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Author’s Foreword

I THINK THAT, looking back, men will call it “the Stalin Era.”
Tens of millions of people built the world’s first socialist state,
but he was the engineer. He first gave voice to the thought that
the peasant land of Russia could do it. From that time on, his
mark was on all of it, on all the gains and all the evils.

It is too soon to sum up the era, and yet one must try to. For
controversy has arisen over it and the beliefs of many around the
world are being torn. It is the very best people who are most dis-
turbed by Khrushchev’s revelations of thousands of brutal injustices
and harsh repressions when socialism was for the first time built.
They are asking: Was this necessary? Is that always the path to
socialism? Or was it the evil genius of one man?

I think the Russians do not ask this. They build already far
beyond the Stalin days. They are analyzing this past as a means
to a better future. They know that all human progress is bought
most dearly, not only by deaths of heroes in battle but by deaths
of men unjustly. They also know that all the evils endured through
the socialist building led by Stalin, whether these came by necessity,
error or crime, were far, far less than the evils they suffered by
deliberate will of the Western world in the wars of intervention
and the Hitler invasion, less even than they suffered through
America’s delay in the promised “second front.” They will repair
their own lacks without advice from us.

To my friends of the West, I would say: This was one of his-
tory’s great dynamic eras, perhaps its greatest. It changed not only
the life of Russia but of the world. It left no man unchanged of
those who made it. It gave birth to millions of heroes and to some
devils. Lesser men can look back on it now and list its crimes. But
those who lived through the struggle and even many who died of
it, endured the evil as part of the cost of what was built.

Shall we forget the Europe of 1940, when the armies of France
collapsed in eleven days before Hitler and when Europe feared a
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new Dark Ages of a thousand years? Shall we forget the assault on
all mankind by the proclaimers of a master race against slave races,
and how this assault was broken on the men and women of Stalin-
grad? They built feverishly, wastefully, but they built strength that
stood when the world was reeling. And for this the world is in their
debt today. )

Nor for this only. The Stalin Era built not only the worl@s
first socialist state and the strength that stopped Hitler. It built
the economic base for all those socialist states today in which are
one-third of mankind; it built the surplus which can give to the
ex-colonial peoples of Asia and Africa the freedom to choose th.exr
development in open market. It, thus, has built a l?ase on whxc.h
can grow the variety and freedom of the many nations and their
unity in lasting peace. The evils of that era came £r.om many causes
—from Russia’s past habits, from pressure of hostile encirclement,
from Hitler’s Fifth Column and, in part, from the character ?f
the man who led. Most of all, they came because the democratic
and technically developed working-class of the West left the first
building of socialism to an illiterate, technically-backward peasant
people, who knew that they were not ready for the task and yet
who built.

ANNA LOUISE STRONG. .
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I. “Socialism in One Country”

THE WORLD'S FIRST socialist state was built in a backward peasant
country. By all past theory, this could not be done. Socialism im-
plies, or was thought to imply, a more plentiful life, built on sur-
plus, with widening freedom and culture. It was expected to come
when capitalism had fully developed the mechanism of production
but could not satisfactorily distribute the surplus goods. It implied
technically competent workers, aware of the defects of capitalism,
and conscious of collective power to make plenty for all. They
would take power, nationalize the productive mechanism and use
it for the common wealth. There were debates about how much
“force and violence” the take-over would need.

Tsarist Russia had no modern productive mechanism and no
surplus. When it collapsed in World War One, there were no
goods and little food. Nor were there competent workers, and the
peasants lived in the Middle Ages. The Bolshevik Party, under
Lenin, came to power not because of any wide demand for social-
ism, but because they were the only disciplined group that expressed
the people’s demands for “peace, land and bread.” The country
was in chaos—peasants seizing nobles’ lands, workers starving when
factories closed for lack of materials, soldiers deserting the front.
These workers and soldiers elected “Soviets”—councils—to voice
their demands. Lenin said these Soviets were a base for popular,
democratic rule. “All power to the Soviets” was the slogan under
which the Bolsheviks took power.

The take-over was simple. Soldiers and workers seized telephone,
telegraph, government offices, stormed the Winter Palace. The All-
Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers' and Soldiers’ Deputies,
already in session, declared itself the government on November
7> 1917. It quickly passed three decrees: on peace, on land, on
state power. The decree on peace proposed to all warring govern-
ments—the first World War was on—to negotiate peace. The decree
on land made all land state property, in which working peasants
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had users’ rights. The decree on state power gave all power to the
Soviets. From all parts of the country telegrams announced the
electing of local Soviets. Peasants’ Soviets held a congress and
joined the new government, which called itself a Soviet Republic.

To take power was easy; it was done in a day. To hold power
was harder; it took many years. Dispossessed nobles and previous
government chiefs formed armies with the aid of foreign powers.
The German Kaiser seized Poland and the Baltic States, sent troops
to Finland to help Baron Mannerheim set up a reactionary regime,
and into the Ukraine and North Caucasus to seize grain, coal, iron
and oil. Britain, France, Japan and the United States sent troops
to the Arctic ports, through Vladivostok into Siberia, and into the
Caucasus and Central Asia. Wars of intervention lasted until
1920-21. When they ended, Finland, Poland, Latvia, Estonia and
Lithuania had been detached as separate states. Bessarabia had
been annexed by Romania. The rest of Russia was ruled by Con-
gresses of Soviets.

This Russia was ruined, without crops, raw stuffs or machines.
Peasants’ livestock had been killed and implements worn out in
seven years of war. Two famine years, in 1920 and 1921, took mil-
lions of lives. All through the once fertile Volga countryside, which
I visited in 1921, no peasant children could go to school even if
there had been schools. Peasant children had neither shoes nor
clothing; they crouched all winter on the big family ovens, clad
in thin rags, unable to go outdoors. To stimulate economic recov-
ery, Lenin introduced the “New Economic Policy,” known as
NEP. It permitted all kinds of production—socialist, cooperative,
even capitalist. The state kept the mines, railways and heavy indus-
try—all badly ruined—but private ownership continued in small
industries, shops and farms.

Life revived, but Lenin’s life was over. When he died, in Janu-
ary, 1924, the standard of living was still far below even the meager
life of prewar days under the tsar. Neither industry nor farming
had recovered from the catastrophic decline of seven years of
war. Nor was the country socialist, though the ruling party pro-
moted socialism. Basic industries were state-owned and were being
repaired by sacrifices of workers, who worked for small wages—at
first for no wages except food—and gave their holidays to make
locomotives, street-cars and other equipment for the common
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“Socialism in One Country”

wealth. Lenin had rightly counted on their devotion to the public
properties. But much industry and trade was capitalist. Farming,
especially, was in the hands of small owners, the strongest of whom
were petty capitalists, called kulaks, who profited and grew by
exploiting other peasants and cheating the state. Lenin himself
said that, while such conditions lasted, the economic base existed
for capitalism rather than socialism.

The people had, however, caught from Lenin a vision of a
Russia which, under socialism, might become the world’s most
progressive and prosperous state. Everyone knew they had a long
way to go. But Russia, they thought, would not have to complete
the change to socialism by herself. The exhaustion of World War
One and the Russian example would, it was thought, start other
revolutions in Europe, especially in Germany. With the help of
the German working-class, far better educated and technically more
competent than the Russian, the new social forms for Europe
would be built. More than once this revolution seemed imminent
in Germany—in 1917, 1918, 1920 and 1923. The question whether
Russia, unaided by any advanced country, could build a socialist
economy, did not arise as practical politics in Lenin’s day. When it
did arise, in discussions that began in 1924, most Bolshevik theo-
rists held that Russia could not.

It was Joseph Stalin who formulated in August, 1924, the idea
of building socialism in Russia without any outside help. A few
months earlier he had said the exact opposite, stating that “for
the organization of socialist production, the efforts of a single coun-
try, and particularly of such a peasant country as Russia, are inade-
quate; for that, the efforts of the proletariat of several advanced
countries are required.”* In August, however, arguing against
Trotsky, Stalin said that a Soviet government could develop Rus-
sia and build socialism, even without the aid of any foreign
working-class, because it would be supported by the vast majority
of the people, including the peasants. Stalin did not appear to
notice his own inconsistency and probably was unaware of the great
importance this formula would later gain. Consistency was not hi‘s
need, for in those days he was not considered a leading theoreti-
cian. His talent lay in organizing. He had become General Secre-

* Problems of Leninism, by Joseph Stalin, International Publishers, N. Y. Page 61.
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tary of the Communist Party. As such he was in touch, if not with
all workers and peasants, at least with the most energetic demands
of the land.

So Stalin voiced, not a completed theory, but the growing
demand of the people to build their own country, and the growing
faith that they could do it, even without foreign help. In seven
years since the Revolution, the Bolsheviks had learned self-con-
fidence in managing the state. The idea that their hopes of social-
ism should depend on European workers whose revolutions failed
to come off, began’ to annoy. When Stalin declared that Russians
could stand on their own feet, build any economic system they
chose, this gave the Revolution a continuing aim and called men
to patriotic endeavor. The accepted Bolshevik theorists of the time,
Zinoviev and Kamenev, hardly realized that a new, powerful thesis
had been introduced. When Stalin, in 1925, asked the Fourteenth
Party Congress to give formal sanction to the idea, he got it with-
out trouble. A few months later, the two theorists awoke to the
meaning of the new thesis and criticized it as substituting “national
communism” for the orthodox view. Later, Trotsky joined in
attacking the theory.

Joseph Stalin, who thus crystallized almost casually the thesis
by which the Russian people were to live for twenty-five years,
was not a Russian. He was Georgian, from one of the southern
nations conquered by Russian imperialism. His father, a cobbler,
had been born a serf. Unlike most of the Bolshevik leaders, Stalin
came from an oppressed class in an oppressed nation. At the age
of nine, he entered an ecclesiastical school, not long open to chil-
dren of lowly birth. The teachers found him one of the best pupils
with “a streak of self-assertiveness and an eagerness to outshine
others.” The school-master and local priest got young Joseph a
scholarship for the Theological Seminary in Tiflis, which was
maintained to Russianize bright young Georgians. He entered in
1894, when nearly fifteen. He found a harsh regime in which
teachers spied on intimate doings of pupils, who were not even
allowed to read secular books. Caught reading Victor Hugo in his
third year, young Joseph was shut in a punishment cell. Scon he
was reading even more forbidden books. In one, by Karl Marx, he
read: “The philosophers have only interpreted the world; our
business is to change it.” He joined a secret socialist organization,
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helped organize railway workers, and was expelled from the Semi-
nary in 189gg. .

Years later Stalin said: “I became a Marxist because of my
social position . . . and also because of the harsh intolerance . .
that crushed me mercilessly at the Seminaryt.” o

The young Georgian became an organizer of workers, living
dangerously under many names. “Stalin”—man of .stt’eel—‘was a
name his comrades gave that stuck. He accepted Lenin’s views as
soon as he read them and supported Lenin staunchly thereafte_r.
Often arrested, he was four times banished to different places in
the Arctic and each time got away. The fifth time, in 1913, he was
sent to the farthest north of Asia, where the Yenesei flows into _the
Arctic; from this place there was no escape until the Rev91ut10n
freed him. He studied and wrote in exile, especially analyzing the
problem of “nationality,” which he had faced as a Georgian
under Russian rule. His work on nationalities became known
among fellow Bolsheviks; when they took power in 1917, they
made Stalin Commissar of Nationalities, in charge of the prob-
lems of non-Russian peoples in the new state. )

In 1922, Stalin became General Secretary of the Communist
Party, a strategic post whose possibilities were not fully reah.zed
until he developed them. He was a natural choice for the job,
since most of the other leaders had lived abroad in Europe during
the tsar’s oppression, and had developed as wri.ters .and speakers
in lands where speech was free. Stalin had organized in the under-
ground of tsarist Russia. His weapon had become, .not tl}e spoke'n
or written word, but the close, organized contact in which men’s
lives lay in their comrades’ hands. i .

As General Secretary, and as member of the Party’s Political
Bureau, Stalin became one of five men—Lenin, Kamenev., Trots.ky,
Bukharin, Stalin—who made “policy.” Lenin was recogm%ed chief,
Kamenev was his deputy in various tasks. Trotsky was in charge
of the civil war, Bukharin of press and propaganda. Zinoviev, who
later became a member of the Politburo, had stature as president
of the Communist International. None of these leaders.seemed to
grudge Stalin the daily grind of party organizing, which at (flrst
brought little renown. Nor did they seem aware of the gra ulill
changes by which Stalin built the dominance qf the Party over the
nation, and his own control over the mechanism of the Party. It
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is hardly likely that even Stalin planned it all ahead. But, given
the Party apparatus to handle, he built the Party—and himself
with it—into power.

Many books have appeared in the past two decades, which,
like Isaac Deutscher’s study, have attempted to detail the political
maneuvers by which Stalin consolidated his position under Lenin
and later isolated and overthrew his rivals. However, I note only
a few incidents that forecast both the strength and the limitations
of Stalin’s later work. In 1922, he was given the task of preparing
a Constitution through which Russia became the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics. In the original draft, which Lenin saw and
approved, the jurisdiction of the central government was limited
to defense, foreign affairs, foreign trade, railways and communica-
tions. Police, including the political police, were put under local
rule. Towards the end of the year, Stalin’s appointees in Georgia
were fighting a strong opposition, and were using the political
police to jail opponents. The final form of the Constitution,
adopted in December, gave Moscow a centralized political police
with branches in all republics.

Stalin was thus responsible for centralizing the power of the
political police. His ruthlessness against the Georgian opposition
led to his only conflict with Lenin; this was in Lenin’s last days.

Lenin’s famous “testament” must be understood in connection
with news reaching him during his illness about brutalities in
Georgia. Lenin suffered three strokes. The first was at the end of
May, 1922; from this he recovered enough to return to work and
to approve the first draft of the Constitution. At the end of autumn,
he had a second stroke, but recovered enough to dictate notes to
his secretary in December. Feeling the approach of death, he dic-
tated 2 memorandum on the danger of “a split in the near future,”
and mentioned Trotsky and Stalin, “the two most able leaders,”
as chief rivals. This memorandum was more critical of Trotsky
than of Stalin, did not impute evil intent to either, and gave no
advice. A few days later, on December g0, 1922, the very day in
which Stalin was triumphantly guiding his Constitution to ful-
filment in the founding Congress of the USSR, Lenin dictated
notes that held Stalin “politically responsible” for excesses in
Georgia. Six days later, on January 4, he added to the testament
a postscript, stronger than anything yet written:
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“Stalin is too rude, and this fault . . . becomes unbearable
in the office of General Secretary. I propose to the Con-
gress to find a way to remove Stalin from that position and
to appoint to it another man, more patient, more loyal,
more polite and more attentive to comrades.”

Lenin’s criticism of Stalin had thus hardened in two weeks, pos-
sibly from information he got from delegates coming to the
Constitutional Congress. Lenin did not release this memorandum;
only his wife and his secretary knew of it. For Lenin’s health im-
proved and he began to handle matters himself. He sent Kamenev
to Georgia to investigate; he told the Georgian “opposition” that
he would himself present their complaints to the Party Congress.
In the midst of these moves, on March 8 he suffered his third
stroke, which removed him from political activity, though death
did not follow for nearly a year. When the Party Congress met, in
April, 1923, he was not present to challenge Stalin. Nor did
Trotsky attack Stalin, for the latter had shown himself conciliatory,
yielding many points.

Two incidents in that Congress showed Stalin’s strength and
method. In reporting for the secretariat, he showed that the Party
was gaining control over every field of public life. The percentage
of Communists had grown from 27 to 57 percent among district
trade union officials, from & to 50 per cent in the managerial staff
of cooperatives, from 16 to 24 per cent in the commanding staff
of the army. All organizations were coming under Party control.
The second incident was Stalin’s reply to a critic who demanded
more freedom of discussion in the Party. Stalin said that “the
Party is no debating society,” that Russia is “surrounded by wolves
of imperialism, and to discuss all important matters in 20,000
Party cells would place all one’s cards before the enemy.” Stalin
won every point in the Congress. When, after the Congress, strikes
broke out and clandestine groups were discovered, dissenters were
arrested by the political police.

Thus, even before Lenin died, Stalin had developed a Party
machine which was gaining control not only of government, but
of all public organizations, and which identified its own power
with the interests of the Revolution and the nation. He had also
established, through the Constitution, a strongly centralized polit-
ical police, and had shown that in any conflict between free dis-
cussion and his concept of national security, he chose security be-
fore freedom.

When Lenin died, on January 21, 1924, Stalin took charge of
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the funeral, was prominent among the pall-bearers and, over the
protests of Lenin’s widow and some other Bolshevik intellectuals,
arranged for the mausoleum in the Red Square. Here, he diverged
from Lenin’s modesty and austerity, yet understood better than
any of the Europeanized Bolsheviks how the Russian people, still
largely peasant, would be moved by a shrine and a “saint with
incorruptible flesh.” The tens of millions of simple folk who later
passed through the mausoleum and “got strength” from the sight
of Lenin, are proof of this.

Stalin had reasons for thinking himself Lenin’s most loyal
disciple and natural heir, in spite of that “testament.” He had been
a Bolshevik twenty years, a2 member of Lenin’s central committees
for ten years, and had served directly under Lenin for six stormy
years of revolution. He could easily consider that last conflict as a
misunderstanding due to Lenin’s illness, which could have been
cleared up if Lenin had recovered. All the other leaders had had
worse clashes. Trotsky had opposed Lenin for years and only joined
him at the moment of revolution. Zinoviev and Kamenev had been
traitors in the very hour of the uprising, opposing it and giving
its details in an opposition newspaper. Lenin had forgiven them
all. Compared with their sins against Lenin, Stalin’s may well have
seemed to him trivial.

When Lenin’s will was read at a plenary session of the Central
Committee, May 4, 1924, to decide whether it should be made
known to the forthcoming Party Congress, Stalin was saved by the
alliance he had made with Zinoviev and Kamenev. Both these old
Bolsheviks feared Trotsky as a possible “Bonaparte”; they regarded
Stalin as a humbler man they need not fear. Stalin had modestly
taken the position that no single person could be Lenin’s succes-
sor, but only a committee. So Zinoviev spoke of the “harmonious
cooperation” in recent months, and was “happy to say that Lenin’s
fears had proved groundless.” He moved that the testament be not
publicized but communicated privately to chosen delegates. This
was carried by 40 votes to 10. The last serious threat to Stalin’s
growing power thus passed.

In the next few years, Stalin consolidated power. In 2 series of
critical decisions on policy, he defeated and finally drove from the
Politburo one rival after another—Trotsky, then Zinoviev and
Kamenev, then Bukharin and Rykov. Each opponent denounced
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§tahn for “despotism,” but each time Stalin swung the majori
in the Politburo and won wide popular support as well, Yet jor.xttg
the defeat of each opponent, the right of dissent was.mor;: ‘Zlnd
more challenged. By December, 1929, the Fifteenth Party Congress
declared: “adherence to the opposition is . . . incompatible g;ith
membership in the Party.” After each victory, Stalin made over-
tures to beaten opponents and took them back if they “repented.”
When Trotsky proved unyielding, Stalin proposed that he l;e
exiled from Russia. This was done. Opposition to the “Party line”
‘I‘lad thl.IS. become a crime. Yet, most individual members of various

opposmons” had “repented,” been reinstated, and were workin
on jobs that Stalin assigned. 8

. This condensed history of maneuver gives only the mechanics.
Similar maneuvers are common in politics, both in states and trade
unions. Stalin was skilled in maneuver, but that is not enough to
explain his rise or his great work. He rose, I think, througlilD two
chara.ct.eristics that all men have who are leaders, and a third char-
acteristic that only the greatest have. He had a deep sense of what
I can only call the “will of the people”; he had matchless technique
in releasing that will in action. Lastly, he had the conviction, and
was able to give it to others, that his actions carried mankind for-
ward to a better day.

When I speak of “the people’s will,” I mean something far
stronger than the choice we exercise in voting in November. I
prize my vote; I might be willing to die for some of the rights it
expresses, but I would not die for the difference between the Re-
Bubhcan‘ and Democratic candidates. Between these I might make

my Fhome,”‘ but I would not call it “my will.” Some aims exist
especially in times of crisis, for which men willingly die. They are
aims identified with collective needs, with the nation’s interest
or with a better world for the children. Such aims deserve the namé

the people’s will,” for the people will fight for them, die for
them and suffer injustice for them.

“Peace, land and bread” was such an aim in Russia when
‘t‘sard'on.l fell. Lenin expressed this aim and became the power.
Soc1a}115n.1 in one country” was such an aim in Russia of the mid-
twenties, in a people possessed of a rich but ruined country, seeing
no help in any other nation but conscious of their own collective
wealth. Stalin expressed this aim, contradicting his own past theory
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without caring, digging the aim not out of theory but out of the
will of the people, feeling his theory and conviction grow as the
people rallied. This was what smashed opposition—not mere clev-
erness in maneuver, but the closeness with which he, more than
others, sensed and voiced the people’s will. He was closer to that
will through his social origin, son of an oppressed class in an op-
pressed nation. He was close to it through years of underground
struggle, when other leaders wrote from abroad. Lastly, he was
close through his job as Party Secretary, where he daily sampled
the most energetic desires and discontents of the land.

His personal approach was modest, direct, simple; his analysis
of problems was exceptionally clear. His technique for sizing up
group opinion dates from his early days. “I recall him well,” a
veteran Bolshevik told me, “a quiet youth who sat at the edge of
the committee, saying little and listening much. Towards the end,
he would make a comment, perhaps only as a question. Gradually,
we came to see that he summed up best our joint thinking.” This
description will be recognized by anyone who ever sat in a discus-
sion with Stalin. It explains how he kept his majority, for he sized
up the majority before he laid down “the line.” Thus, his mind was
not that of the despot, who believes that orders can operate against
the majority will. But neither was it that of the passive democrat,
who awaits the vote and accepts it as final. Stalin knew that ma-
jority support is essential to sound political action; but he also
knew how majorities are made. He first probed the thought of a
group and then with his own words swung the decision as far as
he could get the majority to go.

This same technique he used with the nation. Neither Stalin
nor the Russian people knew Western techniques in voting; when
he learned of them, they did not impress him. But through all the
period in which I knew of him, he constantly heeded and took
into careful account the desires that drove men to act. All kinds
of people who made achievements in production—a milkmaid who
broke the milking record or a scientist who broke the atom—would
be invited to discuss it with Stalin and tell how and why it was
done. He “had his ears to the ground,” as American politicians put
it. Russian peasants put it poetically. “He listens even how the
grass grows,” they said. Stalin himself gave his technique of leader-
ship. “One must not lag behind a movement, for to do so is to
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become isolated. . . . But one must not rush ahead, for this is to
lose contact with the masses.” This was the aim for which he
himself—and usually successfully—strove.

A leader must not only sense the people’s will but release it
in action. Will is not static, whether in a man or a nation. It may
be damped down to despair or encouraged to great deeds. Stalin’s
ability to awaken and release will amounted to genius. I myself
had experience of this.

I had organized The Moscow News and got into such baffling
difficulties with its Russian editor that I wanted to resign and even
quit the country in despair. On a friend’s advice, I sent my com-
plaint to Stalin. His office phoned me to “come down and talk it
over with some responsible comrades.” It was put so casually that
I was thunderstruck to find myself at a table with Stalin, Kagano-
vich and Voroshilov, as well as the persons against whom I com-
plained. The small Politburo, steering-committee for the USSR,
was taking up my complaint. I was ashamed.

Stalin set me at ease by asking whether I could follow discus-
sion in Russian. Then he launched a question and let everyone
talk. He himself said less than anyone. He did not even sit at the
head of the table as chairman, but casually at one side where he
could see all the faces. At first, I was disappointed because he was
so unimposing; then I forgot it in the speed of the talk. Later, I
realized that Stalin, by an occasional word, a question here and
there, the repeating of another’s word with an emphasis, had kept
the discussion moving and to the point. As he brought out all the
views, I began to understand even the people about whom I had
complained. I had thought I wanted to resign and get away from
it. I told them that that was all I wanted. But as Stalin repeated:
“Is that all? Are you otherwise quite content?’ the desire that
had been latent awoke and I knew that what I really wanted was a
bigger, better paper which, with the new understanding arrived at,
now seemed possible. I said this, and this is what we got.

From that time, I regarded Stalin as the best committee man
I had ever met, 2 man who could bring diverse views into har-
mony with a speed amounting to genius, and awaken and encour-
age the will to act by indicating, out of many views, a correct path.
This, I think, is how he appeared to others in those early years of
the Five-Year Plan. When he later diverged from this method, then
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he broke from his own theories and from the technique by which
he first rose.

For Stalin, whatever his later practice, gave the classic expres-
sion of the danger of individual decision, unchecked by collective
thought. When Emil Ludwig, and later Roy Howard, sought to
learn how “the great man made decisions,” Stalin impatiently
replied: “With us, individuals cannot decide. . . . Experience
has shown us that individual decisions, uncorrected by others, have
a large percentage of error.” He added that the success of the
USSR came because the best brains in all arenas—science, indus-
try, farming, world affairs—were combined in the Central Commit-
tee, through which decisions were made.

This standard he, more than anyone, instilled in the Soviet
people. For he always acted “through channels” and after building
majorities. If he also acted through a centralized political police
to suppress opposition, this dualism, which to the West seems
contradictory, was not alien to the Russian thought of the late
twenties. It was the type of police to which they were accustomed,
first under the tsars and then under Lenin. For Lenin, with all his
democracy, installed the Extraordinary Commission—the Cheka—
to handle counter-revolution without due process of law. If Stalin
expanded the police function, by classing all “opposition” as
counter-revolution, only the more Westernized among Bolsheviks
objected. For everyone knew that, in building Socialism, they were
encircled by a world of foes.

In all my years in the USSR, I never heard them speak of
“Stalin’s decision” or ‘““Stalin’s orders,” but only of “government
orders” or “the Party line,” which are collectively made. When
speaking of Stalin, they praised his “clearness,” his ‘“‘analysis.”
They said: “He does not think individually.” By this, they meant
that he thought not in isolation but in consultation with the
brains of the Academy of Science, the chiefs of industry and trade
unions. Even towards the end, when men immoderately deified
him, they hailed him not as “Great Ruler,” but as “Great Teacher,”
the leader who analyzed the way. This separates him from the
despots of history, despite many despotic acts.

By this type of consultation, from the desires and brains of
millions, awakened and organized by Stalin, came “socialism in
one country,” through a series of Five-Year Plans.
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II. The Five-Year Plan

THE worrLp outside the Soviet Union first heard of the Five-
Year Plan as a wildly extravagant scheme of Moscow. We who trav-
elled the distant parts of the Soviet country saw it take form in
villages, factories, cities, provinces. We saw it grow from the need
of farmhands for a living, from the hunger of unemployed youth
to create, from the vast unexplored, unexploited resources of
prairies and mountains, public property whose owners willed to
enjoy their wealth. Then we saw the passion of these tens of mil-
lions hammered by the brains of local Communists and by the
State Planning Board into a plan to industrialize the country and
make it independent of foreign powers. ]

Not by accident was it in Soviet Central Asia that I first heard
of the Five-Year Plan. The Tashkent paper ran a seven-column
headline: You Won't KNow CENTRAL Asia IN Five YEawrs. There
followed a half-page map of the region, dotted with new construc-
tions, railroads, factories, each with the date on which it was
planned to begin and to complete it. This was the joint project
of the organizations of Central Asia, yet to be correlated in Mos-
cow’s central plan. )

The following year, I again visited Central Asia and rode on
horseback to the Pamirs, that high wild area between Russia, India
and China that is known as “the roof of the world.” Some days on
the trail beyond the railroad, I chatted with an Uzbek road-
mender. He knew three words of Russian: “road,” “automobile,”
and “piatiletka,” (Five-Year Plan). With these and with many
proud motions, he told me that the camel trail would be a road for
autos as far as the frontier, then ten days by horse. The Five-Year
Plan would do it.

A year later still, writing for the newly organi.zed.Mosco:w
News, 1 journeyed to the opening of the Turkestan-Siberian Rail-
way, May-Day, 1930. “FIRST OF THE GIANTS OF THE FIVE-YEAR PLAN
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