, but the boils immanent in capitalism
are now bursting ever more violently on a global scale. We know from Stalin that 
the inevitability of the recurrence and the aggravation of the capitalist crises 
each time can only be eliminated if the capitalist world system itself is eliminated
in a revolutionary way. Only in world socialism are there no more capitalist 
crises.

Even then, the revisionists tried to divert attention from this and to consciously 
and "theoretically underestimate" the possibilities of overthrowing world 
imperialism, which, of course, was a crime against the interests of the world 
proletariat. Varga represented in the economic field what Malenkov associated with 
the course of "peaceful coexistence" on the state level. Varga was a Bukharinite, a 
rightist, and the furthest to the right was also Beria and then Malenkov. To what 
extent Voznesensky precisely criticized the criticism of Varga from the Marxist-
Leninist point of view, or whether he even only transported his own revisionist 
positions behind the criticism of Varga, we honestly cannot clarify here yet, and this 



must therefore be examined in more detail. Voznesensky had – and we do not want to
dispense with this quotation – after all emphasized the power of Lenin's and Stalin's 
Soviet Union with the following expressive words:

"Our armed nation, in possession of a great productive capacity, has won the 
Second World War, Russia's Great Patriotic War, and it will also win the 3rd 
World War, the Holy War against dying capitalism!"

In any case, it is certain that Malenkov and Beria had used devious methods 
against Voznesensky to hide their own revisionist economic policy behind 
criticism of Voznesensky. Let us take the Nineteenth Party Congress, which 
Malenkov gave his account at. In his report he did not say a single word about the 
bloodbath he had caused in Leningrad, what cynicism, what disregard for Bolshevik 
accountability to the Party, to the party congress! He did not report about Leningrad, 
because in view of the facts he would then stand there as an accused!

In his report, Malenkov quite cleverly and hardly noticeably weakened the demands 
that Stalin had made in the "Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR," which in
itself was a sensation and would hardly have been conceivable at party congresses 
before. When Stalin spoke of the time being ripe for direct product exchange, 
Malenkov pulled the emergency brake that in doing so one should "not hastily" and 
"not imprudently" proceed – let us not repeat ourselves. The anniversary of Stalin's 
death was also the anniversary of the death of his "Economic Problems of Socialism 
in the USSR" – there was never again any talk of direct product exchange in the 
USSR, let alone any attempt to take that step toward communism. Furthermore, in 
contrast to his actions immediately after Stalin's death, Malenkov did speak of the 
primacy of heavy industry, but he added in a subordinate clause that on its basis it 
was necessary to stimulate the more profitable consumer goods industry (see page 
38 of Malenkov's Accountability Report). If the men of Zhdanov had still defended 
the collapse theory, it did not appear in Malenkov's accountability report at all. 
Malenkov drowned it in the bloodbath of the Leningraders. In 1949, Voznesensky's 
book on the war economy had been castigated as "subjectivist and voluntarist," but 
Malenkov was silent about this in the report, because this was precisely the course he 
wanted to steer as captain.

One must also point to the collaboration between Malenkov and Varga [sic!!], who
were "very close", especially in the joint struggle against Voznesensky. So one cannot
pigeonhole Voznesensky as a "flawless revisionist", as Bill Bland unfortunately did – 
in contrast to Stalin, who did not do this and certainly had his reasons for it. 
Voznesensky had earned merits both in the war and in the post-war period, which 
must not be swept under the carpet. It was not Malenkov, but Voznesensky whom 
Stalin had personally brought into the leadership as a junior cadre. That is a fact.

The campaign against Voznesensky's theses came to an abrupt end after Stalin's death
on the 5th of March, 1953. What a miracle, because then Beria, Malenkov, 



Khrushchev, and the other conspirators no longer needed to hide behind the criticism 
of Voznesensky, no longer needed to justify his murder, because the man they had to 
hide from was eliminated by them.

Stalin fought "left" and right opportunism in the field of planned economy even 
during Lenin's lifetime and defended its principles against the Trotskyites. What
were these "left" and right opportunist deviations on the question of the planned
economy? On one ("left") side there were unrealistic planning "concepts" of 
petty-bourgeois economists who did not want to know anything about the unity 
of party discipline and plan discipline, about a scientific commission committed 
to the dictatorship of the proletariat, and who stooped to partisanship. On the 
other (right-wing) side there were the planning bureaucrats with their project-
making, who had no idea about the matter and with their dirigisme and 
administration killed the creative unity of science and initiative of the workers. 
Planning questions can only be solved under the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
The planned economy is a branch of the political economy of socialism where the
proletariat, by means of its power, first committed the bourgeois scientists to the 
cause of the proletariat and controlled them accordingly. They learned from the 
bourgeois scientists, acquired their knowledge of plans in order to make them 
dispensable. In short, the proletariat planned and directed the economy on its 
own under the leadership of the Bolshevik Party, developing its own planning 
intelligence. This included Voznesensky. The old slogan of mastering the planned
economy must be supplemented by the new slogan of mastering Bolshevism. 
This was Stalin's General Line.

Lenin criticized the "leftists" for not appreciating the importance of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat in the field of economy, and did not even mention 
it. They speak only of "organization." Lenin found it unforgivable if a 
revolutionary, in building socialism, does not oppose the economic foundations 
of capitalism (see Lenin's "Left-Wing" Communism: An Infantile Disorder).

"This is also recognized by the petty bourgeois, who is frightened by the very 
dictatorship of the workers in economic relations" (Kuybyshev: 'Selected Articles 
and Speeches, 1931-1934'; Berlin; 1953; p.122; English Edition).

"Only representatives of clerical-bureaucratic planning methods can hold the 
view that planning did not begin until the control figures for 1925/26 were set" 
(ibid, p.123).

And Stalin said:

"We must also raise the question of popularising the Marxist theory of 
reproduction. We must examine the question of the structure of the balance 
sheet of our national economy. What the Central Statistical Board published in 
1926 as the balance sheet of the national economy is not a balance sheet, but a 
juggling with figures. Nor is the manner in which Bazarov and Groman treat the



problem of the balance sheet of the national economy suitable. The structure of 
the balance sheet of the national economy of the U.S.S.R. must be worked out by
the revolutionary Marxists if they desire at all to devote themselves to the 
questions of the economy of the transition period.

"It would be a good thing if our Marxist economists were to appoint a special 
group to examine the problems of the economy of the transition period in the 
new way in which they are presented at the present stage of development." 
(Stalin: 'Concerning Questions of Agrarian Policy in the U.S.S.R.' in: 'Works', 
Volume 12; Moscow; 1954; p.178; English Edition).

Let us recall the struggle between Trotsky and Stalin on the issue of the State 
Planning Commission - when the first unified economic plan of the NEP – the 
1920 GOELRO plan – had been drawn up. Lenin emphasized:

"(…) that the New Economic Policy does not change the unified state economic 
plan and does not step outside its framework, but only approaches its realization
differently" (Lenin, quoted by Kuybyshev: ibid; p.124).

"The Party has fulfilled this legacy of Lenin. Under the leadership of Comrade 
Stalin, and precisely thanks to this leadership, the Party did not allow either 
counter-revolutionary Trotskyism or right opportunism to replace Lenin's plan 
of the New Economic Policy with a plan for the restoration of capitalism" (ibid; 
p.124).

Even then, the Five-Year Plan was of enormous, immeasurable importance for the 
entire international proletariat. Stalin himself emphasized this in his report of 
January 7, 1933. Why?

"The successes of the five-year plan are mobilising the revolutionary forces of 
the working class of all countries against capitalism — such is the indisputable 
fact." (Stalin: 'The Results of the First Five-Year Plan' in: 'Works', Volume 13; 
Moscow; 1954; p.172-173; English Edition).

Stalin noted that the achievements of the Five-Year Plan divided the entire world 
into two camps:

"(...) the camp of the supporters of the proletarian revolution and the camp of its
opponents." (ibid; p.164).

This is a very significant statement regarding the camp of the world revolution, 
especially when compared with certain right-wing Leningrad economic cadres. It is 
ultimately the economic power of the world proletariat that convinces people to come
under its leadership against world capitalism. If the First Five-Year Plan of the first 
socialist country already had gigantic and immeasurable significance for the world 
revolution, what significance must the world economic plans of a world 



proletariat in power have? Stalinism teaches us not only to underpin this 
importance for today's world revolution theoretically, but to also exploit it through 
propaganda and with economic facts to convince the world proletariat and its 
allies. The future importance of global planned economy must be applied as a 
revolutionary lever in all countries of the world. Those who, in the age of 
globalization, talk about a return to the Soviet economy, to the economy under 
the conditions of the First Period of Socialism, do not understand anything, 
absolutely nothing, about our world socialist economy in every country of the 
world, about our world socialist economy. The unification of the proletarians of all 
countries and the unification of the countries by the world proletariat – makes no 
sense if the proletariat is not aware of the gigantic and immeasurable world property 
of the means of production it possesses and the importance of their socialization for 
the future of all mankind. The act of revolutionary liberation of the world from 
capitalism only begins when the world takes possession of itself, produces for its own
life and is not left to languish for profit.

Just as Stalin's Five-Year Plan was an instrument to make the Soviet Union a strong 
country independent of world capitalism, the socialist planned economy on a global 
scale is an instrument to free the whole world from the evil vagaries, from the 
festering, from the burdens of world capitalism and to build a classless world society 
in which the restoration of world capitalism is made impossible. In 1933, Comrade 
Stalin had also spoken in his report about the necessity of the brisk turnover of goods,
about the development of Soviet trade, and he had also justified this correctly. He 
addressed his opponents with these words:

"Thus you see that anyone who in spite of these facts talks of a reversion to the 
trade of the first stage of NEP, shows that he understands nothing, absolutely 
nothing, about our Soviet economy." (ibid; p.208-209).

Between 1933 and 1953, the USSR had experienced a tremendous economic boom, 
Soviet society was ripe to go a step further and tackle the transition to communism. 
This required an economic rethink, which required breaking free from familiar tracks,
entering the new communist territory of the economy, taking new challenges and 
risks, overcoming new problems politically, and so on and so forth.

The mistake of certain Leningrad comrades was that they made a sacred cow out of 
the already achieved extremely successful socialist economic system that only had to 
be milked more and more. If it was inevitable to promote commodity production, 
material incentive, etc., in its time, this cannot be valid for all eternity, and one cannot
build a communist economic system if they cannot part with old, cherished economic
instruments and try to save them along the way. If one does not discard the old, one 
cannot advance to new shores, but collapses halfway under the old burdens. 

Voznesensky had contributed much to strengthening the wartime economy of the 
USSR and also took a leading role in the reconstruction phase of the postwar 



economy. Gennady Ivanovich Smirnov was the Chairman of Gosplan from February-
September 1937. Voznesensky replaced him and served in the Gosplan from 1938-
1941. Saburov of the Beria-Malenkov faction became Gosplan chairman from 1941-
1942. The post of Gosplan chairman was always changing back and forth between 
the two factions and this proves that things must have been hot between them for 
years. Voznesensky then defended this post for an extended period from 1942-1949, 
indicating that the Zhdanov group had been dominant over the Beria-Malenkov group
for quite a long period, and Beria and Malenkov had then come up with the heavy 
artillery of the "Leningrad Conspiracy" to knock the Zhdanov group off its pedestal 
and purge it away. After Voznesensky's shooting by Malenkov and Beria, Saburov 
could confidently return to this post, which he then held until 1953. Of all things, 
when Stalin died, Kosyachenko took that place and held it until June 29, 1953, 
which indicates a placement that Beria could have made by virtue of his fullness 
of power during this period. For Beria out of the picture no sooner than Saburov 
reappeared in that post – in 1953-1955. In other words, a henchman of Malenkov. 
After Khrushchev deprived Malenkov of his power, N.K. Baibakov climbed into that
chair – he was thus a Khrushchevite (1955-1958). As it can be seen, the restoration of
capitalism was anything but a unified, straightforward endeavor. This road was paved
with a lot of blood and needs to be examined much more closely historically until we 
have a proper grasp of everything.

The second group, which Beria and Malenkov later defamed as the "Leningrad 
Clique", included Voznesensky, Stalin's First Deputy and Head of Gosplan; Zhdanov,
Second Secretary and Head of Ideology; Kuznetsov, the Central Committee secretary 
in charge of personnel; Rodionov, Prime Minister of the Russian Federation; and 
Kosygin, Deputy Prime Minister (light industry and finance). 

Kosygin is known to all as the arch-revisionist of Leningrad: A member of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU (B) since 1939, Deputy Chairman of the Council of 
People's Commissars of the USSR 1940-46, Deputy Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the USSR 1946-53, candidate of the Politburo of the Central Committee 
of the CPSU (B) 1946, member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU (B) 1948-52, Minister of Finance 1948, Minister of Light Industry 1948-53, 
Candidate of the Presidium of the Central Committee of the CPSU 1952-53, Member 
of the Central Committee of the CPSU 1952, Minister of Light and Food Industry 
1953, Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR 1953-56, Member 
of the Presidium of the Central Committee of the USSR 1956-57, Minister of the 
USSR 1956-57, etc. - happily made the jump from Leningrad to Moscow and served 
himself high with Khrushchev. His further career as one of the leading modern 
revisionists of the Soviet Union is known. He was one of the few survivors of the 
Leningrad purges of Malenkov and Beria and the only one who was accepted into the
Moscow leadership center as a Leningrader.

The second group nominated their people as secretaries of district party 
organizations. Their henchman Popov was admitted to the Politburo. Zhdanov 



encouraged him to gain influence over government ministers by having them elected 
to the Moscow Party Committee. Zhdanov and Kuznetsov strove to gain control over 
these men in two ways – through Popov and through the Central Committee. In this 
way, Zhdanov shook Beria's and Malenkov's chairs, threatening them with losing 
their balance. In this way, government ministers, cabinet members, were able to take 
political action without Beria, Pervukhin, etc., interfering. This group attacked the 
Beria-Malenkov group. Mikoyan was also drawn into the Leningrad Affair because 
one of his sons was married to Kuznetsov's daughter (see Sudoplatov).

When Zhdanov was eliminated in 1948, Popov wanted to subordinate the ministers as
party members to the Moscow party committees, in which Beria and Malenkov again 
saw one of their "conspiracies": "an independent center of power in the Moscow 
party organization." Malenkov intervened with Stalin. Khrushchev – by then head of 
Ukraine - sympathized with the Beria-Malenkov group. At Zhdanov's insistence, 
Khrushchev and Malenkov were demoted by Stalin. In 1946, Khrushchev was 
demoted to the post of Prime Minister of Ukraine.

Why had Stalin not allowed Zhdanov to completely eliminate Malenkov when the 
latter was demoted for corruption in the Aviation Ministry. We do not know exactly, 
but suspect that Stalin could not have been pleased with Zhdanov's deviations. One 
cannot pin these contradictions between Stalin and Zhdanov on the dispute over 
Lysenko alone. That could not have been more than a trigger. Regarding the dispute 
over the views of the biologist Lysenko, Zhdanov probably had the better arguments 
than Stalin. Stalin did recognize the usefulness Lysenko had had in agriculture during
the war in supplying food, but Malenkov exploited this to turn Stalin against 
Zhdanov. Stalin seemed to have had reasons for why he brought Malenkov back to 
restore the balance of power. Reinvigorated in his position, Malenkov coldly seized 
his opportunity. He ruthlessly counterattacked. The entire Politburo, including Stalin, 
Malenkov, Khrushchev, and Beria unanimously passed a resolution ordering 
Abakumov to arrest the Leningrad Group. Stalin had initially refused to arrest 
Voznesensky. But he was persuaded to agree by Beria and Malenkov's maneuvering, 
even though he harbored doubts. But it was too late for that, because Beria and 
Malenkov had hurried to create an accomplished fact before Stalin changed his mind 
again. The last word about Voznesensky was far from being said. It happened more 
and more often that Stalin was increasingly suspicious of the stereotypical argument 
about "incriminating material" which Beria and Malenkov showered him with. He is 
said to have answered them more and more frequently: "Yes, I am aware of the 
incriminating material, but we do not believe you in this case!" Stalin had his 
own people investigating the Leningrad Affair independently of Malenkov, and 
therefore they caught on to Malenkov's rabid activity in Leningrad, so Stalin 
was warned and could act accordingly.

Khrushchev wrote in his memoirs that Abakumov had set the ball rolling; in reality, it
was the entire Politburo that Beria and Malenkov had manipulated. With the 
Leningrad Case, Malenkov and Beria's rivals were finally convicted and shot. 



However, this had dangerously increased the power of the Beria-Malenkov group 
(with Khrushchev) again, which Stalin finally could not get under control, although 
he fought this group hard shortly before his death – in fact, so hard that this group 
could no longer avoid killing Stalin. Kuznetsov (Zhdanov's Leningrad Group) was 
arrested for alleged "electoral fraud." The death sentence of the accused had already 
been signed three weeks before [sic!!] the Leningrad court (see Sudoplatov). 
Sudoplatov also considered the accusations against the Leningrad Group to be 
fabricated:

"Malenkov, Beria, and Khrushchev had an obvious motive — enhancing their 
own power — in doing away with the Leningrad group. They feared that the 
young Leningrad team would succeed Stalin after his death." (Sudoplatov: 
'Special Tasks'; Boston; 1995; p.326; English Edition).

Bill Bland relates the Leningrad group to the visit of a Yugoslav delegation to the 
Soviet Union led by Milovan Djilas, an arch-anti-Communist of Yugoslavia. We have
not found any announcements by the Leningraders on this matter, and we therefore 
cannot confirm the oh-so-friendly reception on the part of the Leningraders described
by Djilas. On the contrary, from the letter of the Central Committee of the CPSU (B) 
to the Communist Party of Yugoslavia of May 4, 1948, Bill Bland's quotation states:

"Comrade Djilas has abstained from collecting data from these (leading — 
WBB) officials of the USSR, but he did so with the local officials of the 
Leningrad organisations." (Bland: 'Restoration of Capitalism in the Soviet 
Union').

By the way, we have carefully compared this quotation with Volume 17 of the 
Stalinwerke [as of this book's publication, Volume 17 of Stalin's Works only exists in
German – translator's note] and found that there is nothing written about what 
Bill Bland quoted at all. For comparison, here is the quotation from Stalin's 
Works:

"On the occasion of his last trip to the Soviet Union, Comrade Djilas, after a stay
in Moscow, went to Leningrad for a few days to talk with Soviet comrades there. 
We did not ask Djilas to give us an account of his meetings with the Leningrad 
organizations. We assume that he did not gather information there for Anglo-
American or French intelligence, but for the leading organs of Yugoslavia. 
(Stalin:'Works', Volume 17; Hamburg; 1971; p.411; Translated from German).

And here again is the full quote from Bill Bland for comparison:

"'At the occasion of his last visit to the USSR, Comrade Djilas, while sojourning 
in Moscow, went for a couple of days to Leningrad, where he talked with the 
Soviet comrades…Comrade Djilas has abstained from collecting data from these
(leading — WBB) officials of the USSR, but he did so with the local officials of 
the Leningrad organisations.'



"What did Comrade Djilas do there, what data did he collect?…We suppose he 
has not collected data there for the Anglo-American or the French Intelligence 
Services". (CC., CPSU; Letter to CC, CPY, May 4th., 1948, in: The 
Correspondence between the CC of the CPY and the CC of the CPSU (B); 
Belgrade; 1948; p.52)." (ibid).

Obviously, the source we have from the Soviet Union and the source Bill Bland has 
from Yugoslavia do not match. We refrain from speculating here, but urge the reader 
to make up their own mind. For us it looks quite as if Khrushchev could have forged
the letter here and not Tito. In the Belgrade version of the letter it becomes clear that 
Stalin had criticized Djilas because he had not informed himself with the leadership 
(i.e. Zhdanov) , but with the local functionaries of Leningrad. Who could have been 
interested in falsifying Stalin's letter? It was more likely Khrushchev, who finally 
owed his power to Zhdanov's murder and deliberately did not mention it in many 
other documents later on, except in connection with the alleged "personality cult" 
whose influence Zhdanov was supposed to have been under, according to modern 
revisionists. 

Stalin had sent his first letter on March 27, 1948, in which he had stated the 
principal errors of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia. The
second letter is from May 4, 1948 and then the last letter followed before the 
exclusion of Yugoslavia from the Cominform, the third letter of May 22, 1948.

We criticize the fact that Bill Bland – as already criticized in the chapter on the 
Mingrelian Conspiracy – quotes a lot of high-profile bourgeois, anti-Stalinist lackeys 
to support his theses. This is not only a stylistic issue, but also sheds light on the 
motives of using precisely the most reactionary sources. We are extremely cautious 
and suspicious of statements on the part of these anti-communists. For one thing.

In terms of content, Bill Bland points out that 4 months later Yugoslavia was expelled
from the Cominform. What does this mean? It means that the resolution had been 
decided by the Cominform in June 1948, it had already been approved by the 
Central Committee and the Politburo in May. But now it was Comrade Zhdanov 
who had worked out this resolution with Stalin in these bodies. Zhdanov was only 
murdered on the 31st of August! 

It was two months before the Soviet government withdrew its military and civilian 
advisers from Yugoslavia and four months before the Communist Party of Yugoslavia
was expelled from the Cominform Bureau.

The bourgeoisie in the USSR did not emerge in a straight line, but developed 
along rather zigzag paths in the hard class struggle. There were various factional
struggles in the bourgeois camp, which fought for supremacy and considerably 
weakened themselves in the process. The revisionists were not only in 
contradiction with Stalin's General Line, but were also fighting among 



themselves. This is actually the essential insight that refutes that this was a 
simplified struggle between Stalin and the supposedly closed camp of the 
revisionists. The revisionist camp was not unified, and it was precisely this that 
enabled Stalin to keep them under control until his death.

The bourgeoisie of the old capitalist society was formed with the revolution to 
eliminate feudal society.

The bourgeoisie of the restored capitalist society, on the other hand, was formed 
in the counter-revolution to eliminate the socialist society.

How could this happen in a socialist society, when the old remnants of the 
bourgeoisie had already been completely smashed and eliminated?

After all, the Soviet economy had more than enough natural and mineral 
resources. It had the state power to use production in the hands and for the good
of Soviet society. And the economy was able to rapidly develop mainly because 
the masses of millions of workers and peasants enthusiastically built it up. 
Finally, the socialist economy had the advantage of developing largely without 
the direct influence of the negative side effects and incurable diseases of 
capitalism. It employed the latest technology to virtually churn out huge large-
scale enterprises, which allowed for unprecedented labor productivity. Above all,
there was the Bolshevik Party, which led the way in the field of political economy
and set the economy on a safe revolutionary course by exposing and smashing 
counter-revolutionary interference in the economy. 

However, under the conditions of "socialism in one country", the economy 
cannot develop as it would normally have been "desirable" under socialism. The
Soviet economy was under the threatening, permanent influence of world 
capital, and the struggle against the restoration of capitalism required additional
superhuman forces and great sacrifices. "Catch up with and overtake 
capitalism" – that was Lenin's slogan, the fulfillment of which the existence of 
socialism depended on. This put the characteristic stamp on the Soviet Union, 
the first socialist country in the world, making it as strong as it was vulnerable. 
As the first socialist economy in the world, it had no experience to fall back on, 
and corresponding mistakes in building the economy were inevitable. The 
counter-revolutionary forces, under the guidance of foreign countries, naturally 
knew how to exploit this and thus made it difficult for the workers and peasants 
to overcome the mistakes by their own efforts. Stalin said that…

"(...) for as long as imperialist encirclement exists there will always he the 
danger of military intervention." (Stalin: 'A Letter to Comrade D-ov' in: 'Works', 
Volume 7; Moscow; 1954; p.17; English Edition).

"There is another general line, which takes as its starting point that we must 
exert all efforts to make our country an economically self-reliant, independent 



country based on the home market; a country that will serve as a centre of 
attraction for all other countries that little by little drop out of capitalism and 
enter the channel of socialist economy. That line demands the utmost expansion 
of our industry, but proportionate to and in conformity with the resources at our
command. It emphatically rejects the policy of converting our country into an 
appendage of the world capitalist system. That is our line of construction, the 
line followed by the Party and which it will continue to follow in the future. That
line is imperative as long as the capitalist encirclement exists." (Stalin: 'The 
Fourteenth Congress of the C.P.S.U.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 7; Moscow; 1954; 
p.306; English Edition).

Here Stalin once again emphasizes the world revolutionary significance of the 
Soviet economy. He spoke of its attraction for all countries that will gradually 
fall away from capitalism and turn to the paths of the socialist economy. This 
truth, which Stalin had pronounced long before the "Great Patriotic War", was 
not only fulfilled after his victory, but it also has current significance today – In 
the midst of the greatest crisis of world capitalism since the beginning of its 
existence. 

Stalin spoke of the fact that we still lack the ability to exploit the opportunities 
available. And the world crisis offers ample opportunities that the world 
proletariat can and will exploit if it develops its own revolutionary initiative. 
There are opportunities right now for the world proletariat to take the world's 
means of production into its own hands and to manage world production, the 
management of all plants, factories, mines, oil and gas fields, etc., by its own 
efforts. There are enough economists, technicians, engineers, etc., available who 
would help the world proletariat to tackle this gigantic task.

But let us return to the Leningrad Trials. Are they in line with the trial of the 
"Industrial Party" in the 1930s? In a way, yes, because it was about the defense 
against capitalist economic methods, about the crushing of capitalist roots. The 
"Industrial Party" was destroyed with the trial of 25/11-7/12/1930. The old 
"Industrial Party" were still counter-revolutionary elements from the upper 
class of the old bourgeois-technical intelligentsia, which took the role of an 
espionage and military agency of international capital in the Soviet Union. They 
were in contact with white emigres – the leading big capitalists of Tsarist Russia 
– and, on the direct instructions of the French General Staff, prepared a military
intervention of the imperialists to overthrow Soviet power. From the foreign 
imperialists the pests received directives and means for carrying out their 
espionage and diversionary activities in the various branches of the national 
economy of the USSR.

But the same conditions no longer prevailed in Leningrad. There, signs of 
capitalist economic activity were already developing from the new generation of 
economic cadres that had grown up after the war. In the meantime, the Soviet 



economy was "strong" enough to float upwards from its own forces that formed 
its own upper class of technical intelligentsia, which emerged precisely not from 
the old upper class, but from socialist society itself. And with this new upper 
class, it was possible for foreign capital to exert much greater influence on the 
Soviet economy than the old upper class ever could. It can be assumed that the 
new upper class had established its own relations with the West from within 
Soviet society. It cannot be ruled out that Beria and Malenkov established these 
contacts with the West and the emigrants and wanted to harness the 
Leningraders to their cart. They would have rebelled against this, because 
Zhdanov was a loyal supporter of the struggle against the West, while Malenkov 
and Beria cooperated with them. 

What does capitalism do after socialism has passed its death sentence on it and 
destroyed it, when it has perished in socialism? Capitalism cannot be reborn 
from the old feudal order. Restored capitalism no longer arises so primordially 
and anarchically from the economic conditions of the old feudal order of the 
18th and 19th centuries. The old economic conditions of the tsarist empire can 
no longer be restored, since they had arisen from a social order that had outlived
its usefulness. 

Restored capitalism is, so to speak, the only capitalism in the world that could 
only emerge from socialism. What does this presuppose? It presupposes the 
knowledge and mastery of the economic laws of socialism, it presupposes that 
one must have already mastered the economic construction of socialism. The 
restoration of capitalism is therefore a historical period, after which the new 
laws of capitalism give way to the old laws of socialism in a consciously directed 
act. But the economic laws of socialism are not abolished, but only gradually lose
their force in the face of the new capitalist conditions. The laws of the restoration
of capitalism are objective laws which cannot be arbitrarily put into force. The 
revisionists did not abolish the economic laws of socialism, but expertly applied 
the economic laws of capitalism, because the new bourgeoisie took the liberty of 
recognizing their necessity to exist. Only a class that has the knowledge of both 
socialist and capitalist economic laws is able and capable of restoring capitalism.
To use the words of Engels, the economic laws of capitalism were mastered by 
the new bourgeoisie by applying them in full knowledge in such a way that they 
could pass them off as economic laws of socialism, that is, by wrapping them in 
socialist economic formulas. Let us put it in very simple terms: Stalin's writing: 
"The Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR" was transformed into "The
Economic Problems of the Restoration of Capitalism in the USSR" by the 
revisionists.

The restoration did not put itself into a long hibernation, hoping to celebrate the 
resurrection of old capitalism when the socialist storm would have roared over it
and disappeared on its own. It is not the dreams of resurrection but gradually 
changing economic conditions that bring capitalism to life. The exploitation of 



political successes with the socialist upsurge of the USSR meant nothing other 
than slowly creating communist relations of production along the path of 
reforms, which corresponded to the character of the fully matured productive 
forces. These socialist economic reforms served the rightists to cloak their 
"economic reforms" of the restoration of capitalism. Under socialism, capital 
was doomed to first survive in the minds of regressive people before it could 
materialize practically. 

Here we encounter the reactionary role of the petty bourgeoisie, which steadily 
produces capitalism from itself as Lenin described it. The bourgeoisie was 
quickly eliminated by expropriation, but millions of petty bourgeois cannot be 
eliminated as easily as the bourgeoisie. Their remnants remain a practical 
problem for socialism to solve for much longer. Lenin did not speak in vain of 
the petty bourgeoisie as the "last capitalist class". And this deepest pillar was not 
yet completely eliminated, but nourished the thought of the restoration of capitalism, 
in which the petty bourgeoisie still saw a chance of survival, because in the 
construction of communism the chance of survival of the petty bourgeoisie would 
have melted away. Therefore, the petty bourgeoisie intensified its activities to the 
same extent that it faced its demise under communism. The more the communist
proletariat develops its power, the worse the situation of the petty bourgeoisie 
becomes.

In contrast to the bourgeoisie, the petty bourgeoisie had played a greater role in 
Tsarist Russia than in the West, especially the influence of the rural population 
on the population of the large cities and industrial centers. Thus, the petty 
bourgeoisie in the USSR was much more difficult to deal with than it would have
been in the West. Thus, one cannot answer the question of the restoration of 
capitalism in the USSR without taking a close look at the development of the 
petty bourgeoisie in the Soviet Union. Before we do so, however, let us review the
historical class question of the petty bourgeoisie in principle, and for this we will 
briefly consult Engels: 

"Next to the peasants, the petty bourgeoisie are the most miserable class that has
at any time bungled its way into history" (Engels: 'The Status Quo in Germany' 
in:'Marx-Engels Werke', Band 4; Berlin; 1977;p.47-48; Translated from German).

And it cannot be doubted that it also "bungled" into the history of socialism with its 
typical inertial force. Engels continues:

"With its petty local interests, in its most glorious period, the late Middle Ages, it
brought it only to local organizations, local struggles, and local advances, to a 
tolerated existence alongside the nobility, nowhere to general political rule. With 
the emergence of the bourgeoisie, it loses even the semblance of historical 
initiative. Stuck between the aristocracy and the bourgeoisie, squeezed by the 
political preponderance of the former, by the competition of the heavy capitals of



the latter, it divides itself into two factions. The first, that of the richer and 
metropolitan petty bourgeoisie, joins the revolutionary bourgeoisie with more or
less timidity; the other, recruited from the poorer bourgeoisie, especially of the 
country towns, clings to the existing and supports the nobility with the whole 
weight of its inertia. The more the bourgeoisie develops, the worse the situation 
of the petty bourgeoisie becomes. Gradually the second faction also sees that 
under the existing conditions its ruin is certain, while under the rule of the 
bourgeoisie, besides the probability of the same ruin, it at least enjoys the 
possibility of advancing to the bourgeoisie. The more certain its ruin becomes, 
the more it places itself under the banners of the bourgeoisie. No sooner has the 
bourgeoisie come to rule than the petty bourgeoisie splits again. They supply 
recruits to every faction of the bourgeoisie and, moreover, form between the 
bourgeoisie and the proletariat, which now emerges with its interests and 
demands, a chain of more or less radical political and socialist sects (... ) The 
more sharply the bourgeoisie penetrates these undisciplined and ill-armed petty-
bourgeois swarms with the heavy ordnance of its capitals, with the closed 
columns of its joint-stock companies, the more restless they become, the more 
disorderly their flight becomes, until no other escape route remains to them than
either to gather behind the long lines of the proletariat and join its banners - or 
to surrender to the bourgeoisie at its mercy and disgrace." (ibid).

In contrast to the bourgeoisie in bourgeois society, the proletariat in socialist 
society, with the greatest sacrifice of its own class, lifted the misery of the great 
mass of the people and eliminated the antagonistic class contradictions which the
petty bourgeoisie was "trapped" by under capitalism, as Engels put it. Under 
"socialism in one country", the petty bourgeoisie represents local, nationally 
limited interests, but the ruling working class represents the universal, 
internationalist interests that extend far beyond the petty bourgeoisie's limited 
horizons. With the disappearance of the bourgeoisie, the last hope of the petty 
bourgeoisie to restore the old society also disappeared, and surrendered at the 
mercy and disgrace of the proletariat to seek under its rule ways of satisfying its 
interests. As prosperity in socialist society gradually began to rise, the 
factionalization of the petty-bourgeois elements characterized by Engels again 
occurred. In this process, the majority sided with the ruling proletariat, merged 
with it, while a minority behaved conservatively because the proletariat, with 
advanced socialism, no longer made such concessions to it as it had in the NEP 
period. Thus, in particular, it formed an alliance with the newly emerged labor 
aristocracy, or labor bureaucracy, in order to eventually emerge with it as the 
third class opposite of the peasants and workers, and to ensure the 
bureaucratization, i.e., disarmament, of the proletarian organs of socialist 
society. This was the new Soviet bourgeoisie – emerged from the upper strata of 
the new workers' bureaucracy, the workers' aristocracy and the petty 
bourgeoisie. While the petty bourgeoisie was more into wavering and it could 
not lead the restoration of capitalism as a single force – it needs the bourgeoisie 
to serve it, after all – It needed another new layer capable of boosting the 



capitalist economy. This was not legally done in the beginning, but illegally past 
the eyes of the workers and their party. We do not need to go into the capitalist 
phenomena of bribery and corruption and "pocketing" here, they are well 
documented – for example, by the Shakhty pests in the Donets Basin in 1928. 

They "(...) were closely connected with the former mine owners - Russian and 
foreign capitalists - and with a foreign military espionage service. Their aim was 
to disrupt the development of Socialist industry and to facilitate the restoration 
of capitalism in the U.S.S.R." ('History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
[Bolsheviks] - Short Course'; Tbilisi; 2017; p.409; English Edition).

Stalin then cranked up a campaign to train workers to fill production 
management posts. To do this, he created material incentives for them and 
eliminated the "leftist" egalitarianism of having too small of a wage gap between
high-skilled and low-skilled workers. In order to place workers in higher posts, 
they were granted privileges to such an extent that the right-wing dissenters in 
the economy organized corruption and bribery under the guise of the "struggle 
against egalitarianism", thus breeding a new small stratum of privileged 
workers who soon did not differ significantly from the old labor aristocracy. In 
agreement with the Albanians' criticism, we consider the wage gap in the Soviet 
Union at that time to be excessive and see it as one of the causes of undesirable 
developments in the economy that favored the restoration of capitalism.

As far as the elimination of the remnants of the bourgeoisie is concerned, one 
must not make the mistake of absolutizing this gratifying and liberating fact. 
The bourgeois remnants could only be eliminated relatively. We must not forget 
an important factor, that the largest part of these remnants continued to exist – 
and they were abroad. And these remnants could not be eliminated from the soil 
of the USSR because they were tied to world capital with all their threads. After 
all, they were no longer content with throwing sand into the gears of socialist 
industry in order to weaken the economy, but naturally planned to exert a 
profit-making influence on it to provide the factories with illegal economic links 
to foreign countries and to introduce capitalist, business management formulas 
into the factories, for example. With the crushing of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat in 1953, the door to the USSR was opened again "from above" to the 
foreign "remnants" of the Russian bourgeoisie, and the prison gates were 
opened to the rehabilitated bourgeois elements, so that the restoration of 
capitalism could be officially continued, as reflected in the corresponding 
decisions of the Twentieth Party Congress. 

This newly created bourgeois class, with foreign help, imperceptibly 
"participated" in the workers' power for a while. The peaceful coexistence with 
capitalism did not began with foreign capitalism, but in the middle of the new 
capitalist elements in its own country. This became more than clear in the 
"Leningrad Conspiracy". The factories were in the hands of the workers, but in 



their leadership technocratic and bureaucratic economists, who were able to 
skillfully exploit gaps and weaknesses in production for themselves, spread. With
the help of precisely this bureaucratization of the organs of power of the 
proletariat, this third, newly emerged class was able to expand its own capitalist 
class interests more and more opposite of the workers and peasants, and they 
were given one free space after another. If they went too far, they were contained
again in order to conquer another piece of freedom. Between the workers and 
peasants, on the one hand, and the rising bureaucratic class, on the other, a 
competition of social and intellectual formation occurred which preceded the 
political domination of this third class and which, like any other competition, 
ended with the victory of the restoration of capitalism. We have presented the 
economics of modern revisionism in detail in our article "50 Years of Struggle 
Against Revisionism" [only currently available in German – Translator's note], 
which is why we can only deal with it here in a few short paragraphs, in order to
arouse the reader's interest in this article:

"Marxism-Leninism is the only theory which, on a scientific basis, can 
investigate, point out, explain and interpret the decay of the economic social 
formation of socialism, the totality of its rotting process and all the regularities 
and contradictions inherent in it.

"The basic economic law of the restoration of capitalism is the dialectical law of 
motion of the transformation of the socialist mode of production into the 
capitalist mode of production, particularly the transformation of the socialist 
relations of production into capitalist relations of production by means of the 
power of the monopoly of the state of the new bourgeoisie. The parasitism is 
characteristic for every imperialist state, especially for the social-imperialist 
state (plundering of other peoples and feathering up of the socialist labor 
aristocracy as a social support against the working class and the toiling masses –
promotion of the rotting process within the socialist working class), which did 
not emerge from capitalism, but from socialism. The latter increasingly restricts 
the action of the basic economic law of socialism, sanctions it, suffocates it, so 
that it no longer has the strength to breathe and thrive and decomposes into 
decomposition, while at the same time the basic economic law of monopolistic 
capitalism, the achievement of maximum profits is activated and brought to the 
fore, making use of socialist achievements in order to thrive as a capitalist 
parasite in the socialist organism. The socialist decay is produced by the state 
monopoly of the bourgeoisie over the means of production. By robbing socialist 
society of the people's property, the new bourgeoisie's capitalist relations of 
production become a brake to the productive forces of socialism, condemning 
them to vegetation and finally to decay, to the pauperization of the working class
and the toiling masses. With the complete restoration of capitalist production, 
socialist production finally dies entirely. With this, the non-antagonistic socialist 
class society also dies, making way again for the antagonistic class society of 
capitalism.

http://ciml.250x.com/language/german/50jahremodernerrevisionismus_3.html
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"The new bourgeoisie of revisionism in power relies on knowledge and 
experience in dealing with the basic law of socialist economy, knows how to give 
it a retroactive direction, to limit its sphere of action, to violate it in order to 
invalidate it and disrupt its processes, and to give more and more freedom of 
movement to the capitalist laws that are pushing to break through, without 
being able to arbitrarily abolish or replace them. All this presupposes that the 
remnants of the effects of the basic economic law of capitalism have not yet been 
completely overcome and have not yet been eliminated. This is even the basic 
condition for the capitalist basic law of economy to regenerate itself again. 

"Commodity production and the law of value and their inherent dangers of the 
restoration of capitalism will be preserved if the capitalist encirclement of a 
socialist state is not eliminated. Commodity production and the law of value and 
their inherent dangers of the restoration of capitalism will not be preserved but 
will die off if the capitalist encirclement is eliminated, if it is replaced by a 
socialist environment. But the replacement of the capitalist encirclement by a 
socialist environment is not possible and realizable otherwise than through the 
Socialist World Revolution of the world proletariat under the leadership of the 
Communist International." ('50 Years of Struggle against Modern Revisionism'; 
Translated from German).

In this context, it is only important for us to point out that in the "Leningrad 
Conspiracy" antagonistic class contradictions of two bourgeois factions were 
expressed. And pointing out the antagonistic interests of these two factions, that 
is precisely the basis for the Marxist-Leninist assessment of what happened in 
Leningrad at that time. With the bureaucracy, the workers and peasants were 
finally governed and the technocratic upper class in Leningrad with its urge for 
free capitalist development was put in its place, which wanted to free itself from 
the bureaucratic fetter of Beria-Malenkov's state-capitalist line. 

"Bureaucracy is a necessity to the petty bourgeois, but very soon becomes an 
intolerable fetter to the bourgeois" (Engels: 'The Status Quo in Germany' in: 
'Marx-Engels Werke', Band 4; Berlin; 1977; p.53; Translated from German).

So here we come to the socialist workers' aristocracy in the Soviet Union, which 
found more and more pleasure in the capitalist economy and now comes into conflict 
with the bureaucracy after the latter is no longer satisfied with the bribes of the new 
factory owners and directors and still demands more from them. Why hand over the 
profits made in Leningrad to the crooks Malenkov and Beria when you can keep
them for yourself? The more the labor aristocracy exerts influence on the economic 
life of the country, acquires privileges and, so to say, "bypasses the bureaucracy", the 
more actively the bureaucracy begins to harass the labor aristocracy, the more 
overconfident it becomes and lets blood flow. And this is what Beria and Malenkov 
pulled off with the Leningrad Trials, eliminating the leading Leningrad economic 



cadres and replacing them with bureaucrats and technocrats, such as Saburov, from 
their own camp. 

Engels wrote: 

"The bourgeoisie is thus compelled to break the power of this overconfident and 
bullying bureaucracy. From the moment that the state administration and 
legislation come under the control of the bourgeoisie, the independence of the 
bureaucracy collapses; indeed, from that moment the pests of the bourgeois are 
transformed into their subservient servants. The previous regulations and 
rescripts, which served only to facilitate the work of the officials at the expense 
of the industrial bourgeois, give place to new regulations, by which the work of 
the industrialists is facilitated at the expense of the officials." (ibid; p.54).

When the 1953 Coup ended with the defeat of Stalin and the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, Malenkov and Beria were at the head of the state's bureaucratic power 
apparatus. Everything looked as if they would now be able to take the economy by 
the scruff of the neck and fleece it in order to realize their state-capitalist dreams. The
question was who would rule: the state over the Party or the Party over the 
state? The upper class of the economy, reinvigorated by the blow of the state 
bureaucracy, finally broke its omnipotence, with Khrushchev relying on the Party, the
upper class of the economy ruling over production, had much closer ties to the 
working class than the bureaucrats who had made life so sour for both the new 
factory directors and their workers. Beria was eliminated and Malenkov was removed
from the throne, which Khrushchev now took his seat on, rewarding the workers with
"goulash communism" for helping to put the terror of the Berianist state bureaucracy 
in its place so that capitalism could flourish unimpeded. He rehabilitated the 
Leningrad Group, which he himself had once helped to cut down. With state 
capitalism, however, the restoration of capitalism was not yet complete. Now the 
entire state system had to be adapted to the economic requirements of capitalism
so that it could develop freely. The petty bourgeois could live with the bureaucratic 
apparatus of power, but the economists, the new bourgeois elements of the 
communist upper class, the leaders of the labor aristocracy, naturally could not. In 
conclusion, let us read Engels again:

"In short, if the petty bourgeois could be content to oppose the aristocracy 
[dignitaries and nobility of the communist economic elite – editor's note] and the 
bureaucracy with his inert mass, to secure for himself an influence on public 
power by his perseverance, the bourgeois cannot. He must make his class the 
ruling one, his interest the decisive one in legislation, administration, justice, 
taxation, and foreign policy. The bourgeoisie must develop itself completely, 
increase its capital daily, lower the production costs of its goods daily, extend its 
trade connections, its markets daily, improve its communications daily, in order 
not to go to ruin. The competition on the world market drives them to it. And in 
order to be able to develop freely and completely, it requires political rule, the 



subordination of all other interests to its own" (Engels, ibid; p.56).

While the people were saying goodbye to Stalin in an endless funeral procession, the 
new bourgeoisie was enjoying itself in the Moscow Opera House, where Boris 
Godunov was being performed. At the death of Boris, this new cream of the Russian 
mafia could no longer stay in their seats and they gave frenetic applause.

Why was the purge of Leningrad a Pyrrhic victory for Beria and Malenkov? 
Because it was a pseudo-victory, because without the struggle between the 
Leningrad Faction and the Beria-Malenkov Faction, the paper "Economic 
Problems of Socialism in the USSR" would probably not have existed and the 
Nineteenth Party Congress would consequently have ended quite differently 
than the revisionists had planned – under the presidency of Malenkov, to end the
Stalin era prematurely. In the struggle between the two factions, however, Stalin 
still emerged victorious, and for the last time he prevented the restoration of the 
"Bloc of the Right and Trotskyites." In 1933-34, the "Leningrad Center" 
consisted of a counter-revolutionary terrorist group made up of leading sections 
of the Zinoviev opposition, which was also accused of murdering Kirov. Soon 
thereafter, the "Moscow Center" was rooted out.

After the war, Zhdanov ousted Beria and Malenkov, and Malenkov lost important 
posts of power, such as his post as First Secretary of the Central Committee and Head
of the Cadre Department on May 5, 1946. Zhdanov was head of the Department of 
Agitation and Propaganda. Both departments fought against each other in the CPSU 
(B) for the dominant position of power.

Zhdanov had rendered great service to the heroic defense of Leningrad against the 
mass murder of the Hitlerite fascist blockade, was popular and honored among the 
Russian people, and enjoyed high respect and intimate affection from Stalin. It was 
Stalin who accepted Zhdanov into the Bolshevik leadership guard, supported 
him fully, worked with him most intensively. He had a deep friendship with 
Zhdanov. This did not please Beria and Malenkov. For Beria and Malenkov, 
Zhdanov was just a competitor who had to be eliminated. Getting rid of the 
Zhdanov people would strengthen the grouping around Beria and Malenkov. 
This was dangerous for Stalin, which is why he tried to keep these two groupings
"in balance". Mutual weakening of the stronger factions was the only way to 
strengthen Stalin's position, the Bolshevik position.

Back in the day, Lenin exploited the external contradictions of the factions of 
great powers among themselves to break one link out of the imperialist chain 
and transform it into the first link of the socialist chain to decompose the entire 
imperialist chain. Stalin also proceeded in this way against the internal enemy 
factions. There were still remnants of the pre-war faction, which was still 
connected with the imperialist world as it existed before the Great Patriotic War 
with corresponding connections, and a new faction developed, which adjusted to 



the new world situation as it had emerged after the war, which thus turned out 
to be an agency of post-war imperialism.

Lenin's tactics towards the factions served his victorious transition from 
capitalism to "socialism in one country". Stalin's tactics toward the factions 
served the transition from socialism to "communism in one country". 

Lenin's tactics towards the factions served to break links out of the chain of 
world imperialism. Stalin's tactics against the factions served to build the world 
socialist chain, which he used to isolate, crush and wear out the last links of the 
broken world imperialist chain. 

In view of this advanced development of the contradiction between the socialist 
and capitalist world camps – the replacement of the period of peaceful 
construction of socialism by the period of the war of liberation against 
imperialism – it is obvious that the struggle of the factionalist, imperialist 
agencies against Stalinism, which inevitably followed the struggle of the 
factionalist, imperialist agencies against Leninism, not only had to assume a 
much larger dimension, but also possessed a new quality. This must be known if 
one is to come to some understanding of the world-historical significance of the 
anti-factionist struggle of late Stalinism, of mature Stalinism. It is in this light 
that one must examine and judge the events of the so-called "Leningrad Affair." 
One must not make the mistake of pretending that this was only a matter of 
personal power struggles between individual politicians and their factions here. 
As is well known, this is how the bourgeois camp of historians portrays these 
events. And Bill Bland, unfortunately, does not go far beyond that in his analysis.
Indeed, it seems as if he would only put a Stalinist (an extremely weak one, by 
the way [which he pointed out in his own words]) cloak around the bourgeois view 
of the historians.

In order to shed light on the "Leningrad Affair" and to distinguish it from Beria and 
Malenkov, we want to dwell a little on Zhdanov's merits as well as his mistakes, 
although we cannot claim to be exhaustive. We can only rely on the thinly sown 
documents before us. It is wrong to limit ourselves to defending Zhdanov against 
the Khrushchevites, against the Beria-Malenkov Group, etc., without working 
out the revisionist deviations made by Zhdanov himself, without relativizing the 
previous Marxist-Leninist picture of Zhdanov. Since we had not done this until 
today, this part takes up a relatively large amount of space, which shows that we are 
only at the beginning in assessing Zhdanov and that further corrections remain 
inevitable. The lessons of the PLA with Comrade Enver Hoxha at its head are helpful 
(for example, studying his reports at the plenary sessions of the Central Committee of
the PLA in 1972-1976). The PLA had successfully managed to get a grip on the 
various putschist conspiratorial groups, liberal deviations and conservative 
phenomena in socialist society with the help of mass revolutionary initiatives, 
through purges of the Party, etc. The PLA organized the uprising of the masses, 



equipped the masses with the necessary Marxist-Leninist tools to nip the deviations 
in the bud by their own efforts. The PLA created a united front against the deviations,

"(...) a front in which the common efforts of the school, the work centre, all the 
means of propaganda and culture, the social organizations, the family and the 
whole of public opinion would be merged" ('History of the Party of Labour of 
Albania'; Tirana; 1982; p.499; English Edition).

But first we'll go over what we consider to be Zhdanov's positive qualities so far:

Zhdanov made an outstanding contribution to the reconstruction of the country,
both to the reconstruction of the economic base after the war, and to the 
reconstruction of the Marxist-Leninist superstructure of the USSR, especially on
the cultural front of the CPSU (B). The different impact of the war on Leningrad
and Moscow, the particular physiognomy of the Leningrad "post-war soul" 
provides a decisive background for Zhdanov's outstanding achievements in this 
regard. 

Above all, it was necessary to further develop the ideas of Marxism-Leninism, to 
ideologically illuminate the road to the stage of communism, to remove the mental 
and spiritual debris of the war, to regain hope and strength, and to supply the 
revolutionary spirit of the Soviet peoples with new ideas and lead their communist 
initiative to new shores. The Great Patriotic War was a victory over Hitler's fascism, 
but not yet a final victory over the inevitability of fascism and war. Thus, it sharpened
vigilance against the threat from the West, it was a matter of continuing the struggle 
for peace unabated and of arming oneself. Zhdanov preceded the inevitable 
approaching decisive battles against world imperialism with victories on the 
ideological front. Zhdanov and Stalin did an excellent job of creatively reshaping 
Marxism-Leninism after the war. Due to the war, theoretical work lagged behind 
and the revisionist forces in Party, state, economy and army tried to exploit the 
situation of the weakening of socialist society for themselves. Stalin correctly 
stated in this regard:

"Evidently, in so far as it is a matter not of general theoretical predictions, but of
direct practical leadership, the ruling party, standing at the helm and involved 
in the events of the day, cannot immediately perceive and grasp processes taking 
place below the surface of life. It requires some impulse from outside and a 
definite degree of development of the new processes for the Party to perceive 
them and orientate its work accordingly. For that very reason our Party lagged 
somewhat behind events in the past, and will lag behind them in future too. But 
the point here does not at all concern lagging behind, but understanding the 
significance of events, the significance of new processes, and then skilfully 
directing them in accordance with the general trend of development. That is how
the matter stands if we approach things as Marxists and not as factionalists who 
go about searching everywhere for culprits." (Stalin: 'Thirteenth Conference of the



R.C.P.(B.)' in: 'Works', Volume 6; Moscow; 1953; p.37-38; English Edition).

It was the 1953 conspirators who, on their way to power, did not analyze the 
Leningrad "Affair" in Marxist terms, but as factionalists, not only looked for culprits 
in Leningrad, but also "found" them, solely in order to get rid of them for their 
factionalist motives.

Zhdanov fought against the scheming of Malenkov and Beria, was not intimidated by
them, and applied the Bolshevik principle of criticism and self-criticism to criticize 
and expose them ideologically:

"Comrade Stalin teaches us that if we want to preserve our cadres, instruct and 
educate them, we must not be afraid of hurting anyone, we must not be afraid of
principled, bold, open and objective criticism. Without criticism, any 
organization, including literary ones, can be infected with decay. Without 
criticism, any disease can be driven inside and it becomes more difficult to cope 
with it. Only bold and open criticism helps our people to perfect themselves, lets 
them advance and overcome shortcomings in their work. Where there is no 
criticism, mustiness and stagnation take root, there is no movement forward.

"Comrade Stalin has repeatedly pointed out that an indispensable and 
extremely important condition for our development is that every Soviet man 
should examine the result of his work every day, that he should fearlessly control
it, analyze his work, criticize his mistakes and shortcomings courageously, think 
about how to achieve better results in his work, and work ceaselessly on his own 
perfection." (Zhdanov: 'On the Errors of the Soviet Literary Journals 'ZVEZDA' and 
'LENINGRAD''; 1946; Translated from German).
s
In all sharpness Zhdanov criticized both Kapustin, the Secretary of the Leningrad 
City Committee, and Shirokov, the Secretary for Propaganda in the City Committee, 
accusing them of "political blindness". Leningrad, he said, should not be 
exploited by crooks who had wormed their way into the Party.

"The Leningrad Bolsheviks must resume their place among the initiators and 
leaders in the formation of Soviet ideology, Soviet social consciousness. 
Apparently, one has been distracted by the ongoing practical reconstruction of 
the city, by the rise of its industry, and has forgotten the importance of 
ideological work. Even in economic construction, one must not undermine the 
ideological side. The imperialists, their ideological accomplices, their writers and
journalists, their politicians and diplomats strive to slander our country in every 
way, to put it in a false light and to ridicule it in every way. Under these 
circumstances, the task of Soviet literature is not only to counterattack against 
all these scurrilous slanders and accusations directed at our Soviet culture and 
socialism, but also to boldly denounce and attack bourgeois culture, which is in a
state of infirmity and disintegration.



"When we bring out the best feelings and qualities of Soviet people and show 
them what tomorrow has in store for them, we must at the same time show our 
people how they should not be and must castigate the remnants of yesterday that
stop Soviet people from moving forward. The tasks on the ideological front are 
growing." (ibid).

In the offensive strategy against the Cold War, the sword of Marxism-Leninism had 
to be cleaned and re-sharpened. Zhdanov's struggle against formalism, against the 
ossification of Marxism-Leninism, against dogmatism, against ideological 
degeneration, against blind allegiance and faith in authority played just as 
decisive of a role as the struggle against liberal phenomena, against the 
infiltration of bourgeois ideas from the West. In short, Zhdanov breathed new 
life into the revolutionary fighting spirit of Bolshevism after the Great Patriotic 
War:

"But does our philosophical front really resemble a front? It is more like a 
shallow bay or a bivouac somewhere far from the battlefield. The battlefield has 
not yet been conquered, enemy contact is almost non-existent, reconnaissance is 
not being conducted, weapons are rusting, soldiers are fighting on their own, 
while commanders are either reveling in past victories or arguing about whether
there are enough forces for an attack, about whether to call for outside help, or 
about how far behind consciousness can be without appearing too backward." 
(ibid).

Zhdanov very vividly characterized the state of affairs on the philosophical 
front, and we are certainly not wrong in assuming that this characteristic was 
not limited to the philosophical front alone.

It is not surprising that the modern revisionists at the Twentieth Party Congress 
erased Zhdanov's revolutionary role in the defense of Marxism-Leninism with a 
stroke of the pen and did not mention him again in the "History of the CPSU" 
they rewrote. The revisionists could think of nothing better than to let the 
Stalinist struggle for the defense of Marxism-Leninism disappear in the drawer 
of the "cult of personality". What Stalinism had contributed to the further 
development of Marxism-Leninism was quickly invalidated with "de-
Stalinization," and later Stalin's philosophical views were "exposed" as "anti-
Leninist." The textbook on the "History of Philosophy" – the object of 
Zhdanov's merciless criticism – was subjected to a bourgeois revision after the 
Twentieth Party Congress, and lo and behold, everything Zhdanov had amended
was restored to its original revisionist state. Zhdanov was from then on brought 
into connection with the "personality cult" of Stalin at every opportunity. This 
was the dustbin in which the modern revisionists disposed of all Marxism-
Leninism, including Zhdanov's revolutionary ideas.

Zhdanov lit the fire on cosmopolitanism and in all spheres of the USSR's intellectual



life. Giving concrete form to Stalin's teachings, Zhdanov said this at a consultation of 
Soviet music makers, for example:

"People who believe that the flourishing of Russian music and the music of the 
other Soviet peoples belonging to the Soviet Union means any impairment of 
internationalism in art commit a great mistake. Internationalism in art is not 
born on the basis of impairment and impoverishment of national art. On the 
contrary, internationalism grows where national art flourishes. Whoever forgets 
this truth loses the guideline, loses his face, becomes a homeless cosmopolitan. 
Only a nation that has its own highly developed musical culture is capable of 
properly appreciating the richness of the music of other nations. One can no 
more be an internationalist in music than in any other field unless he is a true 
patriot of his homeland. If respect for other peoples underlies internationalism, 
one cannot be an internationalist without respecting and loving his own people" 
(Zhdanov: 'Questions of Soviet Musical Culture' in: 'On Art and Science'; Berlin; 
1951; p.226; Translated from German).

Historically, proletarian internationalism did not come from the sky, but developed 
from the struggle against bourgeois nationalism and cosmopolitanism, the main 
importance being attached by Stalin to the struggle against bourgeois 
cosmopolitanism, against national nihilism – especially after the Second World War –
which has increased in the current conditions of globalization. Conversely, one 
cannot be a true patriot of their homeland, cannot draw from the rich 
progressive cultural heritage of peoples, including the cultural heritage of their 
own people, if they are not an internationalist.

Communism teaches that internationalism frees itself from its class fetters, in 
that proletarian internationalism must first have triumphed over imperialist 
internationalism. The struggle to eliminate imperialist internationalism lasts for 
a long time, throughout the period between capitalism and communism. World 
socialism creates socialist internationalism as an internationalism of the 
transition of proletarian internationalism to classless, to communist 
internationalism, to the internationalism of humanity that has freed itself from 
class society forever.

Progressive world culture did not only exist since the emergence of the 
progressive world proletariat. The progressive world proletariat merely uses the 
cultural heritage of the entire history of mankind as the lever and basis of its 
liberation from world capitalism, of course, without renouncing its own culture 
of internationalism, which is the essence of the world proletariat. In the mirror 
of proletarian internationalism, the world proletariat raises the progressive 
world historical cultural heritage to a higher level, ennobles, so to speak, the 
world cultural heritage that is being trampled in the dust by the world 
bourgeoisie. With the help of Marxism-Leninism, the internationalist world 
proletariat becomes the standard bearer of the cultural heritage of mankind. 



This is the internationalist cultural spirit that Stalinism has shaped and for 
whose revolutionary contentiousness Zhdanov has rendered outstanding services
in the field of culture and science.

Zhdanov was not concerned with the individual cosmopolitan, not with the 
cosmopolitanism of the time of Marx and Engels, but with the entire cosmopolitan 
ideology of Anglo-American imperialism, which served the destruction of the 
world socialist camp and the world enslavement of peoples, which not only 
tramples culture, but the existence of nations and nationalities, and means their 
uprooting for the purpose of subjugation to world imperialism. Stalinism had to 
oppose this attack, which was waged with the weapons of the Cold War, and the 
campaign of anti-cosmopolitanism in the USSR was launched by Stalin and 
supported by Zhdanov. With Zhdanov supporting Stalin, the consolidation of 
Stalinism became a mortal danger for Beria and Malenkov's counter-revolutionary 
plans, which they now had to oppose. First, Zhdanov had to be eliminated, then 
Stalin. Zhdanov, under Stalin's leadership, raised the Russian cultural heritage to that 
place from which the world proletariat could make maximum use of it for its 
revolutionary liberation. The revival of the Russian cultural heritage was an 
internationalist act that came into action at the very moment when American 
cosmopolitanism launched its attack not only on the proletarian culture of the world 
socialist camp, but on the entire progressive cultural heritage of the nations and 
nationalities of the whole world in order to save world capitalism. Stalin, 
especially with Zhdanov's support, continued the Great Patriotic War not least 
on the cultural front against the Cold War of Anglo-American imperialism.

"Now the bourgeoisie is selling the rights and independence of the nation for 
dollars. The banner of national independence and national sovereignty has been 
thrown overboard. Without doubt, you, the representatives of the communist 
and democratic parties, will have to raise this banner and carry it forward if you
want to be patriots of your country, if you want to become the leading force of 
the nation. There is no one else who could raise it." (Stalin: 'Closing Address at the
Nineteenth Party Congress' in: 'Works', Volume 17; Hamburg; 1973;p.190; Translated
from German).

We recognize another important foundation of Stalinism here:

Stalinism is the further development of the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of 
proletarian internationalism in the creation and consolidation of the world 
socialist camp in the struggle for its victory over the world capitalist camp. The 
special feature of this further development is the struggle against imperialist 
cosmopolitanism, the struggle against the betrayal of the interests of nations and
nationalities with which the world bourgeoisie tries to protect its class interests. 
Stalinism teaches to use the contradictions between the interests of nations and 
nationalities and the world imperialists, against the multinational monopolies, 
against the great powers and their enslaving world unions as a lever for the 



advance of the world socialist camp, for the revolutionary liberation of the world
proletariat.

Stalinism says that the peoples can free themselves from the world domination of
American imperialism only if they side with the world socialist camp – go under 
the revolutionary leadership of the world proletariat to overthrow the 
dictatorship of the world bourgeoisie. Stalinism was the guide to action of the 
newly formed world socialist camp to overthrow the dictatorship of the world 
bourgeoisie and establish the dictatorship of the world proletariat. 

Stalinism teaches that the liberation of all nations and nationalities from world 
imperialism, the elimination of the world capitalist camp, has become the 
business of the nations and nationalities themselves. The liberation of nations 
and nationalities from capitalist shackles, this can only be done by the 
revolutionary world proletariat, the world socialist camp, which unites all 
nations and nationalities of the whole world in this struggle, leads them and 
helps them to victory. World proletariat – free the nations from their world 
imperialist fetters! 

Zhdanov opposed the "school" of Veselovsky, which was the center of the loving 
service to the West.

"By depriving the literary heritage of the Russian classics of its ideal content 
and social significance, the cosmopolitans and formalists degrade the great 
writers of our homeland as imitators and disciples of foreign artists of the word"
(Yegolin, 'Stalin and Soviet Literature,'in:, Fight Revisionism in Literature and Art; 
Münster; 1973; p.29; Translated from German).

Zhdanov defined the moral basis of the culture of the capitalist world as:

"(…) rotten and corrupt because this art is in the service of capitalist private 
property, in the service of the selfish, self-serving interests of the bourgeois 
upper class of society" (Zhdanov, 'Criticism of the the Journals 'ZVEZDA' and 
'LENINGRAD''; p.41; Translated from German). 

For the struggle against cosmopolitanism and formalism, for the struggle against 
bourgeois objectivism, against all manifestations of sycophancy before the bourgeois 
West, for the Leninist partisanship of art and science, the Central Committee of the 
CPSU (B), by the way, passed corresponding resolutions in August/September 1946 
and on February 10, 1948, in the formulation of which Zhdanov played a major role. 
A few months later he was no longer alive. 

Malenkov was one of the opponents of the line represented by Zhdanov in the 
field of literature and art. Malenkov attacked the basic principles of socialist 
realism and stopped fighting against the Western decadence of the capitalist 
world. He declassified the ideals of communist man and put them to rest. He 



called on artists and literati to rebel against the so-called "Zhdanovchina", 
demanded the "freedom of the artist" , the liberalization of bourgeois art, the 
degeneration of socialist art.

We think that all that Zhdanov had accomplished can neither be condemned 
wholesale nor lifted to the skies. He was a Marxist-Leninist who made more than a 
few mistakes.
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