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For those adhering to Mao’s revisionist theories, the teachings of Marxism on the
topic of class struggle begin and end with the “great philosopher’s” writings.
Nothing better exemplifies this than the Maoist slanders against Stalin and the
USSR in waging the class struggle in socialist society.

Not only in the case of Mao’s adherents, but among Mao himself, the so-called
principle of “No investigation, no right to speak” is exclusively a slogan. This is true,
except in the case of Mao’s writings, where there is apparently much investigation!
Mao himself, a Communist Party member of over 30 years at this point, admitted to
only have ever read three articles from Stalin by 1956. He was apparently not very
satisfied with those three articles:

“Before I met with Stalin, I did not have much good feeling about him. I
disliked reading his works, and I have read only ‘On the Basis of
Leninism,’ a long article criticizing Trotsky, and ‘Be Carried Away by
Success,’…” [1]

Incredible! This would seem astounding but becomes unsurprising when
acquainted with his anti-Stalin slanders on the topic of the class struggle. The great
helmsman and his followers, grasping to fault Stalin entirely for the revisionist
takeover of the Soviet Union, repeat this provably false line many times:

“In 1936 Stalin talked about the elimination of class struggle, but in
1939 he carried out another purge of counter-revolutionaries. Wasn’t



that class struggle too?” [2]

In fact, the Communist Party of China has dared to claim that, thanks to Mao:

“…for the first time in the theory and practice of the international
communist movement, it was pointed out explicitly that classes and
class struggle still exist after the socialist transformation of the
ownership of the means of production has been in the main completed,
and that the proletariat must continue the revolution.” [3]

Well, I’m sure glad that nobody has ever come to this revelation before Mao.
Otherwise, we would be stuck in an endless cycle of proletarian victory to revisionist
victory, socialist victory to capitalist victory, and so on until the end of history! Very
glad that was prevented in China! Oh, wait…

In any case, this is a false assertion and Mao’s slander of Stalin is not in accordance
with the facts. Comrade Stalin’s works on socialist society which, by the way, are
still the most important works in constructing socialist society, come to this
conclusion many times. What did Stalin actually say in 1936, when he supposedly
spoke about the abolition of class struggle?

“Unlike bourgeois constitutions, the draft of the new Constitution of the
U.S.S.R. proceeds from the fact that there are no longer any antagonistic
classes in society; that society consists of two friendly classes, of workers
and peasants; that it is these classes, the labouring classes, that are in
power; that the guidance of society by the state (the dictator-ship) is in
the hands of the working class, the most advanced class in society, that a
constitution is needed for the purpose of consolidating a social order
desired by, and beneficial to, the working people.” [4]

So! It turns out that Stalin was simply pointing out that society no longer consists of
antagonistic classes, that the proletariat is no longer bereft of means of production,
that the expropriation of the bourgeoisie as a class has successfully occurred in
Soviet society. This assertion of Stalin does not deny the existence of classes in
society, even the original text points out that classes do exist in socialist society!
Further explained:

“…the complete victory of the Socialist system in all spheres of the
national economy is now a fact. And what does this mean? It means that
the exploitation of man by man has been abolished, eliminated, while
the Socialist owner-ship of the implements and means of production has
been established as the unshakable foundation of our Soviet society… In
conformity with these changes in the economic life of the U.S.S.R., the
class structure of our society has also changed. The landlord class, as
you know, had already been eliminated as a result of the victorious
conclusion of the civil war. As for the other exploiting classes,they have
shared the fate of the landlord class. The capitalist class in the sphere of
industry has ceased to exist. The kulak class in the sphere of agriculture
has ceased to exist. And the merchants and profiteers in the sphere of
trade have ceased to exist. Thus all the exploiting classes have been
eliminated. There remains the working class. There remains the peasant
class. There remains the intelligentsia.” [5]

In production, only two friendly classes remained in the USSR. This was a fact, one



that cannot be said for China, where class conciliation and the theory of the
capitalists growing into socialism occurred as a line. The USSR actually did commit
itself to the class struggle against capitalists, and after their expropriation, Stalin
asserted that class struggle still existed in Soviet society:

“We must smash and cast aside the rotten theory that with every
advance we make the class struggle here must subside, the more
successes we achieve the tamer will the class enemy become.
This is not only a rotten theory but a dangerous one, for it lulls our
people, leads them into a trap,and enables the class enemy to recuperate
for the struggle against the Soviet government. On the contrary, the
further forward we advance, the greater the successes we
achieve, the greater will be the fury of the remnants of the
defeated exploiting classes, the more ready will they be to
resort to sharper forms of struggle, the more will they seek to
harm the Soviet state, and the more will they clutch at the most
desperate means of struggle as the last resort of the doomed. 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. 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.This is what history teaches us.
This is what Leninism teaches us.” (emphasis added) [6]

Amazing things happen when you do, in fact, investigate the line of Stalin, a great
Marxist-Leninist. Certainly, it cannot be said that Stalin denied the existence of
class struggle in socialist society, nor can it be said that he ignored its importance.
In fact, Stalin only foresaw the heightening of class struggle as socialist society
progressed. After extensive investigation, the conclusion can be made that there is
no writing of Stalin’s that denied the existence of class struggle in socialist society.
Would Stalin have been committed to a large-scale purge like the one he was
planning when he died if he believed that class struggle against the remnants of the
exploiting classes was over? Mao hints at this, saying “in 1939 he carried out
another purge of counter-revolutionaries. Wasn’t that class struggle too?” Yes, it
was! Stalin never denied this and in fact, anticipated this when he said that “the
greater the successes we achieve, the greater will be the fury of the remnants of the
defeated exploiting classes” in 1937.

Even in the secret speech, Khrushchev condemned Stalin for continuing the class
struggle in socialist society:

“Worth noting is the fact that, even during the progress of the furious
ideological fight against the Trotskyites, the Zinovievites, the
Bukharinites and others, extreme repressive measures were not used
against them. The fight was on ideological grounds. But some years
later, when socialism in our country was fundamentally
constructed, when the exploiting classes were generally
liquidated, when the Soviet social structure had radically changed,
when the social basis for political movements and groups hostile to the



party had violently contracted, when the ideological opponents of the
party were long since defeated politically — then the repression directed
against them began. It was precisely during this period
(1935–1937–1938) that the practice of mass repression through
the Government apparatus was born, first against the enemies of
Leninism — Trotskyites, Zinovievites, Bukharinites, long since
politically defeated by the party — and subsequently also against many
honest Communists, against those party cadres who had borne the
heavy load of the Civil War and the first and most difficult years of
industrialization and collectivization, who actively fought against the
Trotskyites and the rightists for the Leninist party line.” (emphasis
added) [7]

So! It turns out that Stalin did recognise class struggle in socialist society and waged
it in a fierce manner against revisionism; it was Khrushchev who was against class
struggle. And at the time, the Communist Party of China was in complete
agreement with Khrushchev’s assertion:

“After the elimination of classes, the class struggle should not
continue to be stressed as though it was being intensified, as
was done by Stalin with the result that the healthy development of
socialist democracy was hampered. The Communist Party of the Soviet
Union is completely right in firmly correcting Stalin’s mistakes in this
respect.” (emphasis added) [8]

How can these statements be reconciled??? On one hand, “the class struggle should
not continue to be stressed as though it was being intensified, as was done by
Stalin” and on the other, Stalin believed in “the elimination of class struggle” in
socialist society. It is truly the most boundless hypocrisy for Mao to slander and lie
about Stalin on the question of class struggle when his own party condemned Stalin
for continuing class struggle under socialist society. Those truly committed to
Marxism-Leninism know that Comrade Stalin’s immortal works stand in direct
opposition to that of the revisionists and especially, the Khrushchevites. For
renegades, there is no such thing as genuine principles. They are merely tactics to
achieve bourgeois aims, and Mao’s eclectic line went from a denial of class struggle
in socialist society to a rejection of Stalin’s principled stand against those who
wanted to extinguish class struggle. The petty-bourgeois eclectic line of Mao shows
itself once again, as all revisionists show themselves: sometimes rightist, sometimes
leftist, but never principled and never devoted to Marxism-Leninism.

This is all contrary to what occurred in Albania, where the class struggle was always
stressed as an objective reality and a Marxist-Leninist principle. As Enver Hoxha
stated just a month and a half after the Chinese article condemning Stalin’s fierce
class struggle in socialist society:

“Marxism-Leninism teaches us that during the transition period the
class struggle is inevitable. This class struggle is an objective reality
which is connected with the existence of the exploiting classes or their
remnants, with the existence of agents of imperialism, with the existence
of the broad sector of small-scale producers, with the capitalist survivals
in people’s thinking, and finally, with the very existence of imperialism,
hence, of the class struggle on an international scale.” [9]

And Comrade Stalin’s position on the class struggle was always clear and defended:



“Let us take the question of class struggle. Not the slightest criticism can
be made of Stalin for an opportunist stand towards the capitalist and
imperialist powers. On the contrary, he waged a stern, merciless, blow-
for-blow struggle against them. His theoretical and political works, as
well as the activities of the Soviet Union in the international arena
confirm this.” [10]

It now goes to show how ridiculous the claim is that Mao invented the concept of
continuing class struggle under socialist society. It turns out that Stalin thought so
all along and Enver Hoxha asserted the same while China was still in full agreement
with Khrushchev on the class struggle!

Mao’s later inability to understand how class struggle can exist without capitalists
in society is very well representative of his perception of Marxism as a whole. He
did not understand the importance of eradicating the remnants of the bourgeoisie
in every form, or even the bourgeoisie in the most basic form. In fact, the
bourgeoisie in China participated in their wonderful “socialist” transformation, as
planned by Mao and Liu against Gao Gang and the Marxist-Leninist grouping
within the Communist Party of China. [11]

The facts are quite clear in this case; it is nor Stalin who misunderstood class
struggle. It was Mao, who by attempting to turn an irreconcilable contradiction
(that between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat) into a “non-antagonistic
contradiction”, of going over to socialism in the way that only renegades to the
degree of Bukharin could describe. Indeed, Gao Gang was wholly correct in
recommending Stalin’s great work “On the Opposition” in connection with such a
distortion.
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