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Five days after Lenin's death, Joseph Stalin delivered a funeral oration that resembled a litany to a saint:

”Departing from us, Comrade Lenin enjoined us to guard and strengthen the dictatorship of the proletariat. We vow to you, Com​rade Lenin, that we shall spare no effort to fulfill this behest, too, with honour!”
Stalin never concealed his admiration, even hero-worship of the Party leader. Legend has it that Joseph Djugashvili chose the pseudonym Stalin-man of steel-because the name sounded like Lenin. Despite his attempts to emulate the charismatic leader, Stalin differed radically from Lenin in character, personality, and the role he would play in the construction of a socialist state. Lenin, the revolutionary, had brought the Bolsheviks to power in the November Revolution and had solidified their position by shutting down the Constituent Assembly. But six years later, So​viet society was far from socialist; indeed NEP had introduced capitalist incentives into the economy. Socialism, the intermedi​ate stage between Marx's capitalist and communist societies, had yet to be integrated into the daily lives of the Soviet people. The awesome task of realizing socialism would fall to Joseph Stalin. His noted biographer, Isaac Deutscher, has described him with these words:

“... an ordinary, prosaic, fairly sober man ... a man who established himself in the role of super-judge and super-architect.”
Stalin: From Seminarian to Communist

Joseph Djugashvili was born to peasant parents on December 21, 1879, in Gori, Georgia. Joseph's father worked as a shoemaker and later as a laborer in a shoe factory. He took it for granted that his sole surviving child would earn a livelihood in the same way. However, the boy's devoted mother set much higher goals for this son around whom her entire world revolved. She knew he was in​tellectually gifted. He had distinguished himself as the outstand​ing student at the Orthodox school in Gori. Perhaps through the pursuit of a priestly vocation, Joseph would not only give glory to God and church but would also find an escape from the poverty that plagued their lives. She persisted in this dream despite the sullen resistance of her husband, who around 1890 died in a drunken brawl. In 1894 Joseph not only graduated at the top of his class, an honor not ordinarily claimed by students of his humble origin, but by virtue of excellent entrance examination scores he was accepted, expenses paid, at the Tiflis Orthodox Theological Seminary. Years later, Stalin would often repeat the remark his mother made to him in 1936, shortly before her death: "What a pity you never became a priest!” 

Ironically, the young man's seminary years in Tiflis were pivotal ones in his metamorphosis from a son of the church to a son of the revolution. In the harsh and authoritarian atmosphere of the seminary Stalin and other young students learned much more than what was offered in the formal curriculum. Georgia, a restless Caucasus Mountains dependency that had been con​quered by Tsar Alexander II in the 1860s, was obstreperous, deeply nationalistic, and non-Russian. The school was a hotbed of Georgian revolutionary fervor. Nationalistic students were in constant rebellion against the seminary faculty which, in its de​termination to Russify the students, forbade the young men to read or speak their native tongue, calling it a "language of dogs." In the long run, however, this oppressive measure benefited Sta​lin, since it compelled him to master the Russian language. When his Russian article "Marxism and the National Question" was published in 1913, it brought him to the attention of Lenin, who commented favorably on it.

Periodic searches of the students' rooms often resulted in the discovery of Populist and Marxist revolutionary literature. Expul​sions were frequent, and for periods of time the seminary closed down to carry out systematic searches of the rooms. But the school's intrusive regime did not deter the students' pursuit of forbidden reading. One of Stalin's fellow seminarians later de​scribed the clandestine activity in this way:

“Secretly, during classes, services, and sermons, we read 'our' books. The Bible was open on the desk, but on our laps we held Darwin, Marx, Plekhanov or Lenin.”
In 1899 Stalin was expelled from the seminary because, accord​ing to school records, he had failed to appear for final examina​tions. His own version of the departure from school was more colorful. In answer to a Party questionnaire issued in 1931 he wrote: "Kicked out of an Orthodox theological seminary for [possessing) Marxist propaganda."

Stalin never completed what would have been the equivalent of a high school education. But it would be a mistake to consider him an uneducated man. The seminary curriculum, despite the exclusion of much philosophy and social science, gave him a good grounding in mathematics, history, and literature. It also included Russian, Greek, and Latin, in addition to the theology and scrip​ture courses typical of a religious school.
While still a student Stalin became a member and then leader of one of the many secret socialist and Marxist study circles that flourished under the noses of seminary authorities and the Tiflis Police. He eventually joined the Social Democrats and assumed responsibility for direction of a workers' study circle in which he taught Marxist dogma. After his expulsion from school, Stalin worked as a clerk at the Tiflis Geophysical Observatory, and there he continued to teach Marxism to workers.

The ex-seminarian's first arrest occurred in 1902 in Batum, the town to which he had moved when intraparty clashes among Georgian Social Democrats had made him an unpopular figure in Tiflis. In Batum, where unrest among oil refinery workers was rampant, he found a fertile field in which to sow Marxist revolutionary ideas. His efforts resulted in his police arrest along with other Social Democrat activists. During this first imprisonment, the historic split between Bolsheviks and Mensheviks was occur​ring in London. Stalin remained loyal to Lenin, a man known to him only through books and articles. After serving an eighteen month prison term, the "man of steel" spent an added three years in Siberian exile.

Sometime between 1906 and 1907 Stalin married a Georgian peasant girl who devoted herself entirely to his welfare, and who bore his child. She prayed that he would abandon the profession of revolutionary. Her death in 1910 left in Stalin's heart a void that was never filled. He once remarked to a friend: "She died and with her died my last warm feelings for people." 
Between 1902 and the November Revolution of 1917, Stalin spent more than half his time, about nine years total, in Tsarist prisons or in internal exile. When not jailed or exiled, he often helped organize bank robberies to secure money for Party activi​ties. Satisfied to work behind the scenes, Stalin acquired a reputa​tion for daring and dogged perseverance, as evidenced by his seven escapes from exile and by his determination to remain on Russian soil when other revolutionaries, Lenin and Trotsky included, sought refuge in foreign countries. The years from 1902 to 1917 must surely have hardened the character of the country's future social architect.

After the March Revolution, Stalin returned from Siberian exile before Lenin and Trotsky arrived, and he assumed a leadership role among the Bolsheviks. An orthodox Marxist, he viewed the Provisional Government as a bourgeois institution, and therefore to be tolerated until Russia could develop into a mature capitalist society. Only then could the Bolsheviks overthrow the govern​ment in the violent revolution predicted by Marx and Engels in The Communist Manifesto. At the time, he and other Party lead​ers at home urged cooperation between the Bolsheviks and the Provisional Government. But Lenin, upon his arrival in Russia, bitterly attacked the idea of cooperation. His call for an immedi​ate seizure of power in the name of the proletariat appeared pre​posterous to most Bolsheviks. Stalin, though, had always admired the unmitigated militancy of Lenin's writings and quickly swung into line with Lenin's radical Position. Consequently Stalin grew steadily in stature among the Bolsheviks. In July, when Lenin was absent from Petrograd, Stalin delivered the Central Committee report at the Sixth Bolshevik Party Congress, an honor ordinarily reserved for Lenin.

Working in Lenin's shadow, Stalin collaborated closely with the Bolshevik leadership. Party and government assignments fol​lowed rapidly, and Stalin gathered to himself an increasing num​ber of important offices. In 1917 alone he served as a member of the Bolshevik General Staff, the Central Committee Presidium, and the Politburo. After the November Revolution he added to his responsibilities the posts of Commissar of Nationalities and Commissar of the Army. By 1922 his responsibilities also in​cluded the directorship of the Workers' and Peasants' Inspectorate and membership on the government's organization bureau. Most important, he had also become the General Secretary of the Party, a position from which he would one day control both Party and nation. A man seemingly without charisma or leadership ability Stalin had quietly and unobtrusively mastered the instruments of power with which he would drive his nation mercilessly into the twentieth century.


The Construction of Socialism and Destruction of Lenin's Party

By the mid-1920s the Soviet state had seen the resolution of a number of problems which at one time or another had challenged Lenin and the Party. Power firmly rested now in the hands of the Communist Party. The Red Army by the end of 1920 had tri​umphed in the Civil War, which had claimed in combat, hunger, disease, and terror some nine million people. NEP was enabling the nation to recover from the devastation of three calamities: World War I, the Civil War, and War Communism. The program was also easing tensions between the Party and peasants, who were obligated to the state as taxpayers rather than as the victims of surplus requisitions. In the cities, workers were benefiting from improved housing, hospitals, and convalescent centers, though they were still enduring rationing and unemployment. On the international scene, the Soviet state had signed a diplomatic and economic treaty with the Weimar Republic of Germany in 1922 (the Rapallo Treaty), and two years later it had been recog​nized de jure by all the great powers except the United States, which did not resume formal diplomatic relations with the coun​try until 1933. But in three other areas-the relations of the non-Russian nationalities to the new state, the power and compo​sition of the Communist party and the pursuit of the Marxist vision of a socialist society-the young nation had created new problems by virtually contradicting in theory and in practice the promises and aspirations voiced in the November Revolution.

Referring to the old Tsarist Empire as a "prison of nationali​ties," Lenin had consistently upheld the right of minorities to self-determination, including separation from the old Empire, though he sometimes limited the beneficiaries of this right to the proletarians of each nationality. On November 15, 1917, a week after the socialist takeover, Lenin and the Council of People's Commissars acted on behalf of the nationalities in the Russian Empire by issuing "The Declaration of the Rights of the Peoples of Russia." The document set forth four principles: 1) the equality and sovereignty of the peoples of Russia; 2) the right to self-determination, including separation; 3) the abolition of special privileges enjoyed by Great Russians and of restrictions on na​tionalities; 4) the free development of minorities.' Within a month of the Declaration, the Ukraine, Finland, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania declared their independence from Russia and a few months later Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan followed. Alarmed at this wholesale abandonment of the socialist cause, Lenin dis​patched Red Army units to these areas. Between 1918 and 1920 the Communist Party managed to create a few Soviet Socialist Republics on the periphery of Russia, while within the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic (RSFSR) it recognized sev​eral autonomous republics and a number of autonomous regions. In 1922 the Republics formed a new political federation called the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR). But the promise of self-determination for minorities, when tested, was hollow rhetoric.

Real power in the USSR does not today, and has never in the past, resided in the government. The Communist Party of the So​viet Union (CPSU) controls all aspects of the country; the govern​ment is a facade. By the 1920s the party's unchallenged power was evidence of the reversal of an important goal advanced by Lenin and his Bolsheviks prior to the November Revolution. Lenin had demanded in his "April Theses" in 1917 that all governmental power be placed in the hands of the soviets, and the rallying cry of the Party later that summer had been "All power to the Soviets." When Lenin failed to transfer political power from the Party to the soviets during the initial years of his rule, this situation so enraged the Kronstadt sailors that they revolted and demanded "Soviets without Communists." The Party that crushed the sail​ors' revolt in 1921 has still not relinquished control of the nation's political life.

     Another repudiation of an important goal consistently advo​cated by Lenin involved the matter of Party membership. In What Is To Be Done? Lenin had argued for a Party of professional revo​lutionaries. His demand for limited Party membership had caused the RSDLP to split in 1903. But by the mid 1920s membership in the Party had ballooned to more than a million; in 1917 the Party had only about twenty-five thousand members. The enormous and sudden growth of the Party had two concomitant effects. First, the influence of the old guard of Bolsheviks, the group dic​tating policy in the Party’s early years, diminished as membership increased. Second, power gradually accrued to the apparatchiki, full-time, high-echelon Party bureaucrats who became necessary to keep the organization functioning smoothly. Unfortunately for the CPSU, the apparatchiki were too often unimaginative, pro​vincial-minded people seeking fulfilment through the exercise of power. To these people, the ideas of Marx, which motivated and directed the old guard, were petrified slogans to which lip service could be rendered, but not lives committed.

Discussions in the Party were conducted according to the prin​ciple of democratic centralism, an idea which underwent a fun​damental change in meaning in 1921. Prior to that year, Lenin's definition of democratic centralism regarding Party discussions had been: "Freedom to criticize, so long as this does not disturb the unity of a definite action."ft In 1917 discussions, even con​trary opinions held by Party members, contributed to the growth and dynamism of the Party. When Kamenev and Zinoviev voted against the November seizure of power by the Bolsheviks and other socialists, and worse yet, when they published Bolshevik plans for the armed takeover, neither one was liquidated or ex​pelled from the Party. Democratic centralism was a vital principle with which to govern the Party. But after the ban on internal op​position at the Tenth Party Congress in 1921, democratic cen​tralism came to mean that information, rather than discussion, streamed upward from the ranks while discipline flowed down​ward from the leadership.

By the mid-1920s, the Soviet Union was a far cry from Marx's vision of a socialist society. The dictatorship of the proletariat, Marx maintained, would direct production and distribution in a highly industrialized, classless, and international society. But the communists had developed a dictatorship on behalf of the pro​letariat in only one country, and a poor agrarian nation at that! To avoid economic collapse the Party had introduced NEP, which re​instated capitalism on a limited scale in the cities and almost without restriction in the countryside. Classes emerged more dis​tinctly as the economy gained new life. Stalin would inherit a na​tion drifting away from Marx's vision of socialism, increasingly ruled by the fist of the party leader and his apparatchiki and troubled internally by dissatisfied nationalities.

STALIN RISES TO POWER AND ANNOUNCES A NEW POLICY: SOCIALISM IN ONE COUNTRY

In the early 1920s, Stalin seemed an unlikely candidate to succeed such a great revolutionary and charismatic leader as Lenin. The man from Georgia held important and powerful positions in the Party and government, but the Party veterans viewed him conde​scendingly as a mere bureaucrat, competent and efficient but no more. Some senior communists even regarded him as intellec​tually undistinguished and personally unambitious. Stalin proba​bly would have faded as a Party luminary by the mid-1920s de​spite his positions of power had it not been for the death of Lenin. In a brief memorandum dictated December 24-25, 1922, Lenin, having already suffered two strokes, called the party's attention to what he saw as a struggle for leadership between Trotsky and Sta​lin, a struggle that might ultimately divide the Party in two. In this document, later known as his Testament, Lenin complimented Trotsky as the most capable man on the Central Committee, though he frowned upon the man's "excessive self-assurance and ... excessive preoccupation with the purely administrative side of the work."9 Lenin was even less kind to Stalin, questioning whether the General Secretary, who had accumulated unlimited authority, would "always be capable of using that authority with sufficient caution." About a week after the transcription of this testament, the ailing Lenin learned that Stalin had treated Krup​skaya discourteously. Flushed with anger, Lenin dictated a brief codicil to his Testament: "Stalin is too rude and this defect ... becomes intolerable in a General Secretary. That is why I suggest that the comrades think about a way of removing Stalin from that post" Lenin was not yet done with Stalin. From his sickbed in early March 1923, he made plans for a major campaign to de​mote Stalin. A third stroke, however, permanently debilitated the party leader until his death ten months later. Had Lenin recovered from the stroke and lived perhaps a year longer, Stalin probably would have fallen. As it was, Stalin, through political machina​tions, succeeded in suppressing the publication of the Testament. Since Lenin had also critically assessed Trotsky Zinoviev, Kame​nev, and other leading communists in the same document, no one was eager to see the Testament in print.

Stalin retained his powerful Party positions, and in the latter half of 1923, exactly as Lenin had predicted, struggled with Trotsky for leadership of the CPSU. Stalin joined with long time commu​nists Zinoviev and Kamenev to form a troika that opposed Trot​sky, his strongest rival for Party leader. The General Secretary moved quickly to consolidate his power. He strengthened his sup​port by enlarging the Central Committee and filling those posi​tions with his own men. Stalin also seized every opportunity to associate himself with the name of Lenin. In April he presented a series of lectures entitled The Foundations of Leninism which he dedicated to the Lenin Enrolment, the name given to the nearly quarter of a million new Party members and followers of the General Secretary. A new journal, Bolshevik, popularized Stalin's interpretation of Leninism. By the middle of 1924, Stalin's posi​tion was becoming invulnerable as evidenced by his criticism of Zinoviev and Kamenev, whom he now charged with doctrinal mistakes.

Trotsky's undoing had already begun in May 1924 at the Thir​teenth Party Congress, where he declared unwittingly "My Party right or wrong," and thereby publicly approved the changes ini​tiated by the General Secretary since Lenin's death. After the Congress Trotsky's bright political star rapidly faded. Within a short time he was expelled from the Politburo, from the Central Committee and, in November 1927, from the Party itself. Finally, fourteen months later, the Party ordered his deportation from the Soviet Union. Lenin's one-time heir apparent settled eventually in Mexico where, in 1940, a Stalinist agent wielding a pick ax murdered him. Similar fates befell Zinoviev and Kamenev, who were executed during the 1936 purges.

The struggle for power was hidden behind policy debates. Since 1921 the party had discussed few controversial issues, but now Lenin's formula of democratic centralism announced at the Tenth Party Congress would, for a few years, be suspended. No aspect of domestic or foreign policy was sacrosanct from discussion. Was the pace of industrialization satisfactory? Should the kulaks be fa​vored or taxed out of existence? Should NEP be continued? Was a bureaucracy overtaking the party? Should socialism be con​structed in the Soviet Union alone or must the Soviet people await international revolution before socialism could be achieved? Of the many issues discussed during this period, the question of creating socialism in the USSR (as opposed to the establishment of international socialism) was most important since it affected other policy decisions as well.

As late as April 1924 some Politburo members doubted the viability of constructing socialism in one country. They advo​cated international socialism as realized through permanent revo​lution, a view first advanced summarily by Karl Marx and later expanded and defended by Trotsky. According to this principle, the proletarian revolution would occur successively in different countries rather than simultaneously. To Trotsky and other Party members, permanent revolution meant that the November Revo​lution of 1917 represented merely a stage in the permanent international struggle against capitalism; it was not an end in itself. In The Foundations of Leninism Stalin agreed with Trotsky's principle:

”For this [socialism in the USSR] the victory of the revolution in at least several countries is needed. Therefore, the development and support of revolution in other countries is an essential task of the victorious revolution."

Eight months later, in December 1924, Stalin reversed his posi​tion. In "The October Revolution and the Tactics of the Russian Communists" he maintained that "the victory of socialism in one country, even if that country is less developed in the capi​talist sense ... is quite possible and probable."" The new doc​trine had no historical or philosophical justification. The General Secretary would often resort to this method when announcing shifts in policy. With the support of leading communists such as Nikolai Bukharin and Mikhail Tomsky, Stalin made "Socialism in One Country" the new Party line, and he relegated inter​national socialism to a position of secondary importance. But once their cooperation was no longer needed, Bukharin and Tomsky were demoted. Tomsky would later commit suicide and Bukharin would be executed by the end of the 1930s.

     Stalin believed that "Socialism in One Country" represented a realistic goal for the USSR. The country had survived without Western aid since the November Revolution. In addition, the So​viet Union possessed sufficient natural resources, manpower, and skills to create by itself a strong socialist society, which in turn would serve as a model and provide assistance to the proletariat in other countries.

To construct socialism, the USSR had to first build a strong economic base. Marx had warned that without a highly developed industrial economy, the proletarian revolution would merely spread poverty among workers. Since industrialization had only recently arrived in Russia, the economic foundation for socialism was lacking. It must be constructed, and Stalin and the Party would see to the task.

"Socialism in One Country" was Stalin's most important con​tribution to Marxist-Leninist theory. Though the policy appeared to be unprecedented, it advanced some ideas and tendencies al​ready articulated by Lenin. Stalin's predecessor, for example, had stressed the role of political voluntarism in communist ideology. Under Stalin the Party would exercise a much greater role in trans​forming society than Lenin had ever imagined. Stalin commented on the importance of the political will in a 1926 publication, Con​cerning Questions of Leninism: ". . , in the proletarian revolu​tion the seizure of power is only the beginning, and power is used as a lever for transforming the old economy and organizing the new one." Political voluntarism, not Marx's economic deter​minism, would continue to explain why the social fabric of the USSR was changing.
     Another justification for Stalin's new policy was the perception of capitalist encirclement and the attendant belief in the expan​sionist and bellicose character of capitalist societies. lt was Lenin who had explained that capitalism in the era of imperialism sur​vived periodic economic crises by finding new sources of raw ma​terials and untapped markets; the expansion of capitalism into other countries often occurred violently through military inter​vention. Stalin accepted Lenin's theory of the inevitability of war between socialist and capitalist countries. He believed that the Soviet Union, encircled by Japan and the capitalist countries of western Europe, remained in constant danger. He articulated this fear in Concerning Questions of Leninism, “It should not be forgotten that for the time being the revolution has been victorious in only one country. It should not be forgotten that as long as capitalist encirclement exists the danger of intervention, with all the consequences resulting from this danger, will also exist.”
     Capitalist encirclement added urgency to the already important task of constructing socialism in the USSR. Socialism would not only represent a major step toward the attainment of commu​nism, the penultimate goal of the historical process, but it would also strengthen the USSR in the event of capitalist aggression. Marx's notion of the dissolution of the state suddenly became in​appropriate for the Soviet Union. During a period of capitalist en​circlement, the state and its defensive agencies like the army and police required strengthening, not elimination. Logically, this one change in theory necessarily precipitated other fundamental ideo​logical changes. How did Stalin defend these changes in commu​nist ideology? In one of his last publications, Marxism and Lin​guistics, penned in 1950, he wrote in a manner reminiscent of Marx's "Theses on Feuerbach." Concerning changes in commu​nist ideology, Stalin explained:

“[Marxism is not] a collection of dogmas which 'never' change, regardless of the changes in the condition of development of so​ciety. . . . Marxism as a science cannot stand still; it develops and perfects itself ... consequently, its separate formulas and deduc​tions cannot but change in the course of time, cannot but be re​placed by new formulas and deductions corresponding to the new historical tasks. Marxism does not recognize any immutable deduc​tions and formulas, applicable to all epochs and periods."

No Marxist had described better than Stalin the flexibility of communist ideology!

STALIN ENGINEERS A SECOND REVOLUTION

     The dogged determination of the Soviet people in the face of ago​nizing suffering and deprivation as they struggled to create a so​cialist society almost defies description. Stalin himself called the period from 1928 to 1932 "a revolution from above," and histo​rians have labelled it "a war against the nation," "the second revo​lution," and "Russia's Iron Age." However characterized, the cata​clysmic events set in motion by Stalin in the late 1920s cruelly and forcibly changed the lives of millions of people and thrust the Soviet Union into the forefront of international leadership.

     As late as 1927 there was no indication that the USSR would embark on a program of rapid industrialization and collectiviza​tion. True, the Party in December 1926 had demanded that the country change its economic base from an agrarian to an indus​trial one. And true, a year later, the Party at its Fifteenth Congress had ordered the State Planning Commission to detail a five year plan for the economic development of the nation. But during this period Stalin was advocating gradualness and caution in domestic affairs, and he was still supportive of NEP.

When Lenin and the Party had introduced NEP in the early 1920s, they viewed the economic measures as no more than tem​porary since NEP marked a retreat from the goal of transforming the USSR into a powerful socialist nation. In 1921 the order of the day had been survival, and NEP in the early years had appeased the masses and stimulated growth in industry and agriculture. But after 1925 NEP had revealed serious shortcomings. Twenty five million peasant households, most of them poorly equipped and using primitive methods of farming, could barely produce enough food to feed their families. Moreover, the eight hundred thousand kulaks, industrious peasants who were capable of pro​ducing a food surplus, deliberately curtailed production. They re​fused to produce grain beyond their immediate needs because the state had fixed prices too low for them to make a satisfactory profit. In 1927 poor weather conditions and the kulaks' failure to produce surplus grain left the country two million tons short of the minimum amount of grain needed for the population. The USSR could not feed itself, and it could not export grain. Without agricultural exports it could not generate the required capital to purchase from Western countries the heavy equipment for indus​trialization. "Socialism in One Country" was in jeopardy. A dire situation necessitated drastic measures, and in 1927, at its Fif​teenth Congress, the Party resolved to take the offensive against kulaks. It imposed limits on the leasing of land and the hiring of labor by kulaks. It also advanced voluntary collectivization »e pooling of land and resources) as a way to facilitate economic planning, to increase grain yields, and to introduce socialism in agriculture. These new domestic policies indicated that Stalin was moving warily on the peasant question since collectivization was voluntary instead of mandatory and since he restricted the power of kulaks through economic measures rather than elimi​nating the kulaks themselves. This show of temperance on Sta​lin's part lasted only a few months. When grain deliveries again fell short in early 1928, the General Secretary threw caution to the wind. He sent search parties into the rural areas to confiscate grain from kulaks, and encouraged Committees of the Village Poor to denounce hoarders.

Throughout 1928 and 1929 the policies of voluntary collec​tivization and requisition from kulaks proved unsuccessful. As late as October 1929 only 4 percent of peasant households had joined collectives, and the requisition of food had initiated a class battle akin to civil war. At the end of the year Stalin unleashed the full apparatus of the state against kulaks. ,He called on Party members to pass "from the policy of restricting the exploiting proclivities of the kulaks to the policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class."'8 The directive encouraged open warfare against all peasants who could be identified loosely as kulaks. Party mem​bers, city workers, and police and army units joined together to liquidate the most recalcitrant kulaks and to dispatch the others to a barren existence in Siberia or to the archipelago of labor camps scattered throughout the country. The poor and landless peasants also joined the fight by attacking, looting, and destroy​ing kulak homes and possessions. The kulaks, in desperation, often burnt their crops and slaughtered their herds and flocks rather than allow the product of their labor to be seized by a gov​ernment stripping them of all they valued. For Stalin the war against kulaks fulfilled the double purpose of eliminating a dan​gerous opponent to collectivization and of serving notice to the rest of the peasant population that failure to cooperate with the new agricultural programs would be met with brutal force.

Besides crushing the kulak class, warfare in the countryside forced millions of peasants to collectivize. The peasants who preferred to hold on to their land were branded as kulaks and treated accordingly by Party members and poor peasants. Where friendly persuasion had failed, terror yielded dramatic results. By March 1930, only a few months after Stalin's directive against kulaks, peasant households in collectives had risen to an astronomical 58 percent. Even Stalin was concerned about the bloodshed that had accompanied the organization of collectives. Thus he softened the restrictions of the collective system. He permitted households to withdraw from collectives with no penalty, though this al​lowance lasted only a few months. Other relaxations were more enduring. Peasants were permitted to retain their homes for fam​ily use, and to keep their cattle, poultry, and small farm imple​ments. Most important, each peasant household could cultivate a small garden, plot about one acre in size. The produce from these "kitchen gardens" could be sold and the profit retained by the en​terprising farmer. The slackening of restrictions in conjunction with a new Party drive brought millions of peasants into the collectives. In 1933 the total of collectivized households rose to 65 percent, and in 1936 it surpassed 90 percent.

Some peasants worked in agricultural institutions other than collective farms (kolkhozes). The government employed thou​sands of peasants in machine tractor stations (MTSs), which owned and operated heavy machinery for the plowing, seeding, cultivating, and harvesting on collectives. Other peasants spent their work days on state farms (sovkhozes), large five-thousand acre "factories in the field" owned by the government and man​aged by its supervisors. Sovkhoz farmers worked on an hourly basis like most factory employees. Kolkhozes, machine tractor sta​tions, and sovkhozes virtually socialized the agricultural sector of the nation. The only vestige of private property was the house​hold garden plot.

Socialist organization did not lead automatically to abundant agricultural production, however. The destruction wrought by de​spairing kulaks had reached formidable proportions. By the end of 1932 the USSR had lost approximately half its horses, cattle, hogs, and two-thirds of its sheep and goats. When Stalin released these figures he made no mention of the loss of kulaks and other peas​ants, an indication of the value he placed on human life. This se​crecy also served to hide from the West the awful magnitude of the human destruction. The significant drop in the number of draft animals and the death and uprooting of millions of peasants so adversely affected agricultural production that the USSR produced considerably less food in 1932 than in 1928, though the monetary value of the food had increased slightly.

The downtrend in real agricultural production between 1928 and 1932 shifted the entire burden for the economy onto the shoulders of the urban workers. A prime reason for collectiviza​tion had been to increase crop yields by replacing the un​mechanized, individually managed peasant farms with a centrally planned, highly mechanized agricultural system worked by a col​lectivized peasantry. Rejecting the idea of foreign loans or invest​ments, Stalin depended instead on increased crop yields to feed the Population and to turn food surplus into capital for purchas​ing the heavy machinery needed for industrialization. This need was especially acute between 1928 and 1932, the years of the First Five Year Plan.

     In 1928, in the name of the Party he now dominated, Stalin as​sumed responsibility for the country's escape from backwardness. The blueprint for the escape took the form of a grandiose five year plan which enumerated stupendous production goals in agricul​ture and industry. Stalin announced that beginning October l, 1928, the country would raise gross output in five years by more than 200 percent. Heavy industry would triple its output while light industry products and agricultural goods would double. To support the efforts toward the realization of the five year goals, electrical power would increase by more than 400 percent! By any measure the goals of the plan were extraordinary and, as events would prove, quixotic.

The country's emergence from agricultural and industrial back​wardness touched strong emotions in the hearts of Soviet work​ers. Many citizens responded energetically, as reported by a young American, John Scott, who chose to work for five years in the Soviet Union as a skilled electrician. According to Scott, many young Soviet workers were enthusiastic about socialist construc​tion, and they suffered every hardship willingly since at the end of the sweat and pain would lie the promised land. One laborer voiced this optimistic prediction:

     But then, after all, look at what we're doing. In a few years now we'll be ahead of everybody industrially. We'll all have automobiles and there won't be any differentiation between kulaks and anybody else.

     Other workers resisted the inhuman pace dictated by the all dominant plan, as evidenced by this diatribe against local leaders: 

     ”You well-fed devils have sucked the juices out of us enough. You hypocritical wall-eyes are pulling the wool over our eyes. For twelve years already you have driveled and agitated and stuffed our heads. Before you shouted that the factory owners exploited us, but the fac​tory owners did not force us to work in 4 shifts, and there was enough of everything in the shops. Now we work in 4 shifts. Where before 4 men worked, now only one works. You are bloodsuckers, and that's not all, you still want to draw blood out of out veins. If you go to a shop now and want to buy something, the shops are empty; there are no shoes, no clothing; there is nothing the worker needs.”
     The plan aroused extreme emotions in workers, either boundless enthusiasm or remorseless hatred. No one remained unaffected. Rapid industrialization ushered in new problems for the urban areas. The need for an increased labor force resulted in a signifi​cant influx of peasants into the cities. Many of these first-time workers were young and unskilled, and a million and a half of them were women inexperienced in industrial labor. The ensuing demand for food, housing, and consumer goods quickly turned a difficult situation into an intolerable one. When workers were unable to find shelter, they migrated from job to job, to the great dis​tress of plant managers who had impossible production quotas to fulfill. The government, in an effort to stabilize the labor pool and facilitate the work of the police, reintroduced the internal pass​port system reminiscent of Tsarist days. What Lenin had called "a document of barbarism" once again became a part of daily life for Soviet citizens. New arrivals in a city had to register at the local police station within twenty-four hours. Without proper registra​tion papers, workers and peasants alike were in violation of the law and subject to severe punishment.

In an attempt to increase an already feverish pace toward indus​trialization, the Sixteenth Party Congress held in 1930 adopted the slogan "The Five Year Plan in Four Years." Critics argued that the rate of industrialization was too rapid, but Stalin answered them unequivocally:

“We are fifty or a hundred years behind the advanced countries. We must make good this distance in ten years. Either we do it, or we shall go under.”
On December 31, 1932 the First Five Year Plan officially ended. The final gains fell considerably short of projected goals, but with the exception of agriculture nearly every industry showed sizable increases in production. The output of coal had improved by 80 percent, steel by almost 50 percent, oil and iron by nearly 100 per​cent. The amount of electrical power produced had risen by more than two and a half times, and consumer goods by more than 60 percent.
     Unfortunately, the quality of the products was uneven, and the statistics on the quantities produced were unreliable. The plan re​quired factory managers to achieve dazzling results with a work force lacking skills or experience and oftentimes undernourished for the long work hours demanded of it. To avoid reprimand or punishment by Party leaders, many managers resorted to lies, de​ceit, and the production of poor quality goods that were often useless once they left the assembly lines. For example, a manager, in an effort to reach or even surpass an assigned quota, might produce shirts without pockets or buttons; to meet the deadline for the completion of a locomotive, another manager might turn out a machine with wheels so defective as to make the engine utterly unfit for service. In one documented case a locomotive rolled out of the factory with seventy defects even after being overhauled!

Despite the inaccurate reporting and shoddy quality, produc​tion increases during the First Five Year Plan baffled the imagina​tion. While the USSR was raising production, Western nations were floundering in a prolonged economic depression. Just as as​tounding, the Soviet Union was industrializing without any eco​nomic assistance from the agricultural sector, where production totals were decreasing yearly. Stalin and the Party accomplished this economic miracle by severely limiting consumer goods and by ruthlessly accumulating and reinvesting capital in industry.

     When the plan was completed, the USSR ranked among the world's emerging industrial powers.

The Second Five Year Plan, covering the years 1933 to 1937, again emphasized heavy industry, but unlike its predecessor the second plan set more realistic goals and underscored quality in production. Stalin had utilized effectively the five year plans to control and expand the economy. In November 1936 the General Secretary announced over radio to the nation:

Our Soviet society has already, in the main, succeeded in achieving socialism; it has created a socialist system, i.e., it has brought about what Marxists in other words call the first, or lower, phase of communism.2z
PURGES DECIMATE THE PARTY AND TERRORIZE EVERY SECTOR OF THE NATION 

Collectivization and industrialization transformed the economic base of the USSR, but the purges of the middle and late 1930s bled the heart and spirit of the nation. By the end of the decade, of the Politburo members alive during Lenin's rule, only Stalin and Trotsky remained, and the exiled Trotsky would be assassinated in the summer of 1940. Nearly three-quarters of the Central Com​mittee members elected in 1934 did not survive the decade, and more than half of the delegates to the 1934 Party Congress were arrested for antirevolutionary activities. The purges did not spare ordinary Soviet citizens either. Under official Party orders, the se​cret police apprehended a percentage of the population in every district of the nation. At least eight million, perhaps more, were arrested, tortured, and sentenced to hard labor in the gulags stretching across the desolate Siberian landscape. The purges liquidated long-standing Party members and terrorized the people of the Soviet Union into sullen submission.

  The periodic purge, introduced in 1921 at the Tenth Party Con​gress, was meant to rid the Party of members suspected of being greedy for power or privilege. The early purges usually included hearings at local-level courts, which reprimanded or dismissed culprits from the Party. The purges of the middle and late 1930s, in stark contrast, involved trials and convictions of vast numbers of Party members, armed forces personnel, and other citizens. They provided one of the bloodiest chapters in the history of a people whose past has included the savagery of the Mongol inva​sions and the reign of Ivan the Terrible.

Stalin's views on purging Party members were never hidden from the Soviet people. In an important discussion of the Party in The Foundations of Leninism the General Secretary proclaimed: "The Party becomes strong by purging itself of opportunist elements.' This statement was consistent with the view of the Tenth Party Congress on purges. But Stalin's definition of "opportunist elements" was vague and allowed for an almost all inclusive category of potential offenders. He included among op​portunist elements "reformists, social-imperialists and social chauvinists, social-patriots and social-pacifists." Anyone could qualify as an opportunist element, and, as time would show, the purged CPSU members would most frequently be people who in some way had opposed or criticized the leader. In the same article Stalin admitted his intolerance for competing ideological posi​tions within the Party:

“The theory of 'defeating' opportunist elements by ideological struggle within the Party . . . is a rotten and dangerous theory, which threatens to condemn the Party to paralysis and chronic infirmity.”
The warning to fellow Party members and to the Soviet people was clear: the General Secretary would permit no deviation from the Party line. In the 1930s, Stalin made good on his promise by virtually destroying the principle of open policy discussion artic​ulated by Lenin in 1917.

The great Stalinist purges were preceded by what might be termed "rehearsals," trials of Party members and other people during the late 1920s and early 1930s. These innocent victims de​fended themselves unsuccessfully against charges of counter​revolution and sabotage. Their punishments ranged from long prison terms to exile. The trials represented, in one sense, Stalin's ruthless response to the widespread opposition to the Five Year Plan and collectivization. Disagreement with his policies and methods of carrying them out had arisen from every quarter of the country. Intense objections to Stalin's methods were even voiced in the leader's home. Nadzheda Alliluyeva, diligent Party member and Stalin's second wife since 1919, disagreed with her husband about his ironfisted treatment of peasants. One Novem​ber evening in 1932, after her husband had addressed her rudely in front of guests, Nadzheda took her own life. She had despaired at the increasing violence of her husband's leadership, and she could find no solution but suicide.

Opposition came from within the Party as well. The authorized Party history published during the Khrushchev era revealed the existence of an anti-Stalinist group in the mid 1930s. According to the official source, old guard Party members at the Seventeenth Party Congress in early 1934 contemplated decisive action against Stalin.
'

     Many Congress delegates, particularly those who were familiar with Lenin's testament, held that it was time to transfer Stalin from the office of General Secretary to some other post.

     They hoped the new position would assuage Stalin's vanity and effectively remove him from the seat of power. The transfer never took place, and historians have been unable to uncover the specif​ics of the intended action or the delegates' reasons for failing to act.

 When the old guard Bolsheviks did not act, they lost a final opportunity to fight free of Stalin's vicelike grip. The vital organi​zation described by Lenin in What Is To Be Done? was doomed. Trotsky's dire prediction concerning the Party had now become reality:

“The organization of the Party takes the place of the Party itself; the Central Committee takes the place of the organization; and finally the dictator takes the place of the Central Committee.”
Though peasants, urban workers, and long-time Party members railed privately at Stalin's leadership, delegates at the Seven​teenth Party Congress, dubbed the "Congress of Victors," heaped upon the General Secretary an unending tribute of praise. They lauded him as "the outstanding genius of the era," the "leader of the working classes everywhere," the "field marshal of the proletarian forces, the best of the best." In a numbing excess of adulation the delegates voted "to accept as Party law all the pro​posals and considerations of Comrade Stalin's speech." At the conclusion of the Congress the idea of purges and mass trials seemed unthinkable, even fantastic.
Ten months later, on December 1, 1934, a bullet shattered the jubilant mood of the Seventeenth Congress. Leningrad Party leader Serge Kirov died at the hand of a disillusioned Party com​rade named Leonid Nikolaev. The same day Stalin issued the fol​lowing directive:

1. Investigative agencies are directed to speed up the cases of those accused of the preparation or execution of acts of terror. 
2. Judicial organs are directed not to hold up the execution of death sentences pertaining to crimes of this category ...

3. The organs of the Commissariat of Internal Affairs are di​rected to execute the death sentences against criminals of the above-mentioned category immediately after the passage of sentences.3o
This directive set the stage for the great Stalinist purges. Kirov's assassin and thirteen alleged accomplices were tried in camera and executed later that same month. During the interrogations, the accused had implicated numerous Party members, many of them former critics and opponents of Stalin. Ultimately, the trail of denunciations and innuendos led to Zinoviev, Kamenev, and fourteen other old guard communists. In August 1936 the group was tried publicly for plotting Kirov's death and for organizing a terrorist center under the direction of Trotsky. The nation and the world press followed this first show trial in astonishment as the sixteen defendants were found guilty, sentenced to death, and im​mediately executed.

  Other show trials followed quickly. In January 1937 seventeen high-ranking communists "confessed" to sabotage and conni​vance with Germany and Japan to destroy the USSR. Later in June the trials felled many of the highest ranking officers of the armed forces. The accusation was espionage on behalf of Germany and Japan. The final major spectacle occurred in March 1938 when Bukharin and twenty other top Party members succumbed to charges of sabotage, espionage, and conspiracy to kill leaders of the Soviet Union. Between show trials, the state imprisoned or executed for assorted treasonous activities millions of lesser known Party members, military officers, and ordinary Soviet citi​zens. The archipelago of labor camps teemed with Stalin's real and imagined enemies.

A year after the last show trial, at the Eighteenth Party Con​gress, the General Secretary made this announcement: "We shall have no further need of resorting to the method of mass purges."3' He spoke the truth. The Party was now broken physically and psychologically. The leadership of the armed forces now belonged to a younger, less experienced generation that recognized Stalin as its undisputed leader. The sensational, sometimes luridly pub​licized purges shattered the spirit of the Soviet people, and con​vinced a horrified nation that in the midst of enemies at home and abroad, only Stalin stood between the USSR and those who would destroy it.

DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM GROUNDS STALIN'S VIEW OF THE WORLD

     Marxists have consistently, though not in the same way, grounded their view of the world in materialism, which provides an im​portant philosophical perspective from which to understand the decision-making process of Soviet leaders and those of other Marx​ist nations. In a 1938 work, History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks), Short Course, Stalin wrote an ar​ticle, "Dialectical and Historical Materialism," purporting to present communism's philosophical world view. Many commu​nists considered the essay to be the finest summary of Marxism's Weltanschauung.

Stalin was not a philosopher. His forte was the area of practical politics. "Dialectical and Historical Materialism" contributed nothing original to the Marxist conception of materialism, but it offered a clear, succinct account of communism's world view. Stalin analyzed Marxist philosophical materialism under three points, one of which dealt directly with matter as the essence of the world, while the other two items addressed epistemological concerns such as the reality of ideas and the extent of the know​able. Stalin believed that ideas were mirror images of physical ob​jects-in other words, ideas reflected or copied objects; also, there were no limits to what could be known-the mysteries of today were the discoveries of tomorrow.

In commenting on the nature of the world Stalin stated:

“... that the world was by its very nature material, that the multi​fold phenomena of the world constituted different forms of matter in motion, that interconnection and interdependence of phenom​ena, as established by the dialectical method, were a law of the de​velopment of moving matter, and that the world developed in accor​dance with the laws of movement of matter . . .”
To Stalin and other communists, matter was not the only property of objects. The dialectic constantly changed the forms of matter through internal contradiction. For example, when steam meets ice a new entity-water-emerges. The dialectic also placed ob​jects in a continuum of change where every object was related to and dependent on other objects. For example, the material aspect of water is two atoms of hydrogen and one atom of oxygen, but this definition of water is meaningless in isolation. Between tem​peratures of 32 and 212 degrees Fahrenheit, the atoms assume a liquid form; above the boiling point they turn into vapor and be​low the freezing mark they become ice. The matter in water is always related to other physical elements, in this case atmo​spheric temperature, and only when water participates in an in​terconnected whole does it become something, i.e. liquid, vapor, or ice. Dialectical materialism according to Stalin explained the universe as being material, dynamic, and interconnected.

Change and development in the universe occurred continu​ously, beginning with slight imperceptible quantitative changes but then erupting abruptly into fundamental qualitative changes. As water receives more heat, it changes only slightly; but at the boiling point the liquid becomes transformed qualitatively-it becomes vapor. Human beings, too, are material objects which have resulted from sudden qualitative changes. To communists the dialectic is active even today in nature and history. The next significant qualitative leap in human history will occur when capitalist countries are transformed into communist societies, thus completing the qualitative change introduced in human his​tory in 1917 with the occurrence of the November Revolution.

  Marx of course had never adumbrated a natural philosophy. He had limited his study of materialism to human history. The phi​losopher responsible for extending Marx's materialist conception of history to the natural world was Friedrich Engels. Indeed Stalin quoted Engels extensively in the section of his essay on materi​alism. And the thinker who coined the phrase "dialectical materi​alism" was Lenin's Marxist mentor, Plekhanov.

Dialectical materialism, when functioning as the philosophy of a communist dictator, carried with it significant ramifications which the early Marxists could not have prefigured. If objects are material, and if ideas are reflections of material objects, then ideas can be changed by surrounding people with different objects. In Stalin's words, "whatever was his manner of life, such was his manner of thought."33 It was possible, according to the theory of dialectical materialism, to influence and perhaps to control the thoughts-hence the development-of human beings. The "copy" theory of knowledge and, more seriously, the implied "putty" theory of human nature was a crude and simplistic extension of Marx's economic determinism. But Stalin and the party proceeded to create a socialist environment around the Soviet people. Through the Five Year Plans Stalin hoped to construct a socialist economy in the Soviet Union with which to create new socialist human beings. Leaving nothing to chance, the General Secretary directed the Party to manage other facets of life in the nation, in​cluding education, art, music, literature, radio, and newspapers. The goal was not to punish people by restricting their choices but to remold them by permeating their existence with socialist ma​terial objects.

According to Stalin, if people spurned socialist material objects, they not only threatened the creation of socialism, but by their actions they became material objects capable of influencing other people in a way deemed erroneous. Much like cancers threatening the life of an organism, resisters and betrayers of the Party became human malignancies endangering the life of the nascent socialist society. For the USSR to survive and prosper, these human cancers had to be eradicated, exactly as Stalin had done to kulaks dur​ing collectivization and to treasonous Party members during the 1930s.

According to the philosophy of dialectical and historical mate​rialism, human beings possessed value and dignity as a group of people striving to construct a communist society. The group took precedence over the individual. Though this collectivist view did not necessitate the murder of human beings, it provided a ra​tionale which permitted the elimination of some individuals for the good of the group. Stalin's purges take on a different light when viewed against this backdrop of dialectical and historical materialism.

A New Era for the USSR: World War II and the Rise to World Power
     The 1930s witnessed the metamorphosis of the USSR from a weak, agrarian, underdeveloped state to an industrialized, collec​tivized, socialist giant. The 1940s would mark the growth of the Soviet Union into a world power. But the new era would dawn di​sastrously with a German invasion of the homeland and a bloody, protracted patriotic war to reestablish hegemony over Soviet territory.

The seeds of World War II were sowed at the conclusion of the First World War with the Versailles Treaty, signed shortly after the Armistice of November 1918. From its inception, the Treaty had no chance for success. Because of its harsh treatment of the Ger​mans, its failure to solve the nationalities problem in Europe, and its inability to establish a strong, defensive European alliance sys​tem, the treaty merely gave the world a twenty-year truce before hostilities resurfaced. During these two decades, the people of Germany and Italy in particular were resentful of the Versailles settlements and succumbed to the lure of leaders and programs that promised employment of demobilized veterans and recovery of national pride. The underlying message of these post-World War I programs was simple and direct: redress the Versailles injustices.

Meanwhile, in the young Soviet state, the Communist Party was battling for its very life in a ferocious civil war, and a decade later it struggled against recalcitrant peasants to attain socialism. In the realm of international relations the USSR worked hard through the undertakings of Foreign Affairs Commissar Chiche​rin and his successor Maxim Litvinov to win acceptance in the family of nations. The efforts of Litvinov proved successful when, under the threat of rising Nazi militarism, the Soviet Union joined the League of Nations in 1934 and entered into an alliance with France in 1935.

Adolf Hitler's military buildup, a flagrant violation of the Ver​sailles Treaty, greatly worried Stalin. When the Führer annexed Austria and part of Czechoslovakia in 1938, the Soviet leader turned to Western nations for their support in halting Germany's eastward encroachment. But England and France were unwilling to challenge the advance, a fact clearly demonstrated by the fateful meeting in Munich on Sept. 30, 1938. Neville Cham​berlain and Edouard Daladier, representing Great Britain and France respectively, bought a temporary peace with the Nazis by accepting Hitler's annexation of the German-speaking area of Czechoslovakia. Though Stalin was officially the ally of France at this time, he played no part in the negotiations that appeased Hitler and betrayed the democratic Czech republic.

The Munich meeting taught Stalin that the USSR stood alone. It could expect no help from Western democracies, since they were obviously averse to confronting an aggressive, rejuvenated Germany. Hitler was making no secret of his determination to gain Lebensraum (living space) for the overcrowded German people by expanding eastward. The Nazi leader had earlier ratified with the Japanese the anti-Comintern Pact, which soon broad​ened to include Fascist Italy and Spain, thus increasing Stalin's sense of complete isolation.

The General Secretary's solution to this beleaguering situation stunned a world not slow to absorb its threatening significance. Through emissaries, Stalin and Hitler signed a mutual non​aggression pact. Often described as an unholy alliance, the Nazi​Soviet pact was ratified on August 23, 1939. The secret protocol of the treaty permitted the Germans to invade western Poland while their ally, the Soviet Union, was allowed to take control of east​ern Poland and to overrun Finland and the Baltic states. As events would soon prove, the pact was no more than a temporary ar​rangement based on the needs of both leaders. Hitler hoped the alliance would silence Stalin while the Nazi war machine rolled over Europe, and Stalin was buying more time to strengthen his western defenses against the inevitability of German attack. The Nazi-Soviet Pact would be ruthlessly violated within two years, but meanwhile it partitioned much of Europe between either Nazi or Soviet rule-at least on paper.

The plans for the dismemberment of Europe did not remain for long in the briefing room. The ink was barely dry on the pact when on September 1, 1939, Nazi troops invaded Poland. France and England, finally facing up to the inevitable, responded two days later with a declaration of war against the Third Reich. The Second World War had become a reality. The German war ma​chine's triumphant subjugation of much of Europe between 1939 and 1941 included weak, young states like Poland and Czechoslo​vakia, born after the First World War, as well as continental pow​ers like the Third French Republic. Great Britain remained a sov​ereign nation, but it was hard pressed and stood almost alone against a seemingly unbeatable Nazi military machine. The United States, sympathetic to the plight of the invaded democ​racies but determined to remain neutral, did no more than revise its Neutrality Act to favor Britain's wartime needs. It continued to resist Winston Churchill's urgent pleas for American involve​ment in a struggle that threatened the future of democracy throughout the world.

In 1940 the uneasy alliance between Hitler and Stalin was be​ginning to wear thin. Quarrels over territorial gains and concern over the political and military growth of the other made a clash inevitable. Hitler seized the initiative with a stunning invasion of the Soviet Union in the early hours of June 22, 1941. He hurled against the USSR over three million experienced troops along a two-thousand mile front extending from the Ukraine into Fin​land. The Führer launched his "Operation Barbarossa" at this time because the Soviet Union was still recovering from serious losses incurred the previous year in the war against Finland. Dur​ing the "Winter War" of 1939-40, the Finns' tenacious defense against a Soviet invasion cost the Red Army a million soldiers be​fore the small nation was defeated. The USSR would now experi​ence even greater losses as hundreds of thousands of Red Army men fell in the first weeks of fighting. Hitler's prediction that Slavs would one day become slaves to their Aryan superiors seemed on the verge of fulfillment.

The circular issued to Party and government organizations by the Council of People's Commissars and the CPSU Central Com​mittee on June 28, 1941, described the nation's plight in language reminiscent of Hitler's arrogant prophecy concerning the future of the Slavic race. Detailing the movement of German troops through Lithuania and Belorussia, the circular warned: "[Now is] being decided the question of life and death of the Soviet state, whether the nations of the Soviet Union live free or become slaves."34 But why were there no words from Stalin during the first terrible week of the invasion? Why was it the subdued and halting voice of Viacheslav Molotov that announced to the nation on the day following the attack that Germany had invaded the homeland? And why, when the British Ambassador arrived on June 28 to make final an alliance with the Soviet Union, was he received by Molotov and allowed to depart from the country with​out any communication with Stalin?

When German troops first crossed into Soviet territory, Stalin was asleep in his villa outside Moscow. He was awakened by a 4:00 A.M. phone call from General Georgi Zhukov, who related news of the attack. Within a few hours, Stalin was informed by a Foreign Office report that Germany had issued a formal declara​tion of war. The General Secretary's worst fears had become grim reality. Yet no government or Party official, not even the highest ranking officers of the general staff, dared to state the appalling truth that Stalin alone was responsible for the nation's unreadi​ness to withstand the Nazi assault. During the 1930s Stalin had made himself the sole authority in every sector of the rapidly ex​panding government and Party bureaucracy. Engineers, agrono​mists, weapons technicians, and the general staff stood silent and subservient before his unchallenged power. Stalin's involvement extended to highly technical matters such as bomb designs and infantry rifles. When Hitler demonstrated an increasingly arrogant and menacing attitude toward his Soviet ally, and when Nazi troops amassed along the Soviet border, Stalin doggedly ig​nored the obvious, and his general staff feared to correct him. Even after receiving news of the Nazi invasion, Stalin at first ordered that his troops not return fire! As the Führer's troops ad​vanced unrelentingly, Stalin cracked under the pressure, suffering a nervous breakdown which left him temporarily incapable of is​suing commands or participating in meetings.

For a week and a half, the country heard nothing from the man who for more than a decade had ruled the Soviet Union with an iron fist. The uneasy silence was broken on July 3 when Sta​lin, speaking in a low, soft monotone, stopping frequently and breathing heavily, appealed to the citizens of the USSR to rally around the Party of Lenin and to pursue in surrendered areas a scorched-earth policy. "In case of a forced retreat of Red Army units," he advised, "all rolling stock must be evacuated, the en​emy must not be left a single engine, a single railway car, not a single pound of grain or gallon of fuel.";5 The General Secretary had resumed leadership of the war-torn nation.

The struggle between Nazi Germany and the USSR was only one area of conflict in a six-year global war which raged on land and sea, engulfing entire continents in a maelstrom of destruc​tion. But in the vortex of World War II, the Nazi-Soviet clash dis​played an intensity all its own. For six months after the June 22 offensive, the Germans knifed progressively deeper into the So​viet homeland in the hope of capturing Leningrad, Moscow, and the Ukraine. Their drive might have been successful and the So​viet Union might have fallen if it had not been for several unre​lated events. First, the Soviet forces recovered from the initial trauma of the invasion and offered increased resistance to the ad​vancing armies. Second, the German campaign in the Balkans temporarily diverted forces away from its eastern front. Finally, near the end of July the attacking forces suffered a fatal five-week delay as Hitler and his generals quarrelled over the direction of the invasion. When the German High Command finally targeted Moscow as the primary objective of the invasion, summer was al​ready fading into fall, and the Führer's forces would soon confront the USSR's most formidable features: space, mud, and climate. In past centuries the nation had more than once been saved from subjugation by what Bertram D. Wolf e has aptly termed "General Distance (with his aides, General Mud and General Winter) and his age-old strategy of the 'scorched earth.""' Long travels over vast distances without food or fuel, an early and severe winter, and interminable miles of mud eventually played havoc with the Führer's finest regiments. Like Napoleon nearly a century and a half earlier, Hitler grossly underestimated the courage and stead​fastness of the enemy as well as the expanse and harsh climate of the Soviet homeland.

In early December, as the overextended German war machine ground to a halt, a Soviet winter offensive was underway. Casu​alties were enormous, but Stalin's forces achieved the important goal of preventing Nazi armies from resting or regrouping. Never​theless, the exhausted Germans resumed the offensive in the summer of 1942, with the objective of seizing the Caucasus oil​fields and Stalingrad. The Germans reached Stalingrad in Septem​ber and then endured a military stalemate for four months before a Soviet counteroffensive ousted them from the city limits. The Soviet counteroffensive was successful because Hitler, fearful that a defeat at Stalingrad would cost him enormous prestige, for​bade his commander to cease the assault. Had Field Marshal Friedrich von Paulus been allowed to retreat in time, the Sixth Army might not have been doomed, and its defeat on January 30, 1943, would not have gone down in history as the greatest a Ger​man army had ever suffered. Stalingrad became a turning point in the war: Hitler's troops launched another offensive in July 1943 but it was not enough. Soviet forces continued to gain momen​tum as they recaptured control of their homeland and moved in​exorably toward Berlin, forcing in collaboration with the other Allies the unconditional surrender of the Third Reich on May 7, 1945.

The year 1943 was significant for more than the beginning of the victorious Soviet drive toward Berlin. In December, Stalin, Churchill, and Franklin D. Roosevelt met at Teheran for a sum​mit meeting to plan the reshaping of the European continent when it became increasingly obvious that the Nazi regime was crumbling. At Teheran, then later at Yalta and Potsdam,* Stalin outmaneuvered his wartime allies, often playing one against the other as he laid the groundwork for future Soviet domination of eastern Europe. One of Stalin's most significant diplomatic coups was his collaboration with President Roosevelt in vetoing Chur​chill's plans for the establishment of an Allied second front in the Balkans and northern Italy and later for the creation of a postwar federation of Danubian states. Instead, the second front origi​nated in northern France, leaving Stalin free to extend and make permanent the Soviet presence in eastern Europe.

STALIN DRIVES POSTWAR RECONSTRUCTION

To the postwar Soviet Population the figure of Stalin stood out in high relief. The General Secretary was the indomitable, all-wise, larger-than-life hero who had engineered the Soviet triumph in the Great Patriotic War, as World War II was and still is known in the USSR. In the closing years of the leader's life, this cult of per​sonality assumed awesome proportions. Posters lauded the Gen​eral Secretary as "All-Wise Leader and Teacher." According to a popular journal he was the "Luminous Star" who had brought "unlimited happiness to the Soviet people." Party comrades would not be outdone by the citizenry in the outpouring of ac​colades for the leader. Nikita Khrushchev began a letter to Stalin with this salutation: "Dear Father, Genius Teacher, Savior of the Fatherland." Lavrenti Beria, head of the secret police, found these words appropriate to describe Stalin: "Genius combined with simplicity and modesty, with extraordinary personal charm, with consideration and paternal concern for all."

The real heroes of the Great Patriotic War, however, were the Soviet people. During four terrible years they had overcome al​most insurmountable obstacles, and they had driven the Nazis from Leningrad, from Moscow, from Stalingrad, and finally from every inch of Soviet soil. They had added new truth to the age​old saying, "Only the Russians can conquer Russia." Stalin him​self in a burst of praise at the end of the war had paid homage to the courage, resolution, and legendary resistance of the Soviet Population:

“Our Government made not a few errors. We experienced at mo​ments a desperate situation in 1941-42, when our Army was re​treating, abandoning our own villages and towns. . . . A different people could have said to our Government: 'You have failed.. . . We shall install another government which will conclude peace with Germany and assure us a quiet life.' The Russian people, however, did not take this path . . . it made sacrifices to ensure the rout of Germany.”
     But Soviet citizens had paid a terrible price for victory. Official military casualties numbered over 7 million, and civilian losses were probably twice that number-a total of over 20 million So​viet deaths. Material destruction was no less staggering. Soviet figures listed the decimation of 1,700 cities, 70,000 villages, 98,000 collective farms, 84,000 schools, 71 million horses and other livestock, and a majority of Russia's bridges, hospitals, and libraries. In all, the USSR had lost approximately one-ninth of its Population and one-quarter of its property in the battle against the Nazis.

At war's end the USSR faced one of the most colossal rebuilding challenges in history. And the architect in charge was almost sixty-six years old. But before channeling his energy into the re​construction of Soviet society, Stalin, through his secret police, dealt harshly with returning "enemies," about five million sol​diers, POWs, slave laborers, and refugees whose only crime was that they spent part of the war outside of the USSR. The General Secretary had vowed not to repeat Russia's experience after the Napoleonic Wars. In 1812, as Russian soldiers returned home from their victory over Napoleon's Grande Armee, they brought back with them the radical ideas that fomented the Decembrist Revolution of 1825. Therefore, new repatriates, some of whom had spent much of the war among the German enemy, were viewed by an irrationally suspicious Stalin as a contaminated, po​tentially treasonous element and hence a danger to the Soviet Population. Not taking any chances, the General Secretary had all returnees quarantined as soon as they set foot in the USSR. Some were shot on the spot, and others were sent to Siberian labor camps.

Stalin's suspicions extended to Soviet citizens who had lived in German-occupied zones. These people had exhibited dangerous attitudes by engaging in private farming. lt was imperative, judged Stalin, to reconvert them to socialist ideals by reestablish​ing collective farms. As always, the CPSU assumed responsibility for the socialist reconversion drive, which had appeared as a pri​ority as early as 1944 in the Party newspaper Pravda:

“During the occupation, the German invaders tried by every method to poison the consciousness of Soviet men and women.. . . It is the duty of Party organizations to stimulate tirelessly the political ac​tivity of the workers.. . . Particular attention must be paid to the question of implanting in the population a socialist attitude ... overcoming the private-property, anti-collective farm, and antistate tendencies planted by the German occupants.”
  The CPSU after World War II no longer resembled the Party of earlier decades. Due to enormous membership drives between 1940 and 1947, the CPSU enrollment skyrocketed from 3.4 to 6.3 million members. The Party had the membership to implement Stalin's directives, but it was not the Party that had achieved the remarkable goals of the 1920s and 1930s. Most older members had vanished in the purges or in the war, and the few who remained exerted little influence. The leadership of the Party now came from the new enrollees, and they were not an inspired lot. Milovan Djilas, noted Yugoslav communist, coined the phrase "new class" for these communists whose primary interest was wielding power by shuffling paperwork. New class members also saw that with Party membership came numerous social amenities such as the opportunity to purchase meat, butter, shoes, and shirts from special Party stores while the Soviet masses queued for hours in front of state stores. In the West, class structure had resulted from the inevitable development of capitalism, while in the USSR, Party privilege was fabricating it.

With the secret police in charge of processing returnees after the war and with Party organizations reconverting the Soviet people in formerly occupied areas, the General Secretary could now commence with the economic reconstruction of a war-torn society. Everyone was eager to rebuild Soviet society, though people believed that the backbreaking pace of socialist construc​tion in the 1930s was behind them. The USSR had won the war, and the United States and Great Britain, two bulwarks of capi​talism, were among its allies. There was much work to be accom​plished, but the immediate future of the country looked promis​ing. People were hopeful that the long-promised good life was finally within their reach.

Stalin burst this bubble of optimism in February 1946 when he decreed that the industrialization and collectivization programs of the 1930s had to be continued and even accelerated. The Party would engineer "a new, mighty, upward surge in the economy, which would make possible an increased level of industrializa​tion, to a point twice the pre-war level, “This will take at least three Five Year Plans, if not more. But it can be done, and we must do it!" The Soviet people, exhausted from the war years, would shoulder the burden of becoming a world power. There would be no time to savor victory, and there would be no lessening of the frantic pace of the prewar five year plans.

The Fourth Five Year Plan (1946-50) appeared as grandiose in its goals and backbreaking in its demands as the First Five Year Plan of 1928-32. No other leader could have demanded-and re​ceived-such toil and sacrifice from his people. The new plan would rebuild the war-torn country. Furthermore, it would re​store and then surpass the prewar production levels in agriculture and heavy industry and raise the cultural and material life of the people, resulting in the Soviet dominance of the world in scien​tific development. The plan would initiate a process of transform​ing the USSR into a world power strong enough to repel every kind of foreign encroachment. The Soviet people had vanquished the Nazis, but the victory against world capitalism had yet to be achieved. The plan would guarantee that the Soviet people would never hear again the steps of invading armies.

As the Fourth Five Year Plan went into action, urban workers responded positively to Stalin's plea for dedication, determina​tion, and sacrifice. They labored to the limits of exhaustion on in​adequate diets to meet the elevated goals of the plan. And their efforts produced spectacular results. At the conclusion of the plan, high priority items such as steel, coal, and oil had surpassed their assigned production quotas, though lower priority items such as wool fabrics and household goods lagged somewhat be​hind. The iron will of Stalin, coupled with the indomitable cour​age and indefatigable energy of the urban population, had pro​duced another economic miracle.

     The results in agriculture, however, did not match the successes in industry. Several factors accounted for low productivity in the countryside. The war had wrought widespread devastation which extended not only to the population and landscape but to farming implements and animals as well. For example, the Soviet Union had lost seven million horses and seventeen million head of cattle in the war. The shortage of horses and cattle adversely affected agriculture since numerous peasants depended on draft animals for power. A second factor contributing to low productiv​ity was the very low priority assigned to agriculture by the archi​tects of the Fourth Five Year Plan. The investment in agriculture was one-sixth of the capital put into industry, or about the same amount allocated to transportation. Despite war damage and in​sufficient capital allocations, agriculture might have recorded a notable increase in production had the peasants enthusiastically supported postwar farm programs. But the peasantry felt frus​trated and oppressed, and erupted in revolts reminiscent of those in the early 1930s.

One of the first programs enacted by Stalin reclaimed for kol​khozes the land that peasants had taken for themselves. During the war, many peasants had added to their garden plots by steal​ing land from the kolkhozes, and some peasants had even par​celed out collective lands among themselves. By September 1947 the government had reclaimed fourteen million acres from the private holdings of the peasantry.

 No doubt the support for collectivization among peasants had waned during the war. If the Party hoped to mold peasants into socialist human beings, it needed to exercise more effective ad​ministrative control in the countryside. In an attempt to establish this control, the Party increased the size of kolkhozes; 250,000 collectives were consolidated into fewer than 100,000 kolkhozes. The larger collective farms also profited from greater mechaniza​tion and division of labor; in theory they should have been more productive. But peasant dissatisfaction with the collective sys​tem offset any technological advantages that accrued from amalgamation.

Other programs created enormous hardship for peasants. For example, the government required every household to deliver 200 liters of milk to the state each year. But less than half of the peas​ant households owned cows! Also, the currency reform of 1947 effectively wiped out the savings that some peasants had accumu​lated during the war. The reform required the entire population to exchange cash for new currency at the rate of ten rubles to one, but did not adjust correspondingly taxes and other fixed obliga​tions to the government. If, for example, a peasant household had saved the equivalent of $1,000, it was required to exchange that amount for $100 in the new currency and to pay taxes that re​mained fixed at the pre-exchange level. In spite of these burdens so destructive to peasant morale, agriculture managed a slow re​covery, approaching its prewar level by the end of the Fourth Five Year Plan.

    By 1950 the USSR was emerging as a world power. In economic and political influence it had surpassed the faltering British Em​pire and a weakened France. Its erstwhile enemy in the Far East, Japan, had signed away its empire as the price for peace with the Allies. The communist countries and parties around the globe looked to the Soviet Union for leadership. To all these nations and their people, Stalin was synonymous with authority in the USSR and communist leadership throughout the world. Despite this prominence, or perhaps because of it, mystery and intrigue surrounded the last years of the leader's life.

INTRIGUE FILLS STALIN'S LAST YEARS

     Beginning in 1948 the purge crept back into the lives of the Soviet hierarchy. After the death of Stalin's right-hand man and heir ap​parent, Andrei Zhdanov, a massive purge decimated the Lenin​grad Party organization. Thousands died in this bloodbath that supposedly rescued Leningrad from a plot to surrender the city to the British. As in 1934 after the murder of Kirov, rumors impli​cated Stalin both in the death of Zhdanov and in the design of the subsequent purge. Stalin's satraps feared that he was moving against any of his would-be successors.

In 1952, after a thirteen-year interim, the CPSU leader unex​pectedly summoned a Nineteenth Party Congress. The events at the Congress revealed Stalin's strategy of attacking the growing power of those in the chase to succeed him. In his first move, he assigned the reading of important reports to two different persons. Georgi Malenkov, a party apparatchik who was widely believed to be Stalin's designated successor, read the Central Committee's main report. A relative newcomer, Nikita Khrushchev, was en​trusted with the presentation of new Party rules. This ceremonial procedure of seemingly minor importance had major implications for Malenkov. By selecting two people to read these reports, Sta​lin may have intended to cloud the succession issue and diffuse whatever power his second in command may have accrued. In a second move, at an open Central Committee meeting, Stalin ad​ministered a bitter tongue-lashing to two long-standing Politburo members, Anastas Mikoyan and Molotov. Finally, in an attempt to weaken the power of veteran Bolsheviks in the Politburo and Secretariat, the ever-shrewd Stalin doubled the membership in each committee. This move benefited Leonid Brezhnev, who took his place as a member of the newly enlarged Secretariat. Stalin's moves virtually checked the power of contending Party members. Undoubtedly the General Secretary recalled his own role in the power struggle that embroiled Politburo members while Lenin, mute and helpless, lay dying.

While the intrigue within the Party continued, an era of calam​ity commenced for Soviet Jews. The period between 1948 and 1953 has been aptly described as the Black Years for Soviet Jewry. The assault on Soviet Jews was in retaliation for the murder in January 1948 of Solomon Mikhoels, a noted Yiddish actor whom Stalin had handpicked during the war to drum up support for the USSR in Western countries. Following Mikhoels's death, a mur​der ordered by Stalin, hundreds of Jewish intellectuals succumbed to arrest, imprisonment, or execution. The Black Years also wit​nessed the closing of virtually all Jewish theaters, newspapers, and synagogues.

This anti-Semitic drive climaxed in January 1953 with the ar​rest of nine doctors, seven of whom were Jews, from the Kremlin Medical Service. According to the lurid accusations, the doctors had deliberately undermined the health of Stalin and Soviet mili​tary leaders and were responsible for the premature deaths of Zhdanov and other high-ranking officials. Furthermore, they were supposedly operating as spies and terrorists within the country. Flaunting the forced confessions before the Party hierarchy, Stalin berated the leadership for its failure to recognize the dangers threatening the state: "You are blind like young kittens; what will happen without me? The country will perish because you do not know how to recognize enemies."" These "enemies" were never executed because Stalin died before he could carry this new purge to its violent conclusion.

After the Great Patriotic War it appeared that Stalin might live indefinitely. Instead of showing signs of exhaustion after the war, he had thrust himself enthusiastically into the task of rebuilding the country. But on March 1, 1953, he suffered a severe stroke which left him incapacitated. His personal physician could not treat him since he had been detained in prison as a member of the Doctors' Plot. His inner circle of aides probably could have helped, but they did not dare to touch him; such was the fear the General Secretary had inspired in his entourage. Indeed, the leader's demise may have been hastened by the failure of those around him to call for immediate medical assistance. On the morning of the stroke, the security men who noticed that Stalin had failed to stir at his usual hour refused to approach their charge without a summons. When Politburo members arrived later in the day they looked at the paralyzed and speechless victim and decided to return home. It might be dangerous to view the great leader in this unseemly state! Of the doctors who eventually gathered around the bedside, the leading specialist hesitated to touch the prostrate leader. Might the apparent emergency be just another twist in the nefarious Doctors' Plot? The suspicion, mis​trust, and fear that Stalin had sowed among those closest to him now deprived him of the aid and comfort he might otherwise have had as his life came to a close on the evening of March 5, 1953.

Stalin's death meant that the last social architect of the USSR had departed. The General Secretary had designated no successor. A new generation of businessmen would take up the reins of power and administer this vast country of fifteen republics and more than one hundred nationalities.

Summary and Comment 

     The ideological language used by Joseph Stalin differed little from the words employed by Karl Marx almost a hundred years earlier. They both wrote about the communist party, industrialization, and socialist society. They both spoke of the same goal: a commu​nist society in which vital goods and social services would be bountiful and within the reach of everyone. But Marx had claimed that the development of societies would proceed according to eco​nomic laws. He believed that communist society would be the outcome of a gradual, predictable process of economic develop​ment. He stressed economic determinism. On the other hand, Stalin had inherited from Lenin a Soviet Union which was in the first stages of industrialization and which was surrounded by the highly developed industrial societies of western Europe and Japan. He knew that communist programs could not exist without in​dustrialization, and that industrial societies were the powerful ones in the community of nations. As a result, he accelerated the industrialization of the Soviet Union in a series of five year plans, and he did so with the backing of a compliant Party and secret police, which bullied and terrorized the people into accepting a centralized and nationalized economy. Farmers worked on collec​tive and state farms, and urban workers labored in factories owned and directed by the state; all were obedient to the direc​tives of the Party leadership in Moscow. What should have oc​curred naturally, according to the economic forces Marx had ana​lyzed, appeared rapidly because of the iron will of Stalin and the Party. Political voluntarism, not economic determinism, created socialism in one country. Marx and Stalin employed a similar vo​cabulary, but the two men emphasized different processes with their words.

This political will, as exercised by Stalin, was incredibly power​ful. Its legacy is still apparent in today's Soviet Union. In one gen​eration, despite a devastating world war, the Soviet Union raised overall production fourfold and heavy industrial production nine​fold. Military spending increased by twenty-six times, and these funds assured the nation greater security from foreign invasion than ever before. The socialist edifice, however, had been erected at the cost of enormous suffering. Stalin had built his socialist so​ciety on the skeletons of his people, just as Peter the Great in the eighteenth century had constructed St. Petersburg on the bones of the Russian people.

