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1. The Road of Our People’s Democracy
Matyas Rakosi

Early in 1945 when our country had been liberated and when, after 25 years of
underground work, the Hungarian Communist Party was able to show itself legally and



openly in the arena of political life, we soon experienced that a good part of our
Communists failed to realise the strategy and tactics of our Party.

What were the strategic aims of our Party at that time?

Like all other Communist Parties in the countries oppressed by Hitler during World War
I1, the Hungarian Communist Party considered that its most important strategic task was
to destroy the German Fascist conquerors. To this end wide anti-Fascist coalitions were
set up by the Communist Parties in these countries, according to the directives of
Comrade Stalin. These coalitions included peasants, small bourgeois and even elements
of the medium bourgeoisie — in brief all those ready to take part in the struggle for
national liberation.

The Communist Parties foresaw that the victory in this hard struggle would not only
mean the defeat of Nazism, but also the overthrow of the allies of Fascism, the big feudal
land-owners and the capitalists. Victory would therefore result in the redistribution of the
land.

It could be foreseen that this victory — while achieving the aims of a bourgeois
democratic revolution — would also open the road towards a dictatorship of the
proletariat, because it was led by the workers’ class which gives power to the people
headed by the Communist Party.

We began our work by organising the Hungarian National Independence Front.

The greater part of our comrades, who did not know or failed to understand this strategic
plan, accepted this heterogeneous coalition with astonishment. How often did we hear the
following reproach: “This is not what we expected of you™? They even told us what they
expected.

“In 19197, they said, “the Imperialists overthrew the Hungarian Soviet Republic by
armed force and restored the dictatorship of the big land-owners and of the capitalists.
Now the Red Army has liberated us. Let us take advantage of the opportunity and restore
the dictatorship of the proletariat”.

These comrades failed to realise that while the Imperialists could overthrow by force —
though only temporarily — the Hungarian dictatorship of the proletariat and restore the
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie and of the feudal land-owners, as long as the Communist
Party had not won over the majority of the working class, the core of the working people
—and in the Spring of 1945 they had not been won over — a dictatorship of the proletariat
could not be set up.

In 1945 we discussed these problems only within the limited audience of Party meetings.
At that time we did not discuss the problem before the people because even a theoretical
discussion of a dictatorship of the proletariat as our final aim would have caused alarm



among our partners in the coalition and would have hampered our efforts to win over the
majority of the small bourgeoisie, and even of the working classes.

The time had come to clarify, in its entirety and in detail, this problem and to make our
Party, and also the working people, understand that the creation of a People’s Democracy,
as a variety of the dictatorship of the proletariat, became possible only after we had won
over the decisive majority of the people of the working class. We must emphasise how
the Communist Party won over the majority of the working class, how it convinced the
masses of agricultural workers and how it created the prerequisites of a dictatorship of the
proletariat. We must also show how and when we switched from the first period of a
People’s Democracy to the second period, the proletarian dictatorship, the building of
Socialism. The analysis and elucidation of the problems and the realisation of the
experiences deriving from them will help us in future struggles and strengthen our power
of foresight and security.

First of all let us examine the role of the Soviet Union in the creation of the Hungarian
People’s Democracy. The Soviet Army liberated us from the terrible serfdom of the
German Fascists. With this they opened the road to democratic evolution. It is obvious
that the decisive prerequisite — the starting point in the creation of the People’s
Democracies — was the struggle and victory of the Soviet Union. Without them there
would have been no People’s Democracies. The Soviet Union protected us from
diplomatic interference on behalf of the Western Powers. She supported us during the
peace negotiations, and later on when we established our diplomatic relations.

All this naturally helped in strengthening the Communist influence, and the sympathies
arising among our working people for the Soviet Union also made our work easier.

During the task of reconstruction, and since then, we have experienced the support of the
Soviet Union in hundreds and hundreds of forms. The greatest help, however, is the
advice and the directives of our teacher and leader, the great Stalin.

Without all these factors our People’s Democracy would not have been created, its
evolution would not have been so swift, so strong and so void of violent shocks.

As early as during Land Reform we used the tactics of dividing our enemies or of
neutralising them, if possible. For this reason we fixed the lowest limit at 200 Hungarian
acres (yokes), thereby leaving the great majority of kulak farms unaffected. This was a
great help in the smooth and quick implementation of the Land Reform.

At the beginning of reconstruction we supported that part of the bourgeoisie which — if
only temporarily — joined in this work. This proved of great help in putting the
technological intelligentsia to work — who at that time followed the bourgeoisie.

When we demanded something, we measured possible reactions carefully, and whenever
it was possible we started by putting forward modest claims, thus preventing the enemy



from joining and mobilising forces against us. Then we increased demands and used,
whenever possible, temporary forms.

For instance, first we demanded only Government control over the banks; later we
demanded the nationalisation of the largest banks. Similarly, in industry, we demanded
only the nationalisation of the mines; then we gradually increased our demands for the
nationalisation of the large machine factories and of the foundry industry. Thus the
nationalisation of industry was achieved in 4-5 phases over several years.

When the war was over we tried to turn evolution into Socialist revolution. The
Smallholders’ Party and the Social Democratic leaders fought for the survival and
strengthening of the capitalist system. They joined in the Land Reform only unwillingly.

By the summer of 1945 it became obvious that the elements of the old régime — estate
owners, bankers, house owners, Horthyite politicians and officers were assembling in the
Smallholders’ Party. This Party was also supported by the Church, whose priests filled
leading positions in the leadership of the Party, The Imperialists at once established
relations with this Party, mainly through the medium of their Budapest diplomatic
missions.

The relative strength of the parties was first shown by the November 1945 elections. The
Smallholders’ Party achieved an absolute majority — 56 per cent of the votes. The
Communist party, which advanced neck to neck with the Social Democratic Party, got 17
per cent of the votes. The Peasant Party obtained a little less than 8 per cent.

It became obvious during the weeks preceding the elections that the Smallholders’ Party
had obtained the majority of the votes of our peasantry, and the majority of the small
bourgeoisie.

Nevertheless, the Communist Party made use of the election results in order to strengthen
its positions further. Therefore, it demanded the posts of Deputy Prime Minister and
Minister of the Interior, which, after some delay, it obtained. In order to strengthen our
influence within the Government, we created the Supreme Economic Council through
which we gradually came to influence key positions in economic life. Thus, despite the
election results, our Party extended its influence in the most important fields of
Government power.

But officers and Horthyite Government officials began to flock back from the West. The
purge of Government machinery slowed down. The old land-owners and their lawyers
availed themselves of all kinds of legal claims to demand the restitution of their land
from the new owners.

Under the impact of this situation, the new land-owners (who totalled more than 500,000)
applied to the Communist Party for help.



At the same time we launched a counter-attack. In the villages and the towns we
mobilised the masses, and in the form of “popular judgments” and “popular movements”
we removed reactionary elements from the administration of villages and towns.
Simultaneously with this action our Party launched a drive to unmask reactionary
elements in the Smallholders’ Party. The Communist Party demanded that the
Smallholders’ Party itself was to take steps against its reactionary elements to help ensure
the result of the land reform, and dismiss from its ranks all the best-known reactionaries.
These demands were openly supported also by the Left-wing of the Smallholders’ Party.

At the initiative of our Party a Left bloc was formed within the Independent Front early in
March, 1946, which apart from the Communist party, the Social Democratic Party and
the Peasant Parties, included also the T.U.C. The new organisation — the parties of which
won nearly 42 per cent of the votes at the elections — meant that the influence of the
Communist Party on the workers’ class and the poor peasantry had increased.

To stress its demands, the Leftist bloc early in March arranged a demonstration of
Budapest workers. At the threatening effect of the formidable mass meeting of more than
40,000 disciplined demonstrators the Smallholders’ Party had to comply with our
demands and exclude 21 of its most compromised deputies. It was agreed that under no
conditions must new land-owners be removed; that after the nationalisation of the
collieries, oil, and bauxite mines also would be nationalised, that banks would be taken
under State supervision, that the Manfred Weisz Works in Csepel, the Ganz factories, the
Ozd Metallurgy Works would be taken over by the State and that the committees purging
the State apparatus of reactionary elements would include trade union representatives.

So, four months after the election victory of the Smallholders’ Party, a new turn came: not
yet a general attack on capitalism, but we took vulnerable forward positions, which
facilitated our progress towards the proletarian dictatorship.

In continuation of the successful counter-attack in March 1946, the unmasking,
elimination and isolation of reactionary elements of the Smallholders’ Party continued
without interruption. The Smallholders’ Party was continually compelled to exclude or
eliminate individual members or groups of members thus compromised.

This work we called “Salami Tactics”, by which we cut out in slices reaction hiding in the
Smallholders’ Party. In this incessant struggle we wore away the strength of the enemy,
reduced his influence and at the same time deepened our own influence.

The Smallholders’ Party turned down a suggestion by the Communist Party to nationalise
the flourmills, to make kulaks and landlords pay “crop surrenders”, and to institute a
property levy.

The Third Communist Party Congress called for the end of September 1946 outlined
more resolutely the road on which we set out in March. Its slogans were: “Oust the
people’s enemies from the Coalition”; “We build the country for the people, not for the
capitalists”.



The most important target set by the Congress was the establishment of a People’s
Democracy, because only by means of it could our country proceed towards Socialism
without civil war.

Meanwhile reaction gathered fresh hope from the approaching peace negotiations. It
reckoned that some months after the conclusion of the Peace Treaty the Soviet troops
would leave the country.

The Communists retaliated by uncovering the “Conspiracy”. The sharp fights of the
194647 winter centred around it. In this the Smallholders were supported by the Social
Democrats.

In winding up the conspiracy it became evident that its threads led to one of the ministers
and even to the Secretary-General of the Smallholders’ Party, Bela Kovacs.

In the course of the liquidation of the conspiracy the Smallholders’ Party was again
obliged to exclude a number of its members, of whom many were imprisoned as
conspirators.

Eventually it was discovered that the Smallholder Premier, Ferenc Nagy, who was on
holiday in Switzerland, was the actual leader of the conspiracy. He preferred to resign and
remain in Switzerland rather than return to Budapest to face the charges against him.

Three days later the Catholic priest, Bela Varga, the Smallholder President of the National
Assembly, who was also mixed up in the conspiracy, escaped from the country.

By unmasking the conspirators we succeeded in freeing a large part of the Smallholders’
peasants and the small bourgeois masses from the influence of reaction. Thus the
Smallholders’ Party began to fall apart.

In this position we left the enemy no time to reorganise and regroup his ranks, but
proposed new elections in the weeks when there was the greatest confusion, helplessness
and rivalry among the new reactionary opposition parties.

The Western Imperialists now attempted to push the Social Democratic Party into the
foreground against the Communist Party.

We struck back with vigour, pointing out that the time was ripe to realise an organic unity
of the workers by the unification of the two parties. The Social Democrats were forced to
sign a joint election ticket with the Communist Party.

The 1947 election results showed a 40 per cent increase in the Communist vote, which
meant that the majority of the industrial workers had begun to gather around the
Communist Party.



After the elections our enemies made yet another effort to oust the Communists from the
Government, even demanding the Ministry of the Interior. Our Party energetically
rejected these claims.

At the end of September 1947 a new Government was formed, in which, in keeping with
the changed conditions, the leading role of the Communist Party became even more
conspicuous. We then accelerated the rate of development. The treacherous Pfeiffer Party
was dissolved.

This was followed within a few days by a further important step: the nationalisation of
big banks, by which a considerable part of Hungarian industry became nationalised. This
deepened still more the influence of our Party on the working masses. It enabled us to
strike a decisive blow against the hostile forces hiding in the Social Democratic Party. We
set up a special committee for this purpose, unmasking more and more openly and
rigorously the machinations with which Social Democratic leaders obstructed the
development of our People’s Democracy.

The fight for winning the majority of the industrial workers ended with the victory of the
Communists and the total defeat of the Social Democratic Party. In June 1948 the two
parties were united on the basis of Leninist—Stalinist principles.

Our Party acquired the support of the decisive majority of the working masses and
ensured the creation of the proletarian dictatorship with the help of the correct application
of Bolshevik tactics. The Communist Party obtained the leading role in the Government,
it nationalised the mines, controlled the armed forces, broke up the old State apparatus
and started to build a new one from the ranks of the proletariat.

While both our hands were engaged in winning to our side the masses of workers and
peasants, we practically adjourned our fight for winning over the Army. We achieved this
by preventing the Army from reaching the strength permitted in the Armistice Agreement
and the Peace Treaty.

Until 1948 the strength of the Army was only 12,000 men, instead of the conceded 65-
70,000, and the majority of even that small force was spread in small patrols along the
borders.

In Budapest, where the political fate of the country was decided, there was no military
garrison at all, so that at times we had difficulties in selecting a representative company
for the installation of foreign Ambassadors.

But even in this small Army, fighting at close quarters went on for every post in the
command from N.C.O.s up to General.

When, however, the fight on the political level had been decided, naturally the conditions
within the Army changed too. We were then in a position to ensure that the Army became



really a People’s Army. When in the fall of 1948 our Party took hold of the Ministry of
Defence, a beginning could be made with the energetic development of the Army.

A desperate struggle was also going on all the time within the police force, which our
Party had taken in their hands.

There was a single position, the control of which was claimed by our Party from the first
minute, and where it was not inclined to consider any distribution of posts or any
appointments according to the proportionate strength of parties in the Coalition. This was
the State Security Authority. We held this organisation firmly in our hands from the first
day of its establishment. We made sure it remained a reliable and sharp weapon in the
fight for the People’s Democracy.

February 29, 1952

Centre d'Information et de Documentation, Paris. Hongrie. Evolution de la mentalité de la
population 1951-1955. 1205/0C. 254016. F 60 BIS 5521.

2. On the Character of Our People’s Democracy
Jozsef Revai

I want to speak about a problem, the problem which was mentioned today by Comrade
Rakosi in his review, and which was dealt with in his recent memorable article — the
problem of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Comrade Rakosi's statement affirmed that
the People's Democracy is a dictatorship of the proletariat, though not in the Soviet form,
that our People's Democracy fulfills the functions of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

This problem, Comrades, is a decisively important one, though it must he said before the
Central Party Leadership that it was not given the attention by the Party officials which it
deserved.

It is obvious, however, that Comrade Rakosi’s statement, which was announced almost
simultaneously with similar statements by Comrades Dimitrov and Bierut, was of
decisive importance. In the thesis that a popular democracy is a dictatorship of the
proletariat, though not in the Soviet form, there was included a summary of the
evaluation of the results of more than four years of struggle on our part and of the
substance of our future tasks.

Why was greater attention not paid to this problem by the Party officials? It is worthwhile
to examine this phenomenon, which shows the relative underdevelopment of ideological
thinking in our Party. It is true that Party members thirst to learn and are ambitious to
improve themselves, and yet, the feeling for theoretical questions is not sufficiently
developed. Concern with theoretical questions remains too much a preoccupation of the



seminaries and Party schools and has not become the driving force of Party practice in its
everyday work. Theory does not occupy the role it ought to; in many cases it means only
dead knowledge, instead of a perspective or guide for practice. Very often we are
overburdened with practice, and often we find ourselves living from day to day. It is
correct that the problems of economic construction, the tasks of everyday Socialistic
work, are central in our interest, but this should not be carried so far that our senses
become blunted to the problems of politics or power.

It is obvious that the statement “the People's Democracy is a specimen of the dictatorship
of the proletariat” is not an announcement to make a great fuss about. But if we don’t
have to make a great fuss about it, we don't need to hide it, to deal with it in secrecy. And
the decisive factor is the necessity to make known inside the Party the importance of this
statement, of this fact. For, Comrades, we are not speaking about a plain theoretical
statement, but about a really practical problem. If we make it known within the Party, in
the working class, that the People’s Democracy is the dictatorship of the proletariat, then
this becomes and should become a further resource of the effort to build Socialism, of the
struggle against class enemies, and of the defense against the imperialists.

I believe it is not unnecessary to examine the statement that our People's Democracy, and
people’s democracies in general, mean the dictatorship of the proletariat though not in the
Soviet form. It is obvious that our People’s Democracy has not been from the beginning a
dictatorship of the proletariat, but became so during the struggle.

The development of our democracy is nothing else than a struggle which began with the
goals of destroying Fascism, of realising our national independence, and of steadily
executing civic democratic tasks, and which was transformed subsequently into a fight
against the big fortunes, and then against the whole bourgeoisie; in a fight against
capitalism, aiming first at the expulsion of capitalistic elements and of the capitalistic
class, and then at their liquidation. Our transformation began as an anti-Fascist, national,
civic democratic one, and it became deeper and larger and developed during the struggle
into a Socialistic transformation.

Our state, therefore, has not been from the beginning a kind of dictatorship of the
proletariat. We should take into consideration the fact that we were for a long time a
minority in the government, that until the fall of Ferenc Nagy, the government of the
democracy consisted not only of such elements as the kulaks, but of the representatives of
the bourgeoisie and the agents of the imperialists as well. Let us take into consideration
the fact that the 1944 platform of the Independence Front was in essence only the
program of the anti-Fascist, anti-feudalist, anti-German, and bourgeois-democratic
transformation and that it pressed only one claim against capitalism: nationalization of
the mines, that is, the resources of the earth. Let us take into consideration the fact that in
the economy of the People’s Democracy, until the year of the transformation, the middle
of 1947, the capitalistic elements were dominant in the nationalization of the industry and
banks.



The fact that the Hungarian People's Democracy, as a kind of dictatorship of the
proletariat, is the result of a development brought about through tough class struggles, is
treated also in our Party platform, in spite of the fact that the platform does not mention
the dictatorship of the proletariat. According to our platform, with the liberation of the
country, and the fall of the power system of the big landlords and big capital, the working
class, the whole of the peasantry and therefore the rich peasants as well, and the anti-
German faction of the bourgeoisie took over the power. “With the German threat
removed, the destruction of feudalism and the resolution, step by step, of the problems
raised by the struggle against big capital, during the fight against the reactionaries and
with the intensification of international differences, resulted in the ousting from power
and from the government of the representatives of the capitalists as well as most of the
representatives of the exploiters of the rural districts. Today in Hungary — our platform
says — the working class and its ally the working peasantry are in power.”

Do you think, Comrades, that our transformation, in its first phase, before it became a
Socialistic transformation, was anything else than a bourgeois-democratic
transformation? By no means. You know very well that the working class was
represented in the government and in the apparatus of power. We were a minority in
Parliament and in the government, but at the same time we represented the leading force.
We had decisive control over the police forces. Our force, the force of our Party and the
working class, was multiplied by the fact that the Soviet Union, and the Soviet Army,
were always there to support us with their assistance. In the first phase of our
transformation, when we struggled directly and apparently only for a steadfast
achievement of bourgeois-democratic tasks, we fought as well for the establishment and
assurance of the conditions which made possible the Socialistic transformation. The
change in the development of our People’s Democracy into the dictatorship of the
proletariat began with the destruction of the right wing of the Smallholders’ Party, with
the liquidation of the conspiracy and the fall of Ferenc Nagy. Then the kulak became an
enemy, then the leading role of our Party and the working class was strengthened. But the
struggle for the transformation of Hungary along anti-capitalistic and Socialistic lines
was initiated long before, when in the spring of 1946 the Left Wing Bloc, under the
leadership of the Communist Party, succeeded in the fight for the nationalization of heavy
industry; when, in the fall of 1946, the Third Congress of our Party announced the
watchword: “We are constructing the country, not for the capitalists, but for the people.”
Ferenc Nagy resigned at the end of May 1947, but Comrade Rakosi’s address, held in the
Angyalfold district of Budapest, giving the watchword, “Let's make the rich pay,” and
initiating the struggle, not only for the control, but for the nationalization of the great
banks, was held on May 7. Our Three-year Plan, mentioned for the first time before
Christmas of 1946, by Comrade Gero, was not directed straightforwardly and openly
against capitalism as a whole, the whole bourgeoisie, but it was already connected with
the tasks of the struggle against big capital. The Socialistic change of our transformation,
the period during which our People’s Democracy developed into a kind of dictatorship of
the proletariat, extended approximately from May 1947, the fall of Ferenc Nagy, to
January 1948. This is the glorious year of the change, when the majority of the working
class lined up behind the Communist Party and when at the First National Conference of
Party officials, the watchword of the Third Congress, “We are constructing the country



not for the capitalists, but for the people,” was changed to the new, victorious watchword,
“The country is yours, you are constructing it for yourselves.” This development, our
development into a dictatorship of the proletariat, was crowned and definitively assured
in June 1948 by the destruction of the right wing of the Socialist Party and establishment
of the unified Workers’ Party.

We must ask the question, whether we were able to see clearly, whether we were aware,
during the struggle, of the nature and direction of the changes occurring in our people’s
democracy, in the character of our state. No, comrades, we did not see it dearly. At most
we were feeling our way in the right direction. The Party didn’t posses a unified,
clarified, elaborated attitude in respect to the character of the People’s Democracy and its
future development. We must point this out, exercising self-criticism. And we must
emphasize the fact that we received the decisive stimulation and assistance for the
clarification of our future development from the Communist (Bolshevik) Party of the
Soviet Union, from the teachings of Comrade Stalin. The two sessions of the Cominform,
the first in the fall of 1947, the second in the summer of 1948, were of fundamental help
for us. The first taught us that a People’s Democracy couldn’t halt at any but the final
stage of its destruction of the capitalistic elements, and the second showed us that the
Socialistic transformation couldn’t be limited to the towns, but had to be extended to the
rural districts and that as regards the fundamental questions of the transformation into
Socialism, the Soviet Union is our model and that the way of the People’s Democracies
differs only in certain external forms, and not in essence, from the way of the Soviet
Union.

What were our mistakes in these questions? I think we made the following mistakes:

1. In the first phase of our People’s Democracy, when the struggle was not directed
straightforwardly against capitalism, when the fight for the consistent performance of
bourgeois-democratic tasks was first on the agenda, we said that the People’s Democracy
was a plebeian, militant, consistent and popular kind of bourgeois democracy. In 1945
when the right wing of the Smallholders’ Party wanted to provoke us into fighting the
election campaign around the question, “Socialism or bourgeois private property?” we
were not mistaken in evading the provocation. I believe we were right when on that
occasion we criticized our left wing Socialist comrades, who during the Budapest
election announced the watchword: “For a Red Budapest.” This action served only our
enemies. It was correct at that time to stress that the issue was not a choice between
Socialism or bourgeois private property, but rather the following: Should we compromise
with the forces of the old system, or should we liquidate them? It was correct that, in the
fight against big capital, we did not stress that this was a transition into the struggle for
Socialism but that the measures initiated against big capital meant at the same time the
protection of small private properties. It was correct not to show our cards, but often even
we forgot that the People’s Democracy at this time was more than just a plebeian variety
of the bourgeois democracy and that it was a step toward the Socialistic transition, which
contained even then the elements of development into the dictatorship of the proletariat.



2. The second mistake was the fact that, first of all and overwhelmingly, we emphasized
the differences between the development of the Soviet Union and our development into a
People’s Democracy, instead of stressing the similarity, the substantial identity, of the two
developments.

3. As for our third mistake, we concluded from the popular and, therefore relatively
peaceful, character of the development into Socialism, that we could achieve Socialism
without a dictatorship of die proletariat. Or — which was only another form of the same
mistake — we said that the dictatorship of the proletariat meant the dictatorship of the
proletariat in the Soviet Union, while with us in the People’s Democracy it was
superfluous.

4. It was also a mistake to say that we too needed the dictatorship of the proletariat for the
achievement of Socialism, but considered the dictatorship of the proletariat as a form of
government, which should follow the People’s Democracy and therefore did not consider
the People’s Democracy a characteristic form of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

5. And finally, Comrades, it was a mistake to see the essence of the People’s Democracy
in the division of power between the working class and the working peasantry. The
dictatorship of the proletariat, as it was defined by Lenin and Stalin, means that power is
undivided in the hands of the proletariat and that the working class does not share the
power with other classes. Therefore, it does not share its power with the peasantry. This
faulty conception of the division of power was expressed in my lecture held at the Party
Training Conference, where — until Comrade Rakosi's article — we had come the nearest
to the correct conception that the People’s Democracy was a transition from capitalism
toward Socialism and was therefore a type of dictatorship of the proletariat. This faulty
conception is expressed also in the platform of our Party, a fundamentally correct
document, but by no means a fetish, which is to be amended, and corrected in certain
parts, because some of the basic questions, like the Socialistic development of
agriculture, its collectivization, are expressed in the platform only in a disguised form and
are not mentioned by their real name.

Regarding the question of whether the dictatorship of the proletariat means the exclusive
power of the working class and not the division of that power between labor and the
working peasantry, let me cite Lenin and Stalin. Lenin says: “The notion of the
dictatorship of the proletariat has meaning... only if that class is conscious of its exclusive
possession of political power...” According to Stalin, the dictatorship of the proletariat
means that that class “does not and cannot exercise power together with other classes....”
Furthermore, Stalin adds that “the leader of the dictatorship of the proletariat is but one
party, the party of the proletariat, the Communist Party, which does not and cannot share
leadership with any other parties.”

Is this valid for us? With us, there are not only Communists in the government, but also
Smallholders’ and Peasant Party members. With us, this government, this cabinet, is still
a coalition government. Does this coalition of our Party with the Smallholders’ and



Peasant Parties mean that we exercise leadership together with them, that with us power
is divided between the working class and the working peasantry?

As to this, let me cite Stalin once more: “We had been marching Octoberward with the
slogan of the dictatorship of the proletariat and of the poor peasantry and this in fact was
practically achieved in October, inasmuch as we had a bloc with the left wing and a
leadership divided with them, although then we already had a proletarian dictatorship in
effect, since we Bolsheviks constituted the majority. The dictatorship of the proletariat
and the poor peasantry ceased to exist formally too after the leftist S.R. coup... when the
full leadership fell into the hands of one single Party — ours — which does not and cannot
share the leadership of the state with other parties.”

Formally, also with us there are elements of the division of power and leadership. But in
fact, Comrades, it is the working class which alone is in power, in fact it is our Party
alone which runs the state machine.

Of course, the fact that today we still share, though but formally, the leadership with other
parties has some significance. This indicates that the alliance of the working class and of
the working peasantry isn't close enough as yet, that we didn’t as yet organize the
peasantry tightly enough around the working class.

Does the overwhelming and unconditional power of the working class mean the
exclusion of the working peasantry from the shaping of its own destiny? It does not. The
power, the leadership, is undivided, but in certain important realms the working class
willingly includes the working peasantry and its representatives in exercising power. Our
state is ruled by the working class alone, but this state is a state of the working people and
thus of the peasantry too; consequently this state is being built upon an alliance of the
working class and the peasantry. However, even if the dictatorship of the proletariat is
being built upon this class alliance of the working class and the peasantry, it can't be
identified with it at all. Why cannot this power be exercised along with the peasantry?
Because in that case the state would cease to be a weapon with which to realize
Socialism. For the peasantry, even its working part, is haltheartedly for private property
and haltheartedly for the cooperatives. It vacillates. It should be supported, led, educated
and assisted in order that it accept the way to the cooperatives. This leadership, education
and assistance must be given by the state, too, and that is why power cannot be divided
with the peasantry. Furthermore, vacillation concerning the matter of the Socialist
progression of the village means at the same time hesitation between capitalism and
Socialism, uncertainty in the fight against the kulak, vacillation in the fight against
imperialism. But a state transforming itself into Socialism, a state fighting against the
kulak, a state that is to protect itself against imperialism, a power dedicated to oppressing
anti-class attitudes, must not vacillate.

That is the reason, Comrades, why we must liquidate the concept that the working class
shares its power with other classes. In this concept we find remnants of a viewpoint
according to which a People’s Democracy is some quite specific kind of state which
differs from the Soviets not only in its form, but also in its essence and functions.



However, the fact that power is exclusively possessed by the working class isn’t to be
chattered about everywhere. We do not intend to mislead the peasantry but equally don't
wish to strengthen reactionary elements. Toward the peasantry, we should stress — what is
true — that in important fields even the dictatorship of the proletariat includes the working
peasantry in wielding power, that the dictatorship of the proletariat is being built upon the
close alliance of the working class and the peasantry; of course, not upon any kind of
alliance, but upon one building Socialism.

I shall mention briefly what consequences should be drawn from the realization that our
People’s Democracy is a variation of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

To begin with, the power in possession of the working class must, in the interest of the
shaping of Socialism, the oppressing of class enemies and the defense against
imperialism be still much more decidedly and severely exercised than it has been up to
now. “Dictatorship” also means the exercising of force in oppressing enemies. The
realization that the People’s Democracy is a variation of the dictatorship of the proletariat
arms us with the knowledge that, in fighting this class enemy, those organs destined to
apply this force must be rendered more effective and unified than they are.

We are conscious that the dictatorship of the proletariat does not merely consist of the
exercise of force; its essential functions also include construction; to conquer allies for
the proletariat, and to unite them for Socialist production. In our case, thanks to the fact
that we can rely upon the Soviet Union and so can be spared from a civil war, the
foremost function of our dictatorship of the proletariat is a task of economic and cultural
construction. However, this does not mean at all that the functions of oppression and
violence also appertaining to the dictatorship of the proletariat should be overlooked as
secondary.

Rendering innocuous the agents of the imperialists, and the oppression of the class enemy
within, are not at all secondary tasks; on the contrary they are conditions of the work of
building Socialism. Furthermore, we must also clearly realize that periods may come in
our evolution when the chief function of the dictatorship of the proletariat will consist of
exercising force against enemies from within and from without. Whoever forgets that
commits the crime of pacifism, demobilizes the Party and the working class, and
overlooks the building up of our state security organization as well as our army.

When outlining the tasks which lie ahead, Comrades, we must keep in sight not only the
fact that our state is in close kinship with the dictatorship of the proletariat, but also that it
is still wearing the eggshells of its origin, remnants from the period of the bourgeois
democratic transformation. Our dictatorship of the proletariat isn’t as yet a complete,
finished achievement — we still have heavy tasks ahead before its final consolidation.

When we say “Our state is a dictatorship of the proletariat, though not in the Soviet
form,” it must not be meant that there is nothing in the Soviet form of the dictatorship of
the proletariat to be studied and applied at home. Of course there is. The organism of our
state should get closer to the Soviet-type of the dictatorship of the proletariat: i.e., in



reorganizing our administration, putting an end to the dualism of that administration,
making the working people cooperate more and more effectively in the administration
and in exercising the power of the state. No doubt, even our Parliament has to be
reformed, inasmuch as it still wears the remnants of a bourgeois, prattling
parliamentarianism, the dualism of the legislative and the executive.

Comrades, on March 21 of this year we shall celebrate the thirtieth anniversary of the
proclamation of the first glorious Hungarian dictatorship of the proletariat. For 30 years,
we have been cherishing its memory, keeping up its traditions and educating our Party in
a spirit of self-criticism exercised upon the faults committed in those early days. Today,
in a different way from that of some 30 years ago, in entirely different and much riper
circumstances, we have reached the stage where we had to stop working 30 years ago.
Then the dictatorship of the proletariat lasted but 131 days; today we are in the fifth year
of that People’s Democracy, which developed into the dictatorship of the proletariat. In
1919 our innate shortcomings and foes from without brought the dictatorship of the
proletariat to an end. This time we will win and build up Socialism.

This translation is from the magazine Foreign Affairs. It has not been checked with the
original.

3. People’s Democracy in Eastern Europe
by Hilary Minc
Member of the Political Bureau of the Polish United Workers Party

Reprinted from the Bulletin of the International Affairs Department of the Polish United
Workers Party, February-March 1950

The theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat is the fundamental and central part of the
science of Marxism-Leninism. Marx and Engels created the theory of the dictatorship of
the proletariat, established theoretically the necessity of smashing the bourgeois state
machine and showed that, as a result of the proletarian revolution, the proper content of
the period of transition from capitalism to Communism can only be the dictatorship of the
proletariat.

Lenin fought mercilessly against revisionist and centrist attempts to distort and efface the
Marxian theory of the State, the proletarian revolution and the dictatorship of the
proletariat.

“The fundamental thing in Leninism is the problem of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
the elaboration of this problem, the substantiation and concretisation of this problem,”
wrote Comrade Stalin. (Stalin, “On the Problems of Leninism”, Section 2, Problems of
Leninism. English Edition, Moscow, 1947, p. 126.)



As Comrade Stalin indicated, the new elements which Lenin introduced into the
teachings on the dictatorship of the proletariat consist in the fact that he:

(a) discovered the Soviet form of government as the state form of the dictatorship of
the proletariat;

(b) developed the formula of the dictatorship of the proletariat, defining it as a
special form of the class alliance of the proletariat and peasantry, with the
proletariat playing the leading role in this alliance;

(c) elaborated the problem of the dictatorship of the proletariat as the highest form
of democracy in class society, expressing the interest of the majority (the exploited
as against bourgeois democracy which expresses the interest of the minority (the
exploiters).

(See Stalin, “Interview given to the first American Labour Delegation”, Essentials of
Leninism, 2 volumes. English Edition, Moscow, 1947, vol. I, p. 40.)

Comrade Stalin, the co-creator and continuator of Lenin’s work, creatively developed
further the Marxist-Leninist teachings on the State and the dictatorship of the proletariat,
victoriously directed and directs its realisation.

Just as Lenin, in the struggle against the revisionists and the centrists, safeguarded the
Marxian theory of the State and the dictatorship of the proletariat from distortion and
effacement and raised this theory to a new, higher level by generalising upon the
historical experience of the epoch of imperialism and proletarian revolutions, so Stalin, in
the struggle against the Trotskyites and the right-wing deviationists, safeguarded
Leninism from distortion and effacement, and generalising upon the historical experience
of the period of the general crisis of capitalism and upon socialist construction, developed
the Marxist-Leninist theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat, thus developing the
science of Marxism-Leninism creatively and universally. On the basis of Stalin’s
teachings and under his leadership, the Soviet Socialist State developed into a mighty and
invincible power, the building of Socialism in the U.S.S.R. was completed, and in the
U.S.S.R. the period of a gradual transition towards Communism was commenced.

On the basis of Stalin’s teachings and under his leadership the mighty, invincible Soviet
Socialist State smashed Hitlerite Germany. As a result of this victory, the world front of
capitalism was broken in a number of new places and Stalin’s brilliant prophecy, made in
1934, was completely fulfilled:

“And let not Messieurs the bourgeoisie blame us if some of the governments so near and
dear to them, which today rule happily ‘by the grace of God’ are missing on the morrow
after such a war.” (Stalin, “Report to the Seventeenth Congress C.P.S.U.(B.)”, Problems
of Leninism, p. 464.)



On the ruins of these governments “by the grace of God” the States of People’s
Democracy have arisen.

The class nature of these States is the realisation of the dictatorship of the proletariat
through the hegemony of the proletariat; their aim is the building of Socialism in their
countries.

The States of People’s Democracy which arose as a result of the victory of the U.S.S.R.
over Hitlerism, develop on the basis of the experience of the dictatorship of the
proletariat and socialist construction in the U.S.S.R., of the theoretical generalisation of
this experience given by Comrade Stalin and of the invaluable direct indications and
advice of the C.P.S.U.(B.) and Comrade Stalin personally.

“All nations”, wrote Lenin, “will come to Socialism — this is inevitable, but they will not
all reach it in the same way, every one will contribute its specific nature in one or another
form of democracy, in one or another variant of the dictatorship of the proletariat, in one
or another tempo in the socialist transformation of the various aspects of social life.”
(Lenin, A Caricature of Marxism, Collected Works, Forth Russian Edition, vol. XXIII, p.
58.)

The Communist and Workers’ Parties in the People’s Democracies, basing themselves on
Stalin’s teachings, his indications and advice, have understood the particular traits of the
international situation and the specific internal situation of their countries in the period
after the Second World War, and on this basis they have determined their specific way of
exercising the function of the dictatorship of the proletariat, forging a variant of it,
People’s Democracy, and in this way they marked out the best and most advantageous
road towards Socialism in their countries in the given historical conditions.

On the other hand, the science of Marxism-Leninism developed by Stalin was a weapon
with the aid of which the Communist and Workers’ Parties in the People’s Democracies
grasped the fact that the road of their countries towards Socialism is the result of the
victorious path of the U.S.S.R., that their type of State is a variant of the dictatorship of
the proletariat and that, as Lenin wrote:

“The transition from capitalism to communism will certainly create a great variety and
abundance of political forms, but their essence will inevitably be the same: the
dicta