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A popularly written re-evaluation of the
man who shaped the Soviet Union and
modern history in critical ways. It chal-
lenges the current tide of denunciatory
oversimplification, the “immediate pur-
pose” of which, the author argues, is “to
arbitrarily establish an image so mon-
strous as to make balanced evaluation
suspect.”

Cameron attempts such an evalua-
tion, emphasizing the contradiction be-
tween Stalin’s political thinking and his
metaphysical philosophizing, between
his great practical accomplishments and
his failures as a Marxist theorist. The
book traces his career from his days as a
young romantic poet — like a young
Shelley or Byron — in his native Geor-
gia to his firm conduct of the war
against Nazi Germany.

The book examines Stalin’s early rev-
olutionary career, his role in the Rus-
sian Revolution and the Civil War that
followed it, his leadership in the era of
industrialization and collectivization,
his struggles with Trotsky and Bucharin,
and his complex relationship with
Lenin.

The book also examines Stalin’s in-
ternational policies, particularly in re-
gard to China, his political works, in-
cluding the influential Foundations of
Leninism, and the 1950 linguistics con-
troversy that produced Stalin’s “super-
structure” doctrine (still in vogue in
some Marxist circles).

The final chapter examines Khru-
shchev’s denunciation of Stalin in his se-
cret report of 1956, and especially his
treatment of the political repressions of
the late 1930’s. The book concludes
with an Appendix on Marshal Zhukov’s
evaluations of Stalin and one on dialec-
tical materialism as interpreted by Stalin
and by modern Soviet philosophers in-
fluenced by him.
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About the Author

Kenneth Neill Cameron was born in England but early moved to Canada.
He attended Maisonneuve School, Lower Canada College and McGill Uni-
versity in Montreal. In 1931 he went to Oxford as a Rhodes Scholar. In the
summer of 1934 he made a tourist trip to the U.S.S.R. From 1934—35 he
was Executive Secretary of the Canadian League Against War and Fascism
in Toronto and edited its national magazine, Action. In 1939 he received
his Ph.D. from the University of Wisconsin. From 1939 to 1952 he taught
English at Indiana University. His first book, The Young Shelley: Genesis
of a Radical (New York, 1950, London, 1951) was awarded the Macmillan-
Modern Language Association of America Prize for the best work of schol-
arship in 1950. In 1952 he came to New York to work at the Carl H.
Pforzheimer Library and published four volumes of the library’s Shelley
collection manuscripts—Shelley and his Circle (Harvard University Press,
Oxford University Press, 1961 and 1970). In 1961 he made a second trip
to the U.S.S.R., this time with his wife and daughter, and met with Soviet
scholars in his field. In 1973—paperback, 1977—he published a Marxist
history of the world—Humanity and Society: A World History (Indiana
University Press, Monthly Review Press); and in 1974, Shelley: The Golden
Years (Harvard), a study of Shelley’s later works in prose and poetry. In
1976 he published Marx and Engels Today: A Modern Dialogue on Phi-
losophy and History. In 1977 he brought out a volume of poetry, Poems
Jor Lovers and Rebels (privately printed). In 1964 he became Professor of
English at New York University and is now Professor Emeritus. In 1967 he
was awarded a Guggenheim Fellowship. In 1971 he received an honorary
D.Litt. from McGill University. In 1978 a “festschrift” volume of essays
honoring his work— The Evidence of the Imagination: Studies of Inter-
actions Between Life and Art in English Romantic Literature—was pub-
lished by his fellow scholars and former students (New York University
Press). In 1982 he was presented the Distinguished Scholar Award of the
Keats-Shelley Association of America at the convention of the Modern
Language Association of America. In 1985 he published Marxism, The
Science of Society: An Introduction (Bergin and Garvey). He has recently
completed a book on dialectical materialism and modern science. He lives
in New York with his wife, Mary Owen Cameron, a sociologist and author
of The Booster and the Snitch: Department Store Shoplifting. They have a
summer house at Gay Head, Marthas Vineyard.
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Preface

A few months ago I had lunch with a leading academic Marxist and
faculty colleague. When I told him I had just finished a book on Stalin, he
said, “Stalin! My God, every time I talk about socialism, some student
brings up Stalin—and then, what can one say?” One can say quite a lot.
One can say, for instance, that Stalin, more than any other single individual,
built the first socialist society and built it on the wreck left by imperialist
intervention and civil war. One can also say that Stalin, more than any other
single individual, was responsible for ending Nazi imperialism; in doing so,
he not only preserved socialism but helped to extend its foundations in
Eastern Europe. These are immense accomplishments, accomplishments that
place Stalin among the foremost historical figures of our century. They are,
moreover, accomplishments in the interests of humanity as a whole and run
counter to the plans of world reaction.

That a man of these accomplishments—no matter what else he did—
would be subject to a concerted campaign of vilification could have been
safely predicted. We could hardly, however, have predicted its scope. Its
immediate purpose is to arbitrarily establish an image so monstrous as to
make balanced evaluation suspect. Sometimes it employs simple fantasy,
constructing for mass consumption the vision of a power-mad dictator wan-
tonly slaughtering “millions” (from 4 to 60, depending on the estimator).
Sometimes we get the more sophisticated picture of a cunning intriguer
pushing aside the true, “democratic” socialists and installing a regime of
grey regimentation.

What truth or fragments of truth there are in these often blending pictures,
we shall try to see as we go along. What we must see at the outset is the
deeper purpose of the campaign. The purpose is already apparent in my
friend’s comment: the vilification of Stalin serves to attack the Soviet Union
and socialism, for clearly such a monster could only function in a nation
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8 STALIN

of moronic robots. As such, it becomes part of the current anti-Soviet
campaign designed to sabotage disarmament and justify nuclear holocaust.
The time has obviously come to do a little balancing-up, to try to make a
serious analysis of Stalin, not only as a historical figure but as a Marxist.
Stalin’s theoretical views, not only influenced millions during his lifetime
but are still influential, even though often unacknowledged as his. My
intention in this book is to begin that balancing-up, in regard to both Stalin
the historical figure and Stalin the Marxist theorist.




Chapter |
Prelude to Revolution

“The Russians,” Frederick Engels wrote in 1885 to the Russian revolu-
tionary, Vera Zazulich, “are approaching their 1789.” Engels was not think-
ing of a socialist but of a bourgeois revolution, a revolution like the French
Revolution led by the bourgeoisie (the capitalists and the professionals
associated with them) against a feudal state, accompanied by peasant revolts
in the countryside. Feudal tyranny had stifled Russian capitalist enterprise,
as it had stifled the French economy a century before. In 1880 Russia
produced but three million tons of coal, compared to 72 million in the United
States; in 1885 it had but 16,000 miles of railroads, compared to the United
States’ 160,000. Furthermore, the railways were owned not independently
but by the state, that is to say, by the feudal aristocracy and the tsar; most
of the coal industry was leased out to French entrepreneurs. There were at
mid-century 40 million serfs, 20 million of them on the royal estates. In
the wealthier provinces there was one doctor for each 35,000 inhabitants
and in the poorer, one for each 83,000. Only 30 percent of the population
was literate.!

In spite of all feudal efforts to the contrary, however, capitalism had begun
to develop. By 1913 Russia was producing 40 million tons of coal and 10
million tons of oil. In these conditions, a modern proletariat emerged with
startling speed and thus the situation as seen by Engels changed rapidly.
The possibility arose of not only a bourgeois revolution but a proletarian
(primarily industrial working-class) revolution.

Stalin was born Joseph Vissarionovich Djugashvili in 1879, not in Russia
proper but in the Russian colony of Georgia, a nation bordering the Black
Sea and extending into the Caucasus. A small nation between large ones,
it had been harassed for centuries by more powerful neighbors, especially
Turkey, Persia, and Russia. Invaded over the centuries by the armies of
Alexander the Great, Ghengis Khan, and Tamerlane, it became a Russian
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possession under Peter the Great. In the 19th century, with the coming of
the railways and a discovery of oil, it developed several industrial centers,
most notably Baku, the world’s leading oil center, with a population of
250,000 and Tiflis (Tbilisi), an administrative and railway center of 150,000.
When Marxist and other radical groups began to arise in the 1890s, they
were subjected to a mixture of working-class and bourgeois nationalist
influences, the latter aiming at an independent Georgian state to be ruled
by native capitalists.

Stalin’s parents came from poor peasant families and were born into serf-
dom. As a young man his father went to Tiflis and became a worker in a shoe
factory, and then moved to the village of Gori, 45 miles away, to work as an
assistant in a shoemaker’s shop. As a boy Stalin was a brilliant student and,
at his mother’s urging, applied for and won a scholarship to the Tiflis theo-
logical seminary to train for the priesthood in the Russian Orthodox Catholic
Church. The seminary, a large three-story institution with 600 students, was
split between a reactionary administration and a rebellious student body, their
rebellion rooted primarily in Georgian nationalism. The language of instruc-
tion was Russian. A rector who referred to Georgian as “a language for dogs”
was murdered by a student. In 1893, just before Stalin entered, a student pro-
test strike—among the demands was the establishment of a department of
Georgian language — had resulted in the explusion of 87 students and the clo-
sure of the seminary for a time by the police.2

In his student years Stalin achieved some local fame as a poet (a poem
of his was republished for years in an anthology of Georgian poetry). One
of his best poems, “To the Moon,” took the Promethean rebel as its theme.
(Prometheus was chained to Mount Mkhinvari in the Caucasus, a mountain
made “holy” by his suffering.) As in Aeschylus, Shelley and Byron, Stalin’s
Prometheus is viewed as the symbol of human rebellion:

Move on, O tireless one—

Never bowing your head,

Disperse the misty clouds,

Great is the providence of the Almighty.
Smile tenderly upon the world
Which lies outspread beneath you,
Sing a lullaby to Mkhinvari,
Which hangs from the sky.

Know well that those who once

Fell to the oppressors

Shall rise again and soar,

Winged with hope, above the holy mountain.
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When we recall the poems of the young Marx and those of Mao-Tse-
tung, it does not seem so strange that Stalin began his intellectual life as a
poet. Like the young Shelley or Byron (or Pushkin), he was then an idealistic,
humanitarian rebel. Soon a militant anti-clericalism superseded his religious
views, making the parallel to Shelley and Byron still closer. A reading of
Darwin’s Descent of Man and Feuerbach’s Essence of Christianity (which
had strongly influenced the young Marx) soon had him preaching atheism
to his fellow theological students.?

In 1931, the German author Emil Ludwig asked Stalin the usual question
posed to radicals: whether he was driven to radicalism by his parents’ ill-
treatment. Stalin replied:

No. My parents were uneducated, but they did not treat me badly by
any means. But it was a different matter at the Orthodox theological
seminary which I was then attending. In protest against the outrageous
regime and the Jesuitical methods prevalent at the seminary, I was
ready to become, and actually did become, a revolutionary, a believer
in Marxism as a really revolutionary teaching.

While he was still a student, then, the center of the young Stalin’s rad-
icalism shifted from Georgian nationalism to economic oppression, from a
perspective of national freedom from tsarist rule—without basic social
change —to one of social revolution. It was a change similar to that which
occurred in Mao-Tse-tung, Sean O’Casey, and other radical intellectuals
brought up in oppressed nations. One of his fellow students at the seminary
remembered that Stalin joined a rebel faction at the school that was studying
Marxism and other radical works:

Of the books read by Stalin and his comrades in those years, I recall:
The Communist Manifesto; Engels’s Condition of the Working Class
in England; Lenin’s What the “Friends of the People” Are and How
They Fight the Social-Democrats; Beltov’s (Plekhanov’s) Development
of the Monistic View of History; Adam Smith’s and David Ricardo’s
books on political economy; [M.1.] Tugan-Baranovsky; Spinoza’s Eth-
ics; Buckle’s History of Civilization in England; Letourneau’s Evolu-
tion of Property; [N.Y.] Zieber’s Social and Economic Researches of
David Ricardo and Karl Marx, and books on philosophy.

Stalin also, the same contemporary tells us, read widely in literature and
was once reprimanded for reading Victor Hugo. This interest in literature
persisted throughout his life. He was well-read in Georgian and Russian
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literature, admiring Tolstoy in particular, and also read such European writers
as Goethe and Ibsen.*

Of the works listed as read by Stalin at the seminary, four place particular
emphasis on the working class: those by Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Tugan-
Baranovsky. These indicate the direction that his thinking was taking. The
Communist Manifesto (1848) examines the social character of the working
class and projects its historical direction. Engels’s Condition of the Working
Class in England (1845) not only gives a detailed account of the early British
proletariat but stresses its power and potential (as demonstrated at the time
under Chartist leadership). Tugan-Baranovsky’s The Russian Factory, Past
and Present (1898) performs a similar service for the Russian working class.
Lenin’s pamphlet (1894) attacked reformists and liberals who “want to make
shift with darning and patching the system” and argued that the working
class must struggle against both feudalism (“the remnants of medieval, semi-
serf institutions”) and capitalism. According to Lenin, the proletariat would
organize itself, in the struggle, into a unified and cohesive social and in-
tellectual force:

The political activities of Social Democrats consist of assisting the
development and organisation of the labour movement in Russia, of
transforming it from the present state of sporadic attempts at protesting,
“riots” and strikes lacking a leading idea, into an organised struggle
of the whole of the Russian working class directed against the bourgeois
regime and striving towards the expropriation of the expropriators and
the abolition of the social system based on the oppression of the toilers.
At the basis of these activities lies the general conviction among Marx-
ists that the Russian worker is the sole and natural representative of
the whole of the toiling and exploited population of Russia.

Although Lenin speaks here of “Social Democrats,” there was at the time
no social democratic or Marxist party but only scattered groups, one of
which Lenin had himself organized in St. Petersburg. Lenin was at the time,
we might note, virtually unknown, and it seems surprising to find his work
being read in Georgia.’

The influence on Stalin of such works, particularly Lenin’s, soon became
evident. He set up Marxist study groups, not only for the seminary students
but also for the railway workers in Tiflis. Not surprisingly, he was expelled
from the seminary for his political activities, one year before he would have
been eligible for university training.

After his expulsion, the young Stalin gave up all thoughts of a career in
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the Church. He took up the hard demanding life of a professional revolu-
tionary, first among the railway workers:

I recall the year 1898, when I was first put in charge of a study circle
of workers from the railway workshops. That was some twenty-eight
years ago. I recall the days when in the home of Comrade Sturua and
in the presence of Djibladze (he was also one of my teachers at that
time), Chodrishvili, Chkheidze, Cochorishvili, Ninua and other ad-
vanced workers of Tiflis, I received my first lessons in practical work.
Compared with these comrades, I was then quite a young man. I may
have been a little better-read than many of them were, but as a practical
worker I was unquestionably a novice in those days. It was here, among
these comrades, that I received my first baptism in the revolutionary
struggle.

The year 1898 was, we might note, the year of the founding of the Russian
Social-Democratic Party. Only nine delegates attended the founding con-
vention, however, and soon thereafter virtually all the Party leaders were
arrested by the tsarist police. Lenin was already in exile in Siberia. The
struggle in which Stalin participated was then primarily a product of the
particular situation in Georgia, with its already powerful movement of rail-
way and oil workers and its seething anti-Russian nationalism. As we read
the names of workers Stalin listed—all of them now unknown—we begin
to get a sense of the extent and cohesion of this movement and, indeed of
the immensity of the coming, total Russian revolution and the numbers of
those who struggled in it at various stages of its unfolding.

We can also catch the flavor—and the fervor—of Stalin as a young
revolutionary in his articles printed at the time, articles which show deep
feeling not only for the workers but for the peasants and oppressed minorities:

The working class is not the only class that is groaning under the yoke
of the tsarist regime. The heavy fist of the autocracy is also crushing
other social classes. Groaning under the yoke are the Russian peasants,
wasted from constant starvation, impoverished by the unbearable bur-
den of taxation and thrown to the mercy of the grasping bourgeois
traders and the “noble” landlords. . . . Groaning under the yoke are the
eternally persecuted and humiliated Jews who lack even the miserably
few rights enjoyed by other Russian subjects—the right to be employed
in government service, and so forth. Groaning are the Georgians,
Armenians, and other nations who are deprived of the right to have
their own schools and be employed in the government offices, and are
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compelled to submit to the shameful and oppressive policy of Russi-
fication so zealously pursued by the autocracy.

Having begun with study groups among the railway workers, the young
Stalin turned to leaflet writing and union organizing, and, as a result he was
featured in a tsarist police report:

In autumn 1901 the Tiflis Committee of the R.S.D.L.P. [Russian Social-
Democratic Labor Party] sent one of its members, Joseph Vissarion-
ovich Jugashvili (sic), formerly a pupil in the sixth form of the Tiflis
Seminary, to Batum [an oil center] for the purpose of carrying on
propaganda among the factory workers. As a result of Jugashvili’s
activities . .. Social-Democratic organizations, headed in the beginning
by the Tiflis Committee, began to spring up in all the factories of
Batum. The results of the Social-Democratic propaganda could already
be seen in 1902 in the prolonged strike in the Rothschild factory at
Batum and in street disturbances.

In these years Stalin was sometimes known as Koba, a name he took
from a character in a romantic Georgian nationalist novel, The Patricide,
by Alexander Kazbegi. Later, about 1910, he added a last name “Stalin”
(the Russian word for steel), apparently in imitation of “Lenin,” and he
began signing articles “K. Stalin.” “J. Stalin” appeared only after the rev-
olution.”

Georgia was not only oppressed as a colony of Russia, but its people also
suffered, as did all the Russians, from the general feudal (tsarist) tyranny.
Lenin had argued that all workers should therefore concern themselves not
just with their economic struggles, but also with leading the fight against
the tyranny, for only they—and not the bourgeoisic —could lead this strug-
gle to a mass democratic solution, one beyond mere “constitutional” reforms.
This applied equally to the Georgian workers. “The working class alone,”
Stalin wrote, “is a reliable bulwark of genuine democracy. It alone finds it
impossible to compromise with the autocracy for the sake of a concession,
and it will not allow itself to be lulled by sweet songs sung to the accom-
paniment of the constitutional lute.”

In 1903 the second congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Party took
place, in London. This time 43 delegates were present, representing 26
organizations. Lenin emerged as the leader of the Bolshevik (majority)
faction, which advocated a disciplined, revolutionary party, in opposition
to the Menshevik (minority) faction. The congress took the form that it did
partly because the growing Russian working class had embarked on a mas-
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sive strike movement. In 1903 more than 250,000 workers were on strike,
including the oil and railway workers of Baku and Tiflis, many of the strikes
being political in nature and run by the Party.

In 1904 Russia declared war on Japan. A humiliating defeat precipitated
a revolution the following year against the tsarist regime. Soon 400,000
workers were on strike, peasant revolts broke out, and revolutionary councils
(“soviets” in Russian) of workers arose in Moscow, St. Petersburg (later
named Petrograd, still later Leningrad), and other cities. In Georgia the
workers seized control of Tiflis and other cities and took over part of the
railway system. By 1906 the number of strikers had gone up to a million,
the greatest strike movement in European labor history up to that time. But
the Czarist reglme weathered the storm through a combination of terrorism
and concessions, including the granting of a parliament possessed of limited
powers (the Duma).

For Stalin, the defeat contained a bitter lesson:

Who does not recall the seething, insurgent populace of Tiflis, the
West Caucasus, South Russia, Siberia, Moscow, St. Petersburg and
Baku? How is it that the lackeys of the tsar could scatter this infuriated
populace like a flock of sheep?. .. Our comrades were routed because
the December insurrection was isolated and unorganized. While Mos-
cow was fighting on the barricades, St. Petersburg was silent; Tiflis
and Kutais were getting ready for the attack when Moscow had already
been “subdued”; Siberia took to arms when the South and the Letts
had been “vanquished.” This means that the fighting proletariat was
split into groups when it met the revolution, as a result of which the
government was able to “vanquish” it with comparative ease.®

In spite of this defeat, the oil and marine workers in Baku, some 50,000
strong, declared a general strike—at a time when the rest of the Russian
proletariat was in retreat. Stalin was one of the leaders:

I recall, further, the years 1907-09, when, by the will of the Party, I
was transferred to work in Baku. Three years of revolutionary activity
among the workers in the oil industry steeled me as a practical fighter
and as one of the local practical leaders. Association with such ad-
vanced workers in Baku as Vatsek, Saratovets, Fioletov, and others,
on the one hand, and the storm of acute conflicts between the workers
and the oil owners, on the other, first taught me what it means to lead
large masses of workers. It was there, in Baku, that I thus received
my second baptism in the revolutionary struggle.
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The “practical” workers were the Party organizers inside Russia. Leon Trot-
sky, then the leader of a splinter group between the Bolsheviks and Men-
sheviks, writes scornfully in his History of the Russian Revolution of such
workers and of Stalin in particular:

Whereas Kamenev as a publicist stayed for many years abroad with
Lenin, where stood the theoretical forge of the party, Stalin as a so-
called “practical,” without theoretical viewpoint, without broad polit-
ical interests, and without a knowledge of foreign languages, was
inseparable from the Russian soil. Such party workers appeared abroad
only on short visits to receive instructions, discuss their further prob-
lems, and return again to Russia.

In spite of Trotsky’s disdain for the “practicals,” they constituted the back-
bone of the Party. Without them Lenin and the other leaders abroad would
have been talking to the air. Lenin recognized their paramount importance
and, as Stalin noted, kept up a continuous correspondence with them until
he was acquainted with the details of local work everywhere. Nor were the
practicals, as Trotsky implies, automatons who were summoned abroad
periodically to receive instructions. To judge by Stalin, Sverdlov, Molotov,
Kaganovich, Voroshilov, Ordzhonikidze, and others, they were well-read
in the Marxist classics and quite capable of working out tactical problems
for themselves. Their uhderstanding of events—as revealed, for instance,
in the first analysis, by Molotov and others, of the March 1917 revolution —
was probably more solid than that of most of those gathered around the
Geneva intellectual “forge.” True, they did not have the theoretical grasp
of Lenin, but no one else did either.
Stalin first met Lenin in 1905 at a Party conference in Finland:

It is accepted as the usual thing for a “great man” to come late to
meetings so that the assembly may await his appearance with bated
breath; and then, just before the “great man” enters, the warning whis-
per goes up: “Hush! ... Silence! ... He’s coming.” This ritual did not
seem to me superfluous, because it creates an impression, inspires
respect. What, then, was my disappointment to learn that Lenin had
arrived at the conference before the delegates, had settled himself
somewhere in a corner, and was unassumingly carrying on a conver-
sation, a most ordinary conversation with the most ordinary delegates
at the conference. I will not conceal from you that at that time this
seemed to me to be something of a violation of certain essential rules.

Only later did I realise that this simplicity and modesty, this striving
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to remain unobserved, or, at least, not to make himself conspicuous
and not to emphasize his high position, this feature was one of Lenin’s
strongest points as the new leader of the new masses, of the simple
and ordinary masses of the “rank and file” of humanity.®

The continuation of the working-class struggle in Georgia, after the rev-
olution had been hurled back in the rest of Russia, brought Stalin recognition
by the Party center. As G.K. Ordzhonikidze, later a Bolshevik leader, wrote
in remembering these events: “While all over Russia black reaction was
reigning, a genuine workers’ parliament was in session at Baku.” Stalin
was selected as a delegate to two national congresses of the Party, one in
Stockholm in 1906 and one in London in 1907, at both of which he supported
the Bolsheviks’ position against the Mensheviks in the bitter inner Party
struggles of the time. With the defeat of the revolution, some Party’leaders
and others advocated liquidating the Party, a position that both Stalin and
Lenin vigorously attacked. Others turned toward philosophical idealism, a
move countered by Lenin in Materialism and Empirio-criticism. Stalin, back
in Georgia, took a similar position to Lenin’s in this dispute also: “So-called
‘god-building’ as a literary trend and, in general, the introduction of religious
clements into socialism is the result of an interpretation of the principles of
Marxism that is unscientific and therefore harmful for the proletariat.”

Nevertheless, Stalin was aware of the desperate situation faced by the
Party at the time, and he discussed it in the style of blunt realism that was
to become his hallmark:

It is sufficient to point 10 St. Petersburg, where in 1907 we had
about 8,000 members and where we can now scarcely muster 300 to
400, to appreciate at once the full gravity of the crisis. We shall not
speak of Moscow, the Urals, Poland, the Donets Basin, etc., which
are in a similar state.

But that is not all. The Party is suffering not only from isolation
from the masses, but also from the fact that its organizations are not
linked up with one another, are not living the same Party life, are
divorced from one another. St. Petersburg does not know what is going
on in the Caucasus, the Caucasus does not know what is going on in
the Urals, etc.; each little corner lives its own separate life. Strictly
speaking, we no longer have a single Party living the same common
life that we all spoke of with such pride in the period from 1905 to
1907. We are working according to the most scandalously amateurish
methods. The organs now published abroad—~Proletary and Golos on
the one hand, and Sotsial-Demokrat on the other—do not and cannot
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link up the organizations scattered over Russia, and cannot endow
them with a single Party life. Indeed, it would be strange to think that
organs published abroad, far removed from Russia reality, can co-
ordinate the work of the Party, which has long passed the study-circle
stage.

Stalin proposed a solution:

It will be possible to unite the organizations scattered over Russia only
on the basis of common Party activity. But common Party activity will
be impossible unless the experience of the local organizations is col-
lected at a common centre from which the generalized Party experience
can later be distributed to all the local organizations. An all-Russian
newspaper could serve as this centre, a centre that would guide, co-
ordinate and direct Party activity. But in order that it might really guide
the Party’s activity it must receive from the localities a constant stream
of inquiries, statements, letters, information, complaints, protests, plans
of work, questions which excite the masses, etc.; the closest and most
durable ties must link the newspaper with the localities; acquiring in
this way adequate material, the newspaper must note in time, comment
on and elucidate the necessary questions, distil from this material the
necessary directions and slogans and bring them to the knowledge of
the entire Party, of all its organizations. ... 1

In these comments the unique strengths of Stalin begin to emerge. Just
returned at the time from exile in Siberia and still hounded by the tsarist
police, he confronted the situation realistically and looked for practical
solutions. Nor was he just following the lead of Lenin. On the contrary, he
was partly taking issue with Lenin, who was the editor of Proletary. Without
disagreeing with its general line, Stalin challenged the adequacy of a press
published abroad. Only by establishing a press within Russia and, even
more important, a strong Russian political center could the Party be built
and the workers rallied. This, he implies, could be carried on even in
conditions of tsarist terror, if proper methods were used and determination
and courage were high.

In 1910 Stalin began to see the beginning of a revival: “The state of
depression and torpor into which the driving forces of the Russian revolution
had fallen at one time is beginning to pass off.” He again pushed for a
native press, this time to include papers in all the main areas: “The Urals,
Donets Basin, St. Petersburg, Moscow, Baku.” And he now openly advo-
cated “the transference of the [leading] practical centre to Russia.” Lenin
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evidently agreed with Stalin and may have been thinking along similar lines
himself, for in 1912 he co-opted Stalin to the Central Committee of the
Party, set up a Russian bureau of four with Stalin in charge, and supported
the idea of a Russian newspaper. Stalin recorded its founding:

It was in the middle of April 1912, one evening at Comrade Poletayev’s
house, where two members of the Duma (Bokrovsky and Poletayev),
two writers (Olminsky and Baturin) and I, a member of the Central
Committee (I, being in hiding, had found “Sanctuary” in the house of
Poletayev, who enjoyed “parliamentary immunity”) reached agreement
concerning Pravda’s platform and compiled the first issue of the news-
paper.!!

When Stalin began to emerge in the early 1920s as Lenin’s successor,
observers in the outside world were astonished at the sudden rise of the
“unknown.” But, although Stalin had not been in the national or international
limelight, he had long been known within the Party as one of its leaders,
especially by the Party members in Russia. What came as a surprise to
the outside world came as no surprise to the Party—and the Party was the
center of power. Nor was this rise to power of people unknown to the
international socialist movement and others limited to Stalin. Within a few
years, in fact, the basic Party leadership was in the hands of the old “prac-
ticals,” the Party organizers who had operated within Russia under conditions
of tsarist terror.

The picture that emerges of Stalin during these years is that of a growing
Party leader devoted to the working class, a determined and courageous
revolutionary, and a staunch supporter of Lenin. First arrested by the tsarist
police in 1902, he was sentenced to exile in Siberia. Escaping and returning
to Georgia, he succeeded in evading the police for four years. There followed
once again prison, exile, and escape, and then still again; altogether he was
arrested six times and exiled six times. From the final exile, beyond the
Arctic Circle, he was released by the March revolution in 1917, and im-
mediately returned to Petrograd. It was a hard and bitter life, the dreariness
of Siberian exile graphically revealed in a passage in a letter from Stalin to
Olga Alliluyeva, the mother of the woman he was later to marry:

I received the parcel. Thank you. I ask only one thing: do not spend
money on me: you need money yourselves. I should be happy if you
would send me, from time to time, postcards with views of nature and
so forth. In this forsaken spot nature is reduced to stark ugliness—in
summer, the river, and in winter, the snow, and that is all there is of
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nature here—and I am driven by a stupid longing for the sight of some
landscape even if it is only on paper.

There is heroism and dedication in this record of Stalin’s, a dedication to
the working class which is, essentially, a dedication to humanity. If others
also showed heroism and dedication, their strengths do not detract from
Stalin’s. The Bolsheviks were magnificent people.?

In 1850, after the defeat of the 1848 revolutions, Marx discussed the
problem of the relationship of the working class to the bourgeois, anti-feudal
revolution. The workers, he argued, must not allow themselves “to form
the chorus of bourgeois democracy”; but should continue their own anti-
bourgeois struggles: “From the first moment of victory we must no longer
direct our distrust against the beaten reactionary [feudal] enemy, but against
our former allies.”

While the democratic petty bourgeoisie would like to bring the revo-
lution to a close as soon as their demands are more or less complied
with, it is our interest and our task to make the revolution permanent,
to keep it going until all the ruling and possessing classes are deprived
of power, the governmental machinery occupied by the proletariat,
and the organisation of the working classes of all lands is so far
advanced that all rivalry and competition among themselves has ceased;
until the more important forces of production are concentrated in the
hands of the proletarians.?

Lenin and other Bolshevik leaders were aware of the general parallel
between their own situation in 1905-07 and that examined by Marx. But
there were also, as Lenin noted, specific differences:

At the same time the Russian revolution was also a proletarian revo-
lution, not only in the sense that the proletariat was the leading force,
the vanguard of the movement, but also in the sense that the specifically
proletarian means of struggle—namely, the strike—was the principal
instrument employed for rousing the masses and the most characteristic
phenomenon in the wave-like rise of decisive events.!*

The main ally of the proletariat was no longer the bourgeoisie or petty
bourgeoisie, but the peasantry. Both propositions— proletarian dominance
and the role of the peasantry as main ally—were disputed by the reformist
wing of the Party, which thought of the bourgeoisie as the leader in what
they considered essentially a bourgeois revolution. Stalin sided with Lenin:
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The only leader of our revolution, interested in and capable of
leading the revolutionary forces in Russia in the assault upon the tsarist
autocracy, is the proletariat. The proletariat alone will rally around
itself the revolutionary elements of the country, it alone will carry
through our revolution to the end. The task of Social-Democracy is to
do everything possible to prepare the proletariat for the role of leader
of the revolution.

This is the pivot of the Bolshevik point of view.

To the question: who, then, can be the reliable ally of the proletariat
in the task of carrying through our revolution to the end, the Bol-
sheviks answer—the only ally of the proletariat, to any extent reliable
and powerful, is the revolutionary peasantry. Not the treacherous
liberal bourgeoisie, but the revolutionary peasantry will fight side
by side with the proletariat against all the props of the feudal system.

By the proletariat carrying the revolution through “to the end,” Stalin did
not mean the socialist but the bourgeois-democratic revolution, as he made
clear in reporting on the London congress: “That our revolution is a bourgeois
revolution, that it must end in the rout of the feudal and not of the capitalist
system, and that it can culminate only in a democratic republic—on this,
everybody seems to be agreed in our Party.”

In this struggle Stalin supported the direct seizure of the land by the
peasants; but this policy was not intended to be permanent:

True, after capitalism has sufficiently established itself in the rural
districts, division of the land will become a reactionary measure, for
it will then be directed against the development of capitalism. Then
Social-Democracy will not support it. At the present time Social-
Democracy strongly champions the demand for a democratic republic
as a revolutionary measure, but later on, when the dictatorship of
the proletariat becomes a practical question, the democratic republic
will already be reactionary, and Social-Democracy will strive to
destroy it.

“Later on,” but how much later? Clearly Stalin was envisaging a long
period during which capitalism would become “sufficiently established.”
And he implies a rather rigid division between a “democratic republic” and
“the dictatorship of the proletariat.”

In later rejecting some of these views, Stalin commented that they were
based on:
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... the premise that was accepted among Russian Marxists, including
the Bolsheviks, that after the victory of the bourgeois-democratic rev-
olution there would be a more or less long interruption in the revolution,
that between the victorious bourgeois revolution and the future socialist
revolution there would be an interval, during which capitalism would
have the opportunity to develop more freely and powerfully and em-
brace agriculture too; that the class struggle would become more intense
and more widespread, the proletarian class would grow in numbers,
the proletariat’s class consciousness and organization would rise to the
proper level, and that only after all this could the period of the socialist
revolution set in.!s

That Stalin was correct in his contention that a long-lapse theory was
current among the Bolsheviks is clear from Lenin’s Two Tactics of Social
Democracy, written in the summer of 1905:

A decisive victory of the revolution over tsarism is the revolutionary-
democratic dictatorship of the proletarist and peasantry. . .. But of course
it will be a democratic, not a socialist dictatorship. It will not be able
(without a series of intermediary stages of revolutionary development)
to affect the foundations of capitalism.

As the struggle mounted, however, Lenin began to see that the two stages
of the revolution, anti-feudal and socialist would blend more closely than
had been thought: “From the democratic revolution we shall at once, ac-
cording to the degree of our strength, the strength of the class conscious
and organised proletariat, begin to pass over to the socialist revolution. We
stand for continuous revolution. We shall not stop half way.”16

The difference in views on this issue between Lenin and Stalin reveals a
difference in degree of what we might call Marxist imagination. Stalin was
almost entirely absorbed by the immediate struggle and was not realistically
projecting a transition to a socialist revolution. Lenin, on the other hand,
possessed a continual sense of historical perspective. The socialist revolution
was real to him. To Stalin it was remote and theoretical, even though
inevitable and desirable. No doubt the more Lenin thought about it, the
more a situation of workers and peasants calmly building capitalism after
having gone through a massive anti-feudal revolution began to seem unreal.
Such a situation would, in fact, have eroded revolutionary gains and induced
social stagnation instead of further strivings toward socialism. Stalin had
clearly not thought the problem through. But the contradiction must go
deeper than this. It must indicate some general theoretical Marxist deficiency
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in Stalin in these years, despite his organizational and tactical skills. And
this, indeed, is what an examination of his works at the time reveals.

In the course of intense bourgeois nationalistic rebellion in Georgia, a
number of intellectuals turned to anarchism. Stalin answered the anarchist
arguments in a series of articles written in 1906-1907, which were later
reprinted as a separate work, Anarchism or Socialism. In it he discussed
dialectical and historical materialism, both of which had come under an-
archist attack. Although Stalin skillfully demolishes the anarchists’ mis-
conceptions, he introduces some of his own:

That in life which is born and grows day after day is invincible, its
progress cannot be checked. That is to say, if, for example, the pro-
letariat as a class is born and grows day after day, no matter how weak
and small in numbers it may be today, in the long run, it must triumph.

Stalin’s view leaves out what Lenin (and Marx) considered the essence
of dialectics, namely “the ‘struggle’ of opposites.” Applied to nature, Stalin’s
view omits or plays down the basic clash of negative and positive processes,
in matter, living matter, and life forms. Applied to society it mutes the class
struggle. Stalin, in fact, comes close to saying that all a class needs to do
in order to “triumph” is to grow. He did not, of course, really believe this,
as his organizing of the oil and railway workers showed, but he was unable
to adequately project his daily “practical” work into general theory. This
dichotomy continued in his later life.!?

We also find in this early article the germ of his future (1950) concept
of “the superstructure”:

And as, in Marx’s opinion, economic development is the “material
foundation” of social life, its content, while legal-political and reli-
gious-philosophical development is the “ideological form” of this con-
tent, its “superstructure,” Marx draws the conclusion that: “With the
change of the economic foundation the entire immense superstructure
is more or less rapidly transformed.”

Stalin, then, at this time considered “superstructure” as “ideological.” He
makes a metaphysical (abstractionist) distinction between the economic
foundation as “content” and superstructure as “form,” a concept for which
there is no basis in Marx, Engels, or Lenin.!#

The best known of Stalin’s theoretical works in this period is Marxism
and the National Question, written during a brief stay in Vienna in 1913.
The Russian empire contained many nations, including Stalin’s native Geor-
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gia, and their role in the revolutionary movement needed to be examined.
In attempting this task—sponsored by Lenin—Stalin ventured again into
general theory: “A nation is a historically evolved, stable community of
language, territory, economic life, and psychological make-up manifested
in a community of culture.” As Stalin believed that nations were first formed
by capitalism—*“The process of elimination of feudalism and development
of capitalism was at the same time a process of amalgamation of people
into nations”—he is here referring to modern capitalist states. But a Marxist
cannot, even in a brief definition, leave out the class division of such nations
or the economic foundation for this division.

True, there exist certain common psychological and other national char-
acteristics, but Marx clearly regarded them as of secondary historical sig-
nificance and the divisions as fundamental. It is primarily the divisions that
determine both the nature of life within a nation and its historical direction.
Capitalist nations, far from being economically “stable,” are, as Marx and
Engels pointed out, “anarchic” in production and racked by periodic crises.
Far from having a stable “psychological make-up,” which Stalin equates
with “national character,” they are torn apart by class in these respects as
in every other; what is called “national character” is, as the Communist
Manifesto indicates, essentially the “character” of the ruling class. And so,
too, with language and culture. It is true, for instance, that English is the
language of Britain but working-class English is very different from upper-
class English.®

Stalin, in other parts of his essay, recognized the danger of “lying prop-
aganda regarding ‘harmony of interests’” and notes other class struggle
factors but he omits such matters from his general theory and general def-
inition. His emphasis is on “the nation” as a kind of monolithic unity; and
something of this outlook has lingered on in some Marxist circles today.
We should note also that it is not true, as Stalin contends, that nations were
first formed by modern capitalism; Roman Italy was a nation and the
city-states of ancient Greece or medieval Italy were small nations. The
commercial-feudal England of Chaucer was a nation. So was the kingdom
of Lady Murasaki. Stalin, although a dedicated working-class revolutionary,
seems sometimes in these years of anti-tsarist battle to imply some admiration
for capitalism, something which we do not find in Lenin, who had a fierce,
unrelenting hatred of all ruling classes and an unremitting sense of class
struggle. Stalin’s writings in these years, although usually oriented toward
the working class and often impassioned, sometimes exhibit bourgeois at-
titudes—the result, no doubt, of the all-pervasive, bourgeois nationalism
of Georgia and the compelling fact of the anti-tsarist struggle. However,
before we emphasize Stalin’s theoretical weaknesses too strongly, we should
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note that his general level of Marxist understanding was as high as that of
any Party member at the time with the exception of Lenin. Only Lenin
seems to have achieved a truly deep and creative grasp of Marxism and
dialectical materialism.



Chapter I
Revolution and Civil War

The revolution began suddenly and spontaneously. March 8, 1917 was
International Women’s Day, a holiday observed by the parties of the Second
International. On that day the women textile workers of Petrograd (now
Leningrad) defied the ban on strikes and left their factories, calling on men
workers to join them and marching to the municipal council to demand
bread. By the next day one third of the workers in the city had joined the
strike. On March 10 the city was in the grip of a general strike. The strikers
raided the police stations in the working-class districts and disarmed the
police. On March 11 the police and soldiers opened fire; 150 workers were
shot. But even this armed assault failed to break the strike. On the contrary
itled to a most significant development: several regiments joined the strikers.

A great role is played by women workers in the relation between
workers and soldiers. They go up to the cordons more boldly than
men, take hold of the rifles, beseech, almost command: “Put down
your bayonets—join us.” The soldiers are excited, ashamed, exchange
glances, waver; someone makes up his mind first, and the bayonets
rise guiltily above the shoulders of the advancing crowd.

When the strike movement broke out, the parliament was in session; on
March 12 it was prorogued, but before dispersing, its members elected a
provisional executive committee, “to restore order and to deal with insti-
tutions and individuals.” On March 15 the tsar abdicated and this committee
announced the formation of a Provisional Government. The head of this
government was Prince G. E. Lvov, a “wealthy landowner” from “an ancient
aristocratic family.” Among its leading members were P. N. Miliukov, leader
of the Constitutional Democratic Party, the party of the Russian businessmen,
and “chairman of the central war industries committee”; A. I. Guchkov,

26
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who came from a “family of wealthy Moscow merchants” and was “prom-
inent in business as well as in municipal and national affairs”; M. T. Ter-
eschenko, a wealthy capitalist and estate owner, “chairman of the Kiev war
industries committee”; and Alexander Kerensky, a lawyer.

The ancient pattern was apparently being repeated: the masses make the
revolution and a new ruling class of exploiters takes over. This time, how-
ever, the pattern was truncated. On March 12, the day on which parliament
was prorogued, the revolt spread to Moscow. In Petrograd a meeting was
held by the members of the strike committee, which was in charge of the
general strike in the city, along with workers from the Workers Group of
the War Industries Committee (recently released from prison), Social Dem-
ocratic members of parliament and others—a total of 250—and set them-
selves up as the Provisional Executive Committee of the Soviet of Workers’
Deputies. This provisional committee called for the election of a Petrograd
Soviet (Council) of Workers” Deputies, which was to elect a permanent
Executive Committee. These deputies were to be elected by workers and
also by soldiers:

All those troops that have joined the side of the people should im-

mediately elect their representatives, one for each company. Factory

workers should elect one deputy for each one thousand. Factories with
less than one thousand workers should elect one deputy each.

Thus the working class of Petrograd, recalling 1905, established a committee
or council to represent its interests, a council which was the top of a pyramid
whose essential base was in the factories.!

When the revolution broke out, Lenin was abroad and Stalin in exile.
Stalin, returning to Petrograd a month before Lenin, took over leadership
of the Party from V. M. Molotov, until then the acting head of its Russian
Bureau, and confronted a complex situation of dual power in which the
Provisional Government faced a Soviet of Workers’, Soldiers’, and Peasants’
Deputies dominated by Menshevik and other non-Bolshevik forces. This
Soviet not only represented a network of local soviets (elected committees)
in factories, farms, districts, and regiments but also represented the Russian
people in general. Even while viewing these events from abroad, Lenin had
argued that the network of soviets represented the potential state form for
the dictatorship of the proletariat predicted by Marx and Engels. When he
arrived in Petrograd in April, he urged that the Party, even though it did
not have a majority in the Petrograd Soviet, advocate the transfer of gov-
ernmental power to it, under the slogan “All Power to the Soviets.” True,
such a government would not immediately be a socialist one, but it would
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necessarily become so as it faced the problems of economic dislocation,
peasant revolt, and the continuation of a war marked by accumulating mil-
itary disasters. Lenin put forward his ideas clearly and forcefully:

As long as we are in the minority we carry on the work of criticising
and exposing errors and at the same time advocate the necessity of
transferring the entire power of state to the Soviets of Workers’ De-
puties, so that the masses may by experience overcome their mistakes.

Not a parliamentary republic—to return to a parliamentary republic
from the Soviets of Workers” Deputies would be a retrograde step—
but a republic of Soviets of Workers’, Agricultural Labourers’ and
Peasants’ Deputies throughout the country, from top to bottom.

The army must be turned into a people’s army, all police forces must be
disbanded, and “all landed estates” must be confiscated by the soviets:
“Nationalisation of all lands in the country, the disposal of such lands to be
in the charge of the local Soviets of Agricultural Labourers’ and Peasants’
Deputies.”?

Before Lenin returned, there was considerable confusion in the ranks of
the Party, in which Stalin, as he later frankly admitted, shared (as his old
view of long-gap transition from the bourgeois-democratic to the socialist
revolution rose again to the surface):

In the conditions of struggle a new orientation of the Party became
necessary. The Party (its majority) gropingly proceeded to this new
orientation. It adopted the policy of having the soviets exercise pressure
on the Provisional Government in the question of peace, and did not
venture all at once to take any step beyond the old slogan of the
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry to the new slogan of
the rule of the soviets. This half-way policy was intended to enable
the soviets to perceive the truly imperialist nature of the Provisional
Government from the concrete questions of peace and thereby rip the
soviets loose from the Provisional Government. However, this position
was utterly erroneous, for it begot pacifist illusions, poured water on
the mill of defencism and hampered the revolutionary education of the
masses. In those days I shared this erroneous posmon with other Party
comrades, and completely renounced it only in the middle of April,
when I endorsed Lenin’s theses.

That the Party was indeed “groping” toward Lenin’s position is clear from
Stalin’s first Pravda article after his arrival in Petrograd: “The revolutionary
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Social-Democrats must work to consolidate these Soviets, form them every-
where, and link them together under a Central Soviet of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies as the organ of revolutionary power of the people.” By
“revolutionary power of the people,” however, Stalin did not mean actual,
ruling political power but, for the time being, the power of pressure upon
the Provisional Government: “The solution is to bring pressure on the Pro-
visional Government to make it declare its consent to start peace negotiations
immediately.” And he concluded his article with a call for “a democratic
republic.” By April 25, however, after Lenin’s return, he was writing:

Who shall we regard as our government: the Soviet of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies or the Provisional Government?

Clearly, the workers and soldiers can support only the Soviet of
Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies which they themselves elected.

Stalin’s growing importance in the Party was shown when at its April
Conference he was elected to the Central Committee by the highest number
of votes after Lenin and Gregori Zinoviev.?

By July the situation had become extremely dangerous. The reformist
parties in control of the Petrograd Soviet collaborated with the Provisional
Government to launch an armed attack on the Bolsheviks. Lenin, on Party
orders, went into hiding. Of the militarists who had taken over he wrote:
“These butchers are the real power.” The slogan “All Power to the Soviets,”
he argued, must now be discarded because the peaceful transition to pro-
letarian rule which it implied had become impossible. A new revolutionary
movement, aimed at gaining power by force, must be developed. No support
should be given to the existing soviets: “Soviets may, indeed are bound to,
appear in this new revolution, but not the present Soviets, not organs of
compromise with the bourgeoisie, but organs of a revolutionary struggle
against the bourgeoisie.”

It was in this situation that Stalin was asked by the Central Committee
to make the main political report to the Sixth Congress in Lenin’s absence.
His report was clear and incisive, in general following positions earlier
agreed upon in consultation with Lenin: “The peaceful period of the revo-
lution has ended. A period of clashes and explosions has begun.” But on
one point he differed somewhat from Lenin:

The fact that we are proposing to withdraw the slogan “All power to
the Soviets!” does not, however, mean “Down with the Soviets!” And
although we are withdrawing the slogan, we are not even resigning
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from the Central Executive Committee of the Soviets in spite of the
wretched role it has lately been playing.

As Stalin wrote later: “The Central Committee and the Sixth Congress
adopted a more cautious line [than Lenin], holding that there was no reason
for believing a revival of the soviets impossible.” And he added: “Subse-
quently Lenin acknowledged that the line taken by the Sixth Congress was
correct.”

During the debate on Stalin’s speech, a delegate took issue with the line
of a forceful proletarian revolutionary advance and proposed an amendment:
“To direct it [the state power] towards peace and, in the event of a proletarian
revolution in the west, towards socialism.” Stalin replied:

I am against such an amendment. The possibility is not excluded that
Russia will be the country that will lay the road to socialism. No
country hitherto has enjoyed such freedom in time of war as Russia
does, or has attempted to introduce workers’ control of production.
Moreover, the base of our revolution is broader than in Western Europe,
where the proletariat stands utterly alone face to face with the bourgeoi-
sie. In our country the workers are supported by the poorer strata of
the peasantry. Lastly, in Germany the state apparatus is incomparably
more efficient than the imperfect apparatus of our bourgeoisie, which
is itself a tributory to European capital. We must discard the antiquated
idea that only Europe can show us the way. There is dogmatic Marxism
and creative Marxism. I stand by the latter.

“Uneven economic and political development,” Lenin had written in 1915,
“is an absolute law of capitalism. Hence, the victory of socialism is possible,
first, in a few or even in one single capitalist country.” Whether Stalin knew
of this comment in 1917—he noted it in 1924 —is not clear, but even if
he did, he was certainly thinking “creatively” and, indeed, boldly in a
difficult and complex situation.

Stalin’s report gives credence to his statement that it was in 1917, fol-
lowing his experiences in Tiflis, Baku, and Petrograd, “in the society of
the Russian workers, and in direct contact with Comrade Lenin,” that he
“first learned what it means to be one of the leaders” of the Party. And it
is clear that his leadership was recognized in the Party.

One gets the impression from some accounts that the Russian revolution
was run by a small group of conspirators led by Lenin, with Stalin as a
subservient but ambitious tool, Lenin periodically issuing diktats and di-
recting matters with a political cunning that resulted in the overthrow of the
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government. The implication seems to be that if that government, led by
Alexander Kerensky, had only been a bit smarter things might have gone
the other way. In fact, of course, the revolution was a mass movement
responding to exploitation and tyranny. After its initial surge in March
1917—as a “bourgeois-democratic” revolution—it came more and more
under the dominance of the working class. In March and April, more than
2,000 trade unions were established. In July, an All-Russian Conference of
Trade Unions registered 1,475,000 workers in 976 unions. The metal work-
ers in Petrograd had 16,000 members in March, 70,000 in June, 138,000
in August.

The Bolsheviks party—later the Communist Party—which from its be-
ginnings had been predominantly working-class oriented, became the party
to which this mass of workers, new and old, turned; and the Party led them
toward the seizure of the means of production and socialism. In spite of
depictions to the contrary, the Bolshevik Party was a democratically run,
working-class party that little by little became a dominant political force.
Its power was based on nothing but the trust of the masses, a trust won by
months of struggle in the soviets, factories, unions, and streets. When the
March revolution broke out, the Party had 24,000 members; in October,
400,000. In elections in November it received nine million votes. Before
the July attack on the Bolsheviks, Pravda had a circulation in Petrograd of
100,000; in addition the Party had 41 other publications.’

Lenin was away—on orders of the Central Committee—from July to
October. In the meantime, the Party was run by the Central Committee and
other top committees, whose minutes show that Stalin was one of the five
or six top leaders. Lenin was, of course, in touch by mail with the committee.
But the minutes also show that he was not regarded as a “boss” or an oracle
but as “Comrade Lenin” (or “II’ich”), the most respected member of a
collective whose affairs were conducted democratically, usually with con-
siderable debate. In these debates Stalin again seems to have been generally
on Lenin’s side. For instance, when Lenin in September and October was
urging the necessity of insurrection and some members, notably Zinoviev
and Kamenev, disagreed, Stalin moved that Lenin’s letters be distributed to
the leading Party organizations. And when Lenin returned, Stalin supported
his position.8

Stalin, however, like Sverdlov and other leaders, was by now perfectly
able to analyze events for himself, and his writings in the period of Lenin’s
absence contain a number of interesting points either not emphasized or
viewed somewhat differently by Lenin. In August, the government was
planning a new assault, conspiring with General L. G. Komilov to invade



32 STALIN

Petrograd and crush the workers’ movement. Stalin perceived the danger
and issued a call for action:

Today when the country is stifling in the clutches of economic dis-
ruption and war, and the vultures of counterrevolution are plotting its
doom, the revolution must find the strength and the means to save it
from crumbling and disintegrating.

The “means” were indeed found, and the workers and the soviets rallied to
defeat Kornilov’s battalions.

In the struggle it became apparent to the people that the government,
which pretended neutrality, was supporting Kornilov—a perception that
seriously undermined the government. Stalin, in considering these events,
made a wry observation:

Marx attributed the weakness of the 1848 revolution in Germany
among other things to the fact that there was no strong counterrevo-
lution to spur on the revolution and to steel it in the fire of struggle.

We, Russians, have no reason to complain in this respect, for we
have a counterrevolution, and quite a substantial one. And the latest
actions of the counterrevolutionary bourgeois and generals, and the
answering tide of the revolutionary movement demonstrated very
graphically that the revolution is growing and gaining strength precisely
in battles with counterrevolution.

In later writings, looking back on the course of the revolution, Stalin
made an interesting analysis with possible implications for other revolutions:

One unique feature of the tactics of the revolution during this period
deserves to be noted. This feature consists in this: that the revolution
tries to make every, or almost every, step of its offensive look like a
defensive measure. The refusal to evacuate the army was undoubtedly
a serious offensive step of the revolution, yet this offensive was effected
under the slogan of the defence of Leningrad against a possible attack
by the foreign enemy. Undoubtedly the formation of the Military-
Revolutionary Committee was an even more grave offensive step,
directed against the Provisional Government, yet it was carried out
under the slogan of organizing Soviet control over the activities of the
district military headquarters. Undoubtedly the open passing over of
the garrison to the side of the Military-Revolutionary Committee and
the organization of a network of Soviet commissars betokened the
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beginning of an uprising, yet these steps were carried out by the
revolution under the slogan of the defence of the Leningrad Soviet
against any possible action by the counter-revolution. The revolution
seemed to camouflage its offensive steps with a smoke-screen of de-
fence, in order to draw the hesitant, vacillating elements the more
easily within its orbit.

In these months Stalin began to call for the reintroduction of the slogan
“All Power to the Soviets,” arguing that it had acquired a new significance:

Thus, “Soviet power,” proclaimed in April by a “small group” of
Bolsheviks in Petrograd, at the end of August obtained the almost
universal recognition of the revolutionary classes of Russia.

It is now clear to all that “Soviet power” is not only a popular slogan,
but the only sure weapon in the struggle for the victory of the revo-
lution, the only way out from the present situation. ...

Power to the Soviets means the dictatorship of the proletariat and
revolutionary peasantry...a dictatorship which does not coerce the
masses, a dictatorship by the will of the masses, a dictatorship for the
purpose of curbing the will of the enemies of the masses.®

When Lenin returned to Petrograd in October, he complained—according
to the Central Committee minutes—that “since the beginning of September
a certain indifference to the question of insurrection has been noticeable.”
He urged the establishment of a special committee to direct the insurrection.
The committee then set up “a Military Revolutionary Center consisting of
the following: Sverdlov, Stalin, Bubnov, Uritsky, and Dzerzhinsky,” a Party
committee to work in conjunction with the Revolutionary Committee of the
Petrograd Soviet, of which Leon Trotsky was president. On November 7,
“Red Guards and revolutionary troops occupied the railway stations, post
office, telegraph office, the Ministries and the State Bank.” The power of
state, then in the hands of the Petrograd Soviet, was handed over to the
All-National Congress of Soviets in which the Bolsheviks had a majority
of delegates. The Congress elected a Council of People’s Commissars, all
of them Bolsheviks.

The actions of the Congress were vividly recorded by John Reed in Ten
Days That Shook the World:

Other speakers followed, apparently without any order. A delegate of
the coal-miners of the Don Basin called upon the Congress to take
measures against Kaledin, who might cut off coal and food from the
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capital. Several soldiers just arrived from the Front brought the en-
thusiastic greetings of their regiments. ... Now Lenin, gripping the
edge of the reading stand, letting his little winking eyes travel over
the crowd as he stood there waiting, apparently oblivious to the long-
rolling ovation, which lasted several minutes. When it finished, he
said simply, “We shall now proceed to construct the Socialist order!”
Again that overwhelming human roar.1°

Reed brings us back to the human reality of the revolution, that human
magnificence which had impressed Krupskaya, Lenin’s wife, on her first
glimpse of Petrograd as she arrived with Lenin after years of exile, and to
a sense of mass-democratic power. It was to this that Lenin and Stalin and
the rest had dedicated their lives. This was the result of their Marxist insight
and tactical planning. This was what the meetings of the Central Committee
were all about. Reed helps to show us how petty and how wrong is the
scurrilous gossip-column approach to history, which depicts these leaders
as self-serving conspirators mad for power for power’s sake and each driven
by personal ambition. Not, of course, that personal ambitions were absent,
but they were minuscule parts of an overwhelming collective dedication to
the revolution. And the spirit in which these men met, as even the scanty
minutes reveal, was essentially one of good comradeship, in spite of some
differences between them.!!

Scarcely was the 1917 revolution concluded than civil war and armed
intervention began. British, French, and American troops invaded northern
Russia through Murmansk, and the port of Archangel was captured. British,
Japanese, and American troops occupied Vladivostok. British armed forces
seized the Georgian oil centers of Baku and Batum, where the young Stalin
had led the oil workers’ struggles. The French army occupied Odessa. Polish
forces invaded and occupied the Ukraine. In the meantime, reconstituted
tsarist armies, supported by the imperialist governments, had begun a full-
scale civil war. An army of 150,000 led by General Anton Denikin advanced
into south Russia, seizing Kiev and Kharkov. General Yudenich menaced
Petrograd. In Siberia, Admiral Alexander Kolchak, with an army of 125,000,
seized Perm and other towns, proclaimed himself Supreme Ruler of Russia,
and threatened to advance upon Moscow.

On the assumption of power by the Bolshevik government, Stalin, as a
Georgian and the author of Marxism and the National Question, had been
appointed Commissar of Nationalities. His main task, however, as with
other Bolshevik leaders, soon became that of organizing and leading the
Soviet forces against the interventionist and tsarist armies. In December
1918, Stalin and another leading Bolshevik, Felix Dzerzhinsky, were sent
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by the Central Committee of the Party—on Lenin’s motion—to investigate
the situation on the Siberian front, where the capture of Perm by Kolchak’s
forces had particularly alarmed the Bolsheviks. The flavor of the situation
and of Stalin’s work in the civil war period may be gathered from a letter
which he and Dzerzhinsky sent to Lenin from the front shortly after their
arrival:

To Comrade Lenin,
Chairman of the Council of Defence.

The investigation has begun. We shall keep you regularly informed
of its progress. Meanwhile we consider it necessary to bring one urgent
need of the Third Army to your attention. The fact is that of the Third
Army (more than 30,000 men), there remain only about 11,000 weary
and battered soldiers who can scarcely contain the enemy’s onslaught.
The units sent by the Commander-in-Chief are unreliable, in part even
hostile, and require thorough sifting. To save the remnants of the Third
Army and to prevent a swift enemy advance on Vyatka (according to
all reports from the command of the front and the Third Army, this is
a very real danger) it is absolutely essential urgently to transfer at least
three thoroughly reliable regiments from Russia and place them at the
disposal of the army commander. We urgently request you to exert
pressure on the appropriate military authorities to this end. We repeat,
unless this is done Vyatka runs the risk of suffering the same fate as
Perm. Such is the general opinion of the comrades concerned, and all
the facts at our disposal lead us to endorse it.

It is apparent from the documents published in Volume IV of Stalin’s
Works that 'he played a most important role in the civil war. He made
numerous visits to all the fronts at the request of the Central Committee,
and his reports back to them and to Lenin and others show that the same
organizational talents demonstrated in the pre-revolutionary period and in
the revolution were applied to the war situation. Everywhere he showed his
characteristic common-sense realism, unerringly pointing to key weaknesses
and proposing practical solutions. He shuttled between the eastern front,
against Kolchak, the southern front, against Denikin, and the Petrograd
front, against Yudenich. Nor was his role confined to that of organizational
specialist. It was his plan for the attack on Denikin—approved by the Central
Committee—that resulted in the final defeat of his armies and the freeing
of Kiev and Kharkov. Even when the forces of reaction might have seemed
overwhelming to an outsider, he kept a clear basic political perspective:
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The Denikin-Kolchak rear is falling to pieces, and is sapping the
foundations of the front, because the Denikin-Kolchak government is
a.government which spells bondage for the Russian people, a govern-
ment which arouses the maximum distrust among the broad strata of
the population.!2

After three years of determined, courageous struggle by the Bolsheviks,
both the interventionist and the tsarist armies were ultimately driven back
and Soviet power was re-established in the disputed areas.



Chapter I
Stalin and Trotsky

In 1922, Stalin was elected General Secretary of the Party’s Central
Committee. Lenin had suffered a stroke—he made his last report for the
Central Committee in March—and Stalin’s election meant he was now the
actual leader of the Party.

Lenin’s last major act as Party leader had been the introduction of the
New Economic Policy (NEP), which had been designed to allow sufficient
capitalist economic recovery, under working-class state control, for a pre-
socialist base to be laid. By 1924 recovery had reached a point at which
plans could be made for ending NEP and establishing this base. This prospect
precipitated a controversy with Trotsky and his followers. The controversy
was not, as it is often depicted, a personal one between Stalin and Trotsky,
but a political controversy about policy between two social groupings in the
Party, represented respectively by Stalin and Trotsky. In some of its aspects,
it was in fact, a continuation of differences between Trotsky and the Bol-
sheviks, particularly Lenin, which had begun in 1904.

Leon Trotsky (Lev Davidovitch Bronstein) was, like Stalin, about 10
years younger than Lenin. His father was a landowner in the Ukraine, owning
250 acres and leasing 200 more. (He was restrained from further ownership
by the anti-Semitic laws of the time.) The young Trotsky was sent to private
schools because few Jews were admitted to the state schools. As a student,
he was caught up in the radical ferment in the Ukraine—a mixture of anti-
tsarist, nationalist, pro-minority rights, and anti-bourgeois elements—and
helped to organize a group of about 200 students and small industry workers—
joiners, locksmiths, electricians, seamstresses—in the southern Ukrainian
port city of Nikolayev (near Odessa). As a result, he was arrested, impris-
oned, and then exiled to Siberia for four years. In 1902, he escaped, and
the following year attended the seminal Second Congress of the Russian

37
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Social Democratic Party at which Lenin put forward his concept of the
nature of the Party:

A dispute had arisen in the commission between Martov and me con-
cerning point 1 of that document. We each insisted on different for-
mulae. I proposed that a party member be regarded as one who adheres
to the Party programme, gives material support to the Party and belongs
to one of the organisations of the Party. Martov, however, thought it
sufficient if, in addition to the first two conditions, a member worked
under the control of one of the party organisations.!

The difference between Lenin’s and Martov’s views may seem unimpor-
tant at first glance, but it was basic. Martov was, in effect, proposing that
the Russian Party should be similar to those in the West European capitalist
democracies, such as Germany or Austria, namely a loose, largely parliament-
oriented party whose members could be active or inactive as they saw fit
and endlessly debate party policy. Lenin’s insistence that a Party member
be active, pay dues, belong to a Party group, and work within the framework
of the Party program implied a disciplined Party (ultimately self-discipline
in a common cause)—a Party which in current Russian conditions was
necessarily revolutionary. The “Party Program” was to be determined at
Party Congresses by the elected delegates. Members could, and did, help
to form such a program in terms of their own experience but once it was
formed, they had to abide by it as a general guide for further activity. Party
members should have as much freedom to debate as conditions allowed but
not freedom to form factions with diverse programs.

Such a party would necessarily remain comparatively small but it was
not to become a sect. On the contrary, its members were to engage in all
forms of economic, social, and cultural activity—in trade unions, social
groups, women’s groups, anti-war groups—and unite on particular issues
with other radical political parties. In 1912 the Bolsheviks elected six mem-
bers of parliament and their newspaper, Pravda, had a daily circulation of
40,000. As things turned out, it became apparent that without a close-knit
and essentially working-class party with a broad base of activity, Russia
could not have advanced beyond bourgeois democracy in 1917.

It was on this issue of the nature of a revolutionary party that not only
Martov and the Mensheviks but Trotsky as well split from Lenin and the
Bolsheviks. Within a few months of the Congress, Trotsky was condemning
Lenin as a Robespierre-like “dictator,” under whose aegis “Marx’s lion head
would have been the first to roll under the guillotine.” “I cut myself adrift
from both of the leading groups, the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks,” he
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tells us in his autobiography, and he became, in effect, an independent
radical journalist.?

In 1905, Trotsky returned to Russia, where he established a radical news-
paper, whose circulation he built up to 100,000. When the Petrograd Soviet
of some 400 delegates, elected by 200,000 workers, arose, he became its
leading member. He did so, however, not on a Party but an individual basis:
“Among the Russian comrades, there was no one from whom I could learn
anything. On the contrary, I had to assume the position of teacher myself.”
“Decisions had to be made under fire. I can’t help noting here that these
decisions came to me quite obviously. I did not turn back to see what others
might say, and I very seldom had opportunity to consult anybody; everything
had to be done in such a hurry.”

To his journalistic talents he now added those of political orator. When
the tsar issued a conciliatory manifesto, Trotsky—to the roar of a huge
crowd—crumbled it dramatically in his hand: “Citizens! Our strength is in
ourselves. With sword in hand we must defend freedom. The Tsar’s Man-
ifesto, however, .. .see! it is only a scrap of paper.” In view of the fiery
nature of his speeches and writings, it is surprising to find that his actual
“decisions” as leader of the Soviet were rather on the conservative side.
Two days after the tsar’s manifesto, he opposed continuance of the general
strike which had been the center of the revolution in Petrograd. He was
against the Soviet’s attempts to enforce the eight hour day, although he
supported the demand in itself. When the president of the Soviet was ar-
rested, and a new general strike was proposed, he spoke against it. But
when he was arrested and tried, he remained bitterly defiant of tsarist
tyranny:

What we possess is not a national governmental force but an automaton
for mass murder. ... And if you tell me that the pogroms, the arson,
the violence . . . represent the form of government of the Russian Em-
pire, then—yes, then I recognize, together with the prosecution, that
in October and November we were arming ourselves against the form
of government of the Russian Empire.*

In 1906, while in prison, Trotsky summarized his views of the “results”
of the revolution so far and the “prospects” for the future in a long essay,
Results and Prospects. “The proletariat,” he wrote, “assumes power as a
revolutionary representative of the people, as a recognized leader in the
fight against absolutism and barbaric feudalism.” It will then proceed to
“open up a new era, an era of positive legislation, of revolutionary politics.”
In this era, the proletariat’s “claim to be the recognized spokesman of the
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will of the nation may be endangered.” He noted two main “dangers,” the
first coming from the peasantry:

Two features of proletarian politics which will inevitably meet with
the opposition of the proletariat’s allies are collectivism and interna-
tionalism. The strong adherence of the peasants to private ownership,
the primitiveness of their political conceptions, the limitations of the
village horizon, its isolation from world-wide political ties and alle-
giances, are terrible obstacles in the way of revolutionary proletarian
rule.

The second “danger” to the proletariat’s union with its “allies” came from
its international working-class ties; and the two dangers were linked:

Left to its own resources, the working class of Russia will inevitably
be crushed by the counter-revolution the moment the peasantry turns
its back on it. It will have no alternative but to link the fate of its
political rule, and, hence, the fate of the whole Russian revolution,
with the fate of the socialist revolution in Europe.s

Clearly, then, Trotsky did not consider the peasants, with their “primitive”
“political conceptions,” to be “allies” of the proletariat. By “allies,” he must
mean the petty bourgeoisie and what was known as the “liberal bourgeoisie.”
The revolution was to be basically proletarian but with bourgeois and petty
bourgeois support, at least in its first phase.

Trotsky believed that Lenin’s concept of a “revolutionary-democratic dic-
tatorship of the proletariat and peasantry” was “unrealizable.” But he did
feel that the workers would “be compelled to carry the class struggle into
the villages”—as though it were not there already—and attempt to “find
support by setting the poor villagers against the rich.” This process, however,
would have largely negative results: “The peasantry as a whole will become
politically indifferent. The peasant minority will actively oppose proletarian
rule.” In his autobiography, Trotsky complained that he had been unjustly
accused of “ignoring the peasantry,” but it is clear that he did not consider
them a reliable revolutionary force.s

During the 1905 revolution, Trotsky worked with both Bolsheviks and
Mensheviks in the Petrograd Soviet. But according to his biographer, Isaac
Deutscher, he was considered “the chief Menshevik representative,” for
“even though he had resigned from the group abroad,” he joined with the
Mensheviks within Russia. Clearly he still continued to be opposed to the
kind of party that Lenin advocated as a revolutionary vehicle. In fact, even
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with his ties to the (looser) Menshevik organization in Russia he remained,
as his autobiography shows, primarily an individualistic revolutionary. It
comes as no surprise, then, to find that in the years following the defeat of
the 1905 revolution, his opposition to the Bolshevik form of party continued.
While Stalin was working out his plans for rebuilding the Party, Trotsky
was in Vienna lamenting in his paper, Lenin noted, that “the Party is ‘de-
moralized.”” Unlike some Mensheviks, Trotsky did not advocate “liqui-
dating” the Bolshevik Party but his gloomy and ambivalent position, worked,
Lenin believed, toward that end:

The convinced liquidators state their views bluntly, and it is easy for
the workers to detect where they are wrong, whereas the Trotskys
deceive the workers, cover up the evil, and make it impossible to
expose the evil and to remedy it. Whoever supports Trotsky’s puny
group supports a policy of lying and of deceiving the workers, a policy
of shielding the liquidators.”

These views of Trotsky’s were integral to a general theory of “permanent
revolution,” tentatively developed in 1906 and later (1930) elucidatcd more
fully:

While the traditional view was that the road to the dictatorship of the
proletariat led through a long period of democracy, the theory of the
permanent revolution established the fact that for backward countries
the road to democracy passed through the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Thus democracy is not a regime that remains self-sufficient for decades,
but is only a direct prelude to the socialist revolution. Each is bound
to the other by an unbroken chain. . .. The socialist revolution begins
on national foundations—but cannot be completed on these founda-
tions alone. The maintenance of the proletarian revolution within a
national framework can only be a provisional state of affairs. ... The
way out for it lies only in the victory of the proletariat of the advanced
countries. Viewed from this standpoint, a national revolution is not a
self-contained whole; it is only a link in the international chain. The
international revolution constitutes a permanent progess, despite tem-
porary declines and ebbs.

In 1914, in a general attack on Trotsky, Lenin wrote of “his absurdly left
‘permanent revolution’ theory.” Although Lenin does not specify what he
means, from the rest of his article it appears that, for one thing, he felt the
theory implied skipping the necessary stage of the democratic alliance of
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the proletariat with the peasantry. Lenin seems to be arguing that Trotsky
would substitute a “proletarian dictatorship” for that alliance, jumping ahead
to socialism before the groundwork was properly laid for it. Thus, although
the theory sounded “left,” in application it would lead to disaster. And Lenin
may have felt that the same could be said of Trotsky’s dependence on
revolutionary aid from abroad.®

Trotsky’s theory is, of course, based ultimately on Marx’s “permanent
revolution” concept of 1851, but it deviates in at least one major respect
from the thinking of Marx (and Lenin) on the subject. Marx and Lenin
considered the dictatorship of the proletariat itself to be a democracy, a mass
democracy of the proletariat and its allies, a dictatorship only in that it
suppresses the still-existing remnants of the old exploiting classes. Trotsky,
however, presents it as a dictatorship and nothing else, a dictatorship which
is both preceded and followed by “democracy.” But what kind of democracy?
Bourgeois democracy or proletarian democracy? Although the word for both
phenomena is the same, they are clearly very different entities as depicted
by Marx and Lenin. Proletarian democracy is the democracy of a non-
exploited working mass, bourgeois “democracy” a state with minor conces-
sions for the still economically exploited masses overlying a basic mass
oppression. Trotsky, however, uses “democracy” as an undifferentiated ab-
straction and contrasts it with the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Nor is such non-Marxist language and thinking restricted to Trotsky’s
theory of permanent revolution. It occurs throughout his works but is es-
pecially noticeable whenever he ventures into the realm of general theory.
For instance, in his History of the Russian Revolution, he discusses what
he calls “the law of uneven and combined development”—a “law” not to
be found in Marx. Trotsky contrasts the limitations of feudalism with cap-
italism: “Capitalism means, however, an overcoming of those [feudal] con-
ditions. It prepares and in a certain sense, realizes the universality and
permanence of man’s development.” What “man,” of what class (or sex)?
What “development”? What is the “universality” and “permanence” which
is bestowed upon “man” by a social system of exploitation, oppression, and
war, a system which has never embraced all nations, and which, according
to Marx, is doomed to destruction after a comparatively short historical
existence?

Trotsky writes—here and elsewhere—like a bourgeois historian and a
pretentious one at that. And often, as in both the “permanent revolution”
theory and the “uneven and combined development” theory, we find concepts
which at first reading may sound revolutionary, but on reflection turn out
to be rather woolly rhetoric shrouding impractical and even dangerous pro-
posals. What does it mean, for instance, to say that “Each [“democracy”]
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is bound to the other by an unbroken chain”? Does it mean anything at all?
Or similarly with the concept of a “national revolution” being but “a link
in the international chain.” If this is not simply a truism, it means that a
national revolution cannot alone advance to socialism and, hence, is a
concept with reactionary implications.®

In 1914, when World War I broke out and the socialist parties in Western
Europe renounced their previous anti-war declarations and supported “their
own” governments, the Bolshevik members of the Russian parliament de-
nounced the war. They were promptly exiled to Siberia. Although the Men-
sheviks wavered on the issue, Trotsky stood firm and formed a kind of de
facto anti-war union with the Bolsheviks. When a mixed group of revolu-
tionary socialists and pacifists met at the Swiss village of Zimmerwald in
1915, he served as an intermediary between the various outlooks and drew
up a compromise manifesto:

Never in the history of the world has there been a more urgent, a more
noble, a more sublime task, the fulfillment of which must be our
common work. No sacrifice is too great, no burden too heavy, to attain
this end: the establishment of peace among nations.

Although the manifesto was rather general and did not include the Bolshevik
demand to “turn the imperialist war into civil war” it was sufficiently anti-
imperialist for Lenin to sign it with a statement of dissent on some issues.'?

The March 1917 revolution found Trotsky in New York—which he de-
scribed as a city “of capitalist automatism, its streets a triumph of cubism”—
and his return to Russia was held up by detention in Halifax. When he did
return in May he supported, in part, the Bolshevik position, declaring to
the Petrograd Soviet:

I think that the next step should be the handing over of all power to
the Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies. Only with authority
concentrated in one hand [i.e., in the Soviet] can Russia be saved.
Long live the Russian Revolution as the prologue to the world revo-
lution.

Lenin suggested that Trotsky join the Bolsheviks. Instead he started his own
newspaper, organized his own group, and proposed that a new revolutionary
party be formed. In June, Trotsky had a group of 10 in the national soviet—
to the Bolsheviks’ 105 and the Mensheviks’ 248.

In July, after the workers’ demonstration had been drowned in blood by
the authorities and a warrant was out for Lenin’s arrest, Trotsky joined forces




44 STALIN

with the Bolsheviks, declaring in an open letter to the provisional govern-
ment:

I agree with the main thesis of Lenin, Zinoviev, and Kamenev, have
advocated it in the journal Vpered and in my public speeches. . .. The
fact that I am not connected with Pravda and am not a member of the
Bolshevik Party is not due to political differences, but to certain cir-
cumstances in our party history which have now lost all significance.
... From all that I have said, it is clear that you cannot logically exclude
me from the warrant of arrest which you have made for Lenin, Ka-
menev, and Zinoviev.

As a result of his position, Trotsky was arrested and was not released until
September.

While he was in prison he was elected to the Central Committee of the
Bolshevik Party and shortly after his release was elected president of the
Petrograd Soviet. In November he played a leading part in the insurrection
in Petrograd, as Stalin noted at the time: “All practical work in connection
with the organization of the uprising was done under the immediate direction
of Comrade Trotsky.” Trotsky, however, was clearly able to do this only
because he had joined the Bolshevik Party and had its organization at his
disposal. If he had remained with his own small group he would have been
virtually powerless. And as Stalin also pointed out, he worked not primarily
as an individual but under general Party direction. It was the Party leaders,
especially Lenin, who decided on the insurrection and outlined the form it
would take.!

When the revolutionary government was set up, Trotsky was appointed
Commissar of Foreign Affairs. As such, one of his first tasks was to negotiate
a peace treaty with the German government. On this question a controversy
arose in the Bolshevik ranks. Nikolai Bukharin, then the editor of Pravda
and a member of the Central Committee of the Party, was opposed to a
peace treaty, urging a “revolutionary war” against Germany on the grounds
that the “Russian revolution will either be saved by the international pro-
letariat or it will perish under the blows of international capital.” Lenin,
realizing the weakness of the Russian armies after three years of devastating
defeats, urged the immediate signing of a treaty. Trotsky, who conducted
the actual negotiations with the Germans, hoped, like Bukharin, for a rev-
olution in Western Europe. He advanced the ambiguous proposal “Neither
war nor peace,” a proposal of which the German government promptly took
advantage to continue its advances and seize the Ukraine.

Lenin then insisted on the signing, and commented:
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Trotsky’s tactics were correct as long as they were aimed at delaying mat-
ters; they became incorrect when it was announced that the state of war
had been terminated but peace had not been concluded: I proposed quite
definitely that peace be concluded. We could not have got anything better
than the Brest peace. It is now clear to everybody that we would have had
a months respite and that we would not have lost anything.

Stalin,with his usual blunt realism, supported Lenin:

... if we accept the slogan of a revolutionary war we shall be playing
into the hands of imperialism. Trotsky’s position cannot be called a
position at all. There is no revolutionary movement in the West. There
is no evidence of a revolutionary movement. It exists only in poten-
tial. ... 12

During the Civil War Trotsky became Commissar of War, and his gen-
eralship sometimes ran into opposition in the Party’s Central Committee,
particularly from Stalin, who held him responsible —among other things—
for the initial retreat of the Bolshevik forces before Denikin’s armies. In his
autobiography Trotsky depicted his leadership as outstanding and claimed
that it was recognized as such by Lenin (particularly in an unpublished
speech). Whatever his merits as a commander, however, it is clear that he
continued to work in his old individualistic style, and he viewed the op-
position to him in personal rather than political terms:

It is no wonder that my military work created so many enemies for
me. I did not look to the side, I elbowed away those who interfered
with military success, or in the haste of the work trod on the toes of
the unheeding and was too busy even to apologize. Some people
remember such things. The dissatisfied and those whose feelings had
been hurt found their way to Stalin or Zinoviev, for these two also
nourished hurts. '

In late 1920 Lenin came into conflict with Trotsky and Bukharin on the
role of the trade unions in Soviet society. Trotsky had argued that in order
to increase production, the trade unions should become actual organs of
governmental power, have an appointed and not an elected leadership, and
control up to two-thirds of the Councils of National Economy. This plan
would, Lenin argued, establish a stultifying army-like bureaucracy and, in
fact, place top state control in the hands of Trotsky and his group, for they
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were to do the appointing. “Bureaucratic project-hatching,” Lenin termed
it. “This is a perfect example of bureaucracy! Trotsky and Krestinsky will
select the ‘leading personnel” of the trade unions!” Furthermore a plan such
as Trotsky’s would result in “destroying the need for the Party” and, for
this and other reasons, perhaps undermine socialism itself: “be fatal to the
Soviet government, for the dictatorship of the proletariat.” The episode
shows that Trotsky’s statement that his past opposition to the Bolsheviks
had “lost all significance” as a result of the revolutionary struggle was not
true. His old underestimation of the need for a disciplined revolutionary
party and its collectivist style of work clearly lay behind his suggestion. ¢

In 1923, when Lenin was ill, Trotsky launched a partly justified attack
on growing bureaucracy in the Party—which had disturbed Lenin, too. He
also launched an attack on “the opportunistic degeneration of the Old Guard”
(i.e., the central leadership)—which was an attempt to split the Party. The
following year a major struggle broke out between the Trotskyites and the
Party leadership, centering on the possibility of building socialism in one
country. “The contradictions,” Trotsky wrote, restating his old argument,
“inherent in the position of a workers’ government functioning in a backward
country where the large majority of the population is composed of peasants,
can only be liquidated on an international scale, in the arena of a worldwide
proletarian revolution.” “What,” Stalin asked in reply, “is to be done if the
world revolution is postponed? What, then, are the prospects for our rev-
olution? Trotsky leaves us with no prospects at all! He sees ‘the contradiction
...in the position of a workers’ government,” contradictions which ‘can
only be liquidated...in the area of a worldwide proletarian revolution.’
According to this plan, our revolution is to stew in its own contradictions,
and to rot as it stews, while awaiting the advent of the world revolution.”

Trotsky, although denying at the time (in rather ambiguous language) that
he was against a practical move towards socialism, really was not convinced
of its feasibility. This is clear from a comment he made four years later, in
1928, while in exile:

We have today a “theory” which teaches that it is possible to build
socialism completely in one country and that the relations of that
country with the capitalist world can be established on the basis of
“neutralizing” the world bourgeoisie (Stalin). The necessity to call for
a [socialist] United States of Europe falls away, or is at least diminished,
if this essentially national-reformist and not revolutionary-internationalist
point of view is adopted. But this call is, from our viewpoint, important
and vitally necessary because it implies a condemnation of the idea of
an isolated socialist development. For the proletariat of every European
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country, even more so for the USSR...it will be most necessary to
spread the revolution to neighboring countries and to support insur-
rections there, arms in hand, not out of any abstract considerations of
international solidarity...but because of those vital considerations
which Lenin formulated hundreds of times—namely when he argued
that without timely aid from the international revolution, we shall be
unable to hold out.'s

Trotsky’s argument is clearly both impractical and dangerous. If the still-
weak Soviet republic had in the 1920s attempted intervention in Europe
“arms in hand,” it would have been overthrown by the capitalist powers;
failure to build socialism would have strengthened the internal capitalist
forces that had thrived under the NEP and perhaps resulted in the restoration
of capitalism. Nor was the Party policy in any sense “reformist.” It was
aimed not at reforming capitalism but building socialism. And to “call for”
a socialist Europe would not have been “revolutionary-internationalism” but
simply talking into the wind. The common argument that Trotsky was
“internationalist” and Stalin “nationalist” is, then, essentially false. Trotsky’s
internationalism, like other of his views, sounds very revolutionary. When
one penetrates the rhetoric, however, it is seen to be not only impractical
but potentially harmful to the cause of socialism. Although Lenin had felt
in 1906 that the success of a “socialist revolution” would be “almost hopeless
for the Russian proletariat alone,” by 1915 he had reversed his position on
this point. In the last years of his life he wrote extensively about socialist
construction. '

A second argument with Trotsky arose on the nature of the Russian
revolution. Trotsky, for instance, had written:

The April demonstration, which took a more leftward trend than had
been expected, was a kind of scouting expedition which was intended
to sound the state of mind of the masses and the relationship of the
masses to the majority of the soviets.

Stalin replied:

This naive conception of the political tactics of our party is nothing
but a confusion between the ordinary tactics of the military arm and
the revolutionary tactics of the bolsheviks.

As a matter of fact, all these demonstrations were the outcome of
the spontaneous pressure of the masses who swarmed into the streets
in order to demonstrate their indignation against the war. ...
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The political army is not the regular army. The military chief goes
to the wars with readymade troops; but the party has to recruit its men
during the struggle in the course of the clashes betwixt class and class,
slowly, while the masses become aware by their own experience of
the truth of the slogans and the correctness of the policy launched by

the party.!?

The difference in viewpoints is that between an individualist revolutionary
without firm Party connections and a practical Party worker who had, as
part of a collective effort, built a revolutionary movement. Even later when
he got into the thick of things, Trotsky showed little sense of the need to
build a movement step by step, in consultation with his comrades and guided
by organized Party work. This journalist-observer outlook is apparent also
in his massive History of the Russian Revolution, valuable though it is for
its vivid depiction of events. 8

In 1926 Trotsky and others formed a faction within the Party, known as
a “joint opposition.” In 1927 this faction issued a platform against what it
called “the representatives of the new bourgeoisie” and their “revisionist
tendencies™—respectively, the core of the Party leadership and the Party
platform of socialist industrialization. One of the key planks in the oppo-
sition’s platform was the immediate collectivization of agriculture: “trans-
forming a small-scale production into large-scale collective production.”
Stalin and the other main Bolshevik leaders, although in favor of collectiv-
ization, argued that it could not be successfully accomplished until the
industrial base had been further built, a base which could, among other
things, produce tractors. To attempt mass collectivization too early would,
Stalin argued, create “civil war in the countryside” at a time when “peace”
was needed there if industrialization was to succeed. The policy being
followed was, he stated, one of increasing farm cooperatives and continuing
with gradual collectivization.

That Stalin had the Party membership solidly behind him in this contro-
versy with Trotsky and his group is shown by a 1927 Party referendum in
which the Trotskyist program was defeated by 725,000 votes to 6,000. In
view of Trotsky’s contentions, the vote is surprising in showing how tiny
the “opposition” forces were in reality. They were but a small —although
vehement—faction, disowned by the mass of the Party and fighting for a
platform that was obviously impractical and objectively reactionary. To
represent the struggle, in 1927 or before, as one between a sinister, ma-
neuvering Stalin and a brilliant, idealistic Trotsky with roughly equal influ-
ence within the Party not only smacks more of melodrama than political
reality but is a complete misrepresentation. Stalin had the Party membership
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solidly behind him, and he had it not through maneuvering but because his
socialist-construction policies had gained him wide working-class and Party
support. In essence, he won because he was right."”

During the 1927 conflicts, Trotsky brought up documents written by Lenin
in his final illness which showed that Lenin was attempting to oust Stalin
as General Secretary of the Party. The most famous of these, Lenin’s so-
called “testament,” had been made known to delegates for the Thirteenth
Congress of the Party in 1924:

Stalin is too rude and this defect, although quite tolerable in our midst
and in dealings among us Communists, becomes intolerable in a Sec-
retary-General. That is why I suggest that the comrades think about a
way of removing Stalin from that post and appointing another man in
his stead who in all other respects differs from Comrade Stalin in
having only one advantage, namely, that of being more tolerant, more
loyal, more polite and more considerate to the comrades, less capri-
cious, etc.

In another note of the same period (December 1922) Lenin wrote of “Stalin’s
haste and his infatuation with pure administration.” In other notes he ex-
pressed worry that the Party was becoming bureaucratic, and in addition to
removing Stalin as General Secretary he proposed that the Central Committee
add 50 to 100 workers to its ranks and that these “must be mainly workers
of a lower stratum than those promoted in the last five years to work in
Soviet bodies; they must be people closer to being rank-and-file workers
and peasants....” Stalin consequently offered to resign but the Central
Committee refused to acccept his resignation.?

In 1919 Stalin, then Commissar of Nationalities, was also made Com-
missar of the Workers” and Peasants’ Inspectorate, an organization created
by Lenin to have teams of workers and peasants inspect government func-
tioning in order to check corruption and bureaucracy. This method of mass
democratic control embodied the essence of Lenin’s concept of how a pro-
letarian state should function. The fact that he appointed Stalin as its director
shows his faith in him—as he testified in 1922 when Stalin’s control of
two commissariats was questioned.

We are [Lenin wrote] solving these problems, and we must have a
man to whom any representative of the nationalities may come and
discuss matters at length. Where are we to find such a man? I think
that even Preobrazhansky could not name anybody else but Comrade
Stalin.
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The same is true of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Directorate. The
work is gigantic. But to handle the work of investigation properly, we
must have a man of authority in charge, otherwise we shall be sub-
merged in petty intrigues.

In 1923, however, shortly after Stalin resigned from the Inspectorate,
Lenin launched a forthright attack on it: “Everybody knows that a more
badly organized institution than the Workers” and Peasants’ Inspection does
not exist.” Not only was it beset with “the mustiest routine,” but it had tried
to take bureaucratic shortcuts instead of engaging in patient, mass education:

We must follow the rule: “A smaller number, but better quality.” We
must follow the rule: “It is better to get good human material in two
years, or even in three years, than to work in haste without hope of
getting any at all.”

Lenin suggested that the Inspectorate unite with the Central Control Com-
mission and that “seventy-five to one hundred workers and peasants” be
elected as members of the new organization.2!

That the Inspectorate could ever have worked, given the state of the
inherited bureaucratic apparatus, is doubtful, and the degree of Stalin’s
responsibility for its failures is not clear. But Lenin’s open attack, regardless
of his motive, could not but serve to undermine Stalin’s authority as General
Secretary and hence disrupt the Party.

Another reason for Lenin’s dissatisfaction with Stalin was Stalin’s han-
dling of a nationalist movement in his native Georgia led by an old Party
member, P. G. Mdivani. Stalin felt that Mdivani’s group had bourgeois
nationalist tendencies. He handled them, as one of them complained, “with
the heavy club of the Center’s authority.” Lenin argued that in matters
involving the national question one should always tread carefully, avoiding
the “Russian frame of mind,” and: “In this case it is better to overdo rather
than underdo the concessions and leniency towards the national minorities.”
He sent a note to Mdivani and others: “I am following your case with all
my heart. | am indignant over Ordzhonikidze’s rudeness and the connivance
of Stalin and Dzerzhinsky. I am preparing for you notes and a speech.” He
asked Trotsky to intervene and take matters out of Stalin’s hands: “It is my
earnest request that you should undertake the defence of the Georgian case
in the Party [Central Committee]. This case is now under ‘persecution’ by
Stalin and Dzerzhinsky, and I cannot rely on their impartiality.”2

In December 1926, under attack by Trotsky, Stalin admitted that Lenin
had “rebuked me for conducting too severe an organizational policy towards

|
|
|
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the Georgian semi-nationalists, semi-Communists of the type of Mdivani.”
But he stuck to his original position:

Subsequent events showed that the “deviationists” were a degenerating
faction of the most arrant opportunism. Let Trotsky prove that this is not
so. Lenin was not aware of these facts, and could not be aware of them,
because he was ill in bed and had no opportunity to follow events.

In the midst of the controversy Stalin may well have recalled some com-
ments he made in 1921 at a conference of Azerbaijan and other non-Russian
communists:

In the history of the development of Russian communism, the struggle
against the nationalist deviation never played an important part. Having
been in the past the ruling nation, the Russians, including the Russian
Communists, did not suffer national oppression, did not, generally
speaking, have to deal with nationalist tendencies in their midst, except
for certain moods in the direction of “dominant-national chauvinism,”
and therefore did not have to overcome, or hardly had to overcome,
such tendencies.

Stalin apparently felt that Lenin, as “a Russian Communist,” had an insuf-
ficient grasp of the dangers of bourgeois national tendencies among the non-
Russian people of the state. Lenin’s position was based on what Stalin
perhaps considered an overly liberal interpretation of the New Economic
Policy in regard to the national republics. For instance, Lenin wrote to the
Georgian and other non-Russian communists in 1921:

Make the utmost, intense and speedy economic use of the capitalist
west by means of a policy of concessions and commercial intercourse.
Oil, manganese, coal (Tkarcheli mines), copper—such is the far from
complete list of enormous mineral wealth. There is every possibility
of widely developing a policy of concessions and commercial inter-
course with foreign countries.

When the union of the soviet republics was first contemplated, Lenin
favored giving “equal basis” governmental power to all republics. Stalin
rejected the suggestion categorically:

Lenin’s correction to paragraph 2, proposing to create along with the
Central Executive Committee of the Russian Republic, a Central Ex-
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ecutive Committee of the Federation, should not, in my opinion, be
adopted. The existence of two Central Executive Committees in Mos-
cow, one of which will obviously represent a “lower house” and

the other an “upper house,” will give us nothing but conflict and
debate.?

Looking back on events at the time and their subsequent history it appears
that Stalin was right and Lenin wrong on these matters, including that of
the Mdivani group. They were apparently a bourgeois nationalist faction in
the Communist Party of Georgia; in 1928 Mdivani was expelled. Further-
more, even if Lenin had been right, his actions cannot be condoned. If he
was in disagreement with Stalin, he should have taken the matter up officially
with the Central Committee or Political Bureau and not attempted to un-
dermine the position of the Party Secretary. He seems to have become
convinced that Stalin’s method of work would harm the Party; but he
was also disturbed by Trotsky’s “excessive self-assurance” and “non-
Bolshevism,” both of which he noted in his testament.

Just what Lenin meant by “non-Bolshevism” is not spelled out but it must
include Trotsky’s long years of opposition to the Bolsheviks—which some
certainly held against him—and probably also to his individualistic, non-
collectivist style of work. As Lenin had previously strongly supported Stalin,
when Stalin was just as “rude” as he was later, his emphasis on Trotsky
was perhaps influenced by his illness and his isolation from Party affairs.
The sequence of events may be significant: on December 13 and 16 (1922),
Lenin suffered further strokes; on December 22, Stalin abused Lenin’s wife,
Krupskaya, on the telephone for having taken down a letter from Lenin to
Trotsky; on December 23, Lenin dictated his “testament”; 10 days later, he
added a further note on Stalin. Whatever the reasons for Lenin’s behavior,
however, subsequent events—including the joint opposition platform—
certainly showed that he was seriously wrong in considering Trotsky for
General Secretary.?

Stalin—"rude,”— sometimes bureaucratic and limited as a Marxist theor-
ist—had a realistic plan for the construction of socialism, and he approached
the task with determination, courage, and skill. For all his faults he was
the best of the Party leaders available. And this was the opinion of the
majority. of the Party. Stalin’s report and reply to the discussion at the
Thirteenth Congress in 1924 show that he had the Party’s confidence.

Though he doubtless sometimes felt the ill Lenin troublesome in these
final, trying years, there cannot be any doubt of Stalin’s general devotion
to Lenin or of his admiration of his intellectual depth and political daring,
sometimes almost to the point of awe. No doubt Stalin sincerely felt himself
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to be, as he contended, a “pupil” of Lenin’s and believed that he was
continuing Lenin’s work, both in the construction of socialism and in the
realm of political theory. His eulogy, “On the Death of Lenin,” is sincere
and powerful:

Scores and indeed hundreds of times in the course of the centuries the
labouring people have striven to throw off the oppressors from their
backs and to become the masters of their own destiny. But each time,
defeated and disgraced, they have been forced to retreat, harbouring
in their breasts resentment and humiliation, anger and despair, and
lifting up their eyes to an inscrutable heaven where they hoped to find
deliverance. The chains of slavery remained intact, or the old chains
were replaced by new ones, equally burdensome and degrading. Ours
is the only country where the oppressed and downtrodden labouring
masses have succeeded in throwing off the rule of the landlords and
capitalists and replacing it by the rule of the workers and peasants.
You know, comrades, and the whole world now admits it, that this
gigantic struggle was led by Comrade Lenin and his Party. The great-
ness of Lenin lies above all in this, that by creating the Republic of
Soviets he gave a practical demonstration to the oppressed masses of
the whole world that hope of deliverance is not lost, that the rule
of the landlords and capitalists is shortlived, that the kingdom of labour
can be created by the efforts of the labouring people themselves, and
that the kingdom of labour must be created not in heaven, but on
earth.>



Chapter IV
Foundations of Leninism

During these years Stalin produced several theoretical works, the most
important of which, Foundations of Leninism (1924), sold in millions of
copies throughout the world. In it he tried to express some of Lenin’s basic
concepts in compact form. The strengths and weaknesses of the study are
clear in the first chapter. Stalin begins with an analysis of Lenin’s views of
imperialism, the essence of which he sees in the concept of world capitalism
being directed (and ultimately being destroyed) by three major “contradic-
tions”:

First Contradiction. The conflict between labour and capital. . . . Sec-
ond Contradiction. The conflict between the various financial groups
and the different imperialist powers in their competition for control of
the sources of raw material, for foreign territory. . .. Third Contradic-
tion. The conflict between the small group of dominant “civilised”
nations, on the one hand, and the hundreds of millions of persons who
make up the colonial and dependent peoples of the world, on the other.

In such passages Stalin performs a service for Lenin which Lenin failed
to do for himself, namely to put his general ideas in succinct form. In doing
so, he often, as here, adds creatively to Lenin. The three “contradictions”
he lists clearly still govern the movement of world capitalism and his dis-
cussion of them provides an invaluable framework for understanding world
events.

Stalin then goes on to ask why Leninism originated in Russia. He answers
that it was because Russia was “the focus of the three great contradictions
...the only land ready to solve the three contradictions by means of rev-
olution.”
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First of all, every kind of oppression—capitalist, colonial, and mil-
itary—was rife in tsarist Russia. ...Secondly, tsarist Russia was a
huge reserve force for western imperialism. . . . Not only did it welcome
the entry of foreign capital ... [but it provided] millions of soldiers to
fight the battles of the western imperialists . . . it was also the agency
through which the western imperialists collected from the Russian
population the huge sums of interest that were payable upon loans
floated in Paris, London, Berlin, and Brussels. . . . Finally, tsarism was
the faithful ally of the western imperialists in the partitioning of Turkey,
Russia, China, etc.

“The logical deduction,” Stalin continues, “is that any one who wanted to
strike a blow at tsarism must perforce strike a blow at imperialism. . .. That
was why an anti-tsarist revolution could not fail to develop into an anti-
imperialist revolution, into a proletarian revolution.” As a result of these
factors “the Russian communists” could not “confine their activities within
the narrow framework of a purely Russian revolution. .. . They had to carry
the struggle into the international arena; to lay bare the plague-spots of
imperialism. . .. That is why Russia was the birthplace of Leninism.”!
True, Stalin notes that “every kind of oppression...was rife in tsarist
Russia,” and notes also—in Lenin’s phrase—that “tsarism” was “feudal-
militarist imperialism.” But he seems rather protective of the old Russia,
depicting it as a pawn in the hands of “western imperialism,” a “faithful
ally” or a “watchdog.” Even the exploitation of the Russian people seems
to have come largely from Western imperialism, and the revolution which
they created was directed first against tsarism and then against “imperialism”
(again presumably essentially “western”). In Stalin’s view, 1917 was an
“anti-imperialist revolution,” which he equates with a “proletarian revolu-
tion.” It was out of this situation that Leninism arose and because of it
became a doctrine with international (not merely Russian) application.
This explanation, however, is superficial and confused. Lenin’s views did
not arise because tsarist Russia was exploited by Western imperialism but
because of its basic nature, namely a feudal state with a massive exploited
peasantry in which industrial capitalism was developing rapidly, creating
both a capitalist class and a working class. Both classes were suppressed
by the feudalists and denied political rights until 1907 when the capitalist
class received some parliamentary power. The working class bore a double
burden of tsarist oppression and capitalist exploitation. Hence the social
philosophy of a Russian working-class party had to be revolutionary, in
contrast to those in “democratic” Western Europe, which were reformist.
And Leninism had special significance for the colonial world because it was
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a consistent development of Marxism in a nation that had within its borders
oppressed nations (such as Georgia).

The fact that the Russian revolution had to go through an anti-feudal stage
before it could overthrow capitalism meant that Leninism had to develop
an anti-feudal as well as an anti-capitalist strategy. This latter strategy, with
its doctrine of soviet power, contained the essence of the anti-capitalist
revolution everywhere. The anti-feudal strategy contained elements appli-
cable also in the anti-feudal, anti-imperialist struggles in oppressed nations.
Clearly, however, the November revolution was not basically an “anti-
imperialist revolution” but an anti-capitalist, proletarian revolution even
though it contained anti-imperialist clements. And a primarily anti-impe-
rialist revolution (as, for instance, in China in 1911) is, just as clearly, not
the same thing as a proletarian revolution. Some of Stalin’s old confusions
about the nature of the Russian revolution still seem to be present, although
in somewhat different form. So, too, do his bourgeois nationalist feelings,
feelings which burst out almost vehemently in 1945:

But the defeat of the Russian troops in 1904 during the Russo-Japanese
war left bitter memories in the minds of our people. It lay like a black
stain upon our country.

Why should there be a “stain”? And who were the “people” who felt it?
The defeat was that of a primarily feudal power by a rising capitalist power,
a feudal power which had conquered and enslaved other peoples, particularly
in Asia, for centuries. How could a Marxist identify in any way with this
repressive regime??

A second major weakness of Stalin’s study becomes apparent in his
treatment of Lenin. “Lenin,” he notes at the beginning, “is a Marxist, so
of course his philosophy is based upon Marxism.” And that is all we hear
on the subject. There is no examination of the relationship of Leninism and
Marxism. As a result Lenin appears (not without a hint of Russian chau-
vinism) as a unique phenomenon. To be fair to Stalin, however, we must
note that in the opening comments to his Interview with the First American
Labour Delegation in Russia (1927), he did discuss some of Lenin’s roots
in Marx and Engels. But Foundations, read alone, as it usually was (in
study groups, for instance), distorts Lenin’s role. Furthermore, even in the
Interview, there is a down-playing of Marx and Engels: “Clearly Marx and
Engels could only guess at the new conditions of the development of cap-
italism. ... ” It was, however, not a matter of “guessing”—which puts Marx
and Engels on a level with bourgeois journalists—but of extending a sci-
entific theory into the future. Although they did not foresee the international
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interlocking of imperialism, they did anticipate monopoly capitalism, with
its polarizations, and Engels in his last years perceived some aspects of the
development of imperialism with its drive to war and spur to colonial rev-
olution.?

In Foundations of Leninism, Stalin writes of problems considered “in
former days”:

Where will the revolution begin? In what country can the capitalist
front be first broken?

The usual answer was that this would happen where industrial de-
velopment was most advanced, where the proletariat formed the ma-
jority of the population, where the level of civilisation was high, where
democracy was thoroughly established.

But, according to Leninist theory, this reasoning is unsound.

Why “the usual answer”? Why “in former days”? Why not name Marx and
Engels? Stalin had to indulge in this subterfuge because he was avoiding
an examination of Lenin’s relations to Marx and Engels. In fact, if we
consider 19th century thought, socialist or otherwise, as a whole, the “an-
swer” was by no means “usual.” It was specifically that of Marx and Engels.
Nor was it a matter of “reasoning” being “unsound.” Marx and Engels’s
reasoning was perfectly sound given the facts as they then were.

The point is that conditions changed and Lenin examined the changed
conditions, not, as Stalin implies, that he had superior “reasoning.” By
failing to show how Lenin actually developed the theories of Marx and
Engels, Stalin presents him as a kind of Russian oracle producing “theses.”
For instance, the third paragraph of the chapter on the dictatorship of the
proletariat opens: “Lenin says: ‘The fundamental question of the revolution
is the question of power.”” There is no discussion of why Lenin said this
or in what context. Simply “Lenin says,” with the implication that if Lenin
said it, it must be true. On the next page, we have two quotations from
Lenin, each introduced simply by “Lenin writes,” with no explanation of
why Lenin wrote the statements or the rationale behind them. One cannot,
of course, expect a Marxist to examine every concept of Marx, Engels, or
Lenin in every context. Certain fundamentals have been generally accepted,
but some statements, especially on specific matters, obviously require ex-
planation. Otherwise we are presented with a string of assertions, with the
implication of infallibility—the infallibility of “genius”: “Lenin is the great-
est of geniuses . .. men of his calibre are born once in many centuries.” The
Marxist view, shared by other social scientists, is that people with Lenin’s
potential must be born every day, but social circumstances stifle or distort
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their development. To contend otherwise is to mute the formative effect of
social forces on the individual and, hence, to edge toward biological de-
terminism or even plain superstition (the god).*

This rather dogmatic method of Stalin’s is, as we have seen, present in
his early theoretical works, for instance, in Anarchism or Socialism. The
question is, however, why did it continue? The answer must be that there
was a demand for it, and as we survey Russian conditions at the time the
source for this demand is clear. The country was just beginning to recover
from a devastating civil war; the old order, which had existed for centuries,
had been overthrown; a new order, the dictatorship of the proletariat, without
past precedent, was being constructed; and the Party was pointing forward
to the uncharted seas of socialism. Obviously there was a need for certainty
amid so much uncertainty, for intellectual stability in the midst of whirling
change. And Stalin supplied the need, a simple statement of the new credo
capable of being understood by millions.

Nor was the statement by any means always faulty. Sometimes, indeed,
Stalin succeeded in putting Lenin’s views more succinctly than Lenin him-
self, for instance on the developing world revolution:

As a result, under imperialism, wars become inevitable; and, under
imperialism, there must necessarily ensue a coalition between the pro-
letarian revolution in Europe and the colonial revolution in the East,
this leading to the formation of a united world-front of the revolution
against the world-front of imperialism.

Or on the state and the dictatorship of the proletariat:

Hitherto, the class State has always been the dictatorship of an ex-
ploiting minority over the exploited majority, whereas the dictatorship
of the proletariat is the dictatorship of the exploited majority over the
exploiting minority.

Nor did Stalin, in spite of his basically practical approach, underestimate
the importance of theory, without which practice would have no base. When
there began to rise a new generation of “practicals” who felt that action was
all and theory irrelevant, and that theory could develop untested by expe-
rience, Stalin moved to the offensive:

The endeavour of “practical” persons to have no truck with “theories”
runs counter to the whole spirit of Leninism and is a great danger to
our cause. ... But theory becomes the greatest force in the working-
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class movement when it is inseparably linked with revolutionary prac-
tice: for it, and it alone, can give the movement confidence, guidance,
and understanding of the inner links between events; it alone can enable
those engaged in the practical struggle to understand the whence and
the whither of the working-class movement.

In passages such as these Stalin educated a whole generation of communists
in some of the elements of Leninism even as at the same time he enshrined
a semi-dogmatic approach which is essentially contrary to the spirit of
Marxism but which has continued in some Soviet and other Marxist circles.
So, too, has Stalin’s view of Lenin as an unchallengeable oracle —rather
than as a Marxist social scientist.’



Chapter V
The Five Year Plan and the
Bukharin Opposition

By 1928 the economic incentive supplied by the New Economic Policy
had not only stimulated trade and small business but had enabled industry
to develop to a point at which a new advance became possible. At the same
time the Party began to develop plans for the collectivization of agriculture.
In preparation for this, leading Party members, including Stalin, visited
various agricultural areas. As a result of these developments, the Central
Committee was able in 1929 to launch the first Five Year Plan. The basic
emphasis was on the construction of heavy industry: coal, oil, iron, steel,
machines —particularly machines that made other machines. Heavy industry
was essential for defense and for supplying agricultural tractors and com-
bines. As heavy industry developed, agriculture was to be collectivized.
Stalin had put the matter with his usual proletarian bluntness to the Central
Committee:

We must do everything in our power to overtake and surpass the
technical development of the more advanced capitalist countries. We
have overtaken and surpassed the most advanced capitalist countries
in establishing a new political system, the Soviet system. That is all
very good, but it is not enough. In order to secure the final triumph
of Socialism, we must overtake and surpass these countries also in
technique and economic structure. We have got to do that, or be wiped
out.

It is impossible endlessly, i.e., for a considerable length of time, to
base the Soviet system and Socialist construction on two different
foundations, on the foundation of large-scale and highly concentrated
Socialist industry, and on the foundation of very fragmentary and
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extremely backward small commodity peasant production. Gradually,
but systematically and persistently, we must place our agriculture on
a new technical basis, the basis of large-scale production, and raise it
to the level of socialised industry. Either we succeed in this task, in
which case final victory is certain, or we fail in the task, in which
case the return to capitalism may become inevitable.

It would be necessary to increase as rapidly as possible the number of
collective farms, not by force but (as Lenin had previously advocated) by
persuasion and organization: “The solution lies in gradually amalgamating
individual small-and-middle-peasant production into large-scale collective
and co-operative, entirely voluntary associations, working on the basis of
a modern technique, on the basis of tractors and other agricultural ma-
chinery.” Although the movement was to be “voluntary,” peasants entering
collectives would have tractors at their disposal and those who did not would
not. The plan, however, applied only to the poor and middle peasants. The
power of the rich peasants, the kulaks, who had led armed struggles against
the government and slaughtered cattle on a mass scale, had to be broken,
and this was accomplished in part by deporting many of them to undeveloped
regions to begin farming anew.

When some organizers veered from the Party policy of gradualism and
tried to skip the stage of cooperatives as preliminary to collectivization,
Stalin quickly called a halt:

How could such blockheaded exercises in “collectivisation,” such lu-
dicrous attempts to lift oneself by one’s own bootstraps—attempts the
purpose of which is to ignore classes and the class struggle, but which
in practice brings grist to the mill of our class enemies—occur in our
midst? They could occur only because of the atmosphere of “easy”
and “unexpected” successes that has prevailed on the front of collective
farm construction. They could occur only as a result of the blockhead
frame of mind prevailing in the ranks of a section of our Party: “We
can do anything!” “That’s easy!” They could occur only as a result of
the fact that certain of our comrades became dizzy with success, and
for a while lost clearmindedness and sober vision.!

As the Five Year Plan began to unfold, a new opposition group arose
within the party, a “right” opposition led by Nikolai Bukharin, Aleksei
Rykov, and Mikhail Tomsky. Unlike Trotsky all were old Bolsheviks; and
all belonged to the Central Committee and held high public office. Rykov
was Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars (the equivalent of
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“Premier”), Tomsky was chairman of the All-Union Central Council of Trade
Unions, Bukharin was editor of Pravda and General Secretary of the Ex-
ecutive Committee of the Communist International. Bukharin, who became
the main spokesman for the group, had long been known as a Marxist
“theoretician,” but one, as Lenin noted in his “testament,” with considerable
limitations:

Bukharin is not only a most valuable and major theorist of the party,
but his theoretical views may be classified as fully Marxist only with
great reserve, for there is something scholastic about him (he has never
made a study of dialectics and, I think, never fully understood it).

That Lenin was correct becomes apparent from a reading of Bukharin’s
works. His Historical Materialism is a metaphysical, pedantic work lacking
any sense of the interlocking and clashing of economic and social forces,
including those of the class struggle. This approach, Lenin pointed out, also
dominated Bukharin’s Imperialism and the World Economy (1918), in which
he contends that monopoly has eliminated competition and would abolish
capitalist crisis. Lenin characterized this view as “a fable spread by bourgeois
economists.” In the 1920 dispute with Trotsky and Bukharin on the role of
trade unions in a socialist State, Lenin contended that Bukharin’s arguments,
like Trotsky’s, would endanger the Party. He asked “How could Bukharin
80 so far as to drop into this rupture with communism?” The answer, Lenin
thought, lay in part in Bukharin’s theoretical limitations and “lifeless and
vapid eclecticism,” and he issued a warning that turned out to be prophetic:
“The more Comrade Bukharin defends his deviation from Communism,
which is obviously wrong theoretically and deceptive politically, the more
deplorable will be the fruits of this obstinacy.”?

Bukharin had been an enthusiastic supporter of the New Economic Policy,
but, unlike Lenin, he viewed it as a system that would grow of its own
accord into socialism and would last for a long historical period: “For many
decades we will slowly be growing into socialism through the growth of
our state industry, through cooperation, through the increasing influence of
our banking system, through a thousand and one intermediate forms.” In
accordance with this concept, the peasants—including the kulaks—were
to move gradually along a peaceful path to an ultimate socialist order:

The basic network of our cooperative peasant organization will consist
of cooperative cells not of a kulak but of a “laboring” type, cells
growing into the system of our general state organs and thus becoming
links in a single chain of socialist economy. On the other hand, the
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kulak cooperative nests will in exactly the same way, through the banks,
etc., grow into this same system; but they will be to a certain extent
an alien body. ... What will become of this type of kulak cooperative
in the future?...If it wants to prosper, it must inevitably be linked
... with state economic organs.

Bukharin also opposed the industrialization program of the Five Year Plan:
“We think that the formula which calls for maximum investment in heavy
industry is not quite correct, or rather, quite incorrect.” As industrialization
proceeded, his opposition, and that of his colleagues deepened: “You can
beat your breast, swear allegiance and take an oath to industrialization, and
damn all enemies and apostates, but this will not improve matters one bit.”
So, too, with collectivization. Collectivization was ruining agriculture, cre-
ating “a wave of mass discontent” and “a united village front against us”;
and Bukharin warned: “Two bells have sounded, the third is next.”?

Regardless of his intentions, Bukharin’s platform, like Trotsky’s earlier,
would have undermined the construction of socialism. If the NEP had con-
tinued for “many decades,” capitalism would have become dominant. With-
out industrialization the Soviet Union would, as Stalin said and subsequent
events demonstrated, have been crushed in war; the continuation of indi-
vidual farms, with their kulak “nests,” would in time have undermined
proletarian rule. When we examine the platforms of Trotsky and Bukharin,
the strength of Stalin, with his stubborn practicality and firm socialist per-
spective, becomes increasingly obvious.

Once again, Stalin, as General Secretary, gave the answer of the majority
of the Central Committee to the new opposition:

Those who support Comrade Bukharin’s group hope to persuade the
class enemy that he should voluntarily forgo his interests and vol-
untarily surrender his grain surplus. They hope that the kulak, who
has grown, who is able to avoid giving grain by offering other
products in its place and who conceals his grain surplus, they hope
that this same kulak will give us his grain surplus voluntarily at our
collection prices. Have they lost their senses? Is it not obvious that
they do not understand the mechanism of the class struggle, that
they do not know what classes mean? Do they know with what
derision the kulaks treat our people and the Soviet Government at
village meetings called to assist the grain collections? Have they
heard of facts like this, for instance: one of our agitators in Kazakstan
for two hours tried to persuade the holders of grain to surrender that
grain for supplying the country. At the end of the talk a kulak stepped
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forth with his pipe in his mouth and said: “Do us a little dance,
young fellow, and I will let you have a couple of poods of grain”.
... Try and persuade people like that. Class is class, comrades. You
cannot get away from that truth.

As both industrialization and collectivization moved forward, Stalin routed
the opposition—and its “two bells” doomsday outlook—with scathing rid-
icule:

If any difficulty or hitch has appeared anywhere, they already fall into
panic lest something may happen. A cockroach somewhere stirs, with-
out having time even to crawl out of its hole, and they are already
starting back in terror, and beginning to shout about a catastrophe,
about the ruin of the Soviet Government. (General laughter.) We try
to calm them, we try to convince them that nothing dangerous has
happened as yet, that it is only a cockroach, and there is no need to
be afraid. But all in vain. They continue to shout as before: “What
cockroach? That’s no cockroach, it’s a thousand wild beasts! It’s not
a cockroach, but the abyss, the ruin of the Soviet Government.”*

In the 1920s Bukharin revived some of the arguments of his book on
imperialism. In its monopoly stage, he contended, capitalism in the United
States and other nations, was a new kind of capitalism: “All this reflects a
peculiar form of state capitalism, where the state power controls and develops
capitalism.” Capitalism, he wrote: “is again revealing the staggering wonder
of technological progress, transforming scientific knowledge . . . into a pow-
erful lever of technological revolution.” This “wonder of technological prog-
ress,” safely under state control, had entered an era of “stabilization,” a
stabilization which meant that capitalism had overcome the “anarchic nature”
which Marx had perceived in it, a stabilization reflecting “deep, internal
structural changes.” These views were not only a refutation of Marx and
Lenin (who saw the state as controlled by monopoly capitalism—not the
other way around—and argued that monopoly intensified the contradictions
of capitalism) but of the position of the Party. At the Fifteenth Congress of
the Party in 1927, Stalin, reporting for the Central Committee, declared:
“We have all the symptoms of a most profound crisis and of the growing
instability of world capitalism.” Furthermore Bukharin’s views on imperi-
alism show that underlying his concept of a virtually permanent NEP lay a
certain (perhaps unconscious) admiration for capitalism in general.s

In 1926 Bukharin became General Secretary of the Executive Committee
of the Communist International. At the Sixth Congress of the International
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in 1928, on the eve of the world capitalist depression, he distributed, without
consulting other Party leaders, a series of economic “theses,” embodying
his “stabilization” and “state capitalism” concepts. The Party leadership,
under Stalin, intervened:

According to Comrade Bukharin’s theses it appears that nothing new
is taking place at the present moment to unsettle capitalist stabilisation,
but that, on the contrary, capitalism is reconstructing itself and that,
on the whole, it is maintaining itself more or less securely. It is obvious
that the delegation of the C.P.S.U. could not agree with such a char-
acterisation of what is called the Third Period, i.e., the period we are
now passing through. ... Accordingly, the delegation of the C.P.S.U.
introduced an amendment, which pointed out that capitalist stabilisa-
tion is not secure and could not be secure, that it is being shattered,
and will be shattered, by the march of events owing to the aggravation
of the crisis of world capitalism.

During the course of the struggle against Bukharin, Stalin insightfully
discussed the difference between “Rights”—Bukharinites—and “Lefts”—
Trotskyists—using as an example the building of the great Dnieprostroy
dam. He said, “If, for instance, the Rights say, ‘It is a mistake to build
Dnieprostroy,” while the ‘Lefts,” on the contrary say, “What is the good of
one Dnieprostroy? Give us a Dnieprostroy every year’ (laughter), it must
be admitted that ihere is some difference between them.” Yet either way
they would end up with no Dneiprostroy. “But,” Stalin continued, “if the
Trotskyist deviation is a ‘Left’ deviation, does that not mean that the ‘Lefts’
are more Left than the Leninists? No, it does not. Leninism is the most
Left (without quotation marks) tendency in the world working-class move-
ment.” In a later succinct comment he noted the basic identity of the right
and the “left”; “The ‘lefts’ are in fact Rights who mask their Rightness by
Left phrases.”®

At the time (1928-30), the conflict between Bukharin and the Party ma-
jority appeared to be an honest disagreement between leading Party mem-
bers. Bukharin, although removed from the Political Bureau, retained his
seat on the Central Committee and was appointed to the Presidium of the
Commissariat of Heavy Industry. In 1934 he was made editor of Izvestia.
Rykov, removed as premier, was appointed People’s Commissar of Posts
and Telegraphs; Tomsky, removed from his post in the trade unions, retained
his seat on the Central Committee, as did Rykov. All three signed a dec-
laration admitting the errors of their program:
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We consider it our duty to state that in this dispute the party and its
Central Committee have turned out to be correct. Our views. .. have
turned out to be mistaken. Recognizing our mistakes, we will...
conduct a decisive struggle against all deviations from the party’s
general line and above all against the right deviation.?

Some eight years later, Bukharin and his followers were put on trial,
accused of wrecking and of traitorous negotiations, direct or indirect, with
the German and Japanese governments. Their trials followed those of “the
Trotskyite Center” in 1937 and of the Kamenev-Zinoviev group in 1936.

In order to balance the current denunciations of these trials as frame-ups,
we might note the reaction at the time of the U.S. ambassador to the U.S.S.R.,
Joseph E. Davies, who attended the 1937 and 1938 trials and had himself been
atrial lawyer. Davies first attended the trials of the Trotskyite center in January
1937. He reported in a “Strictly Confidential” memo to Cordell Hull, then
Secretary of State, that in his opinion, the defendants were guilty as charged.
“To have assumed that this proceeding was invented and staged as a project
of dramatic political fiction would be to presuppose the creative genius of a
Shakespeare and the genius of a Belasco in a stage production.”

In 1937, after witnessing the first series of trials, Davies visited Winston
Churchill:

Over the coffee, Churchill was interested “in these purge trials.” He
plied me with questions, I told him the truth as I saw it. It obviously
was a great surprise to the diplomatic guests. That sort of talk is not
fashionable here, so violent is the prejudice. Churchill has no love for
the Communists. He has had some bitter experiences with them. He
is, however, fair and judicial minded and wants to know the facts. He
is definitely not a “wishful thinker.” 1 gave the facts as interpreted
from the Soviet viewpoint and briefly outlined the argument of the
government in these cases. Churchill said that I had given him a
completely new concept of the situation.

Four other ambassadors confided in Davies that they, too, believed the
trials to be genuine and the defendants guilty. But what the ambassadors
reported back to their governments and what these governments propagated
were different things:

Another diplomat, Minister------ , made a most illuminating statement
to me yesterday. In discussing the trial he said that the defendants were
undoubtedly guilty; that all of us who attended the trial had practically
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agreed on that; that the outside world, from the press reports, however,
seemed to think that the trial was a put-up job (facade, as he called
it); that while we knew it was not, it was probably just as well that
the outside world should think so.

On the Bukharinite trial, Davies wrote at the time in a letter to his daughter:

All the fundamental weaknesses and vices of human nature —personal
ambitions at their worst—are shown up in the proceedings. They
disclose the outlines of a plot which came very near to being successful
in bringing about the overthrow of this government.

And he wrote in a confidential memo to Cordell Hull:

Notwithstanding a prejudice arising from the confession evidence and
a prejudice against a judicial system which affords practically no pro-
tection for the accused, after daily observation of the witnesses, their
manner of testifying, the unconscious corroborations which developed,
and other facts in the course of the trial, together with others of which
a judicial notice could be taken, it is my opinion so far as the political
defendants are concerned [that] sufficient crimes under Soviet law,
among those charged in the indictment, were established by the proof
and beyond a reasonable doubt to justify the verdict of guilty of treason.

In the summer of 1941, after the German imperialist attack on the U.S.S.R.,
Davies commented:

On the train that day, that thought lingered in my mind. It was rather
extraordinary, when one stopped to think of it, that in this last Nazi
invasion, not a word had appeared of “inside work” back of the Russian
lines. There was no so-called “internal aggression” in Russia coop-
erating with the German High Command. Hitler’s march into Prague
in 1939 was accompanied by the active military support of Henlein’s
organizations in Czechoslavakia. The same was true of his invasion
of Norway. There were no Sudeten Henleins, no Slovakian Tisos, no
Belgian De Grelles, no Norwegian Quislings in the Soviet picture. ..
There were no Fifth Columnists in Russia in 1941 —they had shot
them. The purge had cleansed the country and rid it of treason.®

The most significant and revealing of the trials was that of Bukharin. The
basis for Bukharin’s opposition, he testified, was his old distrust of rapid
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industrialization—especially the emphasis on heavy industry—and collec-
tivization. This opposition led Bukharin to slide, to his own dismay, from
what he considered legitimate oppositon into anti-socialist activity:

Psychologically, we, who at one time had advocated Socialist in-
dustrialism, began to regard with a shrug of the shoulders, with irony,
and then with anger at bottom, our huge, gigantically growing factories
as monstrous gluttons which consumed everything, deprived the broad
masses of articles of consumption, and represented a certain danger.
... We were ironical about the collective farms. .. collective farms
were music of the future. What was necessary was to develop rich
property owners.. . . in 1929-30 we pitied the expropriated kulaks, from
so-called humanitarian motives.

When all the state machines, when all the means, when all the best
forces were flung into the industrialization of the country, into collec-
tivization, we found ourselves, literally in twenty-four hours, on the
other shore, we found ourselves with the kulaks, with the counter-
revolutionaries, we found ourselves with the capitalist remnants which
still existed at the time in the sphere of trade.

At about the same time the Trotskyists—Trotsky himself was in exile—
were coming to similar conclusions. “I believed,” testified one of their
intellectual leaders, Carl Radek, “that the economic offensive was being
conducted on too wide a front, that the material forces available (number
of tractors, etc.) would not permit of universal collectivization, and that if
this general offensive were not slowed down this would, as we defined it
by a catch-phrase, ‘end like the march on Warsaw.””?

If the Bukharinites were to seriously oppose the Party program, if they
really felt the program would destroy socialism by its economic policy and
bureaucratic administration, they had to organize and act. Appeals to the
Party and the workers had gotten them nowhere and the Bukharinites were,
in fact, a comparatively small and isolated group. Therefore the only course
open to them was one of fomenting rebellion—especially among the richer
peasants—sabotage, wrecking, assassination, and terrorism. As they turned
from a political group into a conspiracy, Bukharin testified, moral and
psychological disintegration began:

It was not the naked logic of the struggle that drove us, the counter-
revolutionary conspirators, into this stinking underground life, which
has been exposed at this trial in all its starkness. This naked logic of
the struggle was accompanied by a degeneration of ideas, a degen-
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eration of psychology, a degeneration of ourselves, a degeneration of
people. ... And on this basis, it seems to me probable that every one
of us sitting here in the dock suffered from a peculiar duality of mind,
an incomplete faith in his counter-revolutionary cause. I will not say
that the consciousness of this was absent, but it was incomplete. Hence
a certain semi-paralysis of the will, a retardation of reflexes.

National conspiracy turned to international conspiracy. As war loomed
closer, the Bukharinites advocated economic deals with the Germans and
Japanese whereby they would grant concessions in return for being recog-
nized as the government when, as they and most international observers
believed, the U.S.S.R. would go down to inevitable defeat. Bukharin con-
tinued:

When the fascists came to power in Germany, exchanges of opinion
commenced among the leaders of the counter-revolutionary organi-
zations concerning the possibility of utilizing foreign states in con-
nection with a war situation. Here I must say frankly, and I tell the
Court what I precisely remember, that in this major question, which
is a very important subject for the Court’s consideration and for the
determination of the legal sanction, the Trotskyites were outright for
territorial concessions, while on the whole the leading circles of the
Right counter-revolutionary organization were primarily concerned with
concessions, trade agreements, duties, prices, supplies of raw material,
fuel, etc.—in short, various concessions of an economic nature.

This policy, however, ran into rather obvious difficulties. The Nazis and
Japanese militarists could simply put their “feet on the table and tear up
any preliminary agreement.” To seize power one would have to work with
dissident groups in the Red Army command. And these army leaders—“I
was thinking particularly of Tukhachevsky” Bukharin said, “would start out
by making short shrift of their allies and so-called inspirers in Napoleonic
style.” (The Trotskyists, according to Radek, had similar fears: “defeat was
inevitable,” and so a deal with the Nazis seemed also inevitable, but “if
foreign fascism came in” it would have “no need to trouble itself with this
crowd of anarchist intellectuals.”)!0

In making his confession, Bukharin asserted, he had never been tortured
or drugged:

Repentance is often attributed to diverse and absolutely absurd things
like Thibetan powders and the like. I must say of myself that in prison,
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where I was confined for over a year, | worked, studied, and retained
my clarity of mind....For three months I refused to say anything.
Then I began to testify. Why? Because while in prison I made a
revaluation of my entire past. For when you ask yourself: “If you must
die, what are you dying for?”—an absolutely black vacuity suddenly
rises before you with startling vividness. There was nothing to die for,
if one wanted to die unrepented.

That Bukharin would be executed was clear from the previous trials and
his was reflected in often-defiant testimony:

VYSHINSKY: And you considered yourself an ideologist?

BUKHARIN: Both an ideologist of a counter-revolutionary coup
and a practical man. You, of course, would prefer to hear that I consider
myself a spy, but I never considered myself a spy, nor do I now.

VYSHINSKY: It would be more correct if you did.

BUKHARIN: That is your opinion, but my opinion is different.

As one considers Bukharin’s evidence, evidence given under the shadow
of death—*I am about to finish. I am perhaps speaking for the last time in
my life”—it is clear that he told the truth. His honesty is indicated also by
other testimony, which spells out in detail the acts to which he refers. The
theory that the trials were entirely or mainly fraudulent falls apart in the
face of testimony such as Bukharin’s and a mass of interlocking evidence
given by some 30 witnesses. That evidence, in turn, was supported in the
main by the testimony of witnesses at the previous state trials. Even if, as
Ambassador Davies suggests, the Soviet prosecutors had had a scriptwriter
of Shakespearean genius, they could not have constructed out of whole cloth
such a set of complexly integrated events. There were indeed anti-soviet
conspiratorial groups. In view of the nature of Russia’s revolution and social
development, with its widespread assault on capitalist and feudal elements,
such groups were inevitable. The indication, as Davies argues, is that the
defendants were, on the whole, guilty as charged. In these trials and others,
there was evidence of massive and diverse sabotage—in the coal mines,
chemical plants, tractor stations, collective farms, the railways, Combined
with deliberate economic misplanning and financial fraud, it constituted a
concerted effort to destroy the growing socialist state.!!

The state trials, then, represented the continuation of the political conflicts
of the proceding decades in a new form. And behind the political conflicts
was, of course, the class struggle. However he may have rationalized his
actions, Bukharin, was, in fact, helping the kulaks, the NEP capitalists, and
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international capital. And so, too, the Trotskyists, as Radek ruefully ad-
mitted.

That the myth persists of these trials as an elaborate charade created by
inhuman monsters is, in essence, further evidence of the extraordinary scope
and depth of anti-Stalin, anti-Soviet defamation. The myth is made to appear
believable by appeal to two facts: the defendants confessed their guilt and
most of them were executed. There 1s, however, no evidence that the confes-
sions were exacted by torture or drugs; such a claim was denied by Bukharin
and others. The indication is that the defendants confessed because the
evidence against them was overwhelming; also, as Bukharin notes, some
of them at least had, in spite of their actions, a “duality of mind,” a feeling
that regardless of their motives, their deeds were morally wrong and would
harm their country. Davies certainly had no trouble in believing that the
confessions were genuine.

Whether it was necessary to execute most of the defendants or whether
imprisonment for all would have served is a question that has to be
answered in the light of the then-existing conditions. In a situation of
gathering war, with the Italian fascists in Ethiopia, the Japanese militarists
invading China, and Hitler supporting Franco and straining for war, the
Soviet government obviously decided that a severe counterblow must be
struck to stop all efforts to weaken the Soviet state from within. Whatever
the decision, however, responsibility for it cannot have been Stalin’s alone
or even primarily his. The charge that it was stems from the view of
Stalin as absolute dictator. But the trials were conducted by the judicial
system and although Stalin as Party leader had considerable influence
upon that system, he by no means ran it. The trials, we must also
remember, came after the new constitution of 1936 with its mass-democratic
structures. Furthermore, there was a national outpouring of rage at the
time against those who were perceived (correctly) as traitors and saboteurs.
The argument that this indignation, which included mass demonstrations,
was “rigged” again reflects the automaton picture of Soviet society. No
doubt, the Party participated in and helped to organize such demonstrations
and other expressions of popular outrage, but it could not have done so
had not the feeling itself existed.

In assessing the trials of Bukharin and others we must always be aware
of the ferocity and scope of the international class struggle then and now.
For the first time in history the masses had seized and held state power—
the historic nightmare of the ruling class. From the birth of the new state,
the world bourgeoisie was obsessed by a drive to kill it. This drive, inside
and outside the U.S.S.R., was reflected, often in subtle ways, in the Soviet
intelligentsia. It was aided by the fact that revolutionaries in Russia had
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long concentrated on the overthrow of feudalism. Some of them, although
they would have denied this—as Bukharin certainly would—wavered be-
fore the destruction of capitalism and the building of socialism. This was
also true, we should note, of Chinese and other revolutionaries. Bukharin
does not stand alone on the stage. His case is representative of a general
phenomenon.




Chapter VI
Socialism, Democracy and
Control

The arguments of the “left” and right opposition groups that their actions
were justified because the Party policy was undermining the state are belied
by the economic and social record. Between 1928 and 1934 iron production
rose from 3 million to 10 million tons, steel from 4 to 9 million, oil from
11 to 24 million. The figures, though stark and simple, have social as well
as economic significance. “We inherited from the past,” Stalin noted in
1935, “a technically backward, impoverished and ruined country. Ruined
by four years of imperialist war, and ruined again by three years of civil
war, a country with a semi-literate population, with a low technical level,
with isolated industrial islands lost in a sea of dwarf peasant farms.” The
figures show that this impoverished and largely feudal country was pulling
out of the ruins and establishing the economic foundations of socialism.
And, as Marx had shown, if the economic foundations are laid—for any
society —the social, political, and cultural consequences are immense. Was
it any wonder that the Russian people on the whole had trust, admiration,
and affection for the Party that had accomplished this, and for its leaders?!

In 1933 Stalin could announce that (in the midst of the world capitalist
depression) “unemployment has been abolished.” The following year he
reported on the developing “new village”:

The appearance of the countryside has changed even more. The old
type of village, with the church in the most prominent place, with the
best houses—those of the police officer, the priest, and the kulaks—
in the foreground, and the dilapidated huts of the peasants in the
background, is beginning to disappear. Its place is being taken by the
new type of village, with its public farm buildings, with its clubs,
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radio, cinemas, schools, libraries and creches; with its tractors, har-
vester combines, threshing machines and automobiles.

In 1935 he hailed the Stakhanovite movement:

Stakhanov raised the technical standard of output of coal five or six
times, if not more. Busygin and Smetanin did the same—one in the
sphere of machine-building and the other in the shoe industry. . .. Life
has improved, comrades. Life has become more joyous. And when
life is joyous, work goes well. Hence the high rates of output. Hence
the heroes and heroines of labor. That, primarily, is the root of the
Stakhanov movement.

In 1939 Stalin reported that the iron and steel industry, which had been
virtually non-existent in the early 1920s, had made great strides: “In 1938
we produced about 15,000,000 tons of pig iron; Great Britain produced
7,000,000 tons.” Agriculture had been mechanized. In 1938 there were
483,500 tractors in use and 153,500 harvester combines—in a previously
horse and plow countryside. Wages had doubled, from an annual average
of 1,513 rubles in 1933 to 3,447 in 1938. Similar advances had been made
in education; in a nation of centuries-old mass illiteracy there were now
nearly 34 million “students of all grades”; in higher educational institutions
there were 600,000 students; in 1938, 31,300 engineers, 10,600 agricultural

specialists, and 35,700 teachers graduated. A new “stratum” of professionals
had been born:

Hundreds of thousands of young people coming from the ranks of the
working class, the peasantry and the working intelligentsia entered the
universities and technical colleges, from which they emerged to rein-
force the attenuated ranks of the intelligentsia. They infused fresh blood
into it and reanimated it in a new Soviet spirit. They radically changed
the whole aspect of the intelligentsia, molding it in their own form
and image. The remnants of the old intelligentsia were dissolved in
the new Soviet intelligentsia, the intelligentsia of the people.

To run this new industrial society efficiently, authoritative works-managers
were needed:

We can no longer tolerate our factories being transformed from pro-
ductive organisms into parliaments. Our Party and trade union organ-
isations must at length understand that without ensuring one-man
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management and strict responsibility for work done, we cannot solve
the problems of reconstructing industry.

It was necessary also to build up a working-class upper stratum, a skilled,
highly paid, permanently located industrial labor force:

It cannot be tolerated that a rolling mill hand in a steel mill should
earn no more than a sweeper. It cannot be tolerated that a locomotive
driver on a railway should earn only as much as a copying clerk....
In every branch of industry, in every factory, in every department of
a factory, there is a leading group of more or less skilled workers who
must be first and foremost attached to production if we want to make
sure of having a permanent staff of workers. This leading group of
workers forms the chief link in production. By attaching them to the
factory, or to the department, we attach the whole staff of workers and
put an end to the instability of labour power. And how can we manage
to attach them to the factory? It can be done by advancing them, by
ralsmg their wages, by introducing such a system of payment as w1ll
give the skilled worker his due.

As aresult of these and other changes, class antagonisms had, he believed,
disappeared (1936):

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.

The intelligentsia was also part of this non-antagonistic order:

The feature that distinguishes Soviet society today from any capitalist
society is that it no longer contains antagonistic, hostile classes, that
the exploiting classes have been eliminated, while the workers, peas-
ants and intellectuals, who make up Soviet society, live and work in
friendly collaboration.?

When we consider Stalin’s facts and figures, it becomes clear that we are
witnessing the most concentrated economic advance ever recorded— greater
even than those of the Industrial Revolution. Within 10 years a primarily
feudal society had been changed into an industrialized one. And for the first
time in history such an advance was due not to capitalism but to socialism.
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The point, elementary though it is, requires emphasis for the advance is
often represented neutrally as “industrialization.” But if it had not been for
the fact that the working class controlled the central economy and ran it
without the necessity for capitalist profit, such an advance, combining size,
swiftness and stability, would not have been possible. On the other hand it
is also true that some of the measures Stalin and the Party deemed necessary
to achieve this advance contained negative factors.

As early as 1919 Lenin had been worried by the advance of the upper
stratum of the workers to virtual power. He felt that the mass of the workers
and peasants, brought up under capitalist regimentation or feudal stultifi-
cation, had insufficient initiative and little Marxist grasp of political realities.
“The result of this low cultural level is that the Soviets, which by virtue of
their programme are organs of government by the toilers, are in fact organs
of government for the toilers, by means of the advanced stratum of the
proletariat, but not by means of the toiling masses.” And he added: “The
Soviet apparatus is accessible to all the toilers in word, but in fact it is far
from accessible to all of them, as we all know.” Not only did the upper
stratum of the working class dominate the soviets, but “hardened bureau-
crats” left over from the tsarist government were still in positions of power:

We dispersed these old bureaucratic elements, shook them up and then
began to place them in new posts. The tsarist bureaucrats began to
enter the Soviet institutions and practice their bureaucratic methods,
they began to assume the colouring of Communists and, for greater
success in their careers, to procure membership cards of the Russian
Communist Party. And so, having been thrown out of the door, they
fly in through the window!

In an effort to counter these various developments, Lenin urged that the
Central Committee add to its ranks 50 to 100 “workers of a lower stratum
than those who have been promoted in the last five years to work in Soviet
bodies.” However, Lenin realized that the problem went deeper than this.
The basic solution lay in years of patient political and educational work:
“But here laws alone are not enough. A vast amount of educational, or-
ganisational and cultural work is required, which cannot be done rapidly
by legislation and which demands a vast amount of prolonged work.”

In 1928 Stalin was troubled by a similar problem:

Of course, the fact that we have a group of leaders who have risen
excessively high and enjoy great prestige is in itself a great achievement
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for our Party. Obviously, the direction of a big country would be
unthinkable without such an authoritative group of leaders. But the
fact that as these leaders rise they get further away from the masses,
and the masses begin to look up at them from below and do not venture
to criticise them, cannot but give rise to a certain danger of the leaders
losing contact with the masses and the masses getting out of touch
with the leaders.

A new movement was needed towards democracy within the Party and
between the Party and the working class:

It is a question of organising, along the lines of self-criticism and
criticism of our shortcomings, the broad public opinion of the Party,
the broad public opinion of the working class, as an instrument of keen
and vigilant moral control, to which the most authoritative leaders
must lend an attentive ear if they want to retain the confidence of the
Party and the confidence of the working class.*

In the succeeding decade, serious efforts were made to implement this
mass democratization policy. Nationwide educational programs raised the
“low cultural level” that had troubled Lenin; workers enthusiastically joined
the Party in mass campaigns for increased production and, in 1936, in
creating a new constitution. Stalin’s declaration—“Life has become more
joyous”—was not simply rhetoric. It was a fact. But the other tendency
noted by Stalin also continued: the “authoritative group of leaders” acquired
still more authority.

It has been argued that in these years basic decisions were made in the
Political Bureau of the Central Committee, and the Committee itself was
bypassed. There may be some truth to this, but it is not the essential truth.
In fact, it harbors a distortion of the truth, for it implies a basic dictatorship
in a nation which—in 1936—adopted a constitution giving citizens a broader
spectrum of rights—not only political but economic—than any in world
history. What the U.S.S.R. achieved, was a new form of democracy, a mass
democracy, and the fact that mass democracy does not follow all the struc-
tures (and charades) of bourgeois democracy does not mean it is not de-
mocracy. On the other hand, it is certainly true that in a socialist government—
or any government—some decisions, both substantive and executive, must
be made by a small top body. Whether that body is responsive to the mass
of the population, and has open channels for that response, is the question.
In these years this was certainly so in the U.S.S.R. The five-month na-
tionwide discussion of the proposed new constitution, in thousands of meet-
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ings of all kinds, reflected a spirit of mass democracy and a genuine admiration
for and trust in Stalin and his colleagues. Furthermore, there were frequent
meetings of the Central Committee as well as regular Party Conferences
and Congresses. As experience has since shown, in socialist states a balance
is necessary between mass democracy and strong top leadership. Without
such leadership, bourgeois elements tend to surface—as they did in China,
Poland, or Yugoslavia—and weaken socialist development.s

After the struggles with the “left” and right oppositions, Stalin was keenly
aware of such anarchistic dangers and took measures against them. Worker
participation in management—although still encouraged—would not be
allowed to “transform” factories “from productive organisms into parlia-
ments.” “One-man management” was needed, along with worker partici-
pation, especially by the "leading group” of “skilled workers,” who were
to exercise a “vigilant moral control” not only over their fellow workers but
over the Party group within each productive unit.

In such policies, Stalin was trying to strike a balance between mass
participation and firm leadership, which would provide guidance and struc-
ture for such participation. Lenin, as his actions and his plans for socialist
development show, was well aware of this need for balance. Lenin was not
a liberal or an anarchist, as some of Stalin’s opponents seem to imply. If
his concept of democratic participation was somewhat broader than Sta-
lin’s—and it is not clear that it was, as things developed —this was a matter
of degree and not, as had been asserted, basic. Lenin, confronting the
problems that the Party faced in these years, could hardly have acted dif-
ferently than Stalin did.

As we have seen, the “joint opposition” platform of 1927 proclaimed the
rise of a “new bourgeoisie” in the U.S.S.R. and, in the succeeding decades,
the phrase became general in world anti-soviet circles. But there was no
bourgeoisie in any meaningful sense in the U.S.S.R. For there was no
economic base for one. What did arise, as does not seem to have been
recognized, was a historically new class.

In feudal, slave-commercial, and capitalist societies a group of profes-
sionals, along with small capitalists, formed a middle class (or petty
bourgeoisie). As capitalism developed, some of these professionals became
part of the bourgeoisie. And in capitalist society the middle class was much
larger than in other exploitive societies. However, it existed in all of them
and its core was formed by the small-business community. With the coming
of socialism, this small-business core was eliminated and the total profes-
sional group grew into a class in its own right. But this was not simply an
expansion of the old professional group, although it had roots there. It was
a historically new class, the professional class, called into being by the
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structural complexity of a planned economy—which had never existed in
any civilization—and by the immense social structures which necessarily
grew with that economy. If we simply look over the innumerable divisions
of the first Five Year Plan, the massive size and intricate interlockings of
the economy become apparent. If we then consider the vast structures of
social services required in a society in which the whole population was
entitled to such services, it becomes apparent that such economic and social
systems could not be run by the working class alone; specialists and trained
professionals of all kinds were needed in vast numbers in all fields.

Stalin was aware of “the new, Soviet intelligentsia, the intelligentsia of
the people,” into which the “remnants of the old intelligentsia were dis-
solved.” But he did not consider this new “intelligentsia” to be a class.
Soviet “society,” he noted in discussing the new Soviet constitution, “con-
sists of two friendly classes, of workers and peasants.” However: “The
intelligentsia has never been a class, and never can be a class—it was and
remains a stratum, which recruits its members from among all classes of
society.” But the fact that in its formative period the intelligentsia recruited
its members from the working class and peasantry (as well as having roots
in the old Czarist intelligentsia) did not mean that it could not in time become
an integral part of a class. And this, in fact, is what happened. A socialist
intelligentsia is indeed a stratum but it is not a free-floating stratum loosely
appended to the working class and peasantry. It is a part of the new profes-
sional class. It forms the upper stratum of the class: major administrators,
scientists and other top professionals. The lower section of the class, which
blends into the working class, consists of social workers, teachers, medical
and scientific technicians, second-level administrators and so on.¢

As we read over Stalin’s reports, it becomes apparent that he is—whether
he was fully aware of it or not— proclaiming the rise of a new ruling political
alliance. The center of the alliance was that “leading group of workers” that
formed “the chief link in production.” Closely associated with them were
the works managers, who, under “one-man” control, assumed “strict re-
sponsibility for work done.” And finally came “the new, Soviet intelligentsia,
the intelligentsia of the people,” by which Stalin meant essentially engineers,
technicians, and economic administrators and planners. However, when we
realize that the “intelligentsia” represented part of a class, as did the “leading
workers,” then the alliance is seen to be basically not a political alliance
but a class alliance of the working class as a whole and the professional
class as a whole. Under Stalin the working class was the prime force in this
alliance. The peasantry was in a subordinate position, possessing political
and other rights but not national power or major sociocultural national
influence.
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As became clear under Khrushchev there was an area of difference of
interest between the intelligentsia and the workers, the intelligentsia pushing
for less central economic control and more “liberal” views in various fields
as well as for personal privileges for themselves. These drives were mitigated
both by working-class influence and by pressures within the professional
class as a whole, especially its lower echelons. Although the political alliance
had considerable executive power, the basic alliance was still social and not
political, an alliance of classes. And, as we shall see, when political power
under Khrushchev moved too far in a bourgeois direction the working class
in time redressed the balance.

As a general historical phenomenon, such class balances, although un-
usual, are not unique. Ruling-class alliances have existed in various historical
situations. In slave-commercial Athens, for instance, an alliance of slave-
owning capitalists and feudal landowners ruled for several centuries, not
without conflict, of course, but on the whole united. In commercial-capitalist
Britain, a similar alliance of landowners and capitalists ruled from the late
17th century into the early 19th. In Athens and Britain, however, both classes
were exploiting classes and both were comparatively small. In the U.S.S.R.,
on the other hand, neither the working class nor the professional class is an
exploiting class and both are large classes. They are also divided into two
sections, upper and lower, and it is in the upper section of each class that
the central political power resides. These upper sections, however, are them-
selves large. The upper section of the working class embraces almost the
whole of the industrial workers.”

The rise of the new ruling class alliance did not, however, mean that
class struggle had ceased. It was ridiculous for Stalin to declare in 1936
that all class antagonisms had vanished when but six years before he had
warned Bukharin that “class was class.” He meant that the industrial working
class and its professional allies, having broken the back of the kulak resis-
tance, now held undisputed political power and had no major points of
contention between them. But this, as events were to reveal, was not entirely
true.

These developments must be seen against the background of the great
expansion of mass democratic rights embodied in the new constitution of
1936, rights which were not only political but, unlike those in bourgeois-
democratic constitutions, also economic: “the right to guaranteed employ-
ment,” “annual vacations with pay,” “free medical services,” “free education
up to and including the seventh grade.”

We might note, as typical, the rights of women: “Women in the U.S.S.R.
are accorded equal rights with men in all spheres of economic, government,
cultural, political and other public activity. The possibility of exercising
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these rights is ensured by women being accorded an equal right with men
to work, payment for work, rest and leisure, social insurance and education,
and by state protection of the interests of mother and child, state aid to
mothers of large families and unmarried mothers, maternity leave with full
pay, and a provision of a wide network of maternity homes, nurseries, and
kindergartens.” Further: “Women have the right to elect and be elected on
equal terms with men.” These gains were not, of course, simply given to
women. They had to fight for them. But they fought with Party support and
in a situation of emerging socialism. Nevertheless the fact remains that the
most dramatic advance —often from feudal bondage —ever made by women
was made under Stalin’s leadership. And such advances were typical of the
whole era.

The political executive power might reside in the hands of the upper strata
of the working class and the professional class, but basic political power
resided in the masses and their organizations: “The right to nominate can-
didates is secured to public organizations and societies of the working people.
Communist Party organizations, trade unions, cooperatives, youth organi-
zations and cultural societies.” These organizations acted only after long
and full debate, according to numerous observers and the Soviet press, local
and national. Nor was there any major division between the Party and the
people. The local Party leaders were everywhere recognized as the leaders
of the people. Like the national leaders they were seen as members of a
Party which had led the nation from tsarism to socialism. Their power
depended upon their ability. Unlike leaders in capitalist countries, they had
no base in superior wealth. All candidates for office, men and women alike,
received the equal support of their mass organizations. One did not need to
be a millionaire or a friend of millionaires to run for office.

In short, the era was one of a mass democratic initiative unparalleled in
previous history. This was, of course, not primarily due to Stalin or anyone
else but to the general socioeconomic foundation of the (socialist) society,
which the people had built—a feat also unparalleled in history. That these
obvious facts need to be stressed indicates the degree of distortion that has
been created by influential publicists in the capitalist world, who routinely
depict the Soviet Communist Party members as petty tyrants. No one, of
course, claims that the relationship between Party and non-Party people was
idyllic or that there were no conflicts of interest and no corruption. Life
does not deal in idylls. But on the whole it was, and is, a warm relationship
based on a fundamental coincidence of interest and a general admiration for
the hard and often self-sacrificing work of the average Party member.®




Chapter VI '
Theorist for World Communism

During the years 1924-1938, when he was directing the Party’s program
for developing socialism, Stalin wrote only one work of a general theoretical
nature, a 1938 article on dialectical and historical materialism. This article
was included in History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bol-
sheviks), which was written under Stalin’s direction and was read throughout
the world. Furthermore his reports to the Party Congresses and other writings
contain important specific theoretical concepts, often presented in the firm,
simple style which he exhibited early in his work and turned into an effective
medium for mass comprehension.

In 1924, as we have seen, Stalin put forward a theory that the development
of world capitalism was determined by three “contradictions”: between labor
and capital, between imperialist states, between imperialism and the colonial
world. In 1930, surveying the total world scene, he added one more con-
tradiction:

I spoke earlier of the contradictions of world capitalism. But besides
these contradictions there is still one more. I mean the contradiction
between the capitalist world and the U.S.S.R. True, it is not a con-
tradiction of the internal capitalist type. It is a contradiction between
capitalism as a whole and a country building Socialism.

Beset by these contradictions, capitalism had entered a period of “general
crisis”:

What does this mean?

It means first of all that the imperialist war and its aftermath have
intensified the decay of capitalism and disturbed its equilibrium, that
we are now living in the epoch of wars and revolutions, that capitalism

82




THEORIST FOR WORLD COMMUNISM 83

no longer represents the sole and all-embracing system of world econ-
omy, that side by side with the capitalist system of economy there
exists the Socialist system, which is growing, which is flourishing,
which is resisting the capitalist system, and which by the very fact of
its existence is demonstrating the rottenness of capitalism and shaking
its foundations.

It means, furthermore, that the imperialist war and the victory of
the revolution in the U.S.S.R. have shaken the foundations of impe-
rialism in the colonial and dependent countries, that the prestige of
imperialism in these countries has already been undermined, that it is
no longer capable of governing in the old way in these countries.

It means, further, that during the war and after it, a young, native
capitalism appeared and grew up in the colonial and dependent coun-
tries, which competes successfully in the markets with the old capitalist
countries, sharpening and complicating the struggle for markets.

In the midst of this general crisis had come the economic crisis:

The basis of the crisis lies in the contradiction between the social
character of production and the capitalist form of appropriation of the
results of production. This basic contradiction of capitalism is ex-
pressed in the contradiction between the colossal growth in the pro-
ductive capacity of capitalism, calculated to secure the maximum of
capitalist profit, and the relative reduction of purchasing power of
millions of toilers whose standard of living the capitalists are all the
time trying to keep within the limits of the lowest possible minimum.
... The crisis of over-production is the expression of this contradiction
in unbridled and destructive forms. If capitalism could adapt produc-
tion, not to the acquisition of the maximum of profits, but to the
systematic improvement of the material conditions of the workers and
peasants, then there would be no crisis. But then, also, capitalism

would not be capitalism. In order to abolish crises, capitalism must
be abolished.!

Faced with this dangerous situation, the capitalist governments tried to
find a solution in war.

As you see [Stalin wrote in 1934], things are heading toward a new
imperialist war as a way out of the present situation.

Of course, there are no grounds for assuming that war can provide
a real way out. On the contrary, it is bound to confuse the situation
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still more. More than that, it is sure to unleash revolution and jeopardise
the very existence of capitalism in a number of countries, as happened
in the course of the first imperialist war.

Revolutions, however, would not develop spontaneously no matter how
great the suffering imposed by crisis or war:

Some comrades think that, once there is a revolutionary crisis the
bourgeoisie is bound to get into a hopeless position, that its end is
therefore a foregone conclusion, that the victory of the revolution is
thus assured, and that all they have to do is to wait for the fall of the
bourgeoisie and to draw up victorious resolutions. That is a profound
mistake. The victory of the revolution never comes of itself. It must
be prepared for and won. And only a strong proletarian revolutionary
party can prepare for and win victory.

Such revolutions when they came would be of two types, those in imperialist
countries and those in the colonial or semi-colonial countries; and the two
differed in a fundamental way:

It consists in a strict distinction between revolution in imperialist coun-
tries, in countries that oppress other nations, and revolution in colonial
and dependent countries, in countries that suffer from imperialist
oppression by other states. Revolution in imperialist countries is one
thing: there the bourgeoisie is the oppressor of other nations; there it
is counter-revolutionary at all stages of the revolution; there the national
factor, as a factor in the struggle for emancipation, is absent. Revo-
lution in colonial and dependent countries is another thing: there the
imperialist oppression by other states is one of the factors of the rev-
olution; there this oppression cannot but affect the national bourgeoisie
also; there the national bourgeoisie, at a certain stage and for a certain
period, may support the revolutionary movement of its country against
imperialism; there the national factor, as a factor in the struggle for
emancipation, is a revolutionary factor.

Ultimately the struggle would come down to one between world capitalism
and world socialism:

It is more than likely that, in the course of the development of the
world revolution, there will come into existence—side by side with
the foci of imperialism in the various capitalist lands and with the
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system of these lands throughout the world—foci of socialism in
various Soviet countries, and a system of these foci throughout the
world. As the outcome of this development, there will ensue a struggle
between the rival systems, and its history will be the history of the
world revolution.

By “struggle” here Stalin meant not only war but also social and economic
struggle in various forms and stages of development: “the Socialist centre,
attracting to itself all the countries gravitating towards Socialism, and the
Capitalist centre, attracting to itself all the countries gravitating towards
capitalism.”

In June 1934 Stalin took time out, as Bernard Shaw noted with some
glee, to give H. G. Wells a lesson on the difference between liberalism and
Marxism:

STALIN: Besides, can we lose sight of the fact that in order to
transform the world it is necessary to have political power? It seems
to me, Mr. Wells, that you greatly underestimate the question of po-
litical power, that it entirely drops out of your conception. What can
those, even with the best intentions in the world, do if they are unable
to raise the question of seizing power, and do not possess power? ...
The transformation of the world is a great, complicated and painful
process. For this great task a great class is required. Big ships go on
long voyages.

WELLS: Yes, but for long voyages a captain and a navigator are
required.

STALIN: That is true; but what is first required for a long voyage
is a big ship. What is a navigator without a ship? An idle man.

WELLS: The big ship is humanity, not a class.

STALIN: You, Mr. Wells, evidently start out with the assumption
that all men are good. I, however, do not forget that there are many
wicked men. I do not believe in the goodness of the bourgeoisie.>

During the years in which Stalin developed these concepts, he was the
leading communist spokesman in the world, and his views formed the basis
for communist thinking and action everywhere. Mao Tse-tung and other
Chinese communists, for example, grew up on these views and their thinking
was largely molded by them. They provided indispensable theoretical guide-
lines, the predictions they contained were generally accurate, and most are
valid today. For instance, the concept of capitalism as being in a condition
of “general crisis,” not only economic but social, political, and cultural,
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provides a general historical framework for understanding the present epoch.
Capitalist civilization is clearly still in this “general crisis,” which is getting
worse and which, with ups-and-downs, will continue to get worse until it
is superseded by socialism.

The breakdown of colonialism that Stalin predicted has continued until
today a direct colonial system is no longer a major factor in the world.
Imperialism is, indeed, “no longer capable of governing in the old ways,”
and capitalist rulers have had to resort to the indirectness of neocolonialism,
with reduced political and military controls. The presence of the socialist
power in the U.S.S.R. did indeed help to “shake the foundations” of cap-
italism. It supplied impetus for the Chinese revolution, although that event
was, of course, primarily generated by internal forces, and it provided armed
power to assist anti-feudal and anti-capitalist revolutions in Eastern Europe
following World War II.

The U.S.S.R. remains a powerful anti-monopoly-capitalism world force
(as demonstrated in its assistance to the Vietnamese in their revolutionary
war against French and U.S. imperialism). If the concept of the “history of
world revolution” as essentially a conflict between socialist and imperialist
“foci” is somewhat mechanical, it still has a certain basic validity.

Of the two types of revolution noted by Stalin, those in imperialist and
those in dependent countries, the second materialized in China, and sub-
sequently in Korea, Indochina, Cuba, Nicaragua, and elsewhere. The first
materialized in Czechoslovakia and East Germany, although with some
modifications resulting from the intervention of a socialist power. Stalin’s
analysis—ultimately, of course, with roots in Lenin—forms the basis for
two different systems of revolutionary strategy, which we can see developing
today throughout the world. In capitalist nations the struggle is essentially
one of the working class against the bourgeoisie, in colonial countries one
of the working class, peasantry, and capitalist class against feudalism and
imperialism. In the first kind of struggle, the working class attempts to rally
the mass of the population—women, minorities, farmers, youth, middle
class—for a concentrated blow against the capitalist state. In the second,
the working class, in alliance with the peasantry, can to some degree share
the leadership of the mass movement with the native bourgeoisie in the
initial anti-feudal, anti-imperialist phase of the revolution. On this latter
situation Stalin reiterated Lenin’s warning that the working class must retain
independence of action:

But what does a united front with the national bourgeoisie at the first
stage of a colonial revolution mean? Does it mean that Communists
must not intensify the struggle of the workers and peasants against the
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landlords and the national bourgeoisie, that the proletariat ought to
sacrifice its independence, if only to a very slight extent, if only for
a very short time? No, it does not mean that. A united front can be
of revolutionary significance only where, and only on condition that,
it does not prevent the Communist Party from conducting its indepen-
dent political and organisational work, from organising the proletariat
into an independent political force, from rousing the peasantry against
the landlords, openly organising a workers” and peasants’ revolution,
and from preparing in this way the conditions for the hegemony of the
proletariat.?

Taken as a whole Stalin’s comments on world affairs comprise a wide
yet unified vision of world development, of a dual, interactive revolution
in capitalist and exploited nations functioning as a total historical force
which would gradually erode the world capitalist system and replace it with
a socialist system. His judgments, measured and responsible, bear the im-
print of serious collective thinking. Among his more immediate predictions,
that of the coming of World War II proved correct. And his prediction of
revolutions following the war—reminiscent of Engels’s “last great war
dance” projection—also came true in Eastern Europe, China, and Korea.
The revolutions in China and Korea followed the anti-feudal, anti-imperialist
united-front pattern that he outlined. Stalin apparently would not have con-
sidered his general prediction of the worldwide emergence of socialism to
be basically affected by the spread of nuclear weapons. When U.S. impe-
rialism threatened the U.S.S.R. with the bomb (after dropping it on Japan)
Stalin was quoted in the press at the time as saying that it was a threat
designed to frighten those with “weak nerves.” Presumably he meant that
having been used once, the bomb could not be used again, for the world
was aware of its nature. One other factor that can affect in various ways
the Marxist-Leninist perspective of world socialist development is the grow-
ing global ecological catastrophe, especially the results of carbon dioxide
and other atmosphere-warming gases. Of this situation—with its historical
irony that the industrial revolution that produced the proletariat and, hence,
the possibility of a communist world, has now also produced the means for
the destruction of human society—of this Stalin had little or no inkling.
This factor, taken in conjunction with nuclear and other weapons of mass
destruction, makes the achievement of socialism not only a matter of abol-
ishing economic exploitation and social oppression but of the survival of
humanity.




Chapter VIII
World Revolution: China and
Eastern Europe

The various charges that have been brought against Stalin in regard to
international affairs are perhaps as numerous as those brought against him
on the domestic front. The basic image is again that of the reactionary
intriguer, this time, however, operating on a world scale, and a point-by-
point refutation of the legion of charges serves only to achieve a kind of
negative concurrence with the image. What is necessary is to establish the
general principles upon which Stalin operated—some of which we have
already noted—and to examine some of the major questions in the context
of these principles.

While bourgeois publicists assailed Stalin for stirring up world revolution
(including the revolution in China), his “left” opponents charged that he
tried to hold back revolutionary movements or cut off revolutionary poten-
tial. This charge, as we saw, was made by Trotsky in the 1920s; and since
then it has been embellished. The essence of it may be found in Russia,
What Next? by Isaac Deutscher (Trotsky’s biographer):

He certainly did his best to destroy the potentialities for revolution
abroad—in the name of the sacred egoism of the Russian revolution.
... He believed that by building up the Soviet “citadel of socialism”
he was making the only contribution toward world revolution that could
be made at the time.

One of Deutscher’s major charges is that Stalin “ordered” (“on Stalin’s
orders”) the Communist Party of China to remain “subservient to the Kuom-
intang” even when the Kuomintang leadership attacked it.!

In considering these matters we might begin with Marx’s comment at the
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conclusion of The Civil War in France, written at a time when he and the
International Workingmen’s Association (of which he was the recognized
leader) were accused of having fomented the rebellion that led to the Paris
Commune: “The police-tinged bourgeois mind naturally figures to itself the
International Workingmen’s Association as acting in the manner of a secret
conspiracy, its central body ordering, from time to time, explosions in
different countries.” The Trotskyist position, shared by some liberals and
socialists, is in essence that Stalin should have ordered such “explosions,”
and that he not only failed to do so but prevented their taking place. Rev-
olutions and mass social protest movements, however, as Marx indicates,
arise basically from the socioeconomic situation in any particular country,
and an outside source cannot initiate them except under unusual circum-
stances. Conversely, what a socialist country can do to discourage them is
also of a limited nature. In trying to ascertain what, in general, can actually
be done, we might also return to Marx, to the Communist Manifesto. “The
Communists fight for the attainment of the momentary interests of the
working class; but in the movement of the present they also represent and
take care of the future of that movement.”?

Here we have the essence of Marxist tactics. To proclaim revolution is
not to bring about revolution. In fact, to proclaim it at the wrong time can
result in disaster. A Marxist must examine a situation to decide what stage
of potentially revolutionary development it represents and then use the tactics
that seem most likely to advance it to the next stage. Thus in attempting to
assist a movement in another country, a communist leader—Lenin, Stalin,
or anyone ¢lse —must try to determine the nature and stage of the movement
and render advice accordingly. If sometimes this advice seems conservative
it is not because it is conservative but because it is what is needed at that
particular stage of development.

That Stalin did not consider the building of socialism in the U.S.S.R. as
the “only” way in which the world revolutionary movement could be assisted
is shown by the very existence of the Communist International. Founded
by Lenin and led most notably by Georgi Dimitrov, it was strongly supported
by Stalin throughout its existence. The leaders of the International, in Mos-
cow, were constantly in touch with communist parties ail over the world,
having frequent consultations with their leaders, taking promising comrades
into Marxist-Leninist schools in the U.S.S.R., and holding periodic inter-
national congresses, of which the Seventh Congress in 1935 had the widest
representation and world influence. Reports were given to this Congress by
communist leaders from all the major capitalist powers, including the U.S.,
and colonial and semi-colonial countries, including China. The Congress
heard reports on how to establish an “anti-imperialist united front” in the
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colonial and semi-colonial countries. In the main report, Georgi Dimitrov,
fresh from the prisons and courts of Nazi Germany, singled out China; “The
Chinese Soviets act as a unifying centre in the struggle against the enslave-
ment and partition of China by the imperialists, as a unifying centre which
will rally all anti-imperialist forces for the national defence of the Chinese
people.” This view, as events were to prove, was the right one at the time,
suggesting the tactics which advanced the Chinese revolution to a new stage.

The Congress also concentrated on how to establish a “popular front”
against fascism in the capitalist countries. At that time, the main objectives
were to stop the spread of fascism—which would have destroyed the or-
ganizations of the working class in the capitalist countries—and to prevent
a world war. Here, too, events proved the view of the need for a popular
front to be correct and here, too, the view suggested tactics that advanced
the revolutionary process to a new stage. The fascist offensive was stopped
through the Popular Front—most dramatically in France—and although the
war was not prevented, the struggle against it and against fascism developed
progressive social and political movements.

In addition to founding and developing the Communist International, the
Soviet government, whenever it could, directly intervened to promote so-
cialist activities. It did so first in Mongolia, before Stalin’s ascendancy, and
then at the end of World War II, when the Soviet armies, in driving the
Nazi armies out of Eastern Europe, helped to establish anti-fascist, anti-
capitalist regimes. These actions resulted in a charge that Stalin forced a
regimented social order on these countries with “Soviet bayonets” and then
used them to build up the economy of the U.S.S.R. at the expense of their
own economies and national interests.

Stalin himself, as we have seen in his conflict with Trotsky, was not
unaware of the various charges made against him. At a meeting of the
Executive Committee of the Communist International in 1926 he stated his
own general position and that of the Soviet leadership:

Whether we are building socialism in alliance with the world pro-
letariat, this the opposition is inclined to doubt. Some of the opposi-
tionists even assert that our Party underestimates the importance of
this alliance. And one of them, Kamenev, has even gone so far as to
accuse the Party of national-reformism, of replacing the international
revolutionary perspective by a national-reformist perspective. That,
comrades, is nonsense. ... Only in alliance with the world proletariat
is it possible to build socialism in our country.

The whole point is how this alliance is to be understood.

When the proletarians of the U.S.S.R. seized power in October
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1917, this was assistance to the proletarians of all countries; it was an
alliance with them. ... When the proletarians of Western Europe frus-
trated intervention against the U.S.S.R., refused to transport arms for
the counter-revolutionary generals, set up councils of action and un-
dermined the rear of their capitalists, this was assistance to the pro-
letarians of the U.S.S.R.; it was an alliance of the West-European
proletarians with the proletarians of the U.S.S.R. Without this sym-
pathy and this support of the proletarians of the capitalist countries,
we could not have won the Civil War. ... When the proletarians of the
U.S.S.R. consolidate their dictatorship, put an end to economic dis-
ruption, develop constructive work and achieve successes in the build-
ing of socialism, this is support of highest value for the proletarians
of all countries, for their struggle against capitalism, their struggle for
power; because the existence of the Soviet Republic, its steadfastness,
its successes on the front of socialist construction, are factors of the
highest value for the world revolution, factors that encourage the pro-
letarians of all countries in their struggle against capitalism. It can
scarcely be doubted that the destruction of the Soviet Republic would
be followed by the blackest and most savage reaction in all capitalist
countries.*

Stalin is here attempting to move the subject of proletarian internation-
alism from the narrow question of how the new proletarian state could assist
in developing revolutions abroad to the general perspective of the socio-
political interrelation between workers in the capitalist world and those in
an already proletarian state. To adopt the first outlook is, in effect, to accept
the “police-tinged bourgeois” view of a “central” proletarian body “ordering
...explosions” abroad. Not, of course, that such a state could not assist
the proletariat in capitalist states in various ways—and some of these were
neither apparent nor possible in 1926—but these ways, Stalin indicates, are
usually of an indirect and general nature. In the main they center around
the very fact of the existence of the proletarian state. Those who have
criticized the U.S.S.R. for failing to intervene “arms in hand” to advance
or save a revolution abroad have either urged the impossible or advocated
an adventurism which would injure not only the U.S.S.R. but the world
proletariat. At the same time, when the U.S.S.R. has been able to intervene
directly these same critics condemn the action as unwarranted interference
and suppression of “rights.”

Stalin, then, viewed the world proletariat as essentially one, its advanced
section in the U.S.S.R. moving into socialism, the rest still in capitalist
bondage. And he envisaged the alliance between the two sections in a broad
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sense, not primarily one of political connections but as a historical phe-
nomenon. True, there was no formal “alliance” between the Soviet and the
West European workers, but when the workers in Western Europe prevented
the spread of intervention following World War I, they were acting in gen-
uine, interactive alliance. So it was too, when workers’ delegations from
capitalist countries visited the U.S.S.R., bringing and taking away both
praise and criticism, and above all understanding. As a result of these
delegations, which were encouraged and helped by the Soviet government,
thousands of workers visited the U.S.S.R. Furthermore, the government
encouraged tourism in general, so that the vision of practical socialism could
be spread in capitalist and oppressed nations. It was on one of these tours,
in 1934, that I first became aware of the significance of the new workers’
state and felt, as did Lincoln Steffens, that “I have seen the future and it
works.”

Most important of all, of course, although Stalin does not spell it out in
his 1926 speech, which was directed at a specific criticism, the U.S.S.R.
helped the world proletariat through the International, from whose stage
Stalin was then speaking. Nor can the importance of Stalin’s final point be
exaggerated. The destruction of the U.S.S.R. would indeed have been fol-
lowed by devastating attacks on the workers, their unions and political
parties, in the capitalist world. His position is in essence, then, that a
Communist Party, whether in a socialist or capitalist country, must work
first to advance the interests of the world proletariat and that a central concern
in these interests is the preservation of its developing socialist section. This
position can be interpreted as “national-reformist” only if we omit its class
character, which forms its essence, and accept the argument that Stalin and
the Soviet Party were indeed only trying to reform capitalism, an argument
which events soon refuted.

Although in this speech Stalin was concentrating on the relationship of
the socialist state with the workers in the capitalist world, at other times he
discussed its relationship with the colonial and semi-colonial world. As we
have seen, Stalin—like Lenin—regarded the struggle of the proletariat in
the capitalist nations and that of the masses in the oppressed nations as
essentially one, and linked with the advance of socialism in the U.S.S.R.
His position perhaps can best be discussed in relation to his views on China.

When 12 delegates met in Shanghai in the summer of 1921 to found the
Chinese Communist Party they represented about 50 communists from small
groups, with perhaps another 20 studying in France. Owing to the lack of
Marxist roots (and books) in China, none of them had been able to have a
Marxist training of the kind that Lenin or the other Bolsheviks had received,
beginning in their youth. Some of the delegates, as their later actions in-
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dicated, were bourgeois nationalists rather than communists, while others
veered toward reformism, and still others wanted only to set up an educa-
tional association. Opinion ranged from the extreme right—the working
class was “too backwards and stupid” to lead the revolution—to the extreme
“left”—the dictatorship of the proletariat was the immediate goal. Ch’en
Tu-hsiu, who became secretary, believed that the future lay in the hands of
“Mr. Democracy” and “Mr. Science.” Another leading figure, Li Ta-chao,
placed the main emphasis on the “education of the masses” and argued that
“the Chinese revolution would be essentially a peasant revolution.” If the
delegates succeeded, in founding a Communist Party despite this confusion,
it was largely because they were helped by the International, help that came
at a time when Chinese society was being churned up by massive anti-
feudal, anti-imperialist, and anti-capitalist revolutionary action. This in-
cluded militant strike movements, especially in Shanghai and Canton, and
a few of the delegates, including Mao Tse-tung, had had direct experience
with it. In social ferment of this scope, what we might call the practical
essentials of Marxist-Leninism can spread with astonishing rapidity and
provide general guides to action. Some basic texts began to become avail-
able, and the International supplied background material on current events.*

Two International representatives, one Russian and one Dutch, came to
the founding meeting of the Chinese Party, and the International’s hand is
visible in the early statements of the Party. A statement of June 1922 notes
that although the Party is “the vanguard of the proletariat,” its “urgent task”
is “to act jointly with the democratic party [the Kuomintang] to establish a
united front of democratic revolution.” The Kuomintang leader, Sun Yat-
sen, agreed to collaborate, but leftist opposition to this policy developed in
the Communist Party and the Party issued a second statement a month later
emphasizing that this was only a first stage:

When that stage is reached, the proletariat must launch the struggle of
the second phase: (the struggle) for the dictatorship of the proletariat
allied to the poor peasants against the bourgeoisie. If the organization
and fighting power of the proletariat has been [sufficiently] strength-
ened, the struggle of this second phase will carry the victory of the
democratic revolution to its completion.¢

When we contrast these documents with the eclectic radicalism that had
prevailed previously it is clear that the role of the International was crucial
in setting the new Party on the right revolutionary course. Without this initial
help the Chinese radical movement might have floundered for years. On
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the other hand the help would have been of little avail had it not been for
the potentially revolutionary situation then existing in China.

The general outlook expressed in the statements did not, of course, orig-
inate with the International but reflected the theoretical views of Lenin and
Stalin on the particular nature of the revolution in colonial and semi-colonial
countries. In a first stage such revolutions centered on an alliance of workers
and peasants with those native capitalists who were anti-feudal and anti-
imperialist. In a second stage the capitalists would be forced out of the
alliance as a democratic mass dictatorship of workers and poor peasants
heading for socialism took over. Although this perspective proved to be
wrong in some specifics in China, it was basically correct and provided the
key to effective political action throughout the revolution.

At the Party’s founding meeting Mao was named Hunan secretary, and
after the meeting he returned to (his native) Hunan. His first organizing
efforts there were among the coal miners of a mining company owned by
German capitalists in Anyuan. Within a few months he had organized 7,000
miners and led them in a strike. Next, as he later told Edgar Snow, he turned
to the peasantry, 50% of whose produce was taken by the landlord and who
paid 30% interest on loans:

Formerly 1 had not fully realized the degree of class struggle among
the peasantry, but after the May 30th Incident [1925], and during the
great wave of political activity which followed it, the Hunanese peas-
antry became very militant.

Within a few months Mao and his associates had “formed more than twenty
peasant unions.” By 1927 there were 10 million organized peasants in
China.”

When Sun Yat-sen had agreed to collaborate with the Communist Party
his fortunes were at a low ebb and he was in need of Soviet support,
but as things improved the Kuomintang established stronger ties with
American and British imperialism. Chiang Kai-shek, who had married
into the Soong banking family, with its extensive imperialist interests,
became leader of the Kuomintang after Sun’s death. He launched a military
campaign against the feudal national regime in Peking, whose weakening
was in the interests of native capitalists, workers, and peasants alike. As
Chiang’s forces moved north they helped to generate more peasant move-
ments, which were led primarily by the Communist Party. Alarmed by
these movements and by militant labor actions in the cities, also led by
the Communist Party, Chiang turned his armed forces against his former
allies. Some 40,000 workers were slaughtered in Shanghai, Canton, and
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other cities (“For months the daily rumble of military trucks would be
heard, bringing their loads of workers to be shot”) and the proletariat was
temporarily driven back in disarray. But although thousands of peasants
were killed, the Kuomintang was unable to stem the massive peasant
tide.

In view of the Kuomintang treachery and the Communist Party defeat in
the cities, it has been argued that the Communist International was wrong
in its united front policy. Trotsky, for instance, lamented in 1928 that Stalin’s
“monstrous” policy had “broken the spine of the young Communist Party
of China.” Events, of course, showed otherwise. The Party not only survived
but the united front policy had given the very small Communist Party access
to the workers and peasants under the massive Kuomintang Party’s control.
Mao, for instance, was able to organize the peasants in these years on the
scale that he did, not because of his Communist Party membership, but
because he was deputy head and actual leader of the Kuomintang’s Peasant
Movement Training Institute. (At the same time Chou En-lai was deputy
head of the political section of the Kuomintang’s Military Academy, and
other Communist leaders simultaneously occupied leading positions in the
Kuomintang.) Largely because of these connections, the Communist Party
grew from a small sect to a party of 57,000 within six years. If it had not
grown thus, it could not have survived the attack upon it—which, given
the existing class forces, would have come anyway, alliance or no alliance —
and lived to lead movements that soon resulted in a mass revolutionary base
including rural soviets.?

The policy of collaboration between the Communist Party and the Kuom-
intang was not initiated by Stalin but by Lenin. Stalin apparently did not
come actively on the China scene until 1925, and when he did he followed
the already established policy, with which he agreed. Even after Chiang’s
attack on the Communist Party, Stalin for a time hoped that the Party could
continue an alliance with the left wing of the Kuomintang led by Sun Yat-
sen’s widow, Ching-ling Soong, among others. However, the left wing
folded under pressure and the right became dominant. When this happened,
Stalin (like Mao) placed the emphasis on the peasantry —with a mass rev-
olutionary perspective—rather than on a new alliance with bourgeois or
petty bourgeois leaders:

Chiang Kai-shek’s coup signifies that the revolution has entered the
second stage of its development, that a swing has begun away from
the revolution of an all-national united front and towards a revolution
of the vast masses of the workers and peasants, towards an agrarian
revolution, which will strengthen and broaden the struggle against
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imperialism, against the gentry and the feudal landlords, and against
the militarists and Chiang Kai-shek’s counter-revolutionary group.

Stalin believed that “in the very near future the entire peasantry of China
will go over to the confiscation of the land,” and “Therein lies the strength
of the Chinese revolution.” He supported the peasants’ actions. “In a number
of areas, such as Hunan, Hupeh, etc., the peasants are already seizing the
land, and are setting up their own courts, their own penal organs and their
own self-defence bodies.” He approved of a Communist International doc-
ument written before Chiang’s attack that urged “converting the peasant
committees into actual organs of governmental authority equipped with
armed self-defence.”

On the other hand, for a time he did not believe that the peasants should
set up soviets or that the Communist Party should establish its own Red
Army independent of the left Kuomintang, although he emphasized the
importance of its independence in general. Just how he felt that peasants’
soviets would differ from peasant self-government is not clear, but his
argument was that they should be established only in conjunction with
workers” soviets: “Soviets of workers” and peasants’ deputies will neces-
sarily have to be formed in China at the moment when the victorious agrarian
revolution has developed to the full.” He had a threefold advance of the
revolution in mind: from agrarian to bourgeois-democratic to socialist. Mao,
who was not then in charge of the Party, agreed with Stalin’s general as-
sessment of the forces involved in the revolution and its general direction,
but disagreed on some of these specifics. He established both rural soviets
and a communist-led Red Army. That Stalin later agreed with these actions
is shown by the fact that the Seventh Congress of the Communist Inter-
national in 1935 endorsed them.

Once again, we see Stalin’s old weakness of dividing revolutions into
too-exact stages, not realizing sufficiently—as did Lenin and as Mao found
out in China—that they blend into each other. However, as we now look
at the direction of the Chinese revolution, it is apparent that Stalin’s general
emphasis on the working class and the necessity of its alliance with the
peasantry was correct. The weakness of the Chinese revolution was its work
in the cities, where apparently little organizing of the workers took place.
Even after the triumph of the revolution, the workers in general did not
seize the factories and many of the former owners were retained. But Stalin’s
picture was on the whole too structured. Mao’s, although wrong in some
respects, was more fluid and original: “We should employ our main forces
to create rural bases, surround the cities from the countryside and use the
bases to expedite nationwide revolutionary upsurge.” And this policy was
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the one that led to victory even though it did not have the effect in the cities
that Mao projected.®

In spite of his disagreements with some of Stalin’s positions in these
years, Mao had great admiration for him (while he repudiated Trotsky and
Bukharin), and certainly was greatly influenced by his writings, often taking
Stalin’s general theoretical views as a basis and then developing them. For
example, Mao commented in 1930 on the prospects for the Chinese revo-
lution:

If it is asked whether the revolutionary upsurge will arise soon in
China, we can give a definite answer only after studying carefully
whether the contradictions leading to the revolutionary upsurge are
really developing. Since contradictions are developing internationally
between the imperialist countries, between the imperialist countries
and their colonies, and between imperialism and the proletariat in these
countries, the imperialists feel all the more urgently the need to contend
for China. As the imperialists’ contention for China intensifies, both
the contradiction between the imperialist powers and the whole Chinese
nation and the contradiction among the imperialists themselves develop
simultaneously in China.

The general concept of the international “contradictions” between imperialist
nations themselves, between these nations and their colonies, between cap-
italists and workers, is based on Stalin’s Foundations of Leninism, but Mao
goes on to apply the concept to China in his own way, picking out the
factors which he believed were dividing the ruling classes and driving China
toward revolution.

In 1945 when the Communist Party was on the verge of launching rev-
olutionary war and last-minute negotiations were going on with the Kuom-
intang, Mao issued a warning: “But there are limits to such concessions;
the principle is that they must not damage the fundamental interests of the
people.” The warning was directed partly at Stalin. “Stalin,” Mao later
declared of the situation at this time, “wanted to prevent China from making
revolution, saying that we should not have a civil war and should cooperate
with Chiang Kai-shek, otherwise the Chinese nation would perish. But we
did not do what he said.” This fits in with one of Stalin’s “conversations”
with Milovan Djilas in 1948:

True, we, too, can make a mistake! Here when the war with Japan
ended, we invited the Chinese comrades to reach an agreement as to
how a modus vivendi with Chiang Kai-shek might be found. They
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agreed with us in word, but in deed they did it their own way when
they got home: they mustered their forces and struck. It has been shown
that they were right, and not we.

This position of Stalin’s, we should note, was not a new one. It had been
the general position of the Chinese Party since its beginning to try to effect
a united front with the Kuomintang. And almost up to the opening of the
civil war Mao had made overtures to Chiang Kai-shek to try to unite their
forces. It was only when it became clear that Chiang was uniting with U.S.
imperialism for a concerted drive against the communists that the Chinese
Communist Party decided that a revolutionary war presented the only way
out. Stalin did not oppose this view because he was opposed to the Chinese
revolution as such. That he was not is shown by his release of large amounts
of captured Japanese arms and equipment to the Chinese communists in
1945, following the Soviet invasion of Manchuria. He opposed Mao’s view
presumably because he did not believe that the Chinese communists would
win a civil war in which Chiang had superior armaments and numbers.
Such, in fact, was the general view at the time. As a communist and a
Marxist, however, Stalin should have been able to see further. The fact that
he did not reflects both his distance from the scene and, once again, his
lack of Marxist imagination, as displayed, for instance, in his failure to
perceive that the soviets could be the vehicle for proletarian revolution and
his advocacy (until Lenin taught him better) of using them simply as a
pressure group against the Provisional government. Again, in 1945 as in
1917, he did not grasp that the situation had changed in a basic way and
bold new revolutionary means were needed. However, the conversation with
Djilas also shows that Stalin did not conceive of himself as giving “orders”
to the Chinese communists but only advice, and that Stalin was not only
pleased but rather amused that they had shown him to be wrong. Later
Stalin welcomed Mao in Moscow.

In spite of this misjudgment of Stalin’s, Mao continued to praise him as
a great communist leader although one who had made serious errors. In
1956 he said: “Stalin was a great Marxist-Leninist, yet at the same time a
Marxist-Leninist who committed several gross errors without realizing that
they were errors.” And again, on Stalin’s death, in 1953: “Everyone knows
that Comrade Stalin had an ardent love for the Chinese people and believed
the might of the Chinese revolution to be immeasurable.” Mao could believe
this, and doubtless did, while at the same time feeling that Stalin was wrong
in specifics. Mao, then, did not argue that Stalin had tried to hold back the
Chinese revolution at any stage as part of a policy of placing Soviet na-
tionalist interests above international revolutionary ones, as his enemies
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were contending. He said only that Stalin made mistakes, “without realizing
that they were errors,” the implication being, perhaps, that he had too narrow
a revolutionary vision. Mao felt that Stalin had supported the Chinese rev-
olution unselfishly, and, as he noted in 1950, Stalin rejoiced in its triumph.
Stalin also introduced the policy of economic and technical aid to China
that was later reversed by Khrushchev. We should note, too, that, as events
were to show, Stalin was right in his feeling that insufficient emphasis was
being given to the Chinese working class.°

In addition to the situation in China, controversy about Stalin’s interna-
tional policies has raged over the rise and development of the “people’s
democracies” of Eastern Europe.

The common notion in the capitalist world that the countries of Eastern
Europe had a kind of regimented socialization thrust upon them by Soviet
bayonets is, of course, a myth, again based ultimately on the bourgeois
view of the workers as robots. True, as the Soviet armies, in pursuit of the
Nazi armies, moved through Eastern Europe, this very action involved the
overthrow of the pro-Nazi governments, in, for example, Rumania and
Bulgaria. Revolt would have come anyway, however, once the Nazi political
power behind those governments crumbled. And it is true also that in some
of these nations Soviet representatives later helped—as they should have —
to develop socioeconomic bases for socialist construction. The real power
and initiative, however, had to come from, and did come from, the peoples
of those countries themselves. Furthermore, in two of these nations, Albania
and Yugoslavia, the Soviet armies were not directly involved. The revo-
lutions there arose almost entirely from internal actions. In Yugoslavia, for
instance, a partisan army of 80,000 was mustered to fight the German
invasion; by the end of the war this army had grown to 800,000 and was
holding down more German divisions than the combined U.S.-British
forces in Italy. Furthermore, Yugoslavia before the war had had a strong
Communist Party, with a bloc of deputies in the national parliament. And
Czechoslovakia had had powerful Socialist and Communist Parties from the
1920s on.

In short, in many of these countries there had been a considerable socialist-
oriented political movement, which, although suppressed by the Nazis,
managed to survive and form a core when the Nazi and native reactionary
forces were defeated. For instance, in Bulgaria, one of the most economically
backward of these countries—a poor, partly feudal nation in contrast to
capitalist Czechoslovakia—the Communist Party in 1932 elected 19 of 35
members to the city council of Sofia. When the Nazi dictatorship was
overthrown, following the war, an election was held by “direct, secret, and
universal suffrage” (according to the Statesman’s Yearbook for 1955), in
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which the anti-fascist Fatherland Front of Communist, Socialist, and peasant
partics won 364 seats to the opposition’s 101. Clearly this movement grew
mainly out of the situation within Bulgaria. We might note, too, that in
Czechoslovakia in 1946, the Communist Party won 38% of the vote in a
national election,!!

As a result of dislocations from the war, particularly in those economies
already at a low, partly feudal level, all possible assistance was needed to
move the whole bloc of nations toward socialism. And this the U.S.S.R.,
although devastated by the war, provided as best it could, giving both
economic aid and political assistance; within the bloc the better-off nations,
such as Czechoslovakia, aided the weaker ones. In 1949 the whole bloc
formed the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON). That
these efforts soon paid off is clear from the economic figures. For instance,
Hungary, which had produced a yearly average of 600,000 tons of steel in
the years 1936-38, produced 1,540,000 in 1953. It has, as we have noted,
been contended that Stalin used these nations as virtual colonies to supply
raw materials for the U.S.S.R. But although the U.S.S.R. certainly needed
all the help it could get, there is no evidence of a colonial-like exploitation.
On the contrary, the evidence indicates that the U.S.S.R. often gave material
and professional aid that it could well have used itself. The relationship in
essence was that of the proletarian alliance that Stalin had earlier described,
a relationship between a socialist country and a group of countries trying
to move toward socialism.!2

As an example of this relationship, let us take Albania. In 1939, Albania,
a tiny nation of 2,000,000 wedged between Greece and Yugoslavia, was
invaded by an Italian fascist army of 100,000. The small but militant Al-
banian Communist Party organized partisans and then moved—as in Yu-
goslavia—from guerrilla to regular warfare, as arms were captured from
the enemy. After a bloody struggle they drove out the Italian invaders, only
to be confronted by a Nazi army of 70,000. This army they also defeated,
again securing their arms from the enemy. But the cost had been terrible.
When the fighting ended, 28,000 Albanians were dead, 52,000 houses had
been burned, and almost every bridge in the country destroyed. “Our coun-
try,” wrote Enver Hoxha, the leader of the Communist Party and the united
front government that emerged from the struggle, “was devastated and ruined
by the war.” “Industry, the mines, and home and foreign trade are either
very weak or completely paralyzed.” The mines had been put out of action,
the oil refineries destroyed.!

In this situation, the Albanians, although relying mainly on their own
efforts, at first received some help from Yugoslavia, but aid from the U.S.S.R.
became of major importance when difficulties developed with Yugoslavia.
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And it was forthcoming. In 1947 Albania entered into a trade agreement
with the Soviet government. By 1951, 57% of Albania’s foreign trade,
imports and exports, was with the U.S.S.R. Albania was able to import
machinery, chemicals, textiles, and building materials while exporting the
products of its mining and oil industries. Soviet assistance was given for
the construction of industry in all areas, including oil. And trade agreements
were also made through COMECON. Hoxha paid particular tribute to Stalin
for this aid (1948): “We owe the extension of our light and heavy industry
to the great aid of the Bolshevik Party, to Comrade Stalin and the Soviet
state, who helps us unsparingly in this respect as in all other respects.” But
with the death of Stalin in 1953 and the subsequent rise of Khrushchev, the
situation began to change, and Hoxha wrote:

However, in this field of our relations and contacts with the post-Stalin
Soviet leadership, too, we very soon saw the first signs that things
were no longer going as before. There was something wrong, there
was no longer that former atmosphere, when we would go to Stalin
and open our hearts to him without hesitation and he would listen and
speak to us just as frankly from his heart, the heart of an internationalist
communist. More and more each day, in his successors, instead of
communists, we saw hucksters.

The present non-Marxist, anti-Soviet — “the superpowers” — policy of Albania
was triggered not by Stalin but by Krushchev. And so, too, with the similar
Chinese policy.14

Hoxha had first met Stalin in July 1947.

From the beginning he created such a comradely atmosphere that
we were very quickly relieved of that natural emotion which we felt
when we entered his office, a large room, with a long table for
meetings, close to his writing desk. Only a few minutes after ex-
changing the initial courtesies, we felt as though we were not talking
to the great Stalin, but sitting with a comrade, whom we had met
before and with whom we had talked many times. I was still young
then, and the representative of a small party and country, therefore,
in order to create the warmest and most comradely atmosphere for
me, Stalin cracked some jokes and then began to speak with affection
and great respect about our people, about their militant traditions of
the past and their heroism in the National Liberation War. He spoke
quietly, calmly and with a characteristic warmth which put me at
ease.
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A second interview with Hoxha, in November 1949, shows how Stalin
worked, a picture very similar to that of the direct, unassuming style Am-
bassador Davies had noted:

“We shall help you today and in the future, too,” he continued,
“therefore we are going to give you more people and more of everything
else than we have given you so far. We now have the practical pos-
sibilities to give you more because our current five-year plan is going
on well.”

I thanked Comrade Stalin for the aid they had given and would give
us in the future.

“Thank me when you receive the aid,” he said smiling, and then
asked:

“What do your trains run on—oil or coal?”

“Coal, mainly,” I told him, “but the new types of locomotives we
have received run on oil.”

"Do you process your oil? How is work going on with the refinery?”
he asked, continuing the talk.

“We are building a new refinery with Soviet equipment,” I said.
“Next year we shall install the machinery.”

“Do you have coal?”

“We do,” I told him, “and geological surveys show that our prospects
in this direction are good.”

“You must work to discover and extract as much coal as possible,”
Comrade Stalin advised me. “It is very necessary for the development
of industry and the economy in general, therefore give it attention,
because it will be difficult for you without it.”

Certainly in the relations of the U.S.S.R. with Albania or of Stalin with
Hoxha, there is no hint of Soviet exploitation. In fact, just the contrary. The
atmosphere in the interviews, as Hoxha indicates, was warm and friendly;
Stalin’s interest in the Albanian people and their construction of socialism,
sincere; and the trade and other economic agreements were of mutual benefit.
There is no reason to believe that this was not generally true of Stalin’s
relationships with the communist leaders of other nations, although, of
course, there were exceptions. If Stalin felt—as he did in dealing with Tito,
or earlier, the “right” leaders in the German Party—that the actions of
leaders would harm both their own movements and that of the proletariat
in general, he could be as unyielding and brutally direct as he was friendly
and sympathetic to Hoxha, in whom he obviously saw a kindred proletarian
spirit, a dedicated communist whose background in an oppressed, colonial
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nation had been similar to Stalin’s own. What has happened is that Stalin’s
differences with other leaders have been played up, often in a malicious
gossip-column style, as by Milovan Djilas, and the basic comradeship per-
vading these relations has been obscured. That Stalin made mistakes is true,
and indeed, inevitable. However, they were not his alone but of the lead-
ership of the International, and there is no evidence that anyone else could
have done better. In fact, when we consider Trotsky’s narrow leftism and
Bukharin’s “thesis” that world capitalism had “stabilized” itself—on the
brink of the Great Depression—it is clearly fortunate for the world proletariat
that in these years the International had Stalin’s guiding hand behind it.*s




Chapter IX
The War Years

On June 22, 1941, a German imperialist army of 3,000,000 crossed the
borders of the U.S.S.R. in the greatest military offensive of history. Stalin,
who had won the battle for socialist industrialization, now faced the second
great challenge of his career. At the time, the German armies appeared to
most outside observers to be invincible. In September 1939 they had overrun
Poland in a matter of days; in April 1940, they conquered Denmark and
Norway; in May, Belgium and Holland; in June, France. Bourgeois “experts”
all over the world were taking bets not on whether these armies would
conquer the U.S.S.R. but on how long it would take—one month, two,
six?

At first it did appear to the superficial observer that the “experts” might
be right. Sweeping through the Baltic states, by September the German
armies had Leningrad under siege and had captured Kiev; in October, they
took Kharkov and Odessa and invaded the Crimea; by November, they were
within a hundred miles of Moscow. On October 3, 1940, Hitler triumphantly
announced: “The enemy is already broken and will never rise again.”

The German imperialist armies, however, would encounter a very dif-
ferent kind of resistance in the U.S.S.R. than they had in Western Europe —
as indicated in Stalin’s first speech (July 3) after the invasion:

In areas occupied by the enemy, guerilla units, mounted and [on] foot,
must be formed, sabotage groups must be organized to combat enemy
units, to foment guerilla warfare everywhere, to blow up bridges and
roads, damage telephone and telegraph lines, and set fire to forests,
stores, and transports.

The effect of the July 3 speech on the nation was electrifying. As one
general remembered: “We suddenly seemed to feel much stronger.” Nor did

104




THE WAR YEARS 105

Stalin attempt to minimize the seriousness of the situation. On November
6, on the eve of the 24th anniversary of the Russian revolution he made a
general appraisal:

Today, after four months of war, I must emphatically state that far
from having abated, this danger is greater than ever. The enemy has
seized a large part of the Ukraine, Byelorussia, Moldavia, Lithuania,
Latvia, Estonia, and a number of other regions; he had forced his way
into the Donets Basin, hangs like a black cloud over Leningrad, and
is threatening our glorious capital, Moscow.

Nevertheless, the Russian army had certain advantages over the Germans,
and these would in time prevail:

...as it advances into the interior of our country, the German army
is moving farther away from its own German rear, is forced to operate
in hostile surroundings, is forced to create a new rear in an alien
country, a rear, morever, that is being disrupted by our guerillas.

And he added with the defiant confidence that was to increasingly mark his
war speeches: “The German invaders want a war of extermination against
the peoples of the U.S.S.R. Well, if the Germans want a war of extermi-
nation, they will get it.” ’

The battle for Moscow was massive and savage:

In the bitter Russian winter hundreds of thousands of soldiers stormed
backward and forward over the ringing ground as the great armies
struggled for a mortal grip. And there, almost within artillery range
of the spires of the Kremlin, with victory at its fingertips, the German
Army was stopped.!

The following summer (1942) the Germans launched a new campaign in
the south. Stalin evaluated the situation calmly even though the attack
penetrated to Stalingrad:

Apparently the Germans are no longer strong enough to conduct a
simultaneous offensive in all three directions, in the South, North, and
Centre, as was the case in the early months of the German offensive
in the summer of last year.
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In November Stalin’s confidence was confirmed: “The enemy has been
checked at Stalingrad.”

A new contempt for the enemy began to enter his speeches (a refreshing
antidote to the thinly disguised admiration for Nazi “efficiency” still per-
vasive in bourgeois films and novels):

The initiative is now in our hands, and no matter how much Hitler’s
rusty, ramshackle machine may exert itself, it cannot withstand the
pressure of the Red Army.

Their attempt to chase two hares at once—oil and the encirclement
of Moscow—landed the German fascist strategists in difficulties.

It is no longer the fashion in the enemy camp to talk about a blitz-
krieg; the noisy chatter about a blitzkrieg has given way to despondent
lamentations about an inevitably protracted war.

They have covered Europe with gallows and concentration camps.
They have introduced the vile “hostage system.” They shoot and hang
absolutely innocent citizens whom they take as “hostages” because
some German beast was prevented from raping women or robbing
civilians. They have converted Europe into a prison of nations.?

In February 1943 he announced the turn of the tide: “Today, amidst severe
winter conditions, the Red Army is waging an offensive on a front 1,500

kilometres long, and almost everywhere is achieving success.”
On May 1:

During the winter campaign of 1942-43, the Red Army inflicted severe
defeats upon the Hitler troops, exterminated an enormous amount of
the enemy’s man-power and material, surrounded and liquidated two
enemy armies at Stalingrad, took over 300,000 men and officers pris-
oner, and liberated from the German yoke hundreds of Soviet towns
and thousands of villages.

In the summer of 1943, just two years after the German imperialist
invasion began, the Red Army launched its first summer offensive and began
to roll the German forces back all along the line. In the following summer
Stalin issued a word of warning (which might have given the British and
American imperialists, then on the verge of finally opening a second front,
cause for thought):
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But our task cannot be confined to that of expelling the enemy troops
from our country....In pursuing the enemy, we must deliver from
German bondage our brothers the Poles, the Czechoslovaks and other
peoples of Western Europe allied with us who are under the heel of
Hitler Germany.?

When the war began a State Defense Committee of five was appointed
with Stalin in charge. Stalin was also appointed Commander-in-Chief of the
Armed Forces. The conduct of the war, then, was primarily in his hands,
and, indeed, its conduct from beginning to end bears his stamp—as was
recognized by Marshall Zhukov, who worked closely with him throughout:
“Stalin mastered the technique of organization of front operations and op-
erations by groups of fronts and guided them with skill, thoroughly under-
standing complicated strategic questions.” His role was also recognized by
the Soviet people, and by the end of the war he was regarded as the savior
of the nation.

The record shows that the tribute was deserved. Had Stalin not won the
fight for industrialization and defeated the Trotskyists and Bukharinites, the
U.S.S.R. would have become a Nazi province. Had he not had the foresight
to build a metallurgical industry in the Urals, the Red Armies could not
have been supplied with arms. Had he not industrialized the economy and
introduced mechanized farming, he would have had neither a base for pro-
ducing arms nor a mass of soldiers trained in the operation of machinery.
Had he not signed a nonaggression treaty with Germany, the U.S.S.R. might
have been attacked 22 months sooner. Had he not moved the Soviet armies
into Poland, the German attack would have begun even closer to Moscow.
Had he not subdued General Mannerheim’s Finland, Leningrad would have
fallen. Had he not ordered the transfer of 1,400 factories from the west to
the east, the most massive movement of its kind in history, Russian industry
would have received a possibly fatal blow. Had he not built up the army
and equipped it with modern arms, it would have been destroyed on the
frontiers.

He did not, of course, do these things alone. They were Party decisions
and Party actions, and behind the Party throughout was the power, courage,
and intelligence of the working class. But Stalin stood at all times as the
central, individual directing force, his magnificent courage and calm fore-
sight inspiring the whole nation. When some panic began in Moscow in
October 1941 he handled it firmly.*

When the Nazi invasion began, Stalin, aided by other Party and army
leaders, developed a new strategy for modern warfare. He was able to
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achieve this primarily because he had a socialist and not a capitalist base
from which to operate.

The strategy rested on viewing the war not just from a military point of
view but in its total implications. For instance, Stalin immediately named
it the Great Patriotic War, not a War for Socialism—as it actually was—
for to have done so would have narrowed support for it, both internal and
international. He perceived that the war would not be decided by the hitherto
successful blitzkreig tactics of the Nazis and their great gains from the
shock of the sudden, treacherous onslaught on the U.S.S.R., but by broader
factors:

Now the outcome of the war will be decided not by such a fortuitous
element as surprise, but by permanently operating factors: stability of
the rear, morale of the army, quantity and quality of divisions, equip-
ment of the army, and organizing ability of the commanding personnel
of the army.

Moral and psychological questions were of prime importance:

The strength of the Red Army lies, primarily, in the fact that it is
waging, not a predatory, not an imperialist war, but a Patriotic War,
a war of liberation, a just war...No German soldier can say that he
is waging a just war, because he cannot fail to see that he is forced to
fight for the plunder and oppression of other peoples. The German
soldier has no lofty and noble aim in the war to inspire him and rouse
his pride.

The war was to be total, a combination of the regular army, the partisans
behind the enemy lines, the workers in the factories. On the battle front the
essence of tactics must be mobility: “They [the Red Army commanders]
have abandoned stupid and pernicious linear tactics and have firmly adopted
the tactics of mobile warfare.” This strategy was especially important in
combating the blitzkreig tactic of massive tank and air attacks. Militarily,
the key to defeating such tactics lay in mobile artillery, both guns and massed
rockets:

The Artillery was the force that ensured the rout by the Red Army of
the German troops at Stalingrad and Voronezh, at Kursk and Belgorod,
at Kharkov and Kiev, at Vitebsk and Bobruisk, at Leningrad and Minsk,
at Jassy and Kishinev.
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The unprecedented immensity of the Soviet artillery barrages— turning miles
of front into flame—was visible on film at the time and was the wonder
of British and U.S. militarists.’

From its beginning World War II was a unique kind of war, an imperialist
war distorted by the presence of a socialist state, in time becoming a mixed
imperialist and anti-socialist war. Although the main imperialist rivals in
Europe were the same as in World War I (namely, British and French versus
German), the British and French in the pre-World War II years not only
allowed the German ruling class to rearm but made great concessions to it.
They allowed the German rulers to take Austria, Czechoslovakia, and other
territories on the understanding that these new economic and military re-
sources would be used in war against the U.S.S.R. In the first phases of
the war the British and French acquiesced in the German conquests of
Poland, Denmark, Norway, Belgium, and Holland; and the French ruling
class in effect gave its German counterpart a lease on its economic resources
for the conquest of the socialist state. The British ruling class split on whether
to follow suit but finally decided, with U.S. prodding, that the price was
too high. U.S. imperialism saw such concessions as a serious risk, realizing
that if German imperialism controlled all of Europe, including the U.S.S.R.
and Britain, it would next join forces with Japan and mount a war against
the United States.

On the other hand, neither the American imperialists nor the British wished
to see the U.S.S.R. victorious. Both hoped that the U.S.S.R. and Germany
would mutually exhaust each other and allow British and American impe-
rialist interests to penetrate deep into Europe. Thus they supplied the U.S.S.R.
with what they thought was just enough assistance to help it to resist but
not conquer the Germans. They delayed opening a second front in the hope
of a Soviet-German stalemate, but delayed too long—until the Soviet armies
were rolling on to Berlin and seemingly threatened to overrun Europe. The
reason for their miscalculation was that they did not understand the special
strengths. of a socialist state.

Stalin, in spite of later assertions to the contrary, was well aware of all
these matters. In March 1939, more than two years before the German
invasion of the U.S.S.R., he commented:

Or take Germany, for instance. They let her have Austria, despite the
undertaking to defend her independence; they let her have the Sudeten
region; they abandoned Czechoslovakia to her fate, thereby violating
all their obligations; and then began to lie vociferously in the press
about “the weakness of the Russian army,” “the demoralization of the
Russian air force,” and “riots” in the Soviet Union, egging the Germans
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on to march farther east, promising them easy pickings, and prompting
them: “Just start war on the Bolsheviks, and everything will be all
right.”

Stalin, however, was aware — as were all Marxists at the time — that
the British and French ruling classes were split on the issue. Hence the
Soviet government offered to honor their treaty with France to come to the
aid of Czechoslovakia. This the French government, with Chamberlain’s
backing, turned down. The Soviet government then (April 1939) offered
Britain and France a mutual assistance pact. This, too, was rejected. When
it became clear that the right-wing, fanatically anti-Soviet sections of the
British and French bourgeoisie were in political control, then, and only then,
the Soviet government signed a non-aggression pact with Germany (August
31, 1939). This pact gave the U.S.S.R. a breathing space of almost two
years to build up its armed forces for what it saw as an inevitable attack.
At the time the pact was stigmatized by some as an alliance. If it had been,
Britain would have been conquered and the United States put under seige.
Churchill at the time considered the Soviet action as “realistic in a high
degree.”

When the invasion came and the U.S.S.R., the United States, and Britain
became allies, Stalin did all he could to preserve the alliance, no longer,
for instance, talking of imperialist powers but distinguishing between “ag-
gressors” and “freedom-loving” states. He was, of course, aware even as
he did so of the imperialist and anti-socialist nature of his allies, whose
anti-Sovietism—basically anti-proletarianism—had risen to a revealing
frenzy in the Soviet-Finnish war of 1939. Even as World War II was winding
down and the British were collecting German arms, Churchill ordered such
arms to be “stacked” in such a way “that they could easily be issued again
to the German soldiers whom we should have to work with if the Soviet
advance continues.”®

The war had scarcely ended when Churchill made his “iron curtain”
speech, and Stalin declared that “Mr. Churchill sets out to release war with
a race theory, asserting that only English-speaking nations are superior
nations, who are called upon to decide the destinies of the entire world.”
Two years later, in 1948, Stalin stigmatized United States and British policy,
saying “What they want is not agreement and co-operation, but talk about
agreement and co-operation, so as to put the blame on the U.S.S.R. by
preventing agreement and thus to ‘prove’ that co-operation with the U.S.S.R.
is impossible.” Nevertheless, Stalin felt that a new imperialist war against
the U.S.S.R. was then virtually impossible: “The horrors of the recent war
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are still too fresh in the memory of the peoples; and public forces favoring
peace are too strong for Churchill’s pupils in aggression to overpower them
and to turn them toward a new war.” That he was right is shown by the
fact that the war did not occur.”



Chapter X
The Last Years

From the end of the war until his death in 1953, Stalin was a revered
figure in the U.S.S.R., highly regarded not only as a political leader but as
a Marxist theorist. In this latter area he took a leading part in three major
discussions: on genetics, on language and “the superstructure,” and on the
economics of socialism.

In 1946 a controversy on genetic inheritance arose in the U.S.S.R. The
generally accepted scientific argument was that characteristics acquired dur-
ing the life of an organism, such as the muscles of an athlete, are not
transmitted to offspring, and that inherited characteristics include only those
resulting from a direct change in the germ cells, ova, or spermatozoa, arising
from genetic-material accident, chemical change, or radiation. This general
position has since been supported by the findings of molecular biology, such
as the discovery that genetic change can come about by rearrangements
within the units of the nucleic acids. A resurrection of the old and largely
discredited argument that “acquired characters” can be inherited was made
by Trofim Lysenko, an agronomist, who had produced, like Luther Burbank
before him, valuable hybrid forms of plants by cross-breeding and grafting.
However, these processes clearly did not—as Lysenko contended —involve
the transmission of acquired characters but simply a blending of already
existing genetic characteristics. In any case the argument was a scientific
one and should have been left to specialists in the biological sciences to
settle. Stalin, however, chose to intervene and in 1948 declared support for
Lysenko. The opposition was silenced. As a result, Soviet biological science
and agriculture were “severely retarded.”

Two years later, a new controversy arose, this time about linguistics.
Some Russian philologists had argued that language was a part of “the
superstructure,” and when the question was directed to Stalin, he expounded
his theory of “the base” and “the superstructure,” a theory which has been
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widely adopted in Marxist circles (where it is wrongly assumed to stem
from Marx) and has caused considerable confusion.

The base is the economic structure of society at a given stage of its
development. The superstructure consists of the political, legal, reli-
gious, artistic, and philosophical views of society and the political,
legal, and other institutions corresponding to them.

Every base has its own superstructure corresponding to it. The base
of the feudal system has its superstructure—its political, legal, and
other views and the corresponding institutions; the capitalist base has
its own superstructure, and so has the socialist base. If the base changes
or is eliminated, then following this its superstructure changes or is
eliminated; if a new base arises, then following this a superstructure
arises corresponding to it....

The base creates the superstructure precisely in order that it may
serve it, that it may actively help it to take shape and consolidate itself,
that it may actively strive for the elimination of the old, moribund
base and its old superstructure. The superstructure has only to renounce
its role of auxiliary, it has only to pass from a position of active defense
of its base to one of indifference toward it, to adopt the same attitude
to all classes, and it loses its virtue and ceases to be a superstructure.

It is more than one hundred years since Pushkin died. In this period
the feudal system and the capitalist system were eliminated in Russia,
and the third, a socialist, system has arisen. Hence two bases, with
their superstructures, have been eliminated, and a new, socialist base
has arisen, with its new superstructure.?

The fact is that no such concept as “the superstructure” exists in Marx.
The theory was first propounded by Plekhanov—perhaps aided by a faulty
formulation by Engels—and then by Bukharin (who included language in
“the superstructure” in his Historical Materialism). The passage in Marx
from which these misconceptions arose can be found in his famed general
statement in the Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Econ-
omy (1859):

The totality of these production relations constitutes the economic
structure of society, the real basis upon which a legal and political
superstructure arises and to which definite forms of social conscious-
ness correspond. The mode of production of the material means of life
determines, in general, the social, political, and intellectual processes
of life. It is not the consciousness of human beings that determines
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their existence, but conversely, it is their social existence that deter-
mines their consciousness. At a certain stage of their development, the
material productive forces of society come into conflict with the ex-
isting production relationships, or, what is but a legal expression for
the same thing, with the property relationships within which they have
hitherto moved. From forms of development of the productive forces
these relationships turn into their fetters. A period of social revolution
then begins. With the change in the economic foundation, the whole
gigantic superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed.

In this passage Marx uses the word superstucture (that is to say, over-
structure, as in a building or bridge) twice. He first uses it to refer to political
and legal structures, distinguishing between them and certain “forms of
social consciousness” or ideas. Both arise from the “economic structures”:
the political and legal structures directly, and the ideas through class struggle,
all, of course, in interaction. In the second use of “superstructure” Marx
includes both structures and ideas—*“the whole gigantic superstructure.”
Marx, then, qualifies the term superstructure with the phrases—*“legal and
political,” “the whole gigantic’—and never speaks of “the superstructure”
as such. So, too, in all other passages, e. g.: “the superstructure of the modern
State edifice”—which is swept away from its “social soil”; “an entire su-
perstucture of distinct and peculiarly formed sentiments. . ..”

Marx is clearly using “superstructure” in a metaphorical way, to indicate
the general dependence of the political and cultural aspects of society on
their economic (or socioeconomic) foundations. He was not attempting to
establish a unique social entity or social-scientific term. This is evident from
the fact that he and Engels usually describe the relationships mentioned
above without using the term superstructure at all (in contrast to an actual
social-scientific term like “surplus value” that is used invariably to describe
the phenomenon it represents). As a dialectical thinker, Marx could not
have fallen into the abstractionist dogmatism of Stalin’s passage. Nor did
Lenin. There is no doctrine of “the superstructure” in Lenin. In interpreting
Marx’s passage for instance, Lenin says only, “Political institutions are a
superstructure on the economic foundation,” using the term, as Marx some-
times does, as virtually synonomous with the state. (Lenin, of course, also
intended to include legal and other state institutions under “political.” He
is using the word in a broad sense.)?

Stalin’s arguments are simplistic and mechanistic. If the “feudal. . . su-
perstucture” contains the “views” of society then these views must have
been “climinated” when the capitalist “base” and “its own superstructure”
arose on the new “base.” Actually, as capitalism developed, there was a
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long period of interlocking class struggle with clashing bourgeois and feudal
views, as early represented, for instance, by Paine and Burke. The bourgeois
rose as the feudal declined in response to the class struggle. Also, proletarian
ideology, although contaminated by bourgeois thinking, took distinct shape
and developed its own identity (as in the Chartist movement). The concept
of “the base” creating “the superstructure” so that it may “serve it” or of
superstructures losing their “virtue” is Aristotelian metaphysics, and has
nothing to do with Marxism or objective reality. Even the term “virtue”
(essence) is Aristotelian, part of the pseudo-intellectual baggage Stalin picked
up in the Tiflis theological seminary.

Stalin’s view, however, is not only wrong but harmful, for it obscures
the true social relations— particularly, again, those of the class struggle. In
the U.S.S.R. and other countries the “superstructure” doctrine was not only
frozen into dogma but led to angels-on-the-head-of-a-pin discussions on
such questions as whether art and science were “part of the superstructure.”
The doctrine has also created widespread ideological confusion in China,
where it was taken up by Mao and then used by his opponents to help
themselves gain power by representing the struggle as an “ideological” one
in “the superstructure.”

The doctrine of “the superstructure,” in short, is a simplistic distortion
of Marxism with reactionary implications both theoretical and political. The
doctrine—and the thinking behind it—should be abandoned and the areas
it covers in class societies should be depicted in the interactive class struggle
perspectives of Marx and Lenin. We might note, finally, that there is no
“superstructure” theory in Stalin’s 1938 treatment of historical materialism.
Yet, if it is a basic Marxist theory, how could it have been possible to survey
historical development without it? And why did Marxist works in the U.S.S.R.
and elsewhere omit it before 1950 and elevate it to supermacy after 1950,
and keep it in that exalted status today?*

As for the linguistics controversy, if language was not “part of the su-
perstructure,” as Stalin contended, where was it? To provide an explana-
tion—for an essentially false question—Stalin evolved a new “category,”
that of “social phenomena”:

Of course, peculiar to language, as a social phenomenon, is that
which is common to all social phenomena, including the base and the
superstructure, namely: It serves society in the same manner as society
is served by all the other social phenomena, including the base and
the superstructure. But this, essentially speaking, exhausts that which
is common to and inherent in all social phenomena. Further on, serious
distinctions begin between social phenomena.
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The point is that social phenomena have, in addition to this common
feature, their own specific peculiarities which distinguish them from
each other and which are above all important for science. The specific
peculiarities of the base consist in that it serves society economically.
The specific peculiarities of the superstructure consist in that it serves
society by means of political, legal, esthetic, and other ideas and creates
for society the corresponding political, legal, and other institutions.s

Thus society consists of diverse “social phenomena,” such as base, su-
perstructure, and language, all intent upon “serving society.” Not only has
the class struggle vanished; all struggle, all antagonisms, economic, social,
political, cultural, have vanished. Everything—even “the superstructure”—
has been devoured by the new omnipresent category of “social phenomena.”
There is, of course, no theory in Marx, Engels, or Lenin of “social phe-
nomena,” either “serving society” or anything else. The concept is not only
mechanistic and abstractionist but idealist, for it suggests that abstract “phe-
nomena” and not objective social realities determine historical evolution.
There were, as we saw, similar implications in Stalin’s passive “rise and
fall” theory of social development, first put forward in Anarchism or So-
cialism (1906-1907). And once again the class struggle has disappeared.

In his 1938 essay, Dialectial and Historical Materialism, Stalin also
discussed past historical development:

In the space of three thousand years three different social systems have
been successively superseded in Europe: the primitive communal Sys-
tem, the slave system and feudal system. In the eastern part of Europe,
in the U.S.S.R., even four social systems have been superseded (in-
cluding capitalism).

Stalin’s propagation of this view probably explains how the dogma be-
came established in Soviet and other Marxist circles that feudalism arose
from a general slave society—a dogma that is still current. Actually, feu-
dalism everywhere, on all continents, grew out of farming society in its
later stage. Its basic labor force was peasant, with slave labor used only in
industry and commerce — a very small percentage of the whole. Slave-
commercial societies were a limited historical aberration—notably in Greece
and Rome—resulting from the concentrated commercial wealth of the Med-
iterranean area. This wealth might have laid some base for commercial-
feudal societies there several centuries later, but it had little or no effect
elsewhere in Europe and none outside of Europe. Stalin indicates that Russia,
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which was completely remote from the Roman Empire, had a “slave system”
stage. In fact, Russia never had a slave society in any period of its history.
Nor did China, where the theory was also taken up and a “slave stage”
preceding feudalism was invented by Chinese Marxists.6

In 1952 Stalin produced his last general theoretical work, Economic Prob-
lems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R., an essay plus answers to correspondents.
Much of what Stalin said is abstract, perhaps necessarily so, as he examines
an important but neglected subject, namely the difference between economic
laws in capitalism and socialism. He argues early in the essay that “the law
of value” (that the exchange value of goods is determined by embodied
labor power) still has application in a socialist economy and places restraints
on planned production.

Some time ago it was decided to adjust the prices of cotton and grain
in the interest of cotton growing to establish more accurate prices for
grain sold to the cotton growers, and to raise the prices of cotton
delivered to the state. Our business executives and planners submitted
a proposal on this score which could not but astound the members of
the Central Committee, since it suggested fixing the price of a ton of
grain at practically the same level as a ton of cotton, and, moreover,
the price of a ton of grain was taken as equivalent to that of a ton of
baked bread. In reply to the remarks of members of the Central Com-
mittee that the price of a ton of bread must be higher than that of a
ton of grain, because of the additional expense of milling and baking,
and that cotton was generally much dearer than grain, as was also
borne out by their prices in the world market, the authors of the proposal
could find nothing coherent to say. The Central Committee was there-
fore obliged to take the matter into its own hands and to lower the
prices of grain and raise the prices of cotton. What would have hap-
pened if the proposal of these comrades had received legal force? We
should have ruined the cotton growers and would have found ourselves
without cotton.

Cotton was “dearer than grain” because more labor is required for its
production, and so, too, with baked bread.’

Although the “law of value” still exists under socialism, Stalin argues
that “surplus value” has been eliminated: “Talk of labor power being a
commodity, and of ‘hiring’ of workers sounds rather absurd now, under our
system: as though the working class, which possesses means of production,
hires itself and sells its labor power to itself.” Even though profit still exists,
it is primarily state and not enterprise profit and is non-exploitive:
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... profitableness considered from the standpoint of individual plants
or industries is beneath all comparison with that higher form of prof-
itableness which we get from our socialist mode of production, which
saves us from crises of overproduction and ensures us a continuous
expansion of production.

Stalin also discusses the transition from socialism to communism, con-
sidering Engels’s arguments that in communism the differences between
town and country and between physical and mental labor will be eradicated.
Stalin’s conclusion is that any such fusion will take a long time and go
through “a number of stages of economic and cultural re-education.” The
peasants will continue to produce their “commodities” for many decades;
the division between professional and physical workers will similarly con-
tinue. The workers and peasants of the U.S.S.R., although differing “from
one another in status,” are still linked in bonds of “friendship” and “not a
trace remains of the former distrust, not to say hatred, of the country for
the town.” And “the physical workers and the managerial personnel are not
enemies but comrades and friends, members of a single collective body of
production.”

This is clearly only partly true. All was not harmonious, as the power
struggle of the mid-1950s was soon to reveal. Although class struggle had
mitigated, it had not vanished. Stalin’s main emphasis, however, was on
the theoretical argument that socialism would continue to exist largely un-
changed for longer than Engels apparently thought, and that certain necessary
limitations would continue with it.

In spite of these somewhat conservative positions, Stalin’s report strongly
attacked pro-capitalist tendencies in the U.S.S.R. He came out against the
emphasis on individual-concern profit and argued that collective farms would
ultimately evolve into socialist state property. He was apparently also, by
implication, attacking a tendency to return more of the collective land to
private ownership. Nevertheless, although he argued for collective farm
property in time becoming “public property” along with industry, he made
no proposals that would bring about such a change. In fact he implied that
no such change was needed in the immediate future: “Of course, our present
relations of production are in a period when they fully conform to the growth
of the productive forces and help them to advance at seven-league strides.”®

Upon Lenin’s death, Stalin had been left with a country still struggling
to keep its head above water. The U.S.S.R. was a semi-feudal, peasant
country with an embryonic socialist sector riddled with capitalism (NEP).
Within 15 years, under Stalin’s leadership, the country had become socialist
and industralized. It is on his role in this process and in World War II that
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his reputation as a communist leader and historical figure must ultimately
rest. During the war he emerged as a truly heroic figure, the embodiment
of the will and courage of the workers’ state.

Stalin’s main weaknesses as a political leader were those noted by Lenin,
particularly his tendency to solve problems by organizational rather than
mass-education methods, a tendency which had social roots in a soviet
society advancing to socialism under pressure from a capitalist world. Stalin,
however, did not by any means neglect mass education or mass inititative—
as in the campaigns for the five-year plans, for Stakhanovism, and for the
new constitution of 1936. The war made necessary a new degree of cen-
tralized control but even then there was spontaneous mass initiative in all
fields.

Stalin’s weaknesses as a Marxist were primarily in the realm of general
theory. In philosophy, he confused materialist dialectics and metaphysical
abstraction, emphasizing self-generating rise and decline rather than con-
tradiction, and employing a dogmatic rather than a scientific method of
reasoning. He obscured the role of economic forces and the class struggle
in history by semi-idealist and mechanistic “superstructure” and “social
phenomena” theories. Historical development he depicted as determined by
growth and decline rather than by the clash of contradictory forces. The
“nation” he presented as a monolithic, classless phenomenon of recent or-
igin. The Russian bourgeois-democratic revolution he first saw not as part
of a total revolution driving inexorably to socialism but almost as a thing
in itself, with a great gulf fixed between it and socialism, or (confusedly)
as a prelude to an “anti-imperialist” revolution.

Stalin’s emphasis on organizational measures reflected the outlook of the
industrial workers as they drove toward socialism in a dangerous situation.
In this situation, a theory emphasizing class struggle added to the danger,
for it implied a justification of revolt and could have fed the fires of peasant
and professional class opposition. It was more practical to emphasize class
harmony and depict society as developing under the aegis of a classless
“superstructure.” On the other hand, the industrial working class as well as
its professional allies had to think realistically about practical matters con-
cerning socialist survival, and this necessarily involved Marxist theory—
theory, however, of a limited nature.

Stalin, as we have seen, early identified with the industrial working class.
A mixture of peasant and working-class background, the petty-bourgeois
aspirations of his mother had sent him to a theological seminary where he
learned to admire dogmatic logic and unconsciously imbibed idealist con-
cepts. Then he became a radical journalist, teacher, and organizer among
the railroad, oil, and marine workers of Tiflis and Baku in an oppressed
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nation where working-class and capitalist interests coincided to some degree
in a fierce nationalist and anti-feudal struggle. He read the Marxist classics
and laced them with abstractionist method. He learned how to analyze
immediate problems in Marxist terms and was able—sometimes bril-
liantly—to project this analysis into limited theoretical areas. But when he
turned to general theory with no concrete problems to shape his thinking,
he slipped easily into idealism and dogmatism. Even with these limitations,
however, his general outlook was still basically proletarian—as was his life
dedication.

In making an evaluation of Stalin, we must first and foremost keep in
mind that he was a Marxist and a proletarian leader; and for Marxists and
proletarian leaders, special standards of evaluation are needed. If Stalin had
accomplished for the world bourgeoisie what he did for the world proletariat,
he would have long been hailed in bourgeois circles as one of the “greats”
of all time, not only of the present century. The same general criteria should
apply to Stalin’s reputation from the Marxist point of view. Stalin advanced
the position of the world proletariat and further than any person in history
with the exception of Lenin. True, without the base Lenin laid, Stalin could
not have built, but using this base he moved about as far as was possible
in the existing situation.

In advancing the position of the world working class Stalin also advanced
the position of humanity. In doing so he became part of a new kind of
historical leader, one who is able to make massive advances for the “many”
and not just socio-economic gains for the “few.” The first such leader was,
of course, Lenin. When Stalin is seen in this perspective it becomes apparent
that for all his shortcomings he is far above all exploitive-class leaders. His
predecessors are not Caesar or Naponeon but Spartacus and John Ball,
Toussaint L’Ouverture and the Communards, and, of course, more directly,
Marx and Engels. In short a new class of world leader has emerged, and
Stalin is in its highest rank.®




Chapter XI
The Khrushchev Report

In his later years, Stalin was virtually worshipped by the Soviet people
as the builder of socialism and the savior of the nation. His daughter,
Svetlana, tells of a train trip to Georgia:

Here, at the Kutaisi railway station, his Georgian countrymen had
given him such a reception that he’d been unable to leave and get into
his car. People literally threw themselves under the wheels: They crawled
and shouted and threw flowers and carried their children on their
shoulders.

On Stalin’s death, the U.S.S.R. witnessed an outpouring of mass grief
surpassing even that evoked by the death of Lenin. As Harrison Salisbury
wrote in The New York Times:

Let there be no mistake about it—the news of Premier Stalin’s illness
is profoundly sad to the ordinary man and woman of Russia. . .. It may
be difficult for persons in other lands to grasp, but it is true that to
the ordinary Russian the phrases bestowed on Premier Stalin—genius
architect, great leader, great teacher—have genuine meaning. Premier
Stalin has been to the ordinary Russian a person apart from other
humans, a figure of legendary qualities come to life.!

Yet, but three short years later Stalin was denounced as a capricious tyrant
by Nikita Khrushchev at a secret session of the 20th Congress of the Party.
Khrushchev concentrated on the political repressions of 1937-38:

It was determined that of the 139 members and candidates of the party’s
Central Committee who were elected at the 17th Congress [1934], 98
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persons, i.e., 70 percent, were arrested and shot. ... The same fate
met not only the Central Committee members but also the majority of
the delegates to the 17th Party Congress. Of 1,966 delegates with
either voting or advisory rights, 1,108 persons were arrested on charges
of anti-revolutionary crimes, i.e., decidedly more than a majority. This
very fact shows how absurd, wild and contrary to common sense were
the charges of counter-revolutionary crimes made out, as we now see,
against a majority of participants at the 17th Party Congress.

These arrests were carried out under a special amendment to the Criminal
Code introduced in December 1934 relating to “terrorist organizations.”
Only 10 days were allowed for the investigation of each case, the indictment
were presented to the accused person only 24 hours before his trial, defense
attorneys were not allowed to be present, and no appeal to a higher court
was permitted.?

Khrushchev considered these repressions to be rooted in what he called
“the cult of the person of Stalin,” whereby Stalin had been transformed into
a “superman.” Stalin himself, Khrushchev charged, aided in building this
cult, by such actions as adding sections to his official biography in which
he described himself as “the worthy continuer of Lenin’s work.” However,
“people who had worked with Lenin in his life” were executed as “enemies
of the Party.” And Khrushchev read a letter from Lenin (written shortly
before his death) to Stalin in which he threatened to break off relations with
Stalin if Stalin did not apologize to Lenin’s wife, Krupskaya, for having
been rude to her on the telephone. During his latter years Stalin was “sickly
suspicious.” “He could look at a man and say: ‘Why are your eyes so shifty
today.”

Krushchev also attacked Stalin’s conduct of the war. He refused, Khrush-
chev charged, to heed the warnings of Churchill and others that the German
armies were about to attack. Industry was not “mobilized properly,” the
army was poorly armed, Stalin as a strategist was a disaster: “The Soviet
army, on the basis of a strategic plan prepared by Stalin long before, used
the tactics of so-called ‘active defense,’ i.e., tactics which, as we know,
allowed the Germans to come up to Moscow and Stalingrad.” As an example
of Stalin’s military ineptness, Khrushchev cited the 1942 Russian offensive
at Kharhov, which, Khrushchev claimed, led to a serious defeat.

In 1957, the year after Khrushchev’s secret speech, Molotov, Kaganovitch
and other Party leaders tried to remove Khrushchev as Party Secretary. The
Party Presidium voted him out of office, but Khrushchev, aided by Marshal
Zhukov, called a special meeting of the Central Committee and, with a
display of military power, succeeded in reversing the verdict.
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In 1961 at the 22nd Party Congress, Khrushchev renewed his attack on
Stalin and broadened it to include the “group of factionalists headed by
Molotov, Kaganovitch, and Malenkov,” declaring that the “entire Party, the
entire people repudiated these renegades, who resisted everything new and
tried to revive the pernicious methods which prevailed under the cult of the
individual.” Molotov had defended Stalin and “tried to justify the actions
taken in the period of the personality cult.” The execution of a group of
army officers just before the war, headed by Marshal Tukhachevsky, was,
Khrushchev declared, unjustified and based on documents forged by the
German intelligence services. Following the Congress, Stalin’s embalmed
body was removed from Lenin’s tomb, where it had lain next to Lenin’s,
and was buried in concrete in a deep pit to prevent its ever being removed.¢

As we review these events, it becomes clear that Khrushchev was not,
as he represented himself in his 1956 denunciation of Stalin, a moralist
horrified by transgressions against a socialist ideal but the leader in a political
struggle for power within the Party between the Khrushchev and Molotov
groupings, and this conflict had been going at least since Stalin’s death. In
1956, therefore, when Khrushchev denounced Stalin, he did so as the leader
of an anti-Stalin faction in the Party. The policies of this faction soon
appeared. They were those of liberal, anti-socialist “reforms.” Molotov, an
old Bolshevik who had worked under tsarist terror, had a long record of
devotion to the working class and to socialism. He had supported Stalin’s
plans for socialist industrialization, and had for many years at Party Con-
gresses, along with Kaganovitch, made the main reports on this subject.
The “everything new” that Molotov opposed were Khrushchev’s “reforms.”
In order to win this power struggle with Stalin’s followers, Khrushchev had
first to destroy the influence and the image of Stalin and break the link
between Stalin and Lenin. In spite of these motivations, however, there is
clearly some truth to his contentions. The trouble is that it is a fragmented
truth divorced from a proper basic perspective.

“I will probably not sin against the truth,” Khrushchev declared in his
1956 speech, “when I say that 99 percent of the persons present here heard
and knew very little about Stalin before the year 1924, while Lenin was
known to all.” This is ps-8, his leadership against the Trotskyist
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opposition. Khrushchev’s comment supports by implication the bourgeois
caricature of Stalin as a maneuvering upstart.’

Khrushchev’s treatment of the relations between Stalin and Lenin con-
centrates on Lenin’s growing apprehension of Stalin’s bureaucratic methods
in 1923. He omits Lenin’s earlier admiration for Stalin and his forwarding
of Stalin’s career in the Party dating back at least to 1912. Nor does he note
that Lenin’s later attacks on Stalin were made when Lenin was ill and cut
off from Party activity, and that even then, in his “testament,” he considered
Stalin to be one of the outstanding Party leaders, his faults not those of
“non-Bolshevism”—as with Trotsky—but of an over-bureaucratic method
of work and personal “rudeness.” The fact that people who had “worked
with Lenin” were executed means little unless we know who the people
were and why they were executed. The fact that people worked with Lenin
does not mean that they were pro-socialist, as witness Kamenev and Zi-
noviev, both of whom Lenin condemned in his “testament.”

To attribute all the ills of Soviet society to the “cult of the person of
Stalin” (or anyone else) is not only non-Marxist but reflects a simplistic
bourgeois concept of history. There was, indeed, such a cult, but it was
primarily an effect and not a cause. It arose originally from the Soviet
people’s need for certainty amid uncertainty and their virtual worship of
Stalin as the architect of socialism and the leader of the war against German
imperialism. Stalin, however, was not an egocentric individualist—as
Khrushchev implies—but a disciplined communist who, like all such com-
munists, subordinated personal interests to those of the Party. In 1937, before
he had met Stalin, U.S. Ambassador Joseph Davies reported to the Secretary
of State: “He is generally considered to be a clean-living, modest, retiring,
single-purposed man, with a one-track mind, devoted to communism and
the elevation of the proletariat.” On meeting Stalin these impressions
were reinforced: “His demeanor is kindly, his manner almost deprecatingly
simple, his personality and expression of reserve strength and poise very
marked. ... He gave me the impression of being sincerely modest.” “Free
of affectation and mannerisms,” wrote Marshall Zhukov, “he won the heart
of everyone he talked to. His visitors were invariably struck by his candour
and his uninhibited manner of speaking, and impressed by his ability to
express his thoughts clearly, his inborn analytical turn of mind, his erudition
and retentive memory.” “He never tolerated any luxury in clothing, furniture,
or his life in general.”

Enver Hoxha, then fresh from leading the Albanian revolution, meeting
Stalin in the 1940s, had the same impression: a “modest, kindly, wise man”
who “loved the Soviet people wholeheartedly . . . his heart and mind worked
for them.” Svetlana tells us that her father used to let his salary checks pile
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up unused on his desk and that he hated public adulation. Applause for his
speeches at a Party Congress he would accept as directed at the Party
leadership and not at himself as a person. The development of the “cult”
was not his doing:

As we pulled in at the various stations, we’d go for a stroll along the
platforms. My father would walk as far as the engine, giving greetings
to the railway workers as he went. You couldn’t see a single passenger.
It was a special train, and no one was allowed on the platform. It was
a sinister, sad, and depressing sight. Who ever thought up such a thing?
Who had contrived all these stratagems? Not he. It was a system of
which he himself was a prisoner. ...

If Stalin later in some ways encouraged the “cult” it was not out of personal
vanity but because he felt it was helpful for the advancement of socialism.
Certain attacks on Stalin could become—as Khrushchev was to demon-
strate—attacks on socialism; and strengthening the image of Stalin as the
embodiment of the Soviet will assisted both the war struggle and rebuilding
after the war.

During the war a small top leadership group was needed. With this group,
however, as Zhukov noted, Stalin worked collectively. “Today, after Stalin’s
death,” he writes, apparently answering Khrushchev, “the idea is current
that he never heeded anybody’s advice and decided questions of military
policy all by himself. I can’t agree with it. When the person reporting knew
what he was talking about he would listen and I know of cases when he
reconsidered his own opinions and decisions. This was the case with many
operations.” “As a rule the General Headquarters worked in an orderly,
business-like manner. Everyone had a chance to state his opinion...He
[Stalin] listened attentively to anybody speaking to the point.”

After the war, however, Stalin continued to rule through a small group
(in the form of the Secretariat of the Central Committee). There were no
Party Congresses or Central Committee meetings called between 1939 and
1952. This certainly seems unjustified and dictatorial. No explanation has
been presented. It does not mean, however, as has been asserted, that the
Soviet system as a whole had been transformed into a political dictatorship.
There were still trade-union meetings, Party branch meetings, local and
other governmental meetings, and so on, all with a great deal of autonomy,
as the Party leadership rallied the masses for the immense task of rebuilding
a shattered nation, a task which they could have accomplished only with
wide popular support.8

Even if Khrushchev was not Marxist enough to perceive the class forces
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behind the “cult” and associated phenomena, he could have at least noted
that it was not a matter involving only Stalin and a few others, but the Party
leadership in general, including Khrushchev himself, who at the 18th Con-
gress in 1939 had declared:

Despite all the hectic activity of the capitalist spy organizations, despite
all the efforts of the public enemies I have mentioned, we are advancing
victoriously to communism. Under the leadership of the great Bol-
shevik Party, under the leadership of Comrade Stalin, the working
class and the people as a whole have broken the enemies’ resistance,
swept them to destruction and are continuing their victorious advance
to communism.°

Khrushchev’s charge that Stalin did not prepare properly for the war was
also repudiated by Zhukov: “the country’s defence was managed correctly
in its basic and principal features ... between 1939 and the middle of 1941
the people and Party exerted particular effort. ...” Stalin’s prewar speeches
show that he was under no delusions about Nazi intentions. He knew the
attack would come sooner or later and that he was simply buying time in
signing the nonagression treaty. As for Churchill’s warnings, Stalin perhaps
suspected that Churchill wanted to involve the U.S.S.R. in the war pre-
maturely. In the reports of Marshal Voroshilov and others to the 18th Party
Congress in March 1939, we get the impression of intensive war preparation.
Voroshilov, for instance, reported on the superior power of the Soviet artillery
units over the German (and this was borne out during the war). When we
consider the massive power the Nazis and their allies had mustered for the
attack, Khrushchev’s contention that better preparation could have stopped
them nearer the borders seems baseless and is in fact, denied by Zhukov:
“even this optimum situation would not have given us a chance to parry the
enemy’s thrusts completely and to bar their deep penetration into our ter-
ritory.” The Red Army, then largely inexperienced, apparently had no choice
but to retreat, and the German armies could only have been defeated after
their lines of communication had been extended. As to Stalin’s tactics at
Kharhov, Khrushchev could have been right. The offensive was perhaps
premature, but it is easier to perceive such things after the event than before.
That Stalin committed errors was inevitable, but the overall fact remains
that the war was won and the Red Army offensive was a masterpiece of
military strategy. And Stalin, as Khrushchev’s Kharkov story itself shows,
and as Zhukov spelled out in detail, was in supreme command.

Khrushchev’s charge that Marshal Tukhachevsky and his group were
executed on the basis of forged German documents is an echo of similar
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bourgeois press charges. There seems to be no evidence for the existence
of such documents, and it would have been senseless for the Soviet gov-
ernment to execute these officers without substantial evidence of treachery.
They were tried by a military court and no records of the trial have been
released.!®

Since Khruschev’s denunciation of the political repressions of the late
1930s, a veritable deluge of “exposés” have appeared, from Solzhenitsyn’s
“Gulag” books to Robert Conquest’s The Great Terror and Roy A. Med-
vedev’s Let History Judge. All these works are anti-Soviet, often fanatically,
but some of the material (in memoirs, for instance) in them must have
validity. However, as the Soviet government has released no statistics, all
figures on the number of arrests, imprisonments, and executions are based
on indirect calculations, indeed sometimes, upon pure conjecture. Med-
vedev, for instance, claims that “on the most cautious estimates, four to five
million people were subjected to repression” and that between 400,000 and
500,000 were executed, but he does not give the basis for his “cautious
estimates.” That they were indeed cautious, however, is apparent when we
turn to Conquest’s The Great Terror. Conquest agrees with an estimate —
based on a budget of the Commissariat for Internal Affairs, which was said
to have been found by the Nazis—of 7,000,000 prisoners in labor camps
for 1940. Merle Fainsod in his How Russia Is Ruled calculates that number
at 3,500,000 based on the same data. But this so-called “secret” document
offered no numbers of prisoners, and given the extent of the Commissariat’s
jurisdiction—which included everything from militia to fire stations—cal-
culating numbers of camp prisoners on the basis of its general budget is
problematic to say the least.

Conquest’s next estimate is 13.5 million camp prisoners. This figure is
based on “a discrepancy between the aggregate payroll for the whole econ-
omy and the total wage bill” derived from “official labour statistics,” part
of which disrepancy is “accounted for by the Army.” This kind of negative
estimating is clearly mostly speculation. Conquest’s next estimate is based
on a general census study: “Again, the author of the most authoritative study
of the Soviet population (Lorimer) was puzzled by a residue of 6,790,000
unaccounted for in terms of unemployment, pensions, Army, etc., plus 1.25
million labelled ‘social group not indicated.”” On this basis, Conquest cal-
culates the number of people in prison camps at 10 million. It is not, however,
at all clear that the discrepancy in these figures represents prisoners.

Then come calculations based on individual “prisoners’ reports”: 8-12
million. Finally, on executions, Conquest reports: “It will be seen that no
exact estimate of total executions can be given, but that the number was
most probably something around a million.” This figure is even more spec-
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ulative than those on numbers in prison camps, since Commissariat for
Internal Affairs budgets, payroll discrepancies, and census statistics give
no basis for statistics on executions. The figure of one million is based
mainly on prisoners’ reports and calculations by former Internal Affairs
officers, neither of whom would be likely to give objective estimates and
most or all of whom can have known only a segment of the total operation. !

Until the Soviet government releases figures—if it has them—the con-
troversy on numbers will continue. All that we can say on the present
evidence is that an unusally large number of men—very few women seem
to have been involved—appear to have been in labor camps at the time for
one reason or another, and that an unknown number of those arrested were
executed.

In addition to those executed, a large number were said to have died in
the labor camps from malnutrition and ill-treatment. Conquest argues that
90% of those imprisoned in the labor camps perished. But this does not
make any sense for the camps were, after all, labor camps—lumbering,
road building, canal construction, mining, farming, and so on—and there
would be no point in having 90% of the workers perish if the state wanted
to get the work done. No doubt some people died in the camps, as in any
prison camp, but again, the numbers will remain speculative unless statistics
become available.!2

But the question of numbers, however, of imprisonments or deaths, is
not the essential question. The basic issues are those of motivation and guilt.
Why were these people arrested? What had they done? Why was the penal
code amended to secure swift arrest and imprisonment? The underlying,
indeed sometimes outspoken thesis of Khrushchev, Medvedev, Conquest,
and others is that of a sadistic persecution of innocent people by an insane
dictator. But this view smacks more of sensationalist journalism than of
social analysis. Moreover, Stalin alone could not have initiated the prose-
cutions. Even if the whole Party leadership was not involved, the central
leadership certainly was. At the time, this inner core of leaders included
Molotov, Kaganovitch, Zhdanov, Voroshilov, and Manuilsky. Thus, if the
professional anti-Stalinists are to be believed, we are confronted with not
one insane dictator but a group of insane dictators. When we consider the
records of these men, their years of heroic revolutionary work and their
determined struggle for socialist industrialization, it is clear that, mistaken
or not, they must have believed they were acting in the face of a threat to
socialism. They were all responsible and serious men, not men who would
persecute for the sake of persecution or who would lightly endorse execu-
tions.

In the 1930s, as we have seen, the spread of industrialization and col-
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lectivization brought about a socialist state with a broad spectrum of social
and political rights. As we would expect from such a state, the legal and
prison systems that it established were essentially just and nonpunitive. In
fact, they were praised and admired by liberal attorneys and penologists
throughout the world. People’s Courts, in which ordinary citizens sat with
a professional judge on the bench, tried 80% of all cases, and legal services
could be obtained free of charge. As a desirable alternative to prisons,
“agricultural and industrial labor colonies” were established where some
prisoners brought their families and where they were allowed to marry. The
basic objective of the system was rehabilitation, not just in words, as in
capitalist states, but in reality, as was dramatically shown, for instance, in
the film Road to Life, depicting the regeneration of teenage criminals. One
of the most extensive industrial camp projects was the building of the Baltic-
White Sea Canal by prisoners, a vast enterprise whose three chief engineers
were former “wreckers.” At the completion of the project, 300 prisoners
received scholarships, 12,000 were freed, and 59,000 had their sentences
reduced. Such was the normal course of working-class justice in the U.S.S.R.
Therefore, if changes were made in some aspects of the system, there must
have been reasons for it.!

As we look over the history of the 1920s and 1930s in the U.S.S.R., one
of these reasons quickly becomes apparent, namely massive sabotage —in
the mines, on the railways, in factories, in agriculture, in economic planning,
in government. A picture of the extent of this sabotage emerged only in the
trials of the various opposition leaders between 1936 and 1938, which also
revealed that sabotage was linked with plans for the destruction of the Soviet
Union in war. These public trials of the “opposition” leaders, however, had
revealed only the tip of the iceberg. They indicated the existence of followers
everywhere—wrecking machinery, making the wrong parts, sending ma-
terials to the wrong places, poisoning farm animals, starting pit fires in
mines, planning railway sabotage to build up to the immobilization of the
railways in the coming war. Nor was the sabotage only physical. Economic
plans were deliberately distorted, government documents lost, statistics
faked—actions which could cause widespread disruption in a planned econ-
omy. Furthermore, this sabotage, which appears to have been the most
massive in history, was coordinated with Nazi and Japanese war plans and
with terrorism. Sergei Kirov, the popular head of the Party in Leningrad,
was assassinated, and terrorist plans seem to have been afoot to assassinate
the whole top Party leadership.

To assert, then, that most of those arrested were innocent “victims” is
patently absurd. If the leaders were guilty—and the evidence, as we have
seen, indicates that they were—, their followers on the whole must have
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been guilty also. When the workers began to realize the nature of the
situation—the assassination of Kirov in particular evoked angry demon-
strations and petitions—they demanded action. The Party, which until then
had actually been lagging behind events, began wide investigations and
amended the penal code in order to move forward swiftly in a situation of
threatening war.

Who was under investigation? We know comparatively few names but
Medvedev notes the following groups: “jurists,” “educational administra-
tors,” “scholars,” “biologists,” “technical intelligentsia,” “designers in the
garments industry,” “executives, chief engineers, plant managers,” “paint-
ers, actors, musicians, architects and film people,” “military commanders.”
If to these we add kulaks, largely engaged in agricultural sabotage, it appears
that the opposition to the dictatorship of the proletariat came, as we might
expect, primarily from the upper professionals and the wealthier peasants.
This group of professionals engaged in sabotage—economic, political, or
cultural —and other anti-socialist activities, may have been large, but ap-
parently, from the continuing efficient functioning of the nation, they con-
stituted but a small proportion of the population or of the professional class. !4

Nevertheless, it seems clear that a number of pro-socialist people were
imprisoned and some of them were executed. This process was noted, with
some alarm, by Andrei Zhdanov at the 18th Congress of the Party in 1939:

Changing his tactics, the enemy fastened on the question of vigilance
and made capital out of it, endeavouring under a mask of hypocritical
talk about vigilance to victimize as many honest Communists as pos-
sible with the object of fostering mutual distrust and disorganizing our
ranks.

The slandering of honest people under the guise of “vigilance” is at
the present time the most widespread method used to mask and screen
hostile activities.

The enemies of the workers’ state had penetrated the Party, the State
police and the judicial system, and, as we might expect, made use of the
situation to get rid of pro-socialist people in every field. They were able to
do this because in their fear and anger the working class and the Party
discarded the normal Soviet judicial procedures.

Zhdanov’s report was given in 1939. Even if we assume that the confusion
sown by anti-Soviet elements was greater than he indicates, and more “honest
communists” were “victimized” than he implies, it seems difficult to believe
that Khrushchev’s figures are correct. According to Khrushchev, Zhdanov
was addressing a body—the Party Congress—more than half of whose
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members had been arrested in 1937 and 1938 and 70% of whose Central
Committee had been executed. But there is no indication in Zhdanov’s speech
or the proceedings of the Congress of anything of this magnitude having
taken place. The essential spirit of the Congress was one of exaltation in
socialist progress. Molotov opened the Congress with the words: “Comrades:
Our Party has come to the present Congress crowned with victories historic
in their importance.” And he continued: “We have, in the main, brought to
completion an entire epoch in our developmental work so that we can now
enter upon a new epoch, the epoch of gradual transition from socialism to
communism.” The Congress does not at all give the impression of a de-
moralized group. Quite the contrary. The positive note struck by Molotov
was the dominant note. Is it possible, then, in view of the obviously high
morale of the Congress and its support for the Party leadership, that Khrush-
chev’s figures are correct? They could only be correct if there was a general
conviction in the Party that the vast majority of those who had been con-
demned were guilty and that their actions had threatened the life of the
(socialist) nation.!s
Lenin in 1918 wrote in his Letter to American Workers:

The English bourgeoisie have forgotten their 1649, the French their
1793. The terror was just and legitimate when it was applied by the
bourgeoisie for its own advantage against the feudal lords. The terror
became monstrous and criminal when the workers and poor peasants
dared to apply it to the bourgeoisie.

Lenin was referring to the repression which he and the Party were be-
ginning against the Socialist Revolutionaries and others who had tried to
overthrow the Bolshevik government. At the time, Lenin opposed a move
to abolish the death penalty and approved the repression waged by the state
police (Cheka). Felix Dzerzhinsky, head of the Cheka, commented at the
time: “The Cheka must defend the revolution and conquer the enemy even
if its sword falls occasionally on the neck of the innocent.” Nor is there,
in fact, any way to avoid injustice once a massive repression begins whatever
its social roots.'

The repression in Stalin’s time was not in essence different from that in
Lenin’s. It was simply on a larger scale; and it was on a larger scale because
the enemies of socialism were more numerous and better organized. That
the repression had been basically directed at those engaged in anti-socialist
actions, was, Stalin contended, shown by the fact that reactionaries every-
where immediately took up the cry of “injusticz” and condemned the U.S.S.R.
out of hand (as they had also in Lenin’s day):
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To listen to these foreign drivelers one would think that if the spies,
murderers and wreckers had been left at liberty to wreck, murder and
spy without let or hindrance, the Soviet organizations would have been
far sounder and stronger. Are not these gentlemen giving themselves
away too soon by so insolently defending the cause of spies, murderers
and wreckers?

As the present century has amply and bloodily demonstrated, wherever
the working class moves toward power, the bourgeoisie will work to destroy
it by every means at its disposal, war, terrorism, massacre, counterrevo-
lution, sabotage, subversion, lies. If a working class in power is not able
to thwart these attempts it will be defeated and socialism destroyed.

In the Paris Commune of 1870, the working class was unaware of the
savagery of a bourgeoisie driving to regain power, even enlisting help from
its enemies; and 30,000 corpses were piled in the streets of Paris. The
Russian workers almost fell into the same trap. The evidence at the public
trials had shown that some of the accused had been in contact with foreign
governments for a number of years, yet it was not until 1937 that this contact
became known. What was the explanation? It lay first, Stalin argued, in
“an underestimation of the power and purpose of the mechanism of the
bourgeois states surrounding us and of their espionage organs, which en-
deavor to take advantage of people’s weaknesses, their vanity, their slackness
of will, to enmesh them in their espionage nets and use them to surround
the organs of the Soviet state.” It lay, sécond, in “an underestimation of the
role and significance of the mechanism of our socialist state and of its
intelligence service, by an underestimation of this intelligence service, by
the twaddle that an intelligence service in a Soviet state is an unimportant
trifle.”1”

That Stalin was right in the first explanation was indicated when the
German imperialist armies crashed across the border, eloquently testifying
to the fact that the hatred of the imperialist powers for the U.S.S.R. had
been continuous and relentless, a hatred which compelled them to get agents
in the Soviet system at all costs. That Stalin was right in his second expla-
nation, a neglect of the Soviet intelligence system, was clear from the
penetration of this system by enemy agents and the initial slowness and
limited range of its investigations.

The anti-Soviet commentators and Khrushchev give the iripression of an
all-encompassing “terror” which virtually paralyzed Soviet life. But this was
clearly false. Industrial production increased at a rapid rate between 1936
and 1940, the life of the average Soviet citizen went on much as before,
for some it even took a special swing upward:
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... during the period under review the party succeeded in promoting
to leading state and party posts over five hundred thousand young
Bolsheviks, members of the party and people standing close to the
party, over twenty percent of whom were women.

The Party, which Khrushchev depicted as decimated by purges, appears
to have been active and healthy. According to Zhdanov in his report to the
18th Congress, more than 50% of the Party members were between 31 and
35 years of age, and “over two million members and candidate members
attended the discussion at Party meetings” in preparation for the Congress,
and “about one million comrades took part in the discussions at these meet-
ings.” The reports at the Congress by Stalin, Molotov, Kaganovitch, and
others are all mainly concerned with positive planning, socialist construc-
tion, and cultural progress (between 1933 and 1938 more than 20,000 new
schools were built).!8

Finally, if Soviet society had been so shaken by the trials and purges and
so corrupted as Khrushchev, Conquest and Medvedev imply, the U.S.S.R.
could not have won the war. Only a basically sound society could have
achieved such a feat, a feat which required national cooperation, initiative,
and morale."

In spite of all the Party’s efforts, the bourgeois corruption which bred
treachery still continued in Soviet society. Stalin perceived it and was trou-
bled by it. When Svetlana was transferred from Moscow to Kuibyshev during
the war, a private school was set up for her and the children of other
government officials—as she reported to her father:

“What? A special school” I saw that he was getting angrier by the
minute. “Ah, you”—he was trying to find a word that wasn’t too
improper—“Ah, you damned caste! Just think! The government
and the people from Moscow came and they give them their own
school.”

And she adds:

He was quite right. It was a caste, a caste of bigwigs from the capital
that had come to Kuibyshev. Half the population had to be evicted to
make room for all these families, who were used to a comfortable life
and felt cramped in modest provincial apartments.

But it was too late to do anything about it. The caste was already
in existence, and it lived by laws of its own.
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In his last work, Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R., Stalin directed
his fire at the growth of anti-socialist economic tendencies. But, as Svetlana
noted, “it was too late.” The tendencies continued.2°

It is in the light of this growing anti-socialist influence that we have to
view Khrushchev’s “secret speech.” The speech has nothing to do with
Marxism. It does not examine the class or even the political forces behind
events but is a superficial, essentially bourgeois narrative centered around
a personal vilification of Stalin. Moreover it was a reactionary document,
applauded by the world bourgeoisie and serving to split the world communist
community.

This bourgeois-type outlook is clear in the policies associated with
Khrushchev and his group both before and after their seizure of executive
political power (which they were perhaps able to do because of the deci-
mation of the working class in the war). They extended private plots and
privately owned farm animals, dismantled much of the central economic
planning system, gave factory directors more power, elevated profit as a
major incentive to production, favored consumer goods over capital goods,
and allowed a cultural “thaw,” the essentially bourgeois nature of which is
made clear in Ilya Ehrenberg’s autobiographical writings and other works,
indeed in Ehrenberg himself. In foreign policy, a tendency to appease im-
perialism was followed by an irresponsible swing in the other direction by
exporting nuclear missiles to Cuba (to balance the U.S. missiles near the
Soviet border in Turkey).

Nevertheless, socialism did not disappear, as some seem to think. No
capitalist corporations arose to exploit the working mass. Mainly, the econ-
omy was still centrally planned and it developed at a steady pace without
economic crises or unemployment. Medical services, education, and social
services of all kinds—including nurseries for the children of working moth-
ers—remained free and open to all; the costs of housing and transportation
remained minimal.

There was, then, no seizure of power by an anti-socialist class. Apparently,
what happened was political power shifted in the ruling alliance between
the industrial working class and the “new, Soviet intelligentsia”—engineers,
scientists, economic planners, government bureaucrats, and other profes-
sionals, plus perhaps Ukrainian and other “nationalists.” Part of this intel-
ligentsia, as Stalin realized, had solidified into a “caste,” which sought
special privileges. Although the caste continued its alliance with the pro-
letariat after Stalin’s death, it pursued further extension of these privileges
and gained further executive political power. It achieved this power with
the rise of Khrushchev. In 1955, only 14% of the deputies to the Supreme
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Soviet were workers. In 1956, only 32% of the Party members were workers
and 50% of all members came from the professional class.

The zig-zag instability of a regime yielding to professional class plus
peasant and bourgeois-nationalist influence was vividly revealed in the Cu-
ban missile crisis, and Khrushchev was forced from office. Under his suc-
cessor, Leonid Brezhnev, the trend toward the decentralization of the economy
was retarded, foreign policy became firmer, and the Czechoslovakian “in-
telligentsia” and its international capitalist supporters were thwarted in a bid
for power. A tougher attitude was adopted toward the so-called “dissidents”
(mostly professionals who seek the restoration of capitalism, or, in the case
of Solzhenitsyn, of feudalism). The central political power had shifted back
to the industrial workers and the class alliance with the professionals (nec-
essarily) continued but on a more balanced basis. In 1972, 42% of the
deputies to the Supreme Soviet were workers, and in 1976, 41% of Party
members were workers. The working class is clearly the basic force that
forwards the socialist elements in the society and retards anti-socialist move-
ments. The workers not only have central power but exert pressure through
local and national elections (39% of local Soviet deputies were workers in
1972), through their unions, through worker-manager meetings, through
Communist Party branches and local committees, through the “comrades
courts,” and through letters to the press (in 1970 Izvestia handled 500,000
letters).!

There has been considerable debate over whether the U.S.S.R. today can
correctly be called a socialist state, and its critics have pointed to such
apparently unsocialist factors as high salaries and other privileges for a
section of the professional class, the use of the profit motive to increase
production, the use of economic incentives such as bonuses, and the large
area of private farming still in existence. These factors must, however, be
seen within an overall framework of state ownership of the means of pro-
duction, distribution, communication and finance, the dominance of col-
lective and state farms, the existence of a mass-democratic system, which—
bourgeois critics to the contrary—is much more extensive than capitalist
“democracy” and ensures a primarily working-class control over the econ-
omy. Furthermore, that society, if it covered the earth, would result in a
world permanently at peace. The answer to those who deny the U.S.S.R.
socialist status is that they do not recognize socialism when they see it.

When we consider the problems faced by socialism in the U.S.S.R., the
wonder is not that there are still inequalities, but how egalitarian the society
on the whole has become, as illustrated, for instance, in such a study as
Victor and Ellen Perlo’s Dynamic Stability: The Soviet Economy Today. The
Perlos found a basically working-class mass-democratic society everywhere.
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Socialist industrialization has continued and can advance—as the present
regime recognizes—at a faster pace if technoligcal and social reforms are
achieved. The capitalists of the world, we might note, have no delusions
about the U.S.S.R. being capitalist but have attempted by war, economic
discrimination, subversion, and sabotage to destroy it since its birth and
now threaten it with nuclear annihilation. Capitalists, in fact, consider it
“communist”—not being interested in evolutionary historical distinctions—
and the leading state in a “communist bloc.”

The other “bloc” states are also basically socialist, although with varying
degrees of socialist development. They range from Albania (which has great
mineral resources and underwent a deep transformation in a revolutionary
war), Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic (both of which
had capitalist industrial foundations) to the other East European states (which
arose from largely feudal societies). So too with the east Asian socialist
nations, all of which were largely feudal and—along with Cuba, Nicaragua,
and Ethiopia—had been plundered by imperialism. Taken together, these
nations represent the central historical movement of the present century, a
movement ungiue in history, signifying what Marx and Engels said it would:
the beginning of the movement of humanity from 5,000 years of exploitation
and oppression to a world communist community. Without these nations,
the world would be dominated by monopoly capitalism and there would be
little hope of averting nuclear war or global ecological devastation.

These advances are all connected, directly or indirectly, with Stalin.
Stalin’s armies paved the way for revolution in Eastern Europe and assisted
it in China. Once the foundations of socialism were established under his
leadership in the U.S.S.R., a model was given to the world, for socialism,
although differing in specifics and in different countries, is—like feudalism
or captialism—necessaily everywhere the same in its general nature. In
omitting or distorting this historial background, the detractors of Stalin
produce a shallow and false picture. Some of the attacks on Stalin arise, it
is true, from honest disagreement with his view and methods, but mostly
they are basically anti-Soviet, often sweepingly and dangerously so.

Like their predecessors the present Soviet leaders have made no serious
attempt to evaluate Stalin—or Khruschev. To do so would perhaps require
a deeper examination of social and historical forces than they wish to attempt.
Yet in failing to do so they are playing into the hands of the anti-Sovieteers.

In trying to evaluate all these matters it is important to keep general
historical perspectives in mind. When the Bolsheviks seized power in No-
vember 1917 this was the first time in history that a group with scientific
understanding of the historical process had taken power and went on to
change society by consciously utilizing these processes. The wonder, then
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is not that they made mistakes but that they made so few and that on the
whole they succeeded. Their laboratory was society and their units were
not atoms or molelcules but social groups, most importantly, social classes.
They elevated social classes that had been at the bottom to the top and
forced those that had been at the top to the bottom. This produced a primal
scream of rage from the top classes in the rest of the world and this scream
was transmuted in complex forms into massive distortion. Khrushchev’s
Report, whatever gobbets of fact it contains, is essentially a reflection of
this distortion.



Appendix |

Portrait of Stalin by
Marshal Zhukov

(From The Memoirs of Marshal Zhukov, New York, 1971, pPp. 279-285.
The Memoirs were first published in the U.S.S.R. in 1969.)

All the events I have been describing since my return to Moscow from
the South-Western Front I saw from the viewpoint of Chief of Staff and it
was in this role that I participated in them, sharing the responsibilities, the
bitterness of setbacks, and the joy of infrequent victories with the ranking
commanders of many arms and services.

And here I feel it would be appropriate to say a few words about the
work of the General Headquarters and Stalin himself.

In July 1941 the Politbureau of the Central Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) decreed a reorganization of the Armed Forces’
strategic command system. On July 10 the State Committee for Defence
reorganized the General Headquarters of the High Command into the General
Headquarters of the Supreme Command. The General Headquarters was
composed of J. V. Stalin (Chairman), V. M. Molotov, Marshal S. K. Timo-
shenko, S. M. Budenny, K. Ye. Vorshilov, B. M. Shaposhnikov and Gen-
eral G. K. Zhukov. On July 19, J. V. Stalin was appointed People’s Com-
missar for Defence and on August 8—Supreme Commander-in-Chief of the
USSR Armed Forces. Thenceforth the supreme body of the strategic lead-
ership was named—General Headquarters of the Supreme Command.

The population and the Army in the field were favourably impressed by
Stalin’s nomination for he enjoyed great authority in the country and
abroad. . ..

The General Staff was the General Headquarters’ sole executive appa-
ratus. The General Headquarters’ orders and instructions were normally
issued through the General Staff. Stalin’s study in the Kremlin was, in fact,
a place where General Headquarters’ decisions were taken and directives
for the Fronts adopted.

138
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The study was a rather light, spacious room. The walls were panelled
with stained oak. A long table stood in the room, covered with a green
cloth. There were portraits of Marx, Engels and Lenin. Portraits of Suvorov
and Kutuzov were hung during the war. There was hard-seated furniture
and no unnecessary things. There was a huge globe in the adjacent room.
A table stood nearby. The walls were hung with maps of the world.

Down the study, near the wall, was his desk on which there always lay
a heap of documents, papers and maps. On the desk were also radio-
frequency and extension telephones, and a pile of sharpened pencils. He
used to write down notes in blue pencil. He wrote fast and in a bold hand,
but fairly legibly.

One could enter his study through Poskrebyshev’s room and then the
small premises occupied by the chief of Stalin’s personal security team.
Behind the study was a lounge and a signal room with Baudot and other
means of communications used by Poskrebyshev to connect Stalin with the
front commanders and General Headquarters’ representatives at the fronts.

There was a big table on which members of the General Staff and General
Headquarters spread out maps and reported on the situation at the fronts.
They stood while they reported; sometimes they used notes. As Stalin lis-
tened to a report he paced the room in big strides, waddling somewhat.
From time to time he would come up to the table and, bending over,
scrutinize a map. Or he would go to his desk, take up a pack of tobacco,
tear it up and slowly fill his pipe.

The General Headquarters was mainly concerned with elaborating and
assigning strategic missions to the troops, allocating forces and matériel to
the Fronts and strategically important sectors, planning and directing combat
actions both of the Army and the Navy. General Headquarters reserves played
an important role; fresh units were constantly being raised and replenished.
The Supreme Command employed them as a potent weapon to reinforce
our forces operating against most important objectives and in decisive
operations.

Conferences to project strategic policies were normally held in the pres-
ence of the Members of the State Committee for Defense. Also summoned
were top officers of the General Staff, Chief of the Air Force, Chief of
Ordnance, Chief of the Armour and Automotive Service, Chief of Rear
Services, heads of some of the Defence Commissariat departments. Front
commanders were summoned whenever matters within their province came
up for discussion, mostly in planning an operation. Sometimes aircraft, tank
and artillery designers were invited too.

As a rule, the General Headquarters worked in an orderly, business-like
manner. Everyone had a chance to state his opinion.
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Stalin was equally stern to everybody and rather formal. He listened
attentively to anybody speaking to the point.

Incidentally, I know from my war experience that one could safely bring
up matters unlikely to please Stalin, argue them out and firmly carry the
point. Those who assert it was not so are wrong.

The General Staff was the General Headquarters’ executive organ. At the
outset of the war the staff officers and myself worked round the clock
collating often conflicting data supplied by the Fronts and working out urgent
recommendations for the General Headquarters. The General Staff functions
immediately grew immeasurably more complex; the volume of work ex-
panded sharply; much of what was satisfactory in peace-time, became totally
unacceptable now. Reorganization was proceeding rapidly but we could not
manage all at once.

Accurate intelligence reports and information on the Soviet and enemy
forces’ dispositions would come through to us at irregular intervals, day
and night, which made it difficult for us in good time to make considered
recommendations regarding provision of a front with equipment and am-
munition, and write the most important directives on the instructions of the
Supreme Command within mere hours and sometimes even minutes.

It was impossible to go to Stalin without being perfectly familiar with
the situation plotted on the map and to report tentative or (which was worse)
exaggerated information. Stalin would not tolerate hit-or-miss answers, he
demanded utmost accuracy and clarity.

Stalin seemed to have a knack of detecting weak spots in reports and
documents. He immediately laid them open and severely reprimanded those
responsible for inaccuracies. He had a tenacious memory, perfectly remem-
bered whatever was said and would not miss a chance to give a severe
dressing-down. That is why we drafted staff documents as best we possibly
could under the circumstances.

In a most trying situation at the front, at a time when the country’s life
was being regeared to serve the war effort, the General Staff personnel
immediately got down to business and worked creatively under extreme
strain, which was much to the credit of the General Staff leadership.

Later on, till the end of the war, I never once lost contact whether
personally or officially with the General Staff, which largely aided me at
the front in planning and conducting major operations. The General Staff
personnel efficiently trained fresh contingents; it was sufficiently skilled
and quick in working out draft directives and orders of the Supreme Com-
mand; it strictly enforced the State Defence Committee’s instructions, di-
rected the work of the main headquarters of the Arms and Services and
approached the General Headquarters with matters of strategic importance.
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Stalin based his judgments of crucial issues on the reports furnished by
General Headquarters representatives, whom he would send to the Fronts
for on-the-spot assessment of the situation and consultations with respective
commanders, on conclusions made at the General Headquarters and sug-
gestions by Front commanders and on special reports.

After 1940, when I served as Chief of Staff of the Red Army and later,
during the war, as Deputy Supreme Commander-in-Chief, I had occasion
to get to know Stalin closely.

Stalin’s outer appearance has been described on more than one occasion.
Though slight in stature and undistinguished in outward appearance, Stalin
was nevertheless an imposing figure. Free of affectation and mannerisms,
he won the heart of everyone he talked with. His visitors were invariably
struck by his candour and his uninhibited manner of speaking, and impressed
by his ability to express his thoughts clearly, his inborn analytical turn of
mind, his erudition and retentive memory, all of which made even old hands
and big shots brace themselves and be “on the alert.”

Stalin did not like to remain seated during a conversation. He used to
pace the room slowly, stopping now and then, coming up close to the person
he was talking with and looking him traight in the face. His gaze was clear,
tenacious, and seemed to envelop and pierce through the visitor.

Stalin spoke softly, clearly shaping his phrases, almost without gesticu-
lation. He used to hold his pipe, though not lighted at times, and stroke his
moustache with the mouthpiece.

He spoke Russian with a Georgian accent, but ﬂawlessly In his speech
he often used figures of speech, similies, metaphors.

One seldom saw him laughing; and when he laughed he did so quietly,
as though to himself. But he had a sense of humour, and appreciated sharp
wit and a good joke.

Stalin had excellent eyesight. He never used glasses in reading. As a rule,
he wrote by hand. He read widely and was extensively knowledgeable in
many different fields.

His tremendous capacity for work, his ability quickly to grasp the meaning
of a book, his tenacious memory—all these enabled him to master, during
one day, a tremendous amount of factual data, which could be coped with
only by a very gifted man.

It is hard to say which of his character traits was predominant.

Many-sided and gifted as Stalin was, his disposition could not be called
even. He was a man of strong will, reserved, fervent and impetuous.

Ordinarily calm and sober-minded he sometimes lost his temper, and
objectivity failed him. He virtually changed before one’s eyes—he grew
pale, a bitter expression came to his eyes and his gaze became heavy and
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spiteful. I knew of few daredevils who could hold out against Stalin’s anger and
parry the blow.

Stalin had a rather singular daily schedule: he worked mainly in the late
hours of the evening and at night, hardly ever rising before noon. He worked
a lot, 1215 hours at a stretch. Adapting themselves to Stalin’s schedule,
the Central Committee of the Party, the Council of People’s Commissars,
the Commissariats and the major government and planning bodies would
likewise keep working until late at night. Such a routine exhausted people.

Many political, military and other issues of nation-wide importance were
debated and decided upon not at official meetings of the Central Committee
Politbureau or its Secretariat, but at night, over dinner at Stalin’s apartment
or his summer cottage, usually attended by those members of the Politbureau
who were most closely associated with Stalin. And it was there, during
those customarily very modest dinners, that Stalin would parcel out instruc-
tions to members of the Politbureau or to People’s Commissars who were
invited whenever something within their jurisdiction was discussed. The
Chief of Staff was sometimes invited to participate in these functions together
with the Defence Commissar.

Before the war it was hard for me to judge of Stalin’s knowledge or
abilities in military science, in problems of tactics and strategy, since the
topics discussed in Stalin’s presence (at least whenever I had occasion to
be in attendance) mainly related to problems of organization, mobilization
or material and technical supply.

I can only repeat that Stalin devoted a good deal of attention to problems
of armament and matériel. He frequently met with chief aircraft, artillery
and tank designers whom he would question in great detail about the progress
achieved in designing the various types of equipment in our country and
abroad. To give him his due, it must be said that he was fairly well versed
in the characteristics of the basic types of armament.

Stalin urged the chief designers and managers of munitions plants (many
of whom he knew personally) to produce new models of aircraft, tanks,
guns and other major matériel within established time-limits and to make
sure their quality should be not only on a par with foreign-made models but
even superior to them.

Without Stalin’s approval not a single item of armament or matériel was
either adopted or discarded—and this certainly curtailed the initiative of
the Commissar for Defence and his deputies responsible for the armament
of the Red Army.

Before and especially after the war an outstanding role was attributed to
Stalin in creating the Armed Forces, elaborating the fundamentals of Soviet
military science and major doctrines of strategy, and even operational art.
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Is it true that Stalin really was an outstanding military thinker, a major
contributor to the development of the Armed Forces and an expert in tactical
and strategic principles?

From the military standpoint I have studied Stalin most thoroughly, for
I entered the war together with him and together with him I ended it.

Stalin mastered the technique of the organization of front operations and
operations by groups of fronts and guided them with skill, thoroughly under-
standing complicated strategic questions. He displayed his ability as Com-
mander-in-Chief beginning with Stalingrad.

In guiding the armed struggle as a whole, Stalin was assisted by his
natural intelligence and profound intuition. He had a knack of grasping the
main link in the strategic situation so as to organize opposition to the enemy
and conduct a major offensive operation. He was certainly a worthy Supreme
Commander.

Of course, Stalin had no knowledge of all the details with which the
troops and all command echelons had to deal meticulously in order to prepare
an operation properly by a front or a group of fronts. For that matter, this
was something he didn’t really need to know.

In these cases he would naturally consult the members of the General
Headquarters, General Staff, and experts in artillery, tank, air and naval
operations, and on problems of logistics and supply.

To Stalin is usually ascribed a number of fundamental innovations such
as elaborating the methods of artillery offensive action, the winning of air
supremacy, methods of encircling the enemy, the splitting of surrounded
groups and their demolition by parts, etc.

All these paramount problems of the art of war are the fruits of battles
with the enemy, the fruits of profound thinking, the fruits of the experience
of a big team of leading military leaders and the troops themselves.

Here Stalin’s merit lies in the fact that he correctly appraised the advice
offered by the military experts and then in summarised form—in instruc-
tions, directives and regulations—immediately circulated them among the
troops for practical guidance.

As regards the material and technical organization of operations, the build-
up of strategic reserves, the organization of production of matériel and troop
supplies, Stalin did prove himself to be an outstanding organizer. And it
would be unfair if we, the Soviet people, failed to pay tribute to him for
it.



Appendix Il
Dialectical Materialism: Stalin
and After

In 1938, when the History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
was being prepared under his general direction, Stalin contributed a section
on dialectical and historical materialism, which was also issued as a separate
work. It was read in millions of copies throughout the world and is still in
print in many countries, including the U.S. In the dialectical materialism
section, Stalin gives the impression that he is presenting the ideas of Marx,
Engels, and Lenin in compact and newly organized form. And at a first
reading this may appear to be so. But a closer examination reveals that it
is not, and incidentially provides an interesting challenge in disentangling
Marxist from non-Marxist concepts.

Stalin begins as follows:

Dialectical materialism is the world outlook of the Marxist-Leninist
party. It is called dialectical materialism because its approach to the
phenomena of nature, its method of studying and apprehending them,
is dialectical, while its interpretation of the phenomena of nature, its
conception of these phenomena, its theory, is materialistic.

Historical materialism is the extension of the principles of dialectical
materialism to the study of social life, an application of the principles
of dialectical materialism to the phenomena of the life of society, to
the study of society and of its history.!

Marx and Engels did not believe that they were formulating the “world
outlook” of a political party but of a class, namely the industrial working
class, a view already inherent in the class although not in cohesive form.
They believed also that this view contained general truths about nature and
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society which would hold good in a future communist society long after the
working class and its party had vanished.

In his second sentence Stalin makes a distinction between “dialectical”
and “materialistic” in which he restricts the first to “method” and the second
to “interpretation.” The concept of “dialectical” as primarily a “method,”
that is to say a form of thought or logic, continues throughout the essay.
Dialectical materialism, however, is called dialectical not primarily because
of its “method” of reasoning but because the dialectical process is inherent
in nature and society. The “method” of dialectical materialism and its “inter-
pretation” are at the same time dialectical and materialist. As Marx noted,
a dialectical materialist has first of all to work scientifically. His first step
is not to apply a “method” of thought but to gather and test his data: “to
appropriate the material in detail, to analyse its different forms of devel-
opment, to trace out their inner connexion.” Stalin, unlike Marx (or Lenin),
places the dialectical “method” first and materialistic “interpretation” sec-
ond. And he does so throughout the essay.2

“Historical materialism is the extension of the principles of dialectical
materialism to the study of social life.” Historical materialism, however,
has its own roots and its own being. It was not conceived as (nor is it) an
extension of a set of “principles”; rather, it arose from participation in and
analysis of the class struggle and other social phenomena. True, the processes
of society, like those of nature, proceed by the continuous resolution of
interactive opposing forces. This arises, however, not from “principles” but
from the fact that people and society evolved from nature, which is inherently
dialectical: people from animals, society from animal society, directly from
simian to hominid to human.

Furthermore, Stalin uses “historical materialism” in a broad sense not
implied in Marx or Engels. It refers only to the historical aspects of society,
not all its aspects. Stalin’s error has been continued in Soviet writings. The
actual contrast is between Marxism and dialectical materialism, the first
primarily reflecting society, the second primarily the relation of people to
nature.

As the essay continues, the Aristotelian, metaphysical approach—me-
taphysical in the sense of boxed-in categorical thinking—implied in these
paragraphs becomes more marked. For example:

The dialectical method therefore requires that phenomena should be
considered not only from the standpoint of their interconnection and
interdependence, but also from the standpoint of their movement, their
change, their development, their coming into being and going out of
being.
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Or, further: “interconnection and interdependence of phenomena, as estab-
lished by the dialectical method. . ..” But that the phenomena of nature and
society are dialectical in how they change was not primarily “established”
by “dialectical method” but by scientific investigation (“Nature,” Engels
noted, “is the test of dialectics”) and by social struggle and analysis, ulti-
mately, as Marx and Lenin emphasized, by “practice.” Of course, after
practice has disclosed sufficient such phenomena, we can make generali-
zations which aid us in perceiving other specific dialectical processes. The
basic element involved, however, is not a “method” of thought but activity
and testing. True, Stalin does discuss these matters later in the essay—“our
knowledge of the laws of nature, tested by experiment and practice”—but
by this time he has already established the priority of “method.” We might
note also that when Lenin discussed these matters in his encyclopedia article
on Marx, he discussed “Philosophical Materialism” first, and “Dialectics”
second, thus emphasizing, as did Marx, the primacy of materialism in the
dialectical materialist complex.

In discussing the questions of epistemology (“knowing”), Stalin writes:

Further, if nature, being, the material world, is primary, and mind,
thought, is secondary, derivative; if the material world represents ob-
jective reality existing independently of the mind of men, while the
mind is a reflection of objective reality, it follows that the material life
of society, its being, is also primary, and its spiritual life secondary,
derivative, and that the material life of society is an objective reality
existing independently of the will of men, while the spiritual life of
society is a reflection of this objective reality, a reflection of being.>

Once again, “practice” is omitted, and mind is presented as a passive
“reflection” of external reality—exactly the approach that Marx attacked
and denied:

The chief defect of all hitherto existing materialism—that of Feuerbach
included—is that the object, reality, sensuousness, is conceived only
in the form of the object or contemplation but not as human sensuous
activity, practice, not subjectively.

Not only, then, does Stalin here omit practice as the basic way of ascer-
taining truth but he lacks any sense of the active interaction of matter, body,
the senses, and mind, or of the connection of this living complex with a
struggle to “change the world.” This static view of “mind as mirror here,
matter as object there” leads to another exercise in formal logic: if nature
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is primary and mind derivative then it “follows” that society is primary and
its “spiritual life” derivative. But the one does not “follow” from the other
at all. Stalin has, in fact, proposed a false question, that is to say, one
dealing with non-existent entities. Let us again return to Marx: “It is not
the consciousness of human beings that determines their existence, but,
conversely, it is their social existence that determines their consciousness.”
There is nothing in Marx about nature and society as entities separately
“reflected” by mind. His concept is that of “sensuous” human beings in
struggle producing forms of consciousness that interact with both nature and
society.* ‘

In examining “the principal features of the Marxist dialectical method,”
which Stalin discusses first (“The principal features of the Marxist dialectic
method are as follows”), he lists and discusses them presumably in their
order of importance. First is that “any phenomenon can be understood and
explained if considered in its inseparable connections with surrounding phe-
nomena.” Second is that nature is in a “state of continuous movement and
change, of continuous renewal and development, where something is always
arising and developing, and something always disintegrating and dying
away.” Third is that qualitative changes arise from quantitative changes.
And finally:

Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics holds that internal contradictions
are inherent in all things and phenomena of nature, for they all have
their negative and positive sides, a past and a future, something dying
away and something developing; and that the struggle between these
opposites, the struggle between the old and the new, between that
which is dying away and that which is being born, between that which
is disappearing and that which is developing, constitutes the internal
content of the process of development, the internal content of the
transformation of quantitative change into qualitative changes.

Not only does Stalin place contradiction last but his treatment of it is the
opposite of Marx’s or Lenin’s: “The splitting of a single whole and the
cognition of its contradictory parts . . . is the essence . . . of dialectics.” “This
aspect of dialectics,” Lenin added, “usually receives inadequate attention.”
For Stalin, contradiction is not “the essence,” and it is fuzzily blended with
other phenomena. “Internal contradictions” certainly have “positive and
negative sides” but this cannot simply be equated with the fact that they
have “a past and a future, something dying away and something developing.”
Or, as Stalin put it earlier in the essay: “coming into being and going out
of being.” To imply that the essence of development can lie in the rise of
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the new and decline of the old blurs the essential picture (of “contradictory
parts”) and leaves unsettled the question of what causes the rise and fall,
thus opening the way for an idealist, Hegelian interpretation. The reactionary
implications of this view come out clearly when Stalin, in the historical
materialism section of his essay, applies it to society:

There are different kinds of social ideas and theories. There are old
ideas and theories which have outlived their day and which serve the
interests of the moribund forces of society. Their significance lies in
the fact that they hamper the development, the progress of society.
Then there are new and advanced ideas and theories which serve the
interests of the advanced forces of society.

There is of course nothing in Marx, Engels or Lenin about “old ideas” that
have “outlived their day” or about “new and advanced ideas.” According
to Marx and Engels, ideas—in this context—are, and can only be, class
ideas. The ideas change as the classes change in response to economic and
social developments. Ideas do not “advance” or grow “old” of their own
accord or live a life of their own, hastening like servants to “serve” or
“hamper” nebulous “social forces.”

The same non-Marxist outlook is continued in the next paragraph: “New
social ideas and theories arise precisely because they are necessary to society,
because it is impossible to carry out the urgent tasks of development of the
material life of society without their organizing, mobilizing and transforming
action.” “Necessary” for what class, originating in what class? The ideas
of Hitler were certainly “new” ideas and they were certainly “necessary”
for monopoly capitalist domination; the ideas of the German Communist
Party were also “new” ideas and were necessary if the German working
class was to advance to socialism. To say that either set of ideas was
“necessary” for an abstract “society” obscures both the class struggle and
the social roots of ideas in it and in the underlying economic forces.s

Stalin, then, although listing contradiction among the “laws” of dialectics,
fails to give it the central position it occupies in Marx and Lenin, treats it
primarily as a “method” of thought, and takes the heart out of it. In fact,
the picture of development which emerges from Stalin’s treatment is, in
spite of his nod to “contradiction,” essentially that which Lenin condemned
as “lifeless, pale and dry” in his well-known notebook note On the Question
of Dialectics:

Development is the “struggle” of opposites. The two basic (or two
possible? or two historically observable?) conceptions of development
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(evolution) are: development as decrease and increase, as repetition,
and development as a unity of opposites (the division of a unity into
mutually exclusive opposites and their reciprocal relation).

In the first conception of motion, self-movement, its driving force,
its source, its motive, remains in the shade (or this source is made
external—God, subject, etc.) In the second conception the chief at-
tention is directed precisely to knowledge of the source of “self”-
movement.

The first conception is lifeless, pale and dry. The second is living.
The second alone furnishes the key to the “self-movement” of every-
thing existing; it alone furnishes the key to the “leaps,” to the “break
in continuity,” to the “transformation into the opposite,” to the de-
struction of the old and the emergence of the new.

As we look over the laws of dialectics that Stalin lists, “the negation of
the negation” is conspicuous by its absence. There is, it seems to me,
Justification for Stalin’s skepticism. Engels’s examples (via Hegel) of plant-
seeds-plants and so on, as indicating a development to a “higher level” with
something of the old retained, seem only to embody a regular quantitative-
qualitative-quantitative change sequence. Engel’s general efforts to show
that such examples do embody change to a higher level are unconvincing.
(We end up with more plants but not better plants.) But if Stalin had come
to the conclusion that the law of the negation of the negation was invalid
he should have explained why and not silently dropped it. Furthermore, in
doing so he is not only repudiating Marx and Engels but Lenin: “A devel-
opment that repeats, as it were, the stages already passed, but repeats them
in a different way, on a higher plane (negation of negation).” Since Lenin’s
comments appear in his well-known encyclopedia essay on Marx, Stalin is,
then, implicitly indicating that Lenin was wrong, and that this would be
understood by his Soviet, Marxist readers. It is also typical of Stalin’s
dogmatic method that he does not examine the problems at issue but simply
implies a new dogma.s

As we read Stalin’s essay it becomes evident not only that he is often
wrong in content but that his style is not like Lenin’s one of a revolutionary
bent on change; but of a philosophical lecturer. When we note that the essay
was written in 1938 we might attribute these and other characteristics to the
fact that by then Stalin had been long in power and had lost his revolutionary
edge, but his 1906 article, “Anarchism or Socialism,” has the same approach.
And when he revised this articledn 1946 for publication in his Works, he
changed comparatively little. At the beginning of the article he writes: “Why
is this system called dialectical materialism? Because its method is dialec-
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tical, and its theory is materialistic.” Contradiction is not only muted but
non-existent: “Life is in continual motion, and therefore life must be viewed
in its motion, in its destruction and creation.” “Consequently, everything in
nature must be regarded from the point of view of movement, development.
And this means that the spirit of dialectics permeates the whole of present-
day science.”

We can see also the germs of the future confusion of subjective and
objective: “the ideal and the material are two different forms of the same
phenomenon.” What phenomenon? Again: “According to Marx’s materi-
alism, consciousness and being, mind and matter, are two different forms
of the same phenomenon, which, broadly speaking, is called nature.” In
the 1946 revision Stalin changed this to “is called nature or society,” which
only adds to the confusion. There is nothing in Marx or Engels about matter
and mind being forms of nature (or society). On the contrary, nature is a
manifestation of matter, inorganic and organic, the human mind an evolu-
tionary development from organic matter, and society a product of nature
and humanity. To posit some third force as basic to both mind and matter,
whether one calls it nature or something else, is not materialism but idealism,
ultimately, perhaps, a derivative of Aristotle’s “prime mover” and reminis-
cent of William James’s view (noted with approval by Bertrand Russell)
that “the fundamental stuff of the world is neither mental nor material, but
something simpler and more fundamental” (i.e. God). And whatever Stalin’s
hypothetical basic “phenomenon” is, it cannot be both nature and society.”

In the 1946 version Stalin added a new comment: “If we can call the
material side, the external conditions, being, and other phenomena of the
same kind, the content, then we can call the ideal side, consciousness and
other phenomena of the same kind, the form.” Stalin, as his next paragraph
indicates, is apparently basing these statements on Marx’s distinction in his
1859 general statement between the economic and other “structures” of
society in periods of “social revolution” and the “ideological forms, in which
human beings become conscious of this conflict and fight it out to an issue.”
For “ideological forms” Stalin substitutes “ideological form”; and the dis-
tinction is crucial. Marx was using “forms” here not in the philosophical
sense of the difference between content and form but in the everyday sense
of the word, meaning “kinds” or “types,” a sense which includes both form
and content. He lists them: “legal, political, religious, aesthetic or philo-
sophic.” By “form,” however, Stalin does intend the philosophical sense,
“pure form,” as in the Aristotelian “categories,” a concept that Marx made
fun of in The Poverty of Philosophy:

It is surprising that, if you let drop little by little all that constitutes
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the individuality of a house, making an abstraction first of the materials
of which it is composed, then of the form that distinguishes it, you
end up with nothing but a body; that, if you make an abstraction of
the limits of this body, you soon have nothing but a space—that if,
finally, you make an abstraction of the dimensions of this space, there
is absolutely nothing left but pure quantity, the logical category?®

Apparently Stalin is saying that matter is the content of reality, mind its
form. When we add this concept to those of mind as a passive reflector of
objective reality, and both mind and matter as separate emanations from an
undefined “nature,” it becomes apparent that Stalin’s outlook is idealist, that
is to say, essentially theological. Furthermore, his “method” is based on the
Aristotelian concept that so long as abstractions are “logical,” they provide
the path to truth. This underlying assumption of the primacy of “pure logic”
is clearly present in Stalin’s thought when he is expounding “dialectical
method.” Unlike Lenin, Stalin tended to lose direction when he was not
reasoning about a particular event or problem, and his under-
lying idealism shows through. In this ideal realm he sets up his logically
derived abstractions and then makes “deductions” from them. In his political
thinking, on the other hand, he works as Marx did, first marshaling his
facts and then pursuing their interconnections.

It is the idealist essence of Stalin’s philosophy that accounts for some of
its other nonmaterialist characteristics, for instance, his seeing dialectics as
a “method” and examing this “method” first instead of first examining
materialism. So, too, with his conception of historical materialism as a kind
of logical derivative of dialectical materialism. His abstractionist, Aristo-
telian “method” doubtless had cultural roots in his schooling at the theo-
logical seminary in Tiflis.

In spite of the idealist base for his philosophical outlook, however. it
would be wrong to simply tag Stalin as an idealist in general, a charge he
would have vehemently denied—and with some reason. He was strongly
anti-clerical from his Georgia days on, and in some areas, as we have noted,
he reasoned materialistically. What his thinking shows is that idealist influ-
ences penetrate the working class in various ways, affecting even strong
proletarian revolutionaries.

AFTER STALIN

With the rise of Nikita Khrushchev to power in the years following the
death of Stalin in 1953, Stalin’s philosophical views were presumably re-
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pudiated along with his social views. However, much of Stalin’s approach
to dialectical materialism was, in fact, retained, and some of his successors
in the philosophical field strayed even further from Marx, Engels, and Lenin
than he did. Their views were embodied in, for instance, The Fundamentals
of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy (1974), the production of a group of prom-
inent Soviet philosophers and bearing something of an official stamp.

When we turn to The Fundamentals of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy we
note that the “laws” of dialectics are treated in the same order as in Stalin:
the law of “universal connection and development” comes first, then “the
transformation of quantity into quality,” and only then “the law of the unity
and struggle of opposites,” which both Marx and Lenin emphasized as
central. The Fundamentals of Marxist-Leninists Philosophy differs from
Stalin in restoring “the law of the negation of the negation” (in last place);
itis, however, silently restored without examination of its omission by Stalin
or his implied repudiation of Lenin.

This arrangement, from “development” to “opposites,” naturally affects,
as with Stalin, the general interpretation of dialectical materialism. Devel-
opment is seen, as in Stalin, as resulting from “connection and interdepen-
dence, the interaction of phenomena,” as though interaction in itself somehow
explained development. Then the authors, omitting Lenin’s comment on
contradiction as the essence of dialectics (On the Nature of Dialectics),
indicate that Lenin, in his encyclopedia article on Marx, found the “most
essential features of dialectics” in “interdependence” and “connection.” They
neglect to note that before he mentioned “interdependence” in the article,
Lenin spoke of “inner impulses for development, imparted by the contra-
diction, the conflict of different forces and tendencies reacting on a given
body or inside a given phenomenon.’”

“Dialectics,” the Soviet authors write, “the most complete, comprehensive
and profound theory of development, is the heart and soul of Marxism-
Leninism, its theoretical foundation.” But as Marx indicated, a Marxist
cannot speak simply of “dialectics.” He must make clear that he means
“scientific” or “rational” dialectics and emphasize its grounding in materi-
alism. Nor is materialist dialectical process, as Marx and Engels saw it,
primarily a “theory” but part of objective reality. It is only derivatively a
“theory”: “the ideal is nothing else than the material world reflected by the
human mind, and translated into forms of thought.” And as a “theory,” it
is not a theory of “development.” There is no “development” inherent in
nature. There is only\change, some of which, by chance interactions, as-
sumes developmental sequence. The interactions of opposite elements, such
as negative and positive atomic charges, produce complexity. To assert
“development” as inherent in nature is idealist, an echo of the theologians’




APPENDIX Ii: DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM: STALIN AND AFTER 153

“purpose.” So, too, is to assert “development” as the “heart and soul” of
dialectical materialism or of ‘“Marxism-Leninism.” The essence of both is
the interpenetration of opposites, as in nature itself. Other elements, too,
must be considered in trying to ascertain the essence of materialist dialectical
thinking. Dialectical thinking is, as Marx interpreted it, an integral part of
materialist thinking in general, including, for instance, the scientific analysis
of data, the penetration beyond appearance into “their inner connection,”
and, as Lenin in particular emphasized, the avoidance of “one-sidedness”
in thinking. ,

Nor are the flaws inherent in the statement by the Soviet authors about
dialectics incidental. They underlie the whole book: a confusion of objective
and subjective, a separation (as in Stalin) of dialectics from its materialist
base, a narrow and metaphysical concept of dialectical reasoning, and,
finally (as also in Stalin), the implication that “historical materialism” —
by which they mean Marxism—is a derivative of a philosophical theory
and not a body of knowledge, social and natural, arrived at basically by
struggle and testing.

Although the Soviet authors quote Lenin in the beginning of their dis-
cussion of quantity and quality as saying that development results from the
“unity of opposites,” they ignore this statement in their treatment:

The distinguishing feature of the dialectical conception of development
lies in the understanding of development not as a simple quantitative
change (increase or decrease) of what exists, but as a process of dis-
appearance, destruction of the old and emergence of the new. This
process is demonstrated in the law of the transformation of quantitative
changes into qualitative changes and vice versa. To find out what this
law is all about we must examine a number of categories such as
property, quantity, quality and measure.

Here, as in Stalin, the emphasis is on the “destruction of the old and
emergence of the new” instead of, as in Marx or Lenin, on contradiction
or the “struggle” of opposites. Hence the creation of new qualities by quan-
titative means is actually based, in spite of the authors’ disclaimer, on
“increase or decrease,” the concept that Lenin specifically repudiated and
saw as paving theological implications.°

We might note also the implied primacy of “law” over “process.” The
process of the decline of the old and the rise of the new is “demonstrated”
in the “law,” and not by science. And law here is clearly used in a subjective
sense, a law of thought, for otherwise, the statement would be redundant:
an objective process is “demonstrated” in an objective process. But clearly,
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as Marx, Engels, and Lenin saw things, process was primary and law a
reflection of it. Processes would exist with or without these laws.

Similarly, there is nothing in Marx, Engels, or Lenin about quantity and
quality being “categories.” They are characteristics of objective process that
the human mind turns into laws. The laws are basically verified by practice
and not by examining abstract categories—an approach stemming not from
Marx or Engels but from Aristotle and Kant.

What of “property” and “measure”? That different things have different
properties is obvious, and the reasons for these differences lie in atomic,
molecular, and other arrangements. There is no such “category” as “prop-
erty” in Marx, Engels, or Lenin, a “category” which shows us what the
“law” of the change from quantity to quality is “all about.”

The “category” “measure” is discussed as follows:

Thus, the quality of things is inseparably linked with a certain quantity.
This connection and interdependence of quality and quantity is called
the measure of a thing. The category of measure expresses the kind
of relationship between the quality and quantity of an object that obtains
when its quality is based on a definite quantity, and the latter is the
quantity of a definite quality. It is the changes in such interrelationships,
changes of measure, that explain the mechanism of development. Hence
development should be understood not as motion within certain fixed
and immutable limits, but as replacement of the old by the new, as an
eternal and ceaseless process of renewal of what exists.!!

Even without close examination, this statement by its very style and
manner of thought—again derived from Stalin—obviously has nothing in
common with expositions of dialectical materialism by Marx, Engels, or
Lenin. Whereas they are concretely analytical, this is abstract and academic,
and the style is one of philosophers writing for philosophers, not of Marxists
writing for the people. Once more it places category first and objective
process second, and views development as essentially “replacement of the
old by the new,” here going beyond Stalin into a mystical exaltation of
“etérnal” “renewal.” Further the reasoning is redundant and circular: the
relationship between quantity and quality is “measure”; “measure” (and not
the objective process of the struggle of opposites) explains “the mechanism
of development” embodied in the quantity-quality change.

As one reads The Fundamentals of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy it be-
comes apparent that all aspects of dialectical materialism are included in
one place or another, so that the authors can always point triumphantly to
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this fact in answer to criticism. Thus they do discuss the “law of the unity
and struggle of opposites.” But what is the nature of the treatment? What
aspects are considered as basic and what as secondary or derivative? Al-
though the “law of the unity and struggle of opposites” is given its own
section, this—as we have noted and also as in Stalin—comes after inter-
action and quantity-quality have been treated and is presented as a self-
motivating process. As a result, the struggle of opposites has in effect already
been robbed of its central, initiating position. Furthermore, the treatment
of this struggle is characterized by the same subjective and metaphysical
outlook as were these previous “laws,” for example:

But the interdependence of opposites is only one of the specific features
of dialectical contradiction. Another of its vital aspects is mutual ne-
gation. Because the two aspects of the whole are opposites they are
not only interconnected but also mutually exclusive and mutually re-
pellent. This factor is expressed in the concept of the struggle of
opposites.

“Mutual negation” does not appear in Marx, Engels, or Lenin, and if it
exists at all it could only represent circular motion. And this is indicated
also in the concept of the two “aspects” of a contradiction being “mutually
exclusive.” If they are mutually exclusive they cannot interact and not even
circular movement would be possible. The concept of things being at once
mutually exclusive and interdependent reminds one of Marx’s comment on
the “gifted” Proudhon “playing” with dialectics in order to make “brilliant
paradoxes.” All this reasoning, we might also note, is kept in the abstract.
No examples are given here or generally in the exposition of these matters.
And in the conclusion that this “factor” is “expressed” in a “concept,” we
are back with idealism. 2

Stalin, as we saw, simply banished without explanation the negation of
the negation. The authors of the Fundamentals restore it but within a bas-
ically Hegelian framework:

Ve

Development is, in fact, a chain of dialectical negations, each of which
not only rejects the previous links, but also preserves all that is positive
in them, thus concentrating more and more in the further, higher links,
the richness of development as a whole. The infinity of development
lies not in the infinite arithmetical addition of one unit to another, but
in the emergence of new and higher forms which create within them-
selves the preconditions for further development.
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As with quantity and quality, the negation of the negation is treated in
isolation from contradiction. “Development” becomes a kind of god which
“preserves” the “positive” and creates “new and higher forms” in “infinity.”
Certainly Aristotle as the proponent of divine “ends” would not have ob-
jected, nor perhaps even Plato; and Hegel would have rejoiced to see the
restoration of his self-developing Absolute.!3

Following the chapter on “the dialectical laws” in the Fundamentals comes
one entitled “Categories of Materialist Dialectics” with special sections on
the following categories: The Individual, Particular and Universal, Cause
and Effect, Necessity and Chance, Possibility and Reality, Form and Con-
tent, and Essence and Appearance. And to these we have to add quantity
and quality and property and measure.

The concept of categories was introduced into philosophy by Aristotle,
who proposed 10 categories or modes of thought, including quality and
quantity, into which Being could be divided and then reasoned about. Al-
though Descartes, Locke, Leibniz, and Hume to some degree used these
forms of thought, they did not do so formally, nor did they think in terms
of a system of categories. The concept of a system of categories was re-
introduced into philosophy by Kant as part of his attempt to shore up what
was left of epistemology after Hume’s skeptical sweep. Kant expounded a
system of 12 categories, including cause and effect, existence and non-
existence, possibility and impossibility, necessity and chance, which he
viewed not as reflections of reality but as emanations from the mind’s internal
nature. Beyond the categories was the always unknowable “thing in itself.”
Hegel, although deploring the rigidity of Kant’s categories, accepted the
notion that they were not reflections of objective reality but forms of thought
inherent in the human mind via the divine mind of the Absolute.

The attitude of Marx and Engels toward categories is succinctly revealed
in Marx’s comment on Proudhon: “Instead of conceiving the economic
categories as theoretical expressions of historical relations of production,
corresponding to a particular stage of development of material production,
he garbles them into preexisting, eternal ideas.” And we have already noted
Marx’s sarcastic comment on “pure quantity” as a “logical category.” What-
ever catggories of thought may be developed must, Marx contended, have
a basis in objective reality. They must not be constructs in terms of which
reality is viewed. Actually, however, there is little about categories in Marx
and Engels. They seldom use the term but usually speak simply of ideas or
concepts, theories or hypotheses. Engels writes of “identity and difference —
necessity and change—cause and effect,” and discusses them in various
places, but he does not systematize them and makes no distinction between




APPENDIX II: DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM: STALIN AND AFTER 157

them and other general concepts. Furthermore, his emphasis is on the fluidity
of concepts, reflecting the fluidity of objective reality. There is no chapter
or section headed “Categories” in Anti-Diihring with its full treatment of
dialectical materialism. Nor is there in Lenin’s Materialism and Empirio-
criticism. In the Philosophical Notebooks Lenin discussed some categories
because he was following Hegel’s exposition but he does not consider them
as comprising a “system.” Like Marx he emphasizes their basis in reality.
“If,” he asked, “everything develops, does not that apply also to the most
general concepts and categories of thought?”’—a question which he answered
in the affirmative. Lenin, again like Marx or Engels, noted but few cate-
gories, considering them to be the same as fluid “general concepts” which
were helpful in “cognizing the world.” He emphasized that they “have to
be derived” from objective reality “and not taken arbitrarily or mechani-
cally,” not established “by exposition” but by scientific “proofs.” Categories
can become, he warned, following Hegel, “instruments or error and so-
phistry.”14

In Stalin’s 1938 essay, which he intended as a condensed account of the
views of Marx, Engels, and Lenin, there is no mention of the categories of
dialectical materialism; nor was there in other works on dialectical mate-
rialism at the time, for instance in David Guest’s A Textbook of Dialectical
Materialism (1939). The concept of categories as a major aspect of dialectical
materialism apparently first achieved prominence in The Fundamentals of
Marxist Philosophy in 1958. By the time of The Fundamentals of Marxist-
Leninist Philosophy in 1974, they had grown into a veritable philosophical
army.

In addition to the 13 categories listed above, there are others:

In the previous chapters we have examined several philosophical cat-
egories, for example, matter, motion, space, time, the finite and the
infinite, consciousness, quantity, quality, measure, and contradiction.
~
To which if we add “property” we have a total of 25 categories. And there
are another 16 similar entities which appear to be granted a kind of semi-
category status:

Universality and difference are the relationship of the object to itself
and to other things, characterising the stability and variability, equality
and inequality, similarity and dissimilarity, identity and non-identity,
imitability and inimitability, continuity and discontinuity of its prop-
erties, connections, relationships and tendencies of development.
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The importance of the “categories” can scarcely be exaggerated. They
form the pathway to truth, transcending science:

The general concepts of every science also play a methodological role.
The categories of dialectics differ from the general concepts of the
specialised sciences, however, in that the latter are applicable only to
a certain sphere of thinking, while philosophical categories, as meth-
odological principles, permeate the whole tissue of scientific thought,
all fields of knowledge. They make it possible to give a true reflection
of the extremely complex, contradictory processes of material and
intellectual life. The categories of philosophy, constantly accumulating
the results of the development of the specialised sciences, thus enrich
their own content . . . A person must master the categories in the course
of his individual development in order to possess capacity for theo-
retical thought. . .. Categories are so interconnected that they can be
understood only as elements in a definite system of categories.!s

That general scientific concepts or theories, such as “the conservation of
energy,” are valid and necessary is obvious. But, as Engels pointed out, as
science develops, the abstractions of *“philosophy” will no longer be needed—
particularly, he would doubtless have agreed, in the form of a “system of
categories.” In fact one wonders how Marx, Engels, and Lenin got along
without “mastering” this immense “system,” for, as we have seen, there is
very little about categories in any of them; somewhat more in Lenin than
in Marx or Engels but certainly nothing approaching this vast intellectual
structure with its apparently infinite capacity for “enriching” itself out of
its own substance.

The authors of The Fundamentals of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy seem
uneasily aware of the problem for although they title the chapter “Categories
of Materialist Dialectics,” within the chapter they refer to them as “the
categories of philosophy.” What philosophy? Representing, Marx might have
asked, what class? We might note also some earlier statements: “Dialectics,
like philosophical science, is concerned with universal laws.” What is *“phil-
osophical science”? How is it connected with “dialectics”? What “dialec-
tics,” Hegelian or Marxist? “According to the general laws of knowledge
we must first investigate the qualitative differences between things....”
What are these “general laws of knowledge”? What is their connection with
dialectical materialism? Or again: “The categories of possibility and reality
occupy an important place in the well-stocked armoury of modern theoretical
thinking.” The “armoury of modern theoretical thinking” is certainly “well-
stocked,” especially in capitalist nations, but the categories under discus-
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sion—possibility and reality—are not particularly “modern.” They are de-
rived from Kant (’possibility and impossibility”) via Aristotle (“potentiality
and actuality™).16

Perhaps the “modern” authors of the Fundamentals have advanced beyond
Marx, Engels, and Lenin? Certainly there would be nothing wrong with
this. Marxism must grow. Lenin developed the philosophical and other ideas
of Marx and Engels. However, if the authors have performed a similar
service for Lenin as well as for Marx and Engels surely this should have
been noted and the reasons for it given. It is certainly true, as Lenin noted,
that an awareness of some categories—or, more simply, general concepts—
and of their tested correspondence to objective reality is basic to generalized
comprehension. But the exposition of a “system” of 25 categories mostly
unmentioned by Marx, Engels, or Lenin as basic to dialectical materialism
and dialectical thinking is on the very face of it suspect, aside from the
subjective nature of these particular categories and the dominant position
which they occupy. Although, for instance, it is admitted that the views of
science “also play a methodical role” this is clearly subordinate to that played
by the categories. It is primarily the categories which “make it possible to
give a true reflection” of reality. The path to truth now lies not in struggle
or practice but in the philosophical study of abstractions. So extensive is
the domain of the categories, in fact, that not only Marxist but all thinking
is to be enclosed in abstractionist ideological boxes.

The categories seem to have devoured almost everything, even the “laws”
of “dialectics”: “Thus, the law of the unity and struggle of opposites is
expressed through the categories of opposition, contradiction, etc.” To omit
mention of the actual “‘struggle’ of opposites” and refer only to the “law”
which reflects it, and then to subordinate the law to a category shows that,
as before, we are back not with Marx but with Kant. In fact the whole
“system” of categories is basically Kantian (viewing the world through a
series \gf mental constructs). True, the authors claim that their categories,
unlike Kant’s, are based on objective reality, but they do not demonstrate
this by example or scientific reference, and in practice they use the categories
as Kant does, as impositions on reality.

Once again the “system” moves into idealism: “...the system of inter-
acting individual things where each thing is poured into the ‘cup’ of the
universal, revives it and partakes of its reviving juices.” “Essence is ex-
pressed. . .in these manifestations.” “Essence” or the “‘cup’ of the uni-
versal” has become, in effect, a God, Plato’s One or Hegel's Absolute.!”

Following the chapter on categories come two chapters on epistemology
(knowing) of which the following statements may be taken as representative.
“Thus in the process of proof knowledge does not go beyond its own sphere,
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but remains, as it were, confined within itself. This is what has given rise
to the idea of the existence of formal criteria of truth, when truth is estab-
lished by collating one set of knowledge with another.” “But knowledge
that lays down laws must contain within itself both necessity and univer-
sality.” “All real knowledge takes the form of judgements or systems of
judgement.”8

True, there are throughout the chapters references to science and practice
and objective reality. It soon becomes clear, however, that the authors regard
knowledge, like the categories, as essentially a kind of self-generating and
inviolate absolute, “confined within itself,” which “lays down” its own
“laws.” Truth is established not basically by practice but by rubbing one
set of absolutes against another. Knowledge is not even primarily knowledge
of objective reality but of “systems of judgment.”
Al this, including “the categories,” of course, goes beyond Stalin but its
Aristotelian approach, dogmatic method, and basic idealism make it the
kind of thing that Stalin began. Furthermore, as we have noted, the authors
of the Fundamentals take—albeit stealthily— many of their basic concepts
from Stalin. The Fundamentals was published in 1974. Since then little, if
any, advance has taken place, at least so far as one can judge from popular
works available in English translation. For instance, in two recent works,
Fundamentals of Dialectics (Moscow, 1981) by Yu. A. Kharin and Marxist-
Leninist Philosophy (Moscow, 1978) by A. P. Sheptulin although the authors
put more stress on contradiction, give some scientific examples to support
their conclusions, and reduce the number of categories, the categories are
still present and still dominant. Concepts are silently added that are not to
be found in Marx, Engels, or Lenin. In this, too, we see the heritage of
Stalin, namely the general method of stating propositions without first es-
tablishing their objective base and then forcing reality into them. Both books
are (necessarily) obscurantist in style, indistinguishable from bourgeois ac-
ademic pretension.'®

On the other hand, it should be noted that the writings of Soviet scien-
tists—at least to judge by the essays in Lenin and Modern Natural Science
(Moscow, 1978)—are often concrete and stimulating. The same is true of
Soviet political analysis, which is in general realistic and dialectical. Pre-
sumably the difference is due in part to the fact that the scientists and political
leaders are perforce thinking in concrete terms and generalizing from them,
whereas the philosophers have no such disciplining focus but dwell in the
realm of what they call “theoretical thought.” But the problem must go
deeper than this. What is involved is both the penetration into the Soviet
intelligentsia of bourgeois influence and a constricting proletarian fear that
if free debate is allowed a flood of anti-socialist ideas will be released.
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Perhaps so; but surely Soviet socialism has now reached a point at which
it could be safely absorbed. It is clearly time for a re-examination of phil-
osophical method, for a return to the scientific spirit of inquiry of Marx,
Engels, and Lenin, and a renunciation of the idealist and dogmatic under-
pinnings derived at least in part from Stalin. Otherwise no real development
of theoretical questions can take place, and philosophy will be unable to
descend from its celestial towers into the streets. What soviet philosophy
is at present saying, in effect, is that dialectical materialism—with its
esoteric mazes and “system” of “categories”—can only be fully compre-
hended by “philosophers.” Hence, it cuts the mass of the population off
from dialectical materialism and spreads confusion along with idealism.



Appendix 11
Gorbachev, Stalin
and Socialism

Following Khrushchev’s fall from power, a partial restoration of Stalin’s repu-
tation took place. For instance, an article in 1979 in Kommunist, the theoretical
journal of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
while regretting Stalin’s “disregard” of the “principles of socialist democracy”
stated that he did “his utmost to ensure the victory of socialism” and rejected
“the accusation that the socialization of agriculture was carried through
forcibly.” On the contrary: “Collectivization was a movement of the rural masses
themselves.” The authors denied that the rehabilitation of those “who had been
slandered or punished out of all proportion to their guilt” meant “political
amnesty for the hard-core Trotskyites, Zinovievites, right-deviationists and na-
tionalists who went so far as to carry on subversive activities and called for the
overthrow of the Soviet system.” Thus, although Bukharin had been declared in
the Khrushchev era to be neither “a Spy or terrorist,” the authors of the article
imply that he was both, for Bukharin was the leader of the “right-deviationists.”
“Stalin,” the Party editors declared in an editorial in the same issue of Kommu-
nist, “did not introduce anything to Marxist-Leninist theory that differed in any

substantial way from its fundamental conclusions . . . . Many of his theoretical
works and the reports of the CC which he delivered at Party congresses were a
definite contribution to revolutionary theory . . . . Stalin always opposed any

exaggeration of the role of the individual and his own role in particular.” The
article and editorial were clearly intended as a repudiation of some of the con-
tentions of Khrushchev.!

Following the selection of Mikhail Gorbachev as General Secretary of the
Central Committee of the CPSU in 1985 it became apparent that a new evalua-
tion of Stalin was under way, an evaluation that was predominantly anti-Stalin.
In December 1985 the poet Yevgeny Yevtushenko addressed a writers’ congress
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(after which, according to the New York Times, the audience “burst into pro-
longed applause”). “Lenin,” Yevtushenko noted, “was nurtured on Russian
classics. This ethic enabled him to withstand the test of power and fame, unlike
his unchosen successor.” True, during Stalin’s reign there was industrial
progress, and we should not forget this. “But we also do not have the right to be
silent about the fact that in these same years, contrary to Lenin’s legacy, the
precious agricultural wisdom of many peasants, undeservedly branded kulaks,
was being crushed underfoot, and a merciless purge was underway of the Bolshe-
vik guard, of the best commanders of the Red Army and the industrial cadres,
of the leading representatives of Leninist thought.”?

It is difficult to imagine even Khrushchev, let alone any Marxist, attributing
Stalin’s presumably criminal policies to the fact that — as a Georgian — he was
not “nurtured on the Russian classics.” Nor did Khrushchev esteem the “pre-
cious agricultural wisdom” of the Kulaks or argue that among the “victims” of
Stalin’s “merciless purge” were “the leading representatives of Leninist
thought.” (That by this Yevtushenko meant primarily Bukharin and his follow-
ers was shown when he later interviewed Bukharin’s widow.)

The anti-Stalin tide continued through 1986 and 1987. In an article on March
15, 1987 the New York Times noted a series of anti-Stalin works: Anatoly Ry-
bakov’s novel Children of the Arbat, being serialized in the weekly magazine
Ogonyok: Mikhael F. Shatrov’s play, Dictators of Conscience; Fedor A. A.
Abramov’s play, Brothers and Sisters, and the film Repentance, said to be attract-
ing “a wide audience.” The Times quotes the Soviet poet, Andrei Voznesenshy,
in an interview: “There cannot be true reform without anti-Stalinism.” Roy A.
Medvedev, author of the anti-Stalin Let History Judge, was quoted as saying of
Gorbachev: “He has expressed his anti-Stalinism more quickly than I anticipated
... Gorbachev is not just continuing the work begun by Khrushchev, he is doing
much wore.” But the Times correspondent also reported that “photographs of
Stalin still hang in many taxis and trucks, and movie-goers sometimes break into
applause when images of Stalin flicker briefly on the screen.” Stalin “is widely
remembered as the man who led the country to victory in World War II and built
the Soviet Union into a formidable military and industrial power.” The division
seems to be on class lines, truck and taxi drivers and other workers admiring
Stalin, the upper echelon of the professional class tending to revile and reject
him. In Repentance Stalin is depicted as a capricious dictator condemning people
to death on a whim and showing a lack of sensitivity for Christ-like opponents.

In the fall of 1987 it became known that Gorbachev was to give a speech
shortly before the anniversary of the November Revolution that would feature
Stalin. The New York Times Moscow correspondent reported on October 26
that there was a “lively debate” in the Central Committee and that the Commit-
tee endorsed only the “main provisions” of the report. Shortly before the report
was delivered the Times correspondent attended a meeting of Soviet historians
and others which was informed by Yuri A. Polyakov, an historian, that “the vast



164 STALIN

majority of the victims of Stalin’s purges were innocent.” However, being a “cau-
tious” man, he “rejected the Western estimate that more than 10 million Rus-
sians died during the Stalin terror, saying that one million was a more realistic
number.” The anti-Stalin trend, however, the Times reported, received some-
thing of a rebuff from Yegor K. Ligachev, a leading member of the Political
Bureau of the Party: “In the 1930’s, this country moved to second place in the
world in terms of industrial output, collectivized agriculture, and attained un-
precedented heights in developing culture, education, literature and the arts.”

Gorbachev’s speech, on November 2, was ostensibly an objective “historical”
study but in fact its main thrust was to denigrate Stalin. Nor does it bear much
resemblance to a Marxist historical treatment.

After Lenin’s death, Gorbachev reported, “sharp debates erupted” and “the-
oretical thought and practice cast about for the directions and forms in which to
carry out socio-economic transformations and how to accomplish them on so-
cialist lines in the concrete historical situation of the Soviet Union.” This meta-
physical casting about of “theoretical thought” and “practice” is, as Gorbachev
notes a few paragraphs later, an oblique reference to the Party’s struggle against
the Trotskyites. Up to this point Stalin, who led the “struggle,” has not been
mentioned. Then: “In short, the Party’s leading nucleus, headed by Josef Stalin,
had safeguarded Leninism in an ideological struggle.” Stalin, however, was not
alone: “An important part in defeating Trotskyism ideologically was played by
Nikolai Bukharin . . . .3

Although Gorbachev condemns Trotskyism and credits Stalin with safe-
guarding Leninism “in an ideological struggle,” his method of presentation ob-
scures the historical reality behind events and Stalin’s role in them. After Lenin’s
death “theoretical thought and practice” did not “cast about” — like disembod-
ied spirits — for solutions. A struggle for power took place. If Stalin, leading the
Central Committee, had not won this struggle there would have been no Soviet
Union. Why not say this openly and clearly? Stalin was not “safeguarding Lenin-
ism” in a debate. He was defeating an attempt to undermine socialism. It should
also have been said that although Bukharin fought Trotsky in this instance, he
did not do so (as did Stalin) from a Marxist-Leninist position but from that of a
right deviationist (whose alternative program would have been equally disas-
trous as that of Trotsky). On other occasions, for instance, in opposition to the
Brest-Litovsk Treaty and in the struggle in 1921 to undermine the Party by
giving State power to the trade unions, Bukharin joined forces with TrotsKy, and
was warned by Lenin: “The more Comrade Bukharin defends his deviation from
Communism . . . the more deplorable will be the results of this obstinacy.”

Bukharin “and his followers” Gorbachev notes, had, in “their calculations
and theoretical propositions, underrated the practical significance of the time
factor in building socialism in the 30’s,” and they “soon admitted their mis-
takes.” The difference between Stalin, who as usual represented the Central
Party leadership, and the small Bukharin group was not, however, simply a mat-
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ter of timing. The Bukharinite plan for slowing down industrialization and mak-
ing a long, gradual transition to collectivization — including “kulak cooperative
nests” — would have meant in practice no industrialization and no collectiviza-
tion. In short, no socialism. True, Bukharin, Rykov and the rest of the right
opposition after failing in their attempt to seize power “admitted their mistakes”
but they then turned to sabotage and treachery (a fact which Gorbachev, by
implication, rejects).)

In the struggle for socialism in the late 1920’s and the 1930’s “a heavy indus-
try” was “built in short order, practically from scratch” under “the leadership of
the Party.” However: “A party and government leadership system of administra-
tive command emerged.” This “rigid centralization-and-command system”
“generally produced results” in industry but it was “impermissible” to use it in
“tackling the problems of rural life.” “Flagrant violations of the principles of
collectivization occurred everywhere.” Middle peasants were attacked as kulaks.
Nevertheless, collectivization as such was “a transformation of fundamental
importance.”6

Certainly some “violations” occurred in this massive movement, but they
arose not from a “rigid centralization-and-command system” set up by Stalin but
from a bitter class struggle as the kulaks fought to keep their land and carried
some middle peasants along with them. When some Party organizers tried to
move too far too fast it was (as Gorbachev does not note) Stalin who cried halt.
Nor were such “violations” the general rule. As the Party 1979 declaration
noted: “Collectivization was a movement of the rural masses themselves.” And
dsmany observers noted at the time the mass of the peasants themselves clearly
saw the advantages of forming (mechanized) collectives, as they did later in the
German Democratic Republic and elsewhere. True, Gorbachev states that in
these years, “millions of people had joined enthusiastically in the work of bring-
ing about socialist transformation” but this is treated as a spontaneous phe-
nomenon unconnected with the work of Stalin or the Party. Gorbachev shows
no grasp of the intimacy of the link between Party and masses or the virtual
worship of Stalin as the Party’s leader that grew as socialist success grew. Like
Khrushchev he sees a darker and narrower picture: “An atmosphere of intoler-
ance, hostility and suspicion was created in the country.”7

“Quite obviously, it was the absence of a proper level of democratization in
the Soviet society that made possible the personality cult, the violations of legal-
ity, the wanton repressive measures of the 30’s.” Certainly in some professional
and other circles there was “hostility and suspicion” and fear — as wreckers and
traitors were weeded out and some were unjustly accused — but this was far
from being the “atmosphere” of the “country,” which was then enjoying an un-
precedented socio-economic upsurge. Nor was there any basic lack of democ-
racy in a nation that had just (1936) adopted the most democratic constitution

in history which was clearly one of the major accomplishments of these years but
which Gorbachev does not mention.8
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Whatever the nature or extent of the “repressive measures” of the 1930’s they
were not “wanton.” Nor were they a product of bureaucracy. On the contrary
they were in large part a product of expanding democracy. As a recent study, J.
Arch Getty’s Origins of the Great Purges, reveals (although this was not Getty’s
purpose) the pressure to expose and prosecute wreckers and traitors came
largely from lower Party bodies. Stalin, although firm, actually exercised a mod-
erating influence.”

Gorbachev continues:

I am putting things bluntly. Those were real crimes stemming from an
abuse of power. Many thousands of people inside and outside the party
were subjected to wholesale repressive measures. Such comrades is the
bitter truth . ... We now know that political accusations and repressive
measures against a number of party leaders and statesmen, against Com-
munists and non-party people, against economic executives and military
men, against scientists and cultural personalities were a result of deliberate
fabrication.10

From this it appears that Stalin’s “crimes,” whatever they may have been,
have shrunk considerably. Gorbachev gives no credence to the “cautious” esti-
mate of Professor Polyakov of a “million” executions. Presumably Party and

vernment archives indicate only that “many thousands” were subject to “re-
pressive measures.” What “measures”? The evidence indicates, as I have noted,
that almost all those found guilty were imprisoned or sent to labor camps, not
executed. Nor does Gorbachev indicate that the “vast majority” of the “many
thousands” were, as Professor Polyakov asserted, innocent, only that “a num-
ber” of Party and other leaders were framed. On the other hand, he gives no
positive indication that anyone was guilty. In fact, he simply omits the massive
campaign of wrecking and espionage that threatened the life of the nation on the
edge of war.

During the Khrushchev years, Gorbachev notes, “Thousands of innocent vic-
tims were completely exonerated.” However “the process of justice was not seen
through to the end . . . we are having to return to this.” To fail to fulfill this high
moral task would imply “disregard for the historical truth” as well as “disrespect
for the memories of those innocent victims of lawless and arbitrary actions.” In
short one of the priorities of his administration is to dig out the “innocent vic-
tims”lzimong the thousands of wreckers and spies intent on destroying the Soviet
state.

This is indicated also in Gorbachev’s — almost-in-passing — comment: “the
‘Leningrad Case’ and the ‘Doctor’s Case’ were fabricated.” The comment,
placed as it is and without evidence, adds to the impression of a wholesale fabri-
cation of trials in the Stalin era. These “cases,” however, were not connected
with the state repressions of the late 30’s. They involved a small number of
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persons and took place after the war. In the Leningrad Case three leading Party
members and their assistants suspected of implication in the death of Zhdanov
were executed; in the Doctor’s Case nine doctors were accused of killing or
attempting to kill some half dozen Party leaders. They were found not guilty.12

For one aspect of Stalin’s career there had long been widespread admiration
among the Soviet people, namely his conduct of the war against Nazi Germany.
And this Gorbachev, unlike Khrushchev, recognizes:

A factor in the achievement of victory was the tremendous political will,
purposefulness and persistence, ability to organize and discipline people,
displayed in the war years by Josef Stalin.

The apparent tribute, however, is really a distortion. Stalin was not just “a
factor” in the war, he was a central and commanding force, as Zhukov and
others testify.

Even though Gorbachev departs from Khrushchev in some regards, it is clear
that he basically admires him:

In the middle 9f the 50’s, especially after the 20th Congress of the Commu-
nist Party, a wind of change swept the country, the people’s spirits rose,
they took heart, became bolder and more confident. It required no small
courage of the Party and its leadership, headed by Nikita Khrushchev, to
criticize the personality cult and its consequences, and to reestablish so-
cialist legality.

Under Khrushchev there was a “desire to change the priorities of economic
development, to bring into play incentives related to a personal interest in
work.” “More attention began to be devoted to the development of agriculture,
housing, the light industry . . . . In short, there were changes for the better in
Soviet society and in international relations. However no small number of sub-
jective errors were committed, and they handicapped socialism’s advance to a
new stage.”13

Gorbachev, then, gives general overall support to Khrushchev’s policies. In
fact, he sees him as a source for his own policies. Presumably Khrushchev’s
blundering ways (“‘subjective errors”) and not the nature of his policies led to his
downfall. But Gorbachev could hardly thus glowingly support the Khrushchev
“reforms” if he was not opposed to Stalin and his policies in a fundamental way.

“The Political Bureau of the Central Committee,” Gorbachev notes, “has set
up a commission for comprehensively examining new facts pertaining to these
matters and those known previously . . . . All this will also be reflected in a
treatise on the history of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, whose
preparation is to be entrusted to a special commission of the Central Commit-
tee.” Such commissions, however, set up by a man who endorses Khrushchev
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and denigrates Stalin are clearly not intended to produce a “comprehensive”
picture but further denigration of Stalin; and this became clear when in February
1988 the first commission decreed that Bukharin was the victim of “gross viola-
tions of Socialist legality,” and in July reinstated him posthumously in the Party.
As Kamenev and Zinoviev have recently also been rehabilitated, their trials were
presumably also fakes. Clearly that of the Trotskyites must come next.!4

The commission’s verdicts on Bukharin — delivered without giving support-
ing evidence — has a special significance in the context of the national anti-Stalin
campaign, for Bukharin had long been one of the idols of the campaign. That the
commission reflected Gorbachev’s own views was indicated when Gorbachev, in
December 1987, invited Stephen F. Cohen, author of the pro-Bukharin biogra-
phy, Bukharin and the Bolshevik Revolution, to a meeting of the U.S. “intelli-
gentsia” ranging from Joyce Carol Qates to Henry Kissinger at the Soviet Em-
bassy in Washington, where, according to Cohen, Gorbachev greeted him
warmly. And Gorbachev must have approved the recent decision to have Co-
hen’s biography of Bukharin translated and published in the Soviet Union.!?

Gorbachev’s attack on Stalin is linked with his appraisal of the Brezhnev
years. The Krushchev reforms, he tells us in his book Perestroika (1987), were
enhanced in the Brezhnev “economic reforms of 1965” which advocated a lim-
ited use of a profit incentive. But these reforms collapsed and were followed by
“stagnation and retardation.” “In the last fifteen years the national income
growth rates had declined by more than a half and by the beginning of the
eighties had fallen to a level close to economic stagnation.” This was assisted by
egalitarian tendencies: “Also wage-levelling has become a regular feature of our
everyday life: even if a person is a bad worker, he gets enough to live fairly
comfortably.” And the “bad,” comfortable workers had become indifferent, say-
ing, in effect, “It is none of our business, let the bosses have the headache.”
Economic stagnation was accompanied by a host of social evils: “Decay began in
public morals.... . . alcoholism, drug addiction and crime were growing.” Without
perestroika the country would have been hit by “serious social, economic and
political crises.”16

Gorbachev, in short, is making a sweeping denunciation of the Brezhnev
regime with the implication that when it abandoned the profit-incentive reforms
of 1965, it fell back into Stalin’s “rigid centralization” system, which produced
“stagnation.” He regards Stalin’s influence, then, not primarily as part of the
“historical” past but as a force that was embodied in official policy into the early
1980’s and is still very much a menace. And the glasnost (openness) campaign
implies that Stalinist restraints on “democracy” existed beyond the Brezhnev
years and have to be actively overcome. (This campaign is clearly a mixed bag,
both exposing deficiencies and, like Khrushchev’s “thaw,” letting loose a flood
of anti-socialist propaganda.)!”

The facts do not support Gorbachev’s “stagnation” argument. Between 1965
and 1975 the Soviet economy rose rapidly, at annual rates between 6.5% and
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10%; by 1979 this had slowed to 3%. There was, then, no general “stagnation”
during the Brezhnev era as a whole or at the end of it, but rapid increase fol-
lowed by a slower increase. One of the main reasons for Brezhnev’s problems
was, as noted by Victor and Ellen Perlo and generally perceived at the time, that
U.S. imperialism had forced the Soviet Union into an arms race in the hope of
wrecking its economy. Another factor was massive economic aid to Cuba, Viet-
nam and other socialist and third-world countries, large investment in agricul-
ture and opening up the far north. The Perlos, in their on-the-spot investigation,
however, also noted poor management policies, especially in taking on too many
projects that took too long to complete. But they found no tendency towards
equalization of wages. On the contrary: “With the aim of increasing material
incentives for better work, existing wage differentials have been maintained and,
in some respects . .. widened.” And this was stated in an interview by Anastas
Mikoyan, First Deputy Premier of the U.S.S.R., as the government policy.18

Brezhnev and other Party leaders exposed deficiencies and proposed reme-
dies. At the 26th Congress of the CPSU, February 23 to March 3, 1980, A. N.
Tikhonov, in the main report on the economy, complained that “the fixed assets
of operating enterprises are being modernized too slowly.” There must be “more
effective sanctions against the production of outdated models.” The Party’s an-
swer to these and other problems was to “strengthen planned guidance of the
economy.” “The powers and functions of ministries have been extended. New
ones have been set up to suit the needs of the national economy.”!?

Whether these and similar measures, if enforced and expanded, would have
corrected the situation is not clear, for when Gorbachev rose to power in 1985
he proposed a very different program: “Firstly, a drastic extension in the margins
of independence for amalgamations and factories, their conversion to full-scale
profit-and-loss accounting and self-financing.” Factories that fail to make profit
will be phased out. “Companies and enterprises” will be able to form trading and
industrial links on their own with foreign companies including those run by
“Western businessmen.” A national network of “cooperatives” — businesses
run by groups of workers under managers for profit — will be established. They
will have the right to hire and fire, set prices and own property. In brief: “The
activities of enterprises (wage funds, profit distribution, payments into the bud-
get, etc.) will be regulated by long-term economic normatives; this will, in effect,
be self-regulating.” These “long-term” “self-regulating” “normatives,” given the
rest of the program, can hardly be anything else but the profit-and-loss dictates
of a competitive market. What, then, of what has always been considered the
base of a socialist state — central planning, direction and balanced regulation of
the national economy? “As distinct from previous practice, the central bodies
will [only] control the enterprises in a limited number of areas — in the fulfill-
ment of state orders, profits, labor productivity and general indicators of scien-
tific and technological progress and the social sphere.” “We do not want to
weaken the role of the center, because otherwise we would lose the advantages
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of the planned economy.” He proposes a graduated income tax on the profits of
the new enterprises and he emphasizes workers’ rights within them. A centrally-
directed economy, however, is not simply a matter of “advantages”; without it
socialism would collapse. And Gorbachev’s “center” seems to have no basic
directional powcr."’0

Why so drastic a program was deemed necessary was indicated in the accom-
panying glasnost (openness of discussion) campaign. The Soviet media exposed
numerous cases of bureaucratic incompetence, poor quality of goods, and gen-
eral bumbling; but a more serious allegation, not fully made until 1988, was that
Soviet science and technology had fallen far behind the capitalist world, a failure
epitomized in the inadequacy of computer production and quality. By the mid-
1980’s the Party seemed to feel that it faced a critical situation. A mandate was
given to Gorbachev and his followers to find a solution.?!

Some remedial measures were clearly needed, but nothing so drastic and
dangerous as perestroika seems to have been indicated. When Gorbachev’s pro-
gram was announced the Party leaders in the two most industrialized socialist
nations of eastern Europe, Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Repub-
lic, said they had no need for it, and as it began to be implemented they reiter-
ated this view. Castro considers it threatening to fundamental socialist
principles.22

Gorbachev admitted at a national Party Conference in July 1988 that there

" 'was opposition to his program “at all stages of public, state and economic activ-
ity.” This opposition he saw as arising from “the command system of administra-
tion,” which seems to be a code word for central planning. The Conference
noted also that after three years of pushing perestroika the economy still has
serious deficiencies: “There is no noticeable improvement in product quality.
The cogg\try’s finances are still in a bad state . ... The housing problem remains
acute.”

A third objective of Gorbachev’s program is to change the nature and role of
the Communist Party. He would have Party officials elected by secret ballot and
serve for restricted terms. He would open Party proceedings to public scrutiny
and he would give much of its powers to the Soviets and other governmental
organs at all levels. The Party National Conference in 1988 was televised, and a
precedent was set that is unlikely to be reversed. Gorbachev also calls for cul-
tural and educational change. So far, however, the cultural changes have re-
sulted in no reversal of the revisionism in philosophy and other areas that I
discussed in Appendix 11, and he calls not for Marxist-Leninist but for “humanist
[essentially bourgeois-liberal] education of the young.” Repentance — with top-
level support — remains typical of the artistic level. It is clear also that Gor-
bachev (for all the flailing of Stalin) after three years of effort has not been able
to azgouse the grassroots support for his programs that Stalin was able to do for
his.

There are clearly both stimulative and disintegrative tendencies in the Gor-
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bachev program. The widespread introduction of the profit motive and capital-
ist-style competition might certainly give the economy a lift but it would in time,
as has a similar program in Yugoslavia, seriously undermine socialism unless
strong central controls are kept in place. And Gorbachev’s proposals on this are
not reassuring. Glasnost has both exposed weaknesses in the existing system and
led to an orgy of bourgeois trash, some directly advocating the restoration of
capitalism, and it has encouraged bourgeois-nationalist revolt. The proposals
relative to the Party could increase its mass ties but they could also weaken it.
Certainly, there is nothing to fear from a true mass democracy, but the present
perspective is much more limited.25

One surprising aspect of the July 1988 national Party Conference was that the
Party was given instructions only to “elect active supporters of perestroika.”
“There must be no more quotas, as we had in the past — so many workers and
peasants, so many women and so forth.” Apparently, then, glasnost applies only
to advocate&;f perestroika. One reason for this may be that opposition to pere-
stroika arises not only, as Gorbachev argues, from encrusted bureaucrats but
from workers, women and peasants. Opposition, in fact, manifested itself in the
July Conference. The delegates, instead of discussing the merits of perestroika as
Gorbachev urged, stressed the shortcomings of the economy. The media was
attacked. Although anti-Stalin notes were sounded by Gorbachev and others
and a memorial to the “victims” of the “purges” was decreed, the Conference
did not reflect the anti-Stalin obsession of the press.26

That the Conference did not provide any major impetus to perestroika ap-
peared in a speech by Gorbachev on September 25: “We are going slowly, we are
losing time, this means we are losing the game.” On September 28 a National
committee was called for September 30. In a one-hour session, the Committee
unanimously agreed to support changes in the composition of the Political Bu-
reau. Yegor K. Ligachev, who had held the portfolio for ideology and education
and who had opposed some aspects of Gorbachev’s program, was switched to
the chairmanship of the agricultural commission, and Vadim A. Medvedev, a
Gorbachev protegé, was give the ideology job. Andrei Gromyko, who had been
attacked at the Conference, as a hold-over from the Stalinist past, resigned from
the Bureau.

On the next day the Soviet parliament’s Union Chamber (the other being the
Chamber of Nationalities) of 1,500 members, also hastily summoned, met and in
a 45-minute session elected Gorbachev to Gromyko’s old post as Chairman
(also known as President). No other names were put forward and there was no
debate.

The meaning of this virtual political blitzkrieg — without sanction of a Party
Congress — began to appear a few days later when the new ideology chief,
Vadim Medvedev, announced that the role of the “cooperatives” (essentially
establishments run for profit) should be expanded: “Cooperative businesses and
individual enterprises are effective not only in small-scale production. They may
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be useful in organizing auxiliary services and general services for the production
infrastructure in large-scale industry.” He reaffirmed Gorbachev’s limiting of
centralized controls in favor of a basically capitalist supply-and-demand system:
“The market is an indispensable means of gearing production to a fast-changing
demand, and a major instrument of public control over quality and cost.”?’

Then, on October 13, Gorbachev advocated reducing the collective farm sys-
tem: “Comrades, the most important thing today is to stop the practice of de-
peasantization and return the man back to the land as its real master.” This
would be accomplished by long-leasing collective farm land to individual farmers
to operate for profit. Of this system, which is already in effect on a small scale,
he stated: “Our idea is that all agriculture, the entire agrarian sector, should
follow this path.” With this declaration, one of the basic sources of the anti-
Stalin frenzy becomes very clear. Furthermore, Gorbachev is not only renounc-
ing Stalin, but alsg Lenin: “While we live in a small peasant country, there is a
firmer economic lhsis for capitalism than for communism.” The solution lay in
introducing “modern large-scale production” into agriculture. You cannot,
Lenin is arguing, have socialism so long as you have private-property agriculture;
and today Poland and Yugoslavia bear him out.28

The ruling alliance between working class and professional class (above, pp.
78-80), which is based on a large area of intertwining common interests, still
seems to be in place. The upper professionals, however, who already had control
of the media and have made big inroads into other organs of state, including the
Soviets, are now seeking to abrogate the alliance and become the ruling class.
To do so they have to persuade the rest of the people that Gorbachev’s pere-
stroika is in their interest.

As the class struggles provoked by this program develop, a struggle of another
kind will develop also, namely one arising from the situation in the smaller re-
publics of the U.S.S.R., as shown today in Armenia, Latvia and Estonia. Interest-
ingly enough, Gorbachev himself put a finger on the nature of this problem when
he noted in Perestroika that “modernization of the economy” had produced “an
intelligentsia in every nation” of the U.S.S.R.. As a result, “narrow nationalist
views, national rivalry and arrogance emerge.” In short, the professional class in
each republic seeks to become the ruling class and its aspirations come into
conflict with those of the central would-be ruling class, that in the Russian Soviet
Federal Socialist Republic. This conflict, which has arisen in part by a failure to
follow the injunctions of Lenin and Stalin on these matters or to make use of the
national Soviet of Nationalities, established under Stalin, can clearly tear the
union of republics apart — as witness a similar, but more advanced, situation in
Gorbachev’s acclaimed Yugoslavia.?®

Kenneth Neill Cameron
New York, October 14, 1988
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Statistical Returns, Moscow, 1957, pp. 40-42). Why steel lagged behind the national
average is not clear. We might note (p. 58) that pig iron output also failed to



188 STALIN

increase, although coal (p. 64) increased as did power output (p. 66) and consumer
goods in general.

19. In 1957 Khrushchev wrote— without seeing the contradiction between his
comments and his 1956 denunciation speech:

What an amazing flourishing of the economy and culture we have in our Soviet
republics! What wonderful people have grown up and developed there under the
conditions of a Soviet society, under the leadership of the Communist Party, in
the course of the historic struggle for communism! (Khrushchev Speaks, p. 276).

It was indeed “amazing” that a country which had been paralyzed by the Stalinist
“terror” until 1953 should make so dramatic a recovery, including developing a
new generatiion of “wonderful people” in four years.

20. Twenty Letters, pp. 166-67.

21. Albert Szymanski, “The Class Basis of Political Processes in the Soviet
Union,” Science and Society, XLII (Winter 1978-79), 437-48. See also: Victor and
Ellen Perlo, Dynamic Stability: The Soviet Economy Today (New York, 1980),
Chapter VIII, “Democracy and Cultural Freedom.” We might note, too, that Zhukov,
who had fallen out of favor with Khrushchev was brought back by Brezhnev—in
a meeting of 6,000 in 1965 at which both he and the memory of Stalin were
applauded. (Otto Preston Chaney, Jr., Zhukov (Norman, Oklakoma, 1971), pp. 426-
427.
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1. Joseph Stalin, Leninism: Selected Writings (New York, 1942), p. 406.

2. Karl Marx, “Afterword to the Second German Edition of the First Volume of
Capital”, Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Selected Works (Moscow, 1969), II, 97-
98.

3. Stalin, Leninism: Selected Writings, pp. 407-08, 412, 414, 416; Frederick
Engels, Anti-Diihring (New York, 1939), p- 29. Engels, following Hegel, used
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notably by Immanuel Kant.

4. Karl Marx, “Theses on Feuerbach,” Selected Works, 1, 13; Karl Marx, Preface
to a Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, 1859, quoted in Lenin, “The
Teachings of Karl Marx,” in A Handbook of Marxism, ed. Emile Burns (New York,
1953), p. 543. I prefer the Handbook translation— with its (correct) “human beings”
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If materialism in general explains consciousness as the outcome of existence, and
not conversely, then materialism as applied to the social life of mankind must
explain social consciousness as the outcome of social existence (Marx, Engels,
Marxism, New York, n.d., p. 11)

And again (1913) in The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism:

Just as the cognition of man reflects nature (i.e., developing matter) which exists
independently of him, so also the social cognition of man (i.e., the various views
and doctrines, philosophic, religious, political, etc.) reflects the economic order
of society. (Marx, Engels, Marxism, p. 52)

There is no “existence,” in this context, separate from “social existence,” no “con-
sciousness” separate from “social consciousness,” and no general “cognition” re-
flecting “nature” separate from “social cognition.” True, consciousness has biological
(evolutionary) roots but it is primarily formed by social forces and the fact that it
reflects both nature and society does not mean that it consists of two separate
components, one natural or general and one social. Certainly there is no such division
in Marx. Consciousness, arising from “social existence,” reflects both nature and
society. Lenin was, of course, aware of this but apparently made faulty formulations
in attempting to distinguish between philosphical and social matters.

5. Leninism: Selected, pp. 407, 410, 417; V. 1. Lenin, “On the Question of
Dialectics,” 1915, Collected Works, XXXVIII (Moscow, 1972), 359. Stalin in his
essay (p. 407) quotes Engels: “nature is...in a state. .. of constant renewal and
development” (Dialectics of Nature, London, 1940, p. 13). This passage and other
faulty formulations by Engels apparently helped to mislead him.

6. Lenin, Collected Works, XXXVIII, 360; Lenin, “Karl Marx,” Marx, Engels,
Marxism p. 11. Lenin wrote this article on Marx for a Russian encyclopedia in
1914. On the negation of the negation see Engels, Anti-Diihring, pp. 148-56. Lenin
places “struggle” in quotes to indicate that he here intends it to designate an objective
process.

7. Stalin, Works, 1 (Moscow, 1952), 374, 376, 382, 384-85; David Guest, A
Textbook of Dialectical Materialism (New York, 1939), p. 87.

8. Works, 1, 319; Handbook of Marxism, p. 544; Karl Marx, The Poverty of
Philosophy, 1847 (London, n.d.), p. 89.

9. The Fundamentals of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy (Moscow, 1974), Chapter
Five; ibid., p. 126; Lenin, Marx, Engels, Marxism, p. 11. Soviet scientists and
political leaders have sometimes repudiated Soviet philosophers. One scientist is
reported as having said that if they had “paid attention to the philosophers” they
would never have had a space program. In 1947 Zhdanov made a sweeping attack
on Soviet philosophy. Richard T. De George, Patterns of Soviet Thought (Ann
Arbor, Mich., 1966), pp. 188, 208.

10. Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, pp. 125, 131; Marx, Selected Works, 11, 98.
See Lenin, “Once Again on the Trade Unions...” Selected Works, IX (Moscow,
1937), 65-67, in his attack on “Bukharin’s lifeless and vapid eclecticism,” in which
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he amusingly but illuminatingly discussed all the ways in which a water glass could
be viewed: “the demand for all-sidedness is a safeguard against mistakes and rig-
idity.”

11. Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, p. 135.

12. Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, p. 143; Marx to Johann B. Schweitzer, Jan.
24, 1865, Marx and Engels, Selected Works, 11, 30.

13. Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, p. 157. We might note the following in Hegel:
“the whole is the essence perfecting itself through its development”; “this dialectic
... is matter’s very soul putting forth its branches and fruit organically” (Raymond
Plant, Hegel, Bloomington, Indiana, pp. 137, 141). It was in response to concepts
such as these that Marx wrote: “My dialectic method is not only different from
Hegelian, but is its direct opposite” (“Afterword to the Second German Edition of
Capital,” Selected Works, 11. 98).

14. Marx to Johann B. Schweitzer, Jan. 24, 1865, Selected Works, 11, 26;
Frederick Engels, Dialectics of Nature (London, 1940), p. 224; Lenin, Philosoph-
ical Notebooks, Collected Works, XXXVIII, 256, 93, 94,

15. Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, pp- 163, 131, 165, 162, 163.

16. Engels, “Socialism: Utopian and Scientific,” Selected Works, 111, 131. All
that would be left of “all earlier philosophy,” Engels argued, would be “the science
of thought and its laws—formal logic and dialectics. Everything else is subsumed
in the positive science of Nature and history.” Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, pp.
162, 130, 133, 181.

17. Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, pp. 163, 166, 191. The “cup” image, in fact,
seems to be taken directly from Plato: “Thus he [“the creator of the universe”]
spake and once more into the cup in which he had previously mingled the soul of
the universe he poured the remains of the elements.” Timaeus, The Portable Greek
Reader, ed. W. H. Auden (New York, 1955), p. 111).

18. Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, pp. 215, 216, 234.

19. Sheptulin in Marxist-Leninist Philosophy has a long chapter entitled “Cat-
egories of Materialist Dialectics” preceding the chapter “The Basic Laws of Di-
alectics,” which by itself implies the primacy of the categories over the laws; in
fact “law” is one of the categories. In Kharin’s Fundamentals of Dialectics we find
(p- 233): “Essence is a category denoting the internal basis of a thing . . . the category
appearance reproduces the outward side of a thing.” Thus essence and appearance
are regarded not primarily as objective phenomena whose subjective counterparts
denote different levels of penetration into reality but as mental constructs. The same
confusion appears throughout, for example (p. 237): “Unlike formal logic, which
pinpoints stability in the objects of thought, dialectical logic is tantamount to think-
ing in terms of categories within the unity of opposites. It is a doctrine of how
human ideas and concepts reflect the infinitely developing and changing objective
world.” Thus dialectical materialism becomes a “doctrine” acting within a system
of abstract categories. The same idealist outlook underlies Alexander Spirkin’s
Dialectical Materialism, Moscow, 1983. In fact new categories are added: Space
and Time (as in Kant), System and Structure, Essence and Phenomenon, Negation
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and Continuity, Contradiction and Harmony. Modern Soviet philosophy must have
sprouted at least fifty categories. The “system” becomes more immense each year,
and its “mastery” correspondingly more difficult—and more remote both from
reality and the materialism of Marx, Engels and Lenin. Finally, these philosophers
seem to know little or nothing of modern brain research or animal-society research,
which show us the evolutionary roots of human behavior and thought, but continue
to discuss “man” and “consciousness” in outmoded abstract constructs.
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3. Mikhail Gorbachev, The October [sic] and Perestroika: The Revolution
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Mistakes of Comrades Trotsky and Bukharin, Jan. 25, 1921, Selected Works, IX
(New York, 1937), 79. It was in the same speech that Lenin spoke of “Bukharin’s
lifeless and vapid eclecticism.” Ibid., p. 67.

5. October and Perestroika, pp, 19; Chapter Five, above.

6.  October and Perestroika, pp. 19, 21, 22.

7. Ibid., pp. 22, 23.

8. 1Ibid., p. 23.

9. A February 1937 plenum of the central committee of the Party found
that wrecking and espionage were more widespread than the Center had recog-
nized. “How can it be explained,” Stalin asked in his report, “that our leading
comrades . . . proved to be so blind and naive . . . ?”” “Big successes” had given
rise to “carelessness” and “complacency,” and had made the leadership forget
the implications of “capitalist encirclement.” A month later he returned to the
problem, emphasising the necessity for restraint as well as investigation: ‘“But
here is the question — how to carry out in practice the task of smashing and
uprooting the German-Japanese agents of Trotskyism . ... Among our responsi-
ble comrades, there are a certain number of former Trotskyists who left Trotsky-
ism long ago, and now fight against Trotskyism not worse but better than some
of our respected comrades who never chanced to waver towards Trotskyism. It
would be foolish to vilify such comrades now.”

In the summer of 1937 the Party leadership, alarmed at “excesses” as local
bodies continued to unmask traitors and wreckers, passed a law curbing their
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powers. In October Stalin condemned such “excesses” and again called for re-
straint. “Moscow,” Getty writes, “was reacting to and trying to channel events
rather than creating them.” J. Arch Getty, Origins of the Great Purges (Cam-
bridge, England), 1985, pp. 138-139, 144-145, 179-180. On the trials see also
Resolutions and Decisions of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, vol. 3, The
Stalin Years, 1929-1953, ed. Robert H. McNeal, Toronto, 1974.

10.  October and Perestroika, pp. 23, 24.

11. 1Ibid., p. 24.

12.  Ibid., p. 30. Until more information becomes available it is difficult to
evaluate these two cases or a more extensive one that Gorbachey strangely does
not mention, namely the prosecution of a number of Jewish intellectuals be-
tween 1948 and 1952 and the apparent execution of some of them. To judge
from the Soviet press at the time and an interview by Khrushchev in 1956, the
key to these events were thought to lie in the foundation of the state of Israel in
1948. Hence, the Jewish intellectuals were prosecuted not because they were
Jews but because they were forwarding Israeli and U.S. imperialist interests.
However, although the main charges were political, there was unquestionably an
element of anti-semitism in the campaign (for instance, in the attacks on “Cos-
mopolitans”). This apparently disturbed Stalin because, according to Ilya
Ehrenburg, he intervened to stop editors from disclosing Jewish identities under
writers’ pseudonyms because it “smacks of anti-semitism.” (The Jews in Soviet
Russia Since 1917, ed. Lionel Kochan, Oxford, 1970, p. 310.) A number of anti-
Soviet studies on these events have been published, but, so far as I know, no
Soviet records have been released.

13. October and Perestroika, p. 28. See Appendix 1, above.

14.  October and Perestroika, p. 30.

15. Ibid., p. 24; New York Times, Feb. 6, 1988. Joseph E. Davies, as 1 note
above (pp. 66-67), judged Bukharin to be guilty. Sitting next to him during the
trial was Tim Buck, for many years the leader of the Canadian Communist Party.
Buck and Bukharin had been “rather good friends” and Buck was disturbed to
hear of the charges. After sitting “through the trial for ten days” and hearing
“Bukharin’s statements, answers to questions and his long and very moving
speech in his own defense,” however, he also came to the conclusion that
Bukharin was guilty. (Tim Buck, Yours in the Struggle: The Autobiography of Tim
Buck, Toronto, 1977), pp. 387-388.

16. Mikhail Gorbachev, Perestroika: New Thinking for our Country and the
World, (New York, 1987), pp. 44, 19, 100, 22, 17. Gorbachev gives no facts or
figures on alcoholism or on anything else. The impression is left that these evils
particularly affected the working class.

17.  Inan article from Moscow, the New York Times, on April 6, 1988, noted
that the CPSU journal Sovietskaya Rossiya, published an essay complaining of
an influx of “liberalism” in intellectual eircles, involving discussions on “a multi-
party system, freedom of religious propaganda abolition of military service.” The
essay also attacked the current Stalin-bashing campaign. It was later denounced
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in Pravda. The episode clearly reflects an inner-Party struggle and revisionist
power in the Party press.

18.  Victor and Ellen Perlo, Dynamic Stability. The Soviet Economy Today,
(New York, 1980), pp. 255-264, 179-181.

19. N. A. Tikhonov, Guidelines for the Economic and Social Development of
the USSR for 1981-1985 and the Period Ending in 1990, 26th Congress of the
CPSU, Feb. 23-March 3, 1981, Reprints from the Soviet Press, pp. 132, 134, 155,
152.

20. Mikhail Gorbachev, On the Tasks of the Radical Restructuring of Eco-
nomic Management (Moscow, 1987), p.43 (report to Central Committee meet-
ing June 25-26, 1987); Gorbachev, Perestroika, pp. 16, 167, 90, 89; New York
Times, March 26, 1988 (Soviet income tax). The Times reported on April 14,
1988 that a new Soviet law allows “foreign companies to own up to 49 percent
of a Soviet based manufacturing plant.” New York Times, May 26, 1988 (on
cooperatives).

21.  New York Times, July 19, 1988, quoting an article by Roald Z. Sagdeev,
director of the Soviet Space Research Institute in Issues in Science and Technol-
ogy. “Soviet fundamental science,” Professor Sagdeev stated, “is too weak to
contribute much to practical applications.”

22. New York Times, Feb. 12, 1987, July 19, 1988. On the other hand, the
Chinese, who have introduced a program similar to Gorbachev’s, praised his
efforts and urged him to go forward with it. New York Times, June 29, July 4,
1988.

23.  New York Times, July 5, 1988, quoting the Conference’s resolution on
perestroika.

24. Perestroika, pp. 99. Gorbachev, in line with the Soviet media custom,
seldom examines matters in class terms. His supporters are described simply as
“righteous individuals.” (Perestroika, pp. 24, 95.) According to the New York
Times (May 25, 1988), a meeting in December 1987 of Soviet and East European
Communist Parties approved a “thesis” that “the salvation of world civilization
is the supreme interest that now faces all classes in society.” The implication, as
a delegate from the German Democratic Republic noted, is that “the class strug-
gle” is no longer “the central doctrine of Marxism-Leninism.” That this was
indeed the implication has been suggested in recent months in articles in World
Marxist Review and other publications implying that the class struggle should
everywhere be muted and all emphasis placed on “peace.” On some of these
questions see Gus Hall, “The World We Preserve Must be Liveable,” Political
Affairs, LXVII (June, 1988), pp. 2-7.

25. A laudatory article, by Viktor Zoppi, on Yugoslavia appeared in The
Moscow News for March 20-27, 1988 and another, by Kiro Gligorov, in New
Times, March, 1988, an article that was featured on the cover. Both were con-
nected with a visit to Yugoslavia by Gorbachev, who praised the crisis-ridden
Yugoslav system.

26. New York Times, May 11, June 30, 1988. Gorbacheyv reiterated his old
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charge that Stalin had caused a “serious deformation” in the “political system
established as a result of the October Revolution.” This had led to “the wave of
repressive measures and lawlessness” and to the “command method of adminis-
tration.” (NYT, June 29, 1988.) Yegor K. Ligachev commented: “You and I
know how many heroic deeds were accomplished by our people despite the per-
sonality cult and the stagnation phenomenon.” He also informed the Confer-
ence that “Some members of my family were shot, some were expelled from the
Party,” but he does not note the circumstances in which these events took place.
(New York Times, June 28, July 2, 1988.)

27.  New York Times, Oct. 6, 1988.

28.  New York Times, Oct. 14, 1988; V. 1. Lenin, Collected Works, (Moscow,
1972), XXXI, 516 Report to the Eighth Congress of Soviets, December, 1920.

29.  Gorbachev, Perestroika, p. 119.
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