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RUSSIA AND HER ENIGMAS

affairs. Under those conditions, in going to Moscow I
_seemed likely to lose my liberty of action. But the wish to
study the experiment of the great Russian revolution in situ
prevailed. The repeated defeats suffered by the Communist
movements in Europe proved the necessity of studying and
improving tactics. Would not a journey to Moscow be the
most fruitful source of experience? Again, that year and
the next, Moscow was expecting the visit of a large section of
the active members of the Yugo-Slav Party. Therefore the
interests of the Left section of the Party also demanded a
journey to Soviet Russia. I left Vienna on October 1st, 1926.

My first impressions of Russia—from the border to Moscow
—offered nothing remarkable ; the country appeared to be
a succession of vast spaces where the trace of man was only
sporadically visible in occasional and wretched villages.

At last came Moscow—Alexandra Station. The usual
hubbub of the railway platform. I left the station, intending
to call a taxi, but there were none ; nothing but horse-drawn
cabs—izvostchtki which I beheld with astonishment. Both
cabs and cabbies looked dejected. Here I was confronted
by old Russia, backward and poor, in spite of all revolutions.
I climbed into a cab.

My clothes and my bad Russian labelled me a foreigner,
and the cabby began to talk to me. * Have you come from
America? A good life, over there. You can have all the
things you want ; and good quality—at a low price. Not like
it is here. We can get only worthless clothes, and the prices
are sky-high. We have only rags left.”

This surprised me. What! A worker of the New Russia
who felt no pride, no joy in his new life ? I became entangled
in a complicated -answer about not believing that everyone
abroad was well dressed.

The streets drew my attention. To arrive at my
destination, we were crossing the heart of Moscow. The
town appeared very different from what I had expected.
Nothing impressive about the houses ; they all seemed old
and dl-adaptcd to modern needs. It was the East, ‘ Holy
Russia’. The streets were paved with enormous stones, as
Europe knew them in the Middle Ages. Most of the passers-
by wore old clothes, even rags. The grey of autumn twilight
deepened the sadness of this belated drabness, Imxturc of the
oncntal and the medieval.
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FIRST SHOCKS

During those first days, this drabness, this time-lag between
Russia and the rest of Europe became an obsession. Moscow
could not be an obsession. It was the heart, the centre of the
country. Its aspect was no doubt a reflection of the level of
social and cultural life over the whole of Russia. I spent
hours wandering through the streets of the town, gazing at
faces, going to meetings, eating in public refectories, visiting
the theatre. Itinerant tradesmen indicated the extremely low
economic level of the population ; at every step I met pedlars
who spent all day in the street, their entire merchandise .
consisting of a few apples. As to Moscow’s public refectories,
they were the filthiest places I had seen in my life.

Life in Russia—TI told myself in those early days—is far from
being so contented and beautiful as the Communist press
abroad makes out and as I myself believed it to be. But this
conclusion left me ill at ease. I admonished myself for having
perhaps been lacking in critical spirit before commg to

- Russia ; I almost accused myself of judging from a bourgcoxs
point of view.

I had known long since, as everyone had, that Russia had
been Europe’s most backward country, but, like all foreigners,
I had no concrete and living notions of the extent of this lag.
Henceforward, I told myself, I must take this historical lag
into consideration ; it will be necessary to state, once and for
all, that the level of the life of the masses is still lower than it
appears when seen from Europe. But all this is not essential,
what matters in the end is the direction of the evolution.. In
Russia, the level of the life of the masses is low, but it is rising,
albeit slowly ; in Europe, the high pre-War level is tending
to drop.

I had, moreover, one favourable impression at least.
Although dressed worse than the Viennese, the people showed
fresher, rounder faces. One felt that, notwithstanding their
tattered appearance, people ate their fill, and above all, that
they had faith in a better future. In spite of poverty, their
glances and their movements were full of youth and life.
When I had become more familiar with all these people, that
youthfulness, that faith in the future, that conviction that life
was only just beginning, that unshakable determination to
secure a ‘ place in the sun’ appeared to me to be the out-
standing characteristic of Soviet Russia. In the streets, in
the offices, in the schools and in the factories, I met men who
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before the revolution were * nobodies * and now were © some-
bodies * or preparing to become such.

Coming from the despairing stagnation of post-War
Vienna, in Moscow one was struck by the rise of entire social
groups, the quickened rhythm of life, the desire for education
felt by all, but especially by the young. The contents of
Soviet books, newspapers, all recalled the vastness of the
country, the magnitude of its problems, all underlined the

importance of this world-capital.

In the midst of all this impetuous torrent of Soviet life, the
Comintern. appeared to me an institution devoid of great
importance. Without yet understanding Soviet Russia and
the real part played by the Comintern, I saw clearly from
the very beginning that there was an abyss between the great
speeches about ¢ the general staff of the World Revolution’
and the reality. The importance of the Comintern was con-
siderably less in Moscow than that of any of the People’s
Commissariats. It was nothing but a foreign section attached
to the Propaganda Service of the Central Committee. The
people I met there—the permanent collaborators of the
Comintern—seemed to' personify the narrowness of the
institution and the drabness of the building in which it was
housed. They had neither scope nor breadth of view, and
showed no independence of thought. I expected to meet
giants, I found dwarfs. 1 hoped to gather wisdom from
. venerable masters and I met with none but lackeys. :

"The autumn and winter of 1926 were marked by a bitter
‘struggle within the Communist Party, a struggle to which the
present Moscow trials are the bloody epilogue. From the day
of my arrival, I was admitted into the Communist Party of
Russia and was thus enabled to follow the march of events
from the inside, Durmg the first half of October, the
Opposition was being ‘ worked ’ to answer for its factory
demonstrations, especially those of the aircraft factory
Aviopribor. In October took place the XVth conference of
the Communist Party of Russia, during the course of which
the pressure against the Opposition increased. Finally, at
the beginning of December, at the VIth plenum of the
Executive Committee of the Comintern, a third attack was
launched against the Opposition.

At the time of my arrival in Russia, I was an adherent of the
policy advocated by the majority of the Central Committee.
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FIRST - SHOCKS -
My first contact with the Russia of the Soviets did not inspire
me with any doubts as regards the justness of that policy, at
least as to its basjc justness. And I was all the more astonished
at the methods used against the minority.

It was sufficient to be present at a few Party meetings to be
convinced that discussions of ideology played .but a very
secondary part in the struggle. The deciding factor consisted
of threats, intimidatory actions and terrorism. One felt that
any militant member who distinguished himself by a par-
ticularly cynical and brutal outburst against the Opposition
in general, or against some of its members, was assured of
either immediate advancement or a brilliant future,

Woe betide the speaker who put forward doubts, who
declared that such or such a point of difference between the
Opposition and the majority did not seem clear to him. By
way.of answer, he would be reproached for lack of revolu-
tionary flair, he would be accused of being in both camps, of
being a traitor in disguise. The official speaker would
harangue him, raising his voice. ‘ That does not scem clear
to you? . Comrades, X declares that it doesn’t seem clear,
to him; you perceive that the basic principles of Party
politics, and the petit-bourgeois characteristics of the
Opposition do not seem clear to him. . . . Whom does he
seek to lead into error? We know very well what he hides
behind this hypocrisy. The Party will tolerate no hesitation,
no lack of clarity. . . > In those conditions, all leaning
towards doubt soon disappeared. Thaese who, at the outset,
had dared express their doubts, in the end mounted the
platform to excuse themselves for having misunderstood.

The attitude of the Opposition strengthened the feeling of -
uneasiness. The rare opponents who had developed their
opinions in the Cells took to speech in those same Cells a few
weeks later to declare that they renounced their opposition.
Often they would go so far as to condemn the ideas of the
Opposition. That was merely a form of tactics in accord-
ance with the instructions of the majority of the Opposition
leaders. But this Byzantine diplomacy disturbed the other
side and soon they themselves no longer knew whether their
retractions were sincere or not.

At the beginning of December, as I have already stated,
the plenum of the Comintern’s Executive Committee took
place. For the last time, the doors of the Kremlin were
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opened to a congress of the Third International. The
essential task of this congress was to condemn the Russian
Opposition ; to remove Zinoviev from his post of President
of the Comintern and to deliver the Opposition over to the
mercy of Stalin and Bukharin. * The circle is once more
closed,” wrote Pravda, *“ all the world, from the Cells of the
masses to the Comintern’s Executive Committee, has con-
demned the Opposition. If the latter continues its struggle,
henceforward it risks infringing Soviet legality.”

That sentence, harmless as it may sound to the average
European, contained to the Russian a direct threat of
annihilation by the G.P.U. (the political secret police). And
the destruction of what remained of the Opposition of the
Left within the Russian Party, the triumph of the Russian
nationalist and bureaucratic reaction which aspired only to
come to terms with the ruling classes of the Old World,
coincided symbolically with the expulsion of the Comintern
from within the walls of the Kremlin. No further congresses
of the Third International were to take place there.

Seven years earlier, in 1919, Trotsky, upon opening the
first congress of the Third International, wrote in his manifesto
to the Red Army : *‘ Is it not symbolic to see today in the
palace of the age-long oppressors of the workers of Russia and
of the propagators of European reaction, the meeting of the
Convention of World Revolution ? »

Undoubtedly, I was not yet sufficiently mature to under-
stand the deep significance of this annihilation of the Russian
Opposition. Like Clara Zetkin, I saw only “ an episode, not
a catastrophe

Nor did I sufficiently connect the events that developed
within my own Yugo-8lav Party, namely, the transference of
power to the Right accomplished the summer before under
pretext of a reconciliation between the various sections, with
what took place in the Russian Party and in the Comintern.

In the splendid hall of St. Andrew at the Kremlin, two
hundred delegates and numerous visitors heard the eloquent
struggle between the leaders of the Russian Party. At the
exits, silent and of statuesque immobility, young soldiers of the
G.P.U. division mounted guard.

Stalin, Bukharin, Zinoviev, Trotsky and Kamenev made
long speeches, one after the other, in opposing groups. It was
the last time in the history of ghc Russian revolution that the .
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leaders of that revolution—still equals in right—appeared on
the same platform, face to face with the world.

The forced speeches of Bukharin and Zinoviev failed to
impress me in the least ; Bukharin appeared to me pretentious,
Zinoviev verbose. Stalin’s unshakable determination to push
matters to the extreme, the clarity with which he stated the
dilemma, impressed me deeply, in spite of the heaviness of his
speech. Trotsky spoke in an exceptionally intelligent and
subtle way. From the point of view of oratory, his speech
marked the culminating peak of the session. This triumph
was all the more remarkable, as public recognition was denied
him on account of political calculations.

Trotsky walked up to the platform ; a deep silence fell
over the meeting. He asked leave to speak for two hours.
The Chairman, a Bulgarian named Kolarov, refused to grant
him more than the half-hour accorded to all the speakers
whose names were down. Trotsky seemed about to descend
from the platform when, after a few moments’ hesitation, the
Chairman offered him one hour. Trotsky remained and

an his speech—his swan-song.

The hall listened breathlessly. Those among the audience
who had no clear-cut mandate could not resist showing their
enthusiasm at the wittier passages of the speech. Trotsky"
stigmatized the agents of the Comintern : Manuilsky, Pepper
and Schmeral. From the Committee’s bench, dear old Clara
Zetkin leaned over the balustrade in order not to lose one
word. Bukharin, moved and tense, was taking notes for his
reply to Trotsky. Pepper, feeling himself beaten, sought help
from Zetkin, but she stopped him with a sharp word; he
hastened over to Bukharin ; the latter, without saying any-
thing, pointed to his ear to indicate that he wished to listen
and pushed him aside. ;

However, notwithstanding the polemic brilliance of his
oratory, Trotsky wrapped his exposition of the debate in too
great a prudence and diplomacy. The audience was unable
to appreciate its depth, the tragedy of the divergences
separating the Opposition from the majority.

Kamenev’s speech was sober and clear. In contrast with
Zinoviev and Trotsky, he did not begin by refuting the
accusations brought against the Opposition. He began his
speech by affirming that there existed in Russia and in the
Third International a danger from the Right, represented by
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the official majority of the Russian Party. This phenomenon,
he declared, was not the result of chance, but was due to the
petit-bourgeois character of the country and to the weakening
of the revolutionary spirit of the Western proletariats. = This
reasoning impressed the audience. But Kamenev did not -
draw the bold conclusions that such premises seemed to imply.

The Opposition—I. was struck by this at the time—was not
aware of its weakness ; it was also going to underestimate the
magnitude of its defeat and to neglect to draw a lesson from
it. Whereas the majority, led by Stalin and Bukharin,
manceuvred to obtain the total exclusion of the Opposition,
the latter constantly sought for compromise and amicable
arrangements. This timid policy of the Opposition was
instrumental, if not in bringing about its defeat, certainly in
weakening its resistance.

When a little later, Viniovitch (who had, in the days of
Zinoviev, been secretary to the Communist Youth Inter-
national) told me by the way that the Opposition was bound
to win all the same in the course of the next few months, it
appeared to me that all the members of the Opposition were
henceforth condemned.



11
IS ALL LOST?

I wouLp have liked to believe that the situation in Soviet
Russia was, if pot excellent, at least good in so far as essentials
were concerned ; but new facts and new ideas came day after
day to deepen my doubts and fears.

During the congress of the Comintern, a small personal
incident came unexpectedly to illustrate the situation and the
future in store for me. I was staying with one of the members
of the Executive Committee of the Comintern who had very
friendly feelings towards me. Wishing to draw my attention
to the too great liberty with which I was speaking of matters
concerning the Party, he gave me some friendly advice,

* Don’t forget, my dear friend, that you are not in Yugo-
Slavia where you can go for the Central Committee as much
as you please ; don’t forget that you are in Russia and that
here, unless you belong to the Central Committee of the
Communist Party, you are a mere nobody.” ‘

Another member of the same Committee who was present
at the time added with a knowing glance,

“ And don’t let this go any further.”

A third colleague, younger but more precocious, contented
himself with preserving an eloquent silence.

I replied with vigour that such a state of affairs would be
flagrantly opposed to the Marxist principle of the relations
between the leaders and the masses of the Party ; that, given
the fact that Russia was ruled by Bolshevism in its highest
form, such relations as they implied could not possibly exist.

Alas, it was precisely these relations between the masses and
the leaders that led me straight to a Soviet gaol.

As to my three friends, they are today still among the leaders
of the Comintern and their influence in that body 1s in inverse
proportion with the loquacity which they displayed on the
occasion of our conversation.
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I soon came across a case in which not only militant workers,
but also the masses of the workers themselves had been
deprived of their most elementary rights. I met a former
Hungarian manual worker whom I had known very closely
in 1919 in Soviet Hungary ; he was now the director of a
factory in Moscow. He told ‘me that in his factory, they had
just arrested a group of anarchist-syndicalists suspected of dis-
seminating an illegal pamphlet demanding the improvement
of working conditions in their factory.

“ What ! ” I exclaimed. ‘‘ Are there still anarchist-syndica-
lists in Moscow ?  Yet in the demonstration of November 7th,
I saw no trace of them in the procession, nor have I seen a
single banner of theirs.”

* Come, come,” my old friend replied, * didn’t you know
that they represent a * petit-bourgeois deviation * condemned
as long ago as at the Xth Party congress? ”

1 know, but they are not opposed to Soviet power, they
are not counter-revolutionaries. In every country, there is
a united front with them ‘against reaction and capitalism.
Would it not suffice to fight their deviation by ideological
means ? All the more as the bourgeois class has been
liquidated in Russia and the majority of the working class is
in favour of Communism.”

My friend launched into an explanation dealing with the
backward character of the working class, with its waverings
and its uncertainty. But all his arguments left me cold.
When he told me that on the eve of the feasts of the 1st of May
and. the 7th of November, it was customary to arrest a number
of anarchists and socialists of all shades to ensure the smooth
running of the demonstrations ; that at the feast of the Inter-
nationale and at that of the October revolution, those people
were not allowed to demonstrate under their own banner,
albeit anti-capitalist, then I felt the ground slipping away from
under my feet.

Thus workers were denied the right to demonstrate under
a workers’ banner, in a workers’ State. This went beyond
my understanding.

As to the attitude adopted by the syndicate organization
faced with these workers’ grievances and these arrests, it
appeared to me a scandalous outrage to the working class.
The ¢ triangle * of the factory (i.e. the director, the secretary
of the Party Cell, the chairman of the factory committee)
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called a meeting on behalf of the syndicate. At this meeting,
the syndicate proposed to the workers that they condemn the
authors of the pamphlets in question and approve of their
arrest. With a hypocrisy worthy of the Inquisition, they all
wanted to condemn ‘ those who had placed themselves beyond
the bounds of lawfulness ’, as if it were possible lawfully to
publish a sheet of complaints, and it was decided to approve
of ¢ the measures taken in defence of Soviet power’.

The meeting naturally took place in the absence of the
accused and whosoever would have dared take up their
defence would have spent the night at the headquarters of
the G.P.U.

I refused to believe this incident typical of the general run ;
I consoled myself by supposing that here was an isolated case
of ¢ deformation ’,

* * *

There were at that time thirty to forty militant members
of the Yugo-Slav Communist Party in Moscow. To keep in
touch with the working masses and to study the practice of
Bolshevist experience, they had to spend one day a week in
a factory. They worked like the manual workers, were pre-
sent at syndicate and Party meetings and organized the work
of the MOPR (International Association for Assistance to
Revolutionaries in other countries). The close kinship be-
tween the Yugo-Slav and the Russian languages rapidly
enabled them to mix with the workers. Most of these Yugo-
Slav comrades were themselves manual workers who had
received a political education and were the backbone of the
Yugo-Slav Party. They had come to Russia, there to learn
the revolutionary art of Bolshevism, then to'return home, their
apprenticeship served.

These comrades, some openly, others secretly, began to tell
the most terrifying tales of the state of the manual workers
in the factories. :

One of them, Risto Samardjitch-Noskov, an old militant
syndicalist from Bosnia, later to be executed by the Yugo-Slav
reactionaries, described in detail to me the outrages and the
withholding of their rights, to which the manual workers in
his factory were subjected. The Soviet factory workers, he
said, were prisoners of their foremen and directors, as in
capitalist countries. Their lot was indeed worse, for, in the
latter countries, the workers can protest in the Press and at
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meetings. Here there was no one to whom to turn. It was
not socialism, he concluded, it was slavery.

Another comrade, Mustafa Deditch, also a militant
- syndicalist, former secretary of the Federation of Herzegovina,
who now can look back on seven years of prison and exile in
Soviet Russia, told me analogous facts. In despair at finding
that the workers were as badly exploited in Soviet Russia asg
they were abroad, he fell ill and even intended to leave the,
Party. -

A" third, a young and not yet hardened worker of the
Voyevodina, gifted and sensitive, had the same experience and
left the Party to become an ordinary workman once more.

There were, I must admit, comrades who, from the same
material, extracted very different conclusions. Yes, they
said, the ‘knout’ reigns supreme in the Soviet factory,
but the Russian manual worker is 8o backward, and lacking
in conscience to such an extent, that he does not know how
to look after his tools and has no pride in raising his output.
One is therefore forced to use coercion so that the factory can
function and in order to educate the worker himself.

They gave examples, mentioning various incidents they had
witnessed. Here is one. '

Two workmen had to take a barrel of o0il down a flight of
stairs. Instead of handling it carefully and lowering it step
by step, they hurled the barrel from the top of the stairs to
the bottom, at the risk of breaking it. What must one do?
Surely one is obliged to be brutal. '

Witnesses for and against were piling up. I began to realize
the spirit that reigned in Soviet society. The contradictions
I found there seemed to me inadmissible, yet in actual practice
they were tolerated. The brisk rhythm of Soviet life had
underlying it a lack of social principle. Entire groups of
peasants and workers rose in social status and took on all sorts
of directing, economic, political and administrative functions.
A very large number of young peasants and manual workers,
owing to their secondary or higher education, took in'hand
the reins of the new society. But this happy evolution entailed
not only certain regrettable isolated characteristics, it had
also a considerable and deeply perverted aspect. The strata
that rose would at the same time be permeated with a certain
bourgeois spirit, a spirit of desiccated egoism, of low calcula-
tion. One felt their firmly established desire to hew them-
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selves out a good place, regardless of others, and one recog-
nized this as a case of cynical and spontaneous atavism. In
his efforts to succeed, each man gave evidence of a totally
unscrupulous capacity far adaptation and a shameless aptitude
for flattery of those in power. It was written in every gesture,
on every face, in every eye. It was expressed in every act,
. in every speech, in the coarse revolutionary phraseology.
This spirit prevailed not only among non-Party members, but
also and above all among the Communists themselves, who
instead of being the -best were often the worst of all.

““Is this our vanguard ? >’ I asked myself.

What seemed yet worse to me was that this tendency to
assume bourgeois characteristics, far from being on the
decrease, was on the contrary increasing and growing stronger,
flooding all before it. The destructive torrent met with no
obstacle, no attempts were made to stem its rise. It was
accepted by both the masses and by the leaders as if it were
inevitable. )

I groped my way about this labyrinth of unforeseen sensa-
tions ; these imponderables seemed to me as precise as physical
realities.

Foreseeing the triumph of the ruling tendencies, I drew
the logical conclusion that the evolution towards socialism
had been finally arrested, that the revolution had died and
hence that ¢ all was lost . For it is not machines nor factories, |
but human ‘inter-relationships that make the essence of
socialism. .

But then, what is taking place in Russia? The bourgeois
order has been abolished, the bourgeois class has been liqui-
dated in so far as it was a ruling class. As the domination
of the bourgeois has not been re-established, capitalism has
not come back to power. Then, how is it possible to say
that socialism is irretrievably lost ?

Unable to answer these questions, I must remain satisfied
to postpone the final conclusion until later.

* * *

During the winter from 1926 to 1927, the revolution and
the civil war in China held world opinion in suspense as much
as did events in Spain during 1936-37.

My Yugo-Slav comrade, Mustafa Deditch, was praent
at the Presentation Ceremony of the Eastern Communist
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Workers’ University. Rykov delivered an oration in which
he declared that had thé Opposition been listened to, the
Soviet State would have supported the Chinese revolution.
But fortunately ‘ we ’ had not allowed ourselves to be dragged -
_into it and thus had avoided war with Great Britain.
- Which clearly meant : let the Chinese revolution drown
in her own blood, provided we remain safe.
A horrible doubt assailed our minds. Were we, the foreign

Communists, by any chance considered as the pawns on a
chess-board ? '
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PEASANTS AND MANUAL WORKERS: WHAT
THEY THINK :

Tae peasant question seemed to me to be of decisive impor-
tance, not only for the outcome of the internal struggles of
the Party, but also for the fate of the entire revolution.
Thus my adherence to the policy of the majority was based
mainly, if not entirely, on the line of conduct taken on the
peasant question, which seemed to me correct. What the
peasants did and thought was known to me only through
books and newspapers. Hence I decided to-spend the
summer in the country to see for myself what was happening
there.

The severe Russian winter made me wish for the first
time in my life to see a southern sea and sun. I decided
to go to a village in the Crimea—Koktebel—between
Theodosia and Suffak.

During the journey, I was struck by the amount of tea
the Russians drink in an attempt to cope with the heat.
But I will first relate two of the more interesting experiences
of the journey.

I was travelling in the company of an old workman who
was returning to Baku. He was lamenting the misery of the
factory workers in great detail. What distressed him most
was to see the same work done in the same workshops paid
at different rates according to whether the workman was a
non-Party member or, as he himself was, a Communist.

From the Marxist point of view, a difference in salary
according to profession, a higher remuneration for skilled
workers and employees, seemed to me justifiable. But that
the same work should have better or worse remuneration,
that to be a Communist should carry with it not the duty
to set an example but material advantages—that seemed
revolting and inadmissible, Later, when my comrades were
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taken on, we learned that this was engineered by a simple
increase of rates in favour of the Communists.

In the Ukraine, part of the journey was passed in the
company of a group of peasants. They ‘were alert men,
strongly built and intelligent, and they were talking freely
about everything. They complained bitterly of being
oppressed by the Soviet power. All, they said, was for the
factory workers : holidays, social insurance, culture, freedom
from taxation, eight-hour day. Nothing for the peasants.
Today as before, the peasants were counted second-class
citizens. They went on to grumble about the oppressive
taxes, and above all about the difference between the prices
of agricultural and industrial products.

Upon my arrival at Koktebel, I settled in at a seredniak’s
(middle peasant). He was the young head of a family and
had been married only two years. He had several brothers
who lived apart from each other in the same village. One
of them, a member of the Communist Party, was the chair-
man of the local Soviet. A young sister, a non-Party member, .
was preparing to become a schoolmistress. Belonging to
such a milieu, my host could be called ‘ Soviet-spirited ’ as
the Russians put it. On the occasion of the mobilization
exercises which took place a month after my arrival at
Koktebel, he showed no hostility towards the system at all,
yet did not hide the fear he had of war, He had just received
an annual loan from the Rural Credit Society of 100 or
150 roubles to buy a second cow and improve his equipment.
The aid he was thus given by a Government institution served -
to strengthen his feelings of loyalty towards the State. One
might even say that the revolution, by reason of its having
split up the estates of the big local landowners, had materially
improved his condition, as it had that of the entire village.
In short, my host seemed to me the perfect type of the Soviet
peasant, the incarnation of the policy of union between
workers and peasants,

Yet there were dark sides to the picture and it was difficult
not to notice them. My host had a child; he had it
baptized and invited a kulak (well-to-do peasant) from a
distant village to be godfather. The man was rather more
in the nature of a rich steppe-landowner than a kulak. In
his district, somewhere in the north-eastern’ part of the
Crimea, he possessed a flock of some two or three thousand
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sheep. He was therefore a capitalist. Were there still such
people in Soviet Russia ? How had he succeeded in amassing
this wealth? Then I lecarned the best part of the story :
he had grown rich by speculation during the great famine
of 1921.

My host spoke of this immense flock with great admiration,”
revealing thereby his own wish to grow rich. The stran
thing was that at the same time he remained politically.
on an integral Soviet plane. He had no idea of the
contradiction represented by his wishes and his political
views. :

My frequent conversations with other peasants left me
with the same impression. More so, even. The majority
of the villagers expressed an even greater reluctance in the
matter of the Anglo-Soviet tension and the eventuality of
war. Yes, they admitted, it looks as if England wants to
fight the Communists. The Communists, but not Russia.
What have we farmers got to do with it? They thus pro-
~ claimed a sort of ncutra%ity. Sometimes one heard in their
tones a shade that seemed to indicate the hope of future
improvement, but often there was a certain anxiety. Things
might go badly for the.peasants. My spokesmen, ill at ease,
would cast a glance over their village, over the grounds of
the old landed proprietor, his deserted country house. . . .

The secretary of the Party Cell, employed in the local
Soviet administration, expressed the opinion that the mobiliza-
tion had been a roaring success : the villagers had answered
the call instead of hiding in the woods. The apprehension
expressed in that phrase spoke volumes about the famous
‘ morale > of the peasants. I saw the gradual disappearance
of the idyllic picture of the relations with the peasantry as
the official Press still portrayed it.

] [ J *

In the village, there were both co-operative and private
shops. On the beach, these two types were represented by
two small shops, built side by side. The private shopkeeper
did an excellent trade, her wares heing good and fresh ;
the co-operative store seemed apathetic, it opened late, closed
carly and sold shoddy stuff. One day, the shop-woman
complained to me of the taxes that were crushing her business
out of existence.
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“ Why don’t you seck employment in the co-operative
shop? You have experience, you know the work ; you
could make yourself very useful and you wouldn’t have any
more cares.” :

“ They refuse to have me there,”’ she answered. ‘I tried
once, but they sent me away.”

Another small mystery of great Russia.

A few summer visitors, of whom I was one, had their
meals with a country-woman. One day at meal-time our
hostess told us that she had just sold her vineyard.

“Sold? Does that mean that you can sell ground ?

 Certainly, you can sell anything,” she replied, and
began to enumerate various cases of sale of ﬁelcﬁ gardcns
and immovable property in general. My objectlons as to
_ the abolition of private ownership of land did not seem to

affect her in the slightest, Later, in Moscow, I learned that
those sales were made solely in the form of cessions of invest-
ments, ¢ investments of labour ’, of course.

Along the coast, there was a row of some ten houses,
some of which belonged to the Theodosian Holiday Trust
and others to leading representatives of the Soviet intelli-
gentsia. Five or six half-ruined buildings remained un-
occupied.

At the end of the beach, on a picturesque hill, could be
scen the villa of N thc former landowner. At the side
of it, in an old coach-housc, lived the last two representatives
of the family, the former owner’s wife and daughter. The
wife’s present occupation was that of village prostitute, and
her daughter, aged sixteen, had already joined the same
profession. I blamed, not the lady, but the revolution.

One day we made a trip to the ancient site of Krym, the
one-time capital of the Crimean Khans. A Tartar ‘ mulla’
showed us over the ruins of Tartar grandeur with great pride
and explained the old inscriptions to us. On looking at
him, on listening to his voice, I said to myself : the revolu-
tion gives to some more than to others, but it gives something
to practically everybody. That constitutes the power of the
system which is rising from the revolution. This ‘ mulla’,
strange and even hostile to the general policy of Bolshevism,
i3 ready to put up with a good many drawbacks for the
sole reason that the renaissance of Tartar nationality has
been allowed to take place.
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On the way home, one of our comrades told us the history
of her family during the revolution. She had belonged to a
rich family of Volga farmers. Her father owned more than
a hundred hectares of land which were taken from him by
the revolutionaries. She had been to a secondary school
and was in sympathy with them. Her father had hated
Czarism, In 1917, during the Civil War, she quarrelled
with him on political grounds, embraced the cause of the
Bolsheviks and married a Communist. The old farmer
could not forgive Bolshevism for having taken his land from
him, and when, during the NEP (New Economic Policy),
his youngest son joined the Communist Youth, it was a hard
blow to him. But years went by, all the children had been
able, under Soviet rule, to study and make their way in the
world. Then the old man admitted himself won over, became
reconciled with his children and to the system. “If I did
cling to my land, it was not to take it into my tomb with
me, it was to enable my children to study and become
men. As the Soviets do all that for you anyhow, it’s all the
same to me.”

I prepared to return to Moscow. On leaving the South,
I was tempted to take some of the local fruit back with me
and went to the market to buy some. I felt as if I had
returned to Europe. At first sight, on reading the notices,
one sensed the land of socialism ; but one had to throw
only one glance behind the scenes to see the old conditions
still fully active. I had come to Soviet Russia with the
certainty of beholding a continuous development, untram-
melled and with boundless horizons. Now, unrest seized
me. What I had believed to be the very groundwork of
Soviet life seemed to crumble before me.

I observed, without doubt, that the majority of the peasants
were well disposed towards the Soviet power, at any rate
that they felt no hostility towards it. But it was no less
certain that -the peasant did not conceive of any road to
progress other than along lines of private economy, of
agrarian capitalism. The rural masses did not yet suspect
that there was antagonism between Soviet-socialist progress
and capitalist progress. But that antagonism existed in reality
and was increasing every day. How would the contradiction
be solved ?

» » »
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- Shortly after my return to Moscow, I went to spend a
fortnight in the country round Vladimir, in the company
of a distinguished woman from Montenegro, Stoia Marko-
vitch. The aim of our journey was to collaborate in the
activities of MOPR (International Association for Assistance '
to Revolutionaries in other countries), which was collecting
funds in that region for the benefit of political prisoners in
Yugo-Slavia.

Vladimir, the ancient capital of the Russian monarchs,
has retained all the characteristics of the most backward
Russian provinces. The finest building in the town, the one-
time governor’s mansion, was occupied by the Party Com-
mittee. As to the Executive Committee of the Soviets, that
was housed in a building of secondary importance. That
showed even to the least well-informed where the real power
lay. :

After a few conversations about matters connected with
the affairs of MOPR at Vladimir, we went on to the Guss-
Khrustalny district, an old and important industrial centre
surrounded by limitless countryside. '

The secretary of the District Committee acquainted us
with regional economics, with details of the local industry
and the fluctuation of labour. We spoke at several large
meetings in textile, glass and other factories.

The textile factory prided itself on counting among its
workers one old woman who had saved the establishment
during the famine years by taking all the work of the upkeep
upon herself. She was now a member of the Central
Executive Committee of the U.S.S.R. This high dignity
with its attending honours bewildered her, for she lived for
her work and was devoted to her factory.

At the glass factory we were introduced to several skilled
workmen and foremen, old social-democrats. Later on I
had several talks with them. They did not go in for any
illegal activities, published no subversive pamphlets and were
officially counted as non-Party. But they had never ceased
dealing by word of mouth with concrete and current matters
in a social-democrat fashion. At the workers’ meetings,
people were forced indirectly to take their arguments
into account. They had not been sent .away from the
factory for the reason that there was a shortage of skilled

labour.
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The impression that these mectings and private conver-
sations left on me was favourable, on the whole; but I
was struck by the Ylassivc attitude of many of the workers.
One felt that they had neither interest nor enthusiasm, but
on the contrary 4 frigidity of manner, an exaggerated reticence.
It was depressing. The workers, scemed to say by their
silence : it is all very well but what does it mean to us?
One had to pester each person to get a word out of him.
I had already observed the same attitude among the workers
in Moscow, a year before, on the occasion of the collections
for the English miners on strike.

Leaving Guss-Khrustalny, we penetrated into a distant
forest to visit another glass factory. We were received with
joy ; guests from the centre and strangers on top of that
were no daily occurrence. The administration received us
with ceremony and the workers listened to our speeches
with obvious interest. ' ‘

Before the meecting, I communicated the principal points.
of my speech to the secretary of the Party Committee. One
" of them was the following : the level of the life of the Soviet
workers still leaves much to be desired, the poverty of the
land and its economic lag still make themselves felt even
after the revolution ; but in Soviet Russia—and this was the
real point—the level tends to rise gradually, whereas in
capitalist Europe the position of the workman, which was
very high before the War, is daily becoming more precaridus.
The secretary agked me not to talk about the proletarian
" level of life and to limit myself to a discussion of the difficult
situation of the working class in Europe.

The following day the director of the factory invited me
to dine with him. There were about twenty-five guests :
the Party and syndicate leaders and some fifteen factory
. workers. They were old workmen with typical faces. They
inspired respect and behaved with great dignity as men who
are. conscious of being the creators of the new wealth of
Soviet society. - .

I enquired into their situation. They were all specialized
workers or foremen who were receiving relatively high wages.
There was not one unqualified manual worker, except for
a packer, the widow of a foreman who had died in a factory
accident. These men spoke with pride of their status in
society and of all that concerned the, revolution in Russia.
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Yet they did not appear one with the director and seemed
to be saying : we are on good terms with the administration,
but please do not confuse us with it.

*® * *

The autumn of 1927 was marked by an occurrence new
to me : the shortage of butter, cheese and milk. Then the
bread distribution too became irregular. But the public
queued patiently for hours on end. No indignation, no trace
of protest meeting. The newspapers did not touch upon the
subject. Days, weeks, months went by. What a country,
what strange people ! In Europe, a shortage one hundred
times smaller would have caused a storm in the Press, the
Communists would have been seen in the streets, demonstrat-
ing. Here, months of privation passed without leaving a trace
in the community. Was it the spirit of sacrifice peculiar to
the Russian worker ? Were they overwhelmed by a post-
revolutionary fatigue? Was it the fatalism of slaves, as
the reactionary denigrators of the Russian people would
have it ?

It was not before three months had passed that the Press
began to murmur and that a few explanations were given.
Kalinin declared at a meeting that the revolution had con-
siderably improved the nutrition of the people which entailed
as a necessary consequence a certain scarcity of butter and
other alimentary produce. . . .

L * *

That same winter, I spent a couple of weeks in a rest-
house near Moscow. The place, if I remember rightly, was
called Peski. The rest-house had originally been the large
villa of a former landowner. It now sheltered workmen
with their families, clerks and young people. The relations
between the visitors were marked by a pleasant simplicity.
The food was excellent. Sports, among which were ski-ing
and skating, were very much enjoyed. In the evenings,
entertainments were improvised.

I shared my table with a group of manual workers from
Kolomna and I grew very friendly with them. They were
good friends, open and kindly as the people in Russia generally
are. But they took very little interest in political problems.
They were mechanics from the locomotive factory at
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Kolomna ; each had his little house, his cow and his kitchen
garden. They took pleasure in their work and earned
enough to live in a small but decent way. They left to
others the care of solving problems of world importance.
Their simplicity and good humour delighted me and made
a welcome contrast with the manners of the Moscow clerks ;
but alas, what political apathy. .

A week later, about to take leavc of one another, we were
seized with the desire to seal our friendship by spending a
last few pleasant hours together. But we soon found out-
that a Russian worker can buy no drink other than vodka
in the local co-operatives.

There was also a group of students from the Institute of
Higher Education, all young and full of energy. Talking
politics with them, I noticed that they knew the external
aspects of the history of the workers’ movement excellently
well, as given in the elementary Marxist textbooks ; but their
attitude as regards the more actual problems was one of
indifference and formalism.

Among those who spent their holidays at Peski were also
a few women workers from licensed factories. They all pro-
claimed that both wages and working conditions were better
in these private enterprises than in those run by the State.
Many workers would have liked to have been taken on in
them, but the syndicates obstinately opposed this. Thus, in
a socialist State, conditions of work were better in private
enterprises than in natiopalized factories. What was to be
thought of the workers’ wish to be taken on in the former ?
How to describe the syndicates that struggled for things
other than the improvement of working conditions in the
socialized factories ?

One of the women told us that she had gone to the factory
in order to be able to study.

“ Did you lack the means to study ? Could you not have
applied for a scholarship instead of going to work ? '

* No, it was for my apprenticeship.”’

‘“ What apprenticeship ?

“ The worker’s apprenticeship.”

At that point I learned that it was necessary to work for
two or three years in a factory in order to reach the social
position of worker ; after that it became easy to be admitted
to a higher school.
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One of the women attracted my attention by her instinctive
dislike of bureaucracy. It was more than hatred, it was a
passionate ardour that urged her to unmask at every turn
the misdeeds of bureaucrats. Nothing escaped her notice.
Every detail of administrative routine became to her an
event of paramount importance.. She unveiled the bureau-
crats’ hypocrisy, their false ‘devotion ’, their Communist
phraseology, so often belied by their actions. These accusa-
tions helped me to probe behind the scenes of Soviet life and -
gave me the sort of synthesis which I was still lacking. Each
one of her gestures seemed to imply: I know you are
scoundrels, you bureaucrats of Communism, both big and
little ; I can see right through you; I know, from A to Z
the reasons I have for despising and hating you.

Her unbounded hostility towards the official Soviet society
was instinctive and unreasoned. Her attitude was totally
devoid of all theoretical backing and had no political colouring.
But it was the first time that I had come across a person of
working-class origin, a daughter of the October revolution,
who no longer restricted herself to condemning such or such
a point of the system, but who condemned the whole, lock,
stock and barrel. I had come across such an attitude in the
camp of the adversaries of the October revolution, among
former landowners, capitalists and reformists. Now I had
before me a specimen of. the rising generation of workers
whose very spiritual progress had brought about a horror of
bureaucracy. At the timc, it struck me only in a vague
and general way.

The favourable impression this young worker produced on
me was not modified when, one day, shc began to ply me
with the following questions.

“ Actually, why have you come herc to eat the bread of
the Russian worker? You know how welcome you are.
You strangers live here like lords, whereas our workers have
to put up with dry bread. Why don’t you make a revolution
at home instead of rushing in here where the, table is already
laid? > |

I still had some illusions on the subject of the Comintern,
without, hOWever, ignoring the fact that an incredible number
of nonentities and parasites had worked their way into that
institution and now inhabited the ‘ Lux’, the seat of the
Third International at Moscow. The contsempt shown to
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them by the Russian proletariat was justified. I therefore
did not feel it in me to take offence at certain exaggerations
. that were contained in the statements of this working woman.
Y replied to her that there were many exceptions to the rule
and I did not greatly regret only half convincing her.

I met this woman again at Moscow a few months later.
How great was my astonishment when I learned that. she
had been a member of the Communist Youth and had only
recently left it. Looking at her meémbership card, I was'
scized by a curious apprehension : was it her time in the
Comsomol (League of Youth) that had contributed to the
formation of such opinions in this young woman ?

1 was soon to learn the influence that syndicate life had
had on her development. I heard one day that she was
out of work.

“ What has happened to you? > I asked.

*“ The syndicate, to punish me for having taken part in
a strike, has left me without work.”

This is what had happened. She was vice-chairman of
the factory committee in the important sewing workshop
where she was employed (that was how I learned that she
was a militant syndicalist). The workshop had just received
a considerable order from the Red Army. The new contract
entailed a notable drop in the already low wages. The
women workers demanded a revision. The young vice-
chairman, instead of arguing with her comrades, supported
their demands. These were turned down, whereupon all the
workers handed in their collective resignation.

“ But I do not sce that there was any strike,” I said with
astonishment.

‘A collective resignation is considered tantamount to a
strike by the syndicate.”.

Nearly all the workers who had thus left their work found
employment elsewhere. But the syndicate bureaucrats
wished to punish the vice-chairman for the solidarity she
had shown with her worker-comrades. As a result, she was
refused all employment.

At that time I had already come into contact with the
Trotskyist Opposition. Carefully I began to direct. the con-
versation towards this subject, but I was soon convinced
that the struggle between the Party leaders left the woman
cold. Maybe she did not understand it, maybe she believed

25



RUSSIA AND HER ENIGMAS

that from the workers’ point of view there was not much to
choose between the rival leaders.

But I had no time to go deeply into her feelings. On the
eve of the Five Year Plan, I became too absorbed in the
multiplicity of problems and mysteries which Russia was
putting before my mind.
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Book 11 ,
THE TURMOIL OF THE FIVE YEAR PLAN

I
A WORLD RUNS OFF THE RAILS

I sap already been in Russia well over a year. Facts and
impressions had finally melted into a complete picture of
Soviet life. But the picture had more the properties of a
snapshot than of a profound evolutionary view of society. I
perceived novelties, quaint occurrences and contradictions
visible to any foreign observer. These impressions were so
different from those received in static Europe, they compelled
attention so powerfully, that the stranger often limited him-
self to underlining the contrast between the West and Russia,
neglecting to study the intrinsic laws of Soviet Russian life.
He perceived an entirely new society, he was struck by the
boldness of its tendencies and by the severe struggle it waged
to establish itself, .and that sufficed him. Yet all this was
not essential ; the indispensable point was to discover the
general trend, the final end of all these dynamic forces.
This direction, this aim that constituted the underlying
sense of events, was much more difficult to discern. One
needed criteria different from those needed to study European
life. European notions only just permitted perception of
the contrast between the West and the land of the Soviets.
As for the concepts that might help to discover the real
meaning of events in Russia, they must be acquired on the
spot ; they could not be taken ready-made out of one’s
European travelling trunk.

The winter of 1927-28 marked the end of a stage in Soviet
development ; the life itself, as it were, drew some conclu-
sions from the preceding evolution. It became easier,.even
for a foreign observer, to realize them.
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These conclusions had nothing cheerful about them.
Five years of NEP (New Economic Policy) were ending in a
general economic and political crisis. - No degree of State
or Party censorship was able any longer to hide the facts.
The Government had arrived at the point not only of ad-
mitting it but of making it the starting-point of a new line
of action on which its very existence depended.

The butter, milk and bread shortage which had occurred
. during the autumn had revealed to the town-dwellers the
existence, of a deep-rooted rural crisis, the consequences of
which shook the country as a whole. The complaints of
Kalinin and Rykov at the Moscow meetings, their famous
argument about ‘ the nation that ate too much ’, illustrated.
the confusion of the leading spirits. At the XVth Party
Congress in December, the failure of the deliveries of wheat
and the queues outside the food-shops could no longer be
passed over in silence. But the words used in speaking of
them were discreet and tinged with invigorating. optimism.
During the first months of 1928, optimism suddenly gave place
to anxiety, then to panic. In Party circles, people began
- openly to speak of a crisis in the deliveries of wheat, of a
peasant strike. . , .

Pravda adopted a new type of phraseology where the
kulaks (well-to-do peasants) were concerned, also as regards
‘the ‘more important figure in the village’, the seredniak
(middle peasant). *‘The village has soared to wealth ; the
kulak has enriched himself more than the others, Three
successive good harvests have not been in vain,”’
Pravda wrote in its famous leading article of February 16th,
1928, attributed to the pen of Stalin. The peasants have
hoarded the wheat and now keep it in their villages to
force the price up. In this matter, Stalin wrote, the
kulak has succeeded in carrying the seredniak along with
him.

. That was word for word what the Opposition had been
saymg before. The Opposition had defined the situation in
the countryside, it had foretold the food-problems that were
to follow.

There could be no doubt about the matter. It appeared
very clear to me—and to many of my acquaintances—that
in this essential point of the debate, events put the Opposition
in the right and the majority of the Party in the wrong. It
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so happened that this question was evidently decisive for
Russian life -after the October revolution.

Appreciating the kulak danger within the Party, Stalin pro-
ceeded, repeating word for word what Trotsky and Zinoviev
had said : “ Foreign elements have recently filtered into our
organizations, into those belonging to.the Party as well as
into the others. These elements do not realize that in villages
there are classes, they do not understand our class-policy, they
make great efforts not to harm one single member of the
village community, to live in peace with the kulak and to
retain their popularity among all * strata * of the rural popula-
tion.”

At the same time as this onslaught was being made on the
kulak, an attack was made on the private merchant, the
nepman. The latter received less attention at the hands of
the Press than the kulak, but the G.P.U. and the tax-collector
put their claws into him. They began to tax him to such an
extent that there was nothing left for him but to liquidate.
The taxes became in actual fact a disguised confiscation, A
large number of nepmen, above all those who had shown them-
selves too clever, were exiled to distant parts by the G.P.U.

Finally, the Press and the official orators began to stigmatize

a third enemy of the proletariat : the bureaucrat.
*  The three Opposition-siogans which had marked the
demonstration of the 7th of November, 1927, * Against the
kulak, the nepman and the bureaucrat ”’, now received the
consecration of the Party, resounding at all meetings and
being printed in all newspapers.

The plenum of the Central Committee in April proclaimed,
on Stalin’s initiative, the necessity of self-criticism and demo-
cracy inside the Party. ¢ Self-criticism is as necessary to us
as air and water,” Stalin said. He added, “ Even if the
workers® criticism contains only five per cent of the truth, its
value i3 none the less positive.”

It seemed as if the hour of renovation had struck for the
Party. The unbearable atmosphere of 1926-27 seemed to
clear. The bureaucratic pressurc that had stified all the
thought of the masses seemed to relax, Communists began
to brace themselves, muscles grew tauter ; the approach of
storm and struggle could be felt. .

The movement was towards civil war. The communiqués
received from the ‘ wheat-front ’ spoke of arrests, of confisca-
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tions, of acts of terrorism. All this created an atmosphere of
bitter pugnacity. But the difficulties were not limited to those
of a rural nature. The entire economic system of Soviet
Russia was tottering. ‘

There was corn in the villages, but the peasants were not
interested in giving it up to the State at ridiculously low prices,
for this same State sold them its mediocre industrial products
in insufficient quantities. Peasant life was returning to natural
economy. The town no longer received corn, the countryside
no longer received manufactured goods. The goods shortage,
calculated for the whole of the country, amounted to one
thousand million roubles. The State had neither the means
of buying cereals at a higher price, nor of developing its
industry on a large scale.

In the towns, great unemployment had precedcd the short-
age of food. The Opposition, going by official figures,
estimated the number of unemployed as 2,200,000. Tomsky,
in refuting the statements of the Opposition, admitted to the
number of 1,700,000 syndicated workers out of work and
omitted to refer to the number of non-syndicated workers
affected. At the same time, the rural districts were- feeling
the effects of over-population. The return to natural economy
could, in a rough-and-ready way, assure subsistence to the
middle and higher classes of the peasantry, but it created a
desperate situation for the rural proletariat and the day-
labourers who could no longer find employment either in
village or town. In Moscow there were even street-
demonstrations (at the Riazan Station), occasioned by rural
elements who had come up in vain to look for work in town
and whom the G.P.U. drove back to the villages in order to
diminish the pressure of urban unemployment.

Russia of the NEP was agonized. Production was decom-
posing and no longer succeeded in fulfilling the needs of
the various social groups; exchanges were paralysed, the
country’s economy had reached a dead end. The Soviet
world had left the rails and heroic measures were needed to
rescue it from destruction.

It then appeared that the way to salvation lay along the
road advocated by the Opposition and which the Party was
at last following : to struggle against the private capitalist
elements in town and village, to concentrate the State’s
resources with a view to the speeding up of industrialization,
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to create large agricultural units aiming at total collectiviza-
tion, to mobilize to this end the working class, the workers
as a whole, and, first of all, the revolutionary elements of
Communism. :

There came a moment when I was prepared to forget all
the misery I had seen in the course of the last eighteen months,
to forget the privileges of the leaders, the oppression and the
suffering of the masses, the spirit of domination, of flattery,
of submission that permeated the entire Soviet society. I was
ready to believe, I did believe for one moment, in the possi-
bility of a reconciliation between the masses and the adminis-
tration, of a union between the workers and their leaders in
the conquest of a new world.

It was known that within the Party a group on the Right
was opposed to this new policy. In this field, too, the forecast
of the Opposition came true. It had even foretold the names
of the leaders of the section of the Right : Rykov, Bukharin,
Tomsky. Rightly, one should have believed that as Stalin
was adopting the Opposition-policy, he would have formed
a coalition with the Trotsky-Zinoviev group versus the Right.

This hope reached its zenith when the Central Committee
of the Party issued its manifesto of the grd of June to the
working class, containing a declaration for self-criticism, for
the workers’ democracy, and for a struggle against bureau-
cracy. It seemed to me that here was the striking and
decisive slogan which was to rouse the workers and eliminate
the blemish of bureaucracy. The course of events dashed
my hopes and soon taught me how unfounded they had been,
and to what extent I had underestimated the ability of Com-
munist bureaucracy to perform the very opposite of what it
proclaimed,. and to disguise its worst crimes under the guise
of the most progressive slogans and most eloquent phrases.
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, II
FAREWELL, HOPES AND ILLUSIONS !

Ix many Cells, simple militants were trying to apply the new

slogans of self-criticism and workers’ democracy. They hoped
in this way to rid themselves of the curse of bureaucracy

within their own organizations and their own factories.

I was able to notice that these efforts succeeded only in

those cases where they were co-ordinated with the action of
higher authorities. ‘In order to succeed it was necessary to

obtain the approval of these higher authorities in each indivi-

dual action against specified persons or things. If ordinary-
men from the rank and file, simple militant Party-members,

permitted themselves to speak out on their own initiative,

such daring was sufficient—apart from any other consideration

—to ensure their failure and_to cause them to be accused of
¢ disorganizing activities ’.

I was present at one truly paradoxical case. Two Party-
members, not belonging to the Opposition, drew upon their
heads a severe reprimand from the Control Committee for
having come to some agreement at their private domicile as
to the attitude they were going to adopt at the next meeting
in an attack on local bureaucracy. The Control Committee
of the Party held the opinion that outside the meeting members
had no right to speak of what they knew. To seek one
another’s advice, to prepare a speech before uttering it, was
to give proof of sectarianism ; such behaviour was to be con-
demned, even if the so-called sect were in no way part of
the Opposition. The right to prepare speeches, to examine
subjects beforehand, belonged exclusively to the various stages
of the administration. Thus; the separation of the rights of
the militant masses and the administrative apparatus was not
only preserved but also systematized.

Meanwhile, the struggle against the Right, against the
advocates of a reconciliation with the kulaks, followed its own
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course. But one felt that an invisible conductor was toning
down the music. It seemed as if someone were leading the
masses of the Party as a child is led by the hand : forward,
one more step, no, no farther now, stop. But why was one
allowed to take such or such a step and not another, where
did they wish to arrive; what was their destination? The
answers to these questions remained the secret of the
‘ apparatus . The masses did not even dare ask the questions.
Notwithstanding the most solemn assurances in the news-
papers on the subject of self-criticism and democracy, there
was no real change in the life of the Party nor in that of the
masses. What was happening? Was it a vast hoax? Or
was it that Stalin’s new policy against the Right could not yet—
for tactical reasons inside the Party—take on its full stature ?

In the spring of 1928, the Fourth Congress of the Profintern
(International Council of Red Trade Unions) took place in
Moscow. Among the members of the Yugo-Slav delegation
at this conference I met an old friend, a railwayman and
militant revolutionary of tried reliability, who had been my
comrade in the days of my illegal activities in 1919. He had
already stayed in Russia, from 1917 to 1918, as an Austrian
prisoner of war. He had been able to observe the beginnings
of the Revolution and had taken an active part in it. After
having been the guest of the Moscow railwaymen and after
having been able to observe their public and private lives,
he condensed his new impressions of Russia in the following
terms : “ The situation today is very different from what it
was in my time ; the manual worker is once more caught in
the trap, the bureaucrats live as the bourgeois used to live and
their wives play a corresponding part. What is needed is a
new revolution.” '

Has it gone as far as that? I wondered.

*® * L g

Convinced that the views of the Trotskyist Opposition were
well-founded, and perturbed by the hesitation displayed by
the majority, i.e. the Stalin group, in applying the new policy,
several Yugo-Slav comrades, of whom I was one, decided to
seek contact with the Opposition. The latter had been re-
duced to illegal activity. Its leaders and most important men
had been sent into exile. The anti-Trotsky terror did not
weaken.
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In such conditions, to seek contact with the Opposition
meant risking prison and exile. To be arrested and im-
prisoned in the land of the Soviets, what a strange prospect
for a revolutionary ! It had been drummed into us that the
Soviet prisons contained only counter-revolutionaries ; to be
arrested in this country seemed to all of us a mark of infamy.
It had needed one or two years of observation and reflection
in Russia to become familiar with the idea that prison in that
country was no dishonour for a revolutionary, and that risking
prison might even become a duty. But what sufferings had
to be undergone, what illusions lost before realizing this !
The dream had been splendid, disillusionment all the more
bitter. We had clung to the flimsiest excuses for hope before
surrendering to the evidence.

In spite of the most energetic repression, one could feel that,
as a result of the crisis prevailing in the country and in the
Party, there was a certain recrudescence of Opposition activity
in Moscow. The influence of Trotskyism on Party officials
was daily growing. In certain Party circles, Opposition
literature was spreading with lightning rapidity. It is only
from such writings that one can draw authentic data concern-
ing the course of hostilities between the Stalin and Rykov
groups. At the same time, the Opposition documents, parti-
cularly letters from Trotsky, dealt with current economic and
political problems with a boldness and a clarity that compelled
admiration.

The mental tension attained its maximum in Moscow durmg
the summer of 1928, after the July plenum of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party, in which the Right had
acquired a majority. It considered taking the Party secretary-
ship away from Stalin. Rykov, in reviewing the results of
this plenum before the militant Moscow Party members,
pointed out that the difficulties in the matter of wheat delivery
had occasioned, in certain Party circles, ideological falterings
of a Trotskyist nature. The threat was scarcely veiled. The
plenum had promised the peasants that no’ more extra-
ordinary measures would be applied. Communist bureau-
cracy held on to its comfortable existence and still hoped, by
means of expedients, to avoid the inevitable trial of its power
and privilege.

Stalin himself did not wait for events ; he prepared them.
At the most critical moment, when his fate, so it seemed, hung
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only by a thread, he gave proof of extraordinary energy and
boldness. He acted behind the scenes, but the results of his
actions were not long in manifesting themselves in the open.
He was concentrating the forces of the Party apparatus im-
mediately subordinate to him. With the aid of the heads of
the Comsomol belonging to the group called ¢ Left-Centre ’
—Kostrov, Lominadze, Chatskin—he organized a genuine
group. He sent his emissaries to the provinces to ‘ work’
the local leaders and the provincial members of the Central
Committee. In his immediate surroundings he spoke of the
possibility of a provisional coalition with the Trotskyist
Opposition, a coalition directed against the Right. Lenin,
too, he explained, had accepted a provisional coalition with
the Mensheviks loyal to the Party against the liquidating
Mensheviks.

But Stalin was not satisfied with the simple combinations
inside the Party apparatus. He made an appeal to the
masses. He prepared popular manifestations, especially one
workers’ demonstration in Moscow. Everyone knew that the
Right—Rykov, Tomsky, Bukharin—so long as they had the
support of Kalinin and Voroshilov, had a majority in the
Politbureau and in the Central Committee of the Party. It
was against this majority that Stalin directed his workers’
demonstration. The Right, though it had a majority, hesi-
tated to remove Stalin from his post of general secretary.
Stalin, in the minority, had no fear of workers’ intervention.
In spite of the importance of the individual factors which
undoubtedly influenced the tactics of the opposing parties,
these were, on the whole, decided by social reasons. The
hesitation of the Right as regards Stalin could be explained
by its fear that his departure might let loose the danger of the
kulaks and so sweep bureaucracy away. The Right feared the
consequences of its own intentions. As to Stalin, he linked
his fortunes to the final triumph of bureaucracy in the
economic and political life of the country. The thought of
creating a powerful agriculture and a powerful industry lent
him strength.

In these internal Party struggles, the part played by the
masses limited itself to that of spectator or at the most of
instrument. The fate of the Party and country was decided
in the shadows ; the masses had to wait for the moment when
they could carry the victor in triumnph, whosoever he might be.
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My friends and I could not believe such a situation possible,

yet we felt that most cértainly it existed. We felt that the
masses would remain in the background, that their part in

social affairs was bound to decrease, whatever the outcome.
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IN THE CAUCASUS

Durmo the summer, I joined my comrade Draguitch who
was in Ingushetia, a wild and mountainous region in the
Caucasus. My journey was entirely devoid of incident. I
was neither the victim of a railway accident nor of the exploits
of Rostov’s famous bandits who were everywhere openly
operating on a grand scale.

I put up at Vladicaucasus and found that it closely
resembled a colonial town—a teeming crowd of miserable
natives, innumerable hovels and squalid streets surrounding
the prosperous little island where dwelt the civilized
conquerors.

In the market I hired a coachman to take me into the
mountains to my friend. In the course of the journey I
conversed with the peasant and we went by a roundabout
route in order to call at his home. He belonged to a family”
of sectarian Russians, dwelling on the outskirts of the town.
They were living in modest plenty, in the usual peasant way.
Religion played a great part in their lives. Within the family
there were three sects : baptists, molokans and a third I cannot
remember.

As we drove along, my coachman complained of the
oppression of the peasants. Under cover of tgc fight against
the kulaks, the entire peasant class was being persecuted. I
agreed with him and declared that the peasant masses and
the kulaks should not be confused. Immediately he gave me
his confidence and began to speak openly on all questions of
Soviet life.

He was firmly attached to the Soviet form of government
and wanted no return either to Czar or great landowners.
But he was in favour of reforms inside the system. His ideas
were remarkably clear. v

“ These mountains,” he said, pointing at the ranges that
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surrounded us on all sides, ‘ these mountains are full of
mineral wealth, as everywhere in Russia. The State lacks
the means to bring them into exploitation. One should allow
foreign capital to come in. The State would benefit by the
- concessions and the people would have work.”

In the field of politics, he believed in the necessity of
freedom of Press and suffrage. ‘‘ Let the people elect to the
Soviets whom they choose and let them write in the papers
what they like.”

Twenty miles from Vladicaucasus, we took the military
road of Georgia to cross the Terek and climb the slopes
of Ingushetia. Ancient and powerful watch-towers, now
derelict, bore witness to the military importance that this
region had had in the days when Cossacks and mountain
tribes fought each other. We had another six or seven miles
to go before we reached the village for which I was bound, in
the heart of Ingushetia.

Before the War, it would have been dangerous for a Russian
to show himself in that region. The aoul, or native village,
had retained its ancient aspect. The peasant dwellings were
of the traditional type, crowned with ancient towers. During
the revolution, the Ingushi had, to a man, sided with the
Bolsheviks, as the latter were the adversaries of the Cossacks,
hereditary enemies of the Ingushi. The enemies of our
enemies are our friends, they argued. And indeed, those
miserable mountain dwellers, despoiled by the Cossacks,
who, a century before had robbed them of their fertile lowland
fields, could not but gain by the revolution.

Now the Bolsheviks were bringing civilization to the
~ Ingushi. A road had been built to Terek and cars from.
Vladicaucasus appeared in the mountain aouls. A group of
geologists was prospecting the region, in search of copper and
other minerals. Near the village, in a clearing in the wild
forest, a rest-house had been built where officials of the
autonomous region of Ingushetia could come and stay. In
the village itself, there were many holiday-makers, almost
exclusively office workers, from Vladicaucasus and even from
Moscow.

Our valley of Arm-Khi had been rebaptized ¢ Valley of the
Sun’. It deserved the name. The mountain-tops were
bathed in the sunlight, the dense and fragrant forest had made
room for terraced fields and flower-carpeted meadows. The
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new road wound gaily among the mountains where waterfalls
hurtled down narrow gorges. Far from Moscow and its
noise, far from Russian and Yugo-Slav politics, my friend
Draguitch and I revelled in the freedom and the charm of
Nature, as if we had foreseen the Northern ice that lay in
store for us. * Siberia awaits us, let’s enjoy the Caucasus,”
we said to one another in jest.

We were not far from Kazbek, from the gorge of Darial and
the castle of Tamara. We decided to visit these remarkable
places. We set out on foot shortly after midnight. At dawn
we were on the Terek. From there we walked towards
Kazbek in the direction of Tiflis. The road followed the
valley of the Terek which, enclosed by high mountains,
marked the boundary between the two autonomous regions
of Ingushetia and Ossetia. In a series of sharp ranges, the
mountains sloped towards us as we stood in the valley, each
ridge with its own shape and colour, varied tints of green.
We admired the versatility of the landscape, comparing it
with the Alps, which to me had seemed cold, almost tedious
in their impressive grandeur. Here, in the Caucasus, all
seemed new, alive with a clamorous smiling life.

Towards the right the valley was broader. A few hills
appeared between the road and the mountains. On the
nearest one we perceived the ruins of an old castle, and we
climbed towards it in the glory of the rising sun. Shrubs had
invaded the relics of feudal grandeur ; there, where armed
men used to drill, a flock of sheep was grazing. An old
Georgian shepherd told us the legends of the land. He had
been a shepherd before the revolution and had remained one
since. In his eyes the world had never changed. He told
the ancient legends with the same ceremoniousness as ever,
perhaps with more, for he was grown old.

Perched on the hill we admired the freshened landscape
with its play of light and shade, its verdure and forms. After
having wandered through the ruins of the castle, we hastened
on, assailed in the midst of enchanted Nature by the realization
of the frailty of all things. '

We passed through a large village without stopping. We
met peasant-carts going to town. The road had but a slight
incline and it was easy to walk quickly and at the same time
to look about us. Nature, here, seemed to accumulate all her
creative power ; at every turn of the road we were confronted
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by a new marvel. It became impossible not to pause and
gaze upon the harmonies of this scene where Nature had
surpassed herself. We were in the famous gorge of Darial.

We crossed a deep abyss between towering walls of rock
and after a few more steps we beheld the castle of Tamara
and behind it a vast horizon of high mountain ranges, a scene
so often depicted by Russxan poets and painters. Here we
halted.

We were on the borders of Georgia. In a miserable inn we
- talked to a2 man employed at the Georgian custom-house.
He spoke to us, as was usual, of the natural beauty and the
romantic customs of the Caucasus. This official had been—
at least he said he had been—a rich man before the revolution ;
now he was but a poor official. He sighed as he spoke of
Paris, of Nice and Geneva. The innkeeper served us with
greenish tea and the custom-official offered us spirits of maize.
When we spoke of visiting the castle of Tamara, he warned us
that the crossing of the Terek was dangerous at that point ;
the cables of the ferry were weak and two tourists had but
recently been drowned.

We decided that the castle and the heroes sung by Pushkin
and Lermontov were worth the risk. We crossed the Terek
at a point where the stream was particularly swift, not without
casting anxious glances at the abyss beneath our feet. Then we
climbed the rock that dominated the opposite bank. It was
there that at one time had risen the castle of Tamara. Of it
there now remained only the foundations and the vaults,

Farther along, the road rose sharply above the Terek to
vertiginous heights. Below, the river flowed with savage
speed and called to memory the famous legends of the poets.
At the end of the day we reached the foot of the Kazbek,
the landscape round us taking on the character of its high -
altitude.

We visited the military road to Georgia, famous for its
beauty, linking Tiflis to Vladicaucasus. Late in the evening
‘we caught the Vladicaucasus bus which deposited us once more
at the spot where we had crossed the Terek.

It was past midnight and we were anxious to return home,
but an incident delayed us. On the other bank we found a
peasant family whose cart had broken down ; there was a sick
woman with her child, both in rags ; the husband was trying
to make the cart cross to the other bank by sheer strength.
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We could not but help these poor people. It cost us an hour
and a half of united effort. In the end we had a bathe in the
Terck before returning to our mountains.

It was our first day in the Caucasus. Henceforth we were
ready to face the snows of exile in Siberia.

* *® *

The villages of Ingushetia are miserable and backward.

At first sight, no social differentiation can be perceived. On
looking more closely, however, one sees poor and rich. Here
one learns the relativity of our concepts of wealth and poverty.
The curious fact about it was that this social differentiation
had developed only after the revolution, during the NEP.
The more prosperous.elements of the village were very much
at one with the Soviet system ; they had acquired their
prosperity through the posts they occupied in that system.
The chairman of the rural Soviet, the manager of the co-op
(the ex-leader of an insurgent band) the contractor for public
works, the lorry owner, the peasant who hired out premises to
the Soviet administration—these were the well-to-do of the
countryside. For that reason they were ‘ Soviet, patriots’,
but a touch of uncertainty showed through their patriotism.
Vague rumours about the new rural policy had reached them.
They were in favour of a free commerce in wheat, of a
consolidation of markets, of an unrestricted dcvclopment of
small prlvate economy. As to the poor, they were of a con-
trary opinion and upheld the new Government policy in the
hope of a better future.

I was present at a discussion in whlch several Ingushi of
the neighbourhood took part. The debates were coloured
with the courtesy that characterized the patriarchal customs
of this little people, but the divergence of opinions did not
appear the lesssclear. A peasant from the neighbouring
village, an old chieftain whose brother had been killed in the
course of the Civil War, defended the point of view of the
well-to-do peasantry. He was at the head of a flourishing
agricultural concern and complained about the new turn of
politics, by which not only was he prevented from taking new
land into cultivation, but his right to what he already held was
being questioned, which was threatening his enterprise with
ruin. A grower, younger and less well-to-do, a bedniak (poor
peasant) of the village where I was staying, was expressing
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the hopes of the poorer peasants in terms measured but full of
conviction. ’

The Soviet Government, he thought, wanted comfort for
all, but the more necessitous were the first that should be
helped.

The old peasant with whom we were staying had retained
some of his old comfort. Therefore he found it difficult to
hide his liking for the pre-revolutionary order. One day,
returning from Vladicaucasus and pointing at the loaf Lie had
brought back with him, he said in a knowing tone,. ““ The
Bolsheviks are no doubt for the people, but in order to get a
piece of bread, one must queue all day and quarrel with
everybody.”

We heard similar remarks made about boots, clothes and
like objects. The wife of our host listened to her husband and
made timid protests. One day when he was out, she opened
her heart to us.  The Bolsheviks want to build up a new
life ; that can’t be done in a day. But look, in the past
women had no rights at all, they were proper slaves ; the
Bolsheviks have given us liberty, have made us the equals of
men. That is what annoys my old man.”

But the old man himself had gained by the revolution in
securing Ivan, a little Cossack, orphan of the Civil War. My
hosts, who had no children, had adopted the little Christian
and no one had stopped them from turning him into a complete
Ingushi Moslem.

I soon had a fresh opportunity of noticing the adherence of
the women of the mountains to the new Government. In the
course of a conversation with the Communist leaders of
Ingushetia, I mentioned the social differentiation that had
arisen among the Ingushi during the NEP. “ It must be taken
into account when applying the new policy,” I added. I was
at once asked to give a lecture on the subject at the Soviet-
Communist Political School of the Mountain Peoples. I
accepted.

It was an important occasion, devoted to the Party’s
agrarian policy. I described the result of my observations of
rural life in Ingushetia. A woman student of the school,
chairman of a Soviet in an aoul of Kabardia, spoke in the
course of the discussion.  This fifty-year-old woman expressed,
with serious enthusiasm, the hopes that the mountain peoples
were building on the Soviet rule; with indignation she
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recalled the age-long oppression by the Czarist colonizers ; -
at last, her eyes ablaze, she spoke of the emancipation of the
Caucasian women, at one time uneducated and enslaved-—an
emancipation, all credit for which belonged to the October.

revolution.
* * »

At Vladicaucasus, a small detail recalled me to the realities -
of Soviet life ; at the municipal park, an entrance fee had
to be paid in order to enter the well-kept gardens. “A
budgetary matter,” a local Communist told me, by way of
justification. In fact, the municipal policy of Czarist days.
had remained unchanged ; today, as yesterday, the people,
the poor, were not allowed to walk in the best part of the park.
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My stay in the Caucasus was drawing to a close. I had to
return to Moscow at the beginning of August to follow the
activities of the Sixth Congress of the Comintern, the session
of which had already commenced.

I travelled in the company of an employce of the Party
Committee in Moscow. She had made a journey to the
Caucasus to further the afairs of the Stalin section. We had -
long conversations about the state the country was in, and in
particular about the struggle that was taking place inside the
Party against the Opposition of the Right. My companion
was firmly convinced of Stalin’s victory. ‘ We shall win, for
the administrative apparatus is in our hands.” Later on I
had many an occasion to test the value of that magic formula
in Russian life.

The meetings of the Sixth Congress of the Third Inter-
national were fairly tedious. The participants considered the
public meetings as so much waste of breath. Everything was
decided behind the scenes. Worse still, behind those scenes,
decisions were postponed till later. K Stalin did not speak
at this congress. He limited himself to addressing the
conference of the presidents of national delegations behind
closed doors. At that conference he declared that no doubt
there existed differences of opinion between the prominent
members of the Polithureau of the Russian Party, but that
these differences, bearing as they. did on isolated questions,
did not amount to two different policies. After having made
this declaration, he left Moscow.

The Sixth Congress adopted the Comintern’s programme
No serious discussion of this programme had taken place either
before or during the congress. The document, it would seem,
_ was of some importance ; yet it was adopted automatically,

as if it had been just any resolution. Bukharin had drawn it
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up and the Stalinist group had introduced a few modifications
into it by way of the German and Russian delegations. Many
delegates had acquainted themselves with the criticism of the
programme from the pen of Trotsky, who was then in exile at
Alma-Ata. Thus in his speech Manuilsky could not hclP
mentioning the * philosophy of Alma-Ata”. Trotsky’s
criticism, s %m.rp and convincing on many points, had produced
a visible impression on several of the delegates, even among
those who leaned towards Stalin and did not agree with
Trotsky’s general view.

The first five Congresses of the Comintern had been held at
the Kremlin ; the sixth was held at the ¢ Syndicate House ’.
The Politbureau of the Russian Communist Party had first
thought of the Colossus Cinema, but it had been felt that the
contrast between the Kremlin and the Colossus Cinema was
too eloquent, and finally the Syndicate Housc had been
chosen.

The delegates at the congress were uneasy about the possible
developments of the strugglc within the Russian Party.  They
feared a victory of the ° peasant policy’. They regarded
Stalin with disquietude and were wondcnng whether he was
going to launsch a vigorous attack against that policy and
whether he would emerge victorious. If not, they were
inclined to collaborate with the Opposition. Russia’s signing
of the Kellogg Pact, which had recently taken place, strength-
ened this feeling of anxiety. Rykov’s explanatory speech
breathed the wish to make peace with the bourgeois world.
Among the delegates rumours were circulating about
mysterious. transactions between the Soviet Petrol Syndncatc
and the Standard Oil Company.

At this period I met 2 group of foreign workers in Moscow. -
They were specialized German workmen who worked in
Moscow’s larger factories. Most of them were political
refugees. I questioned them about their working conditions,
and they answered that, even under a capitalist system, they
had never known ‘such bad conditions. One of them, who
had worked not only in Germany but also in France, Switzer-
land and Austria, told me that piece-work had been driven up
to an output unknown in Western Europe. I asked him how
the factory workers reacted to this. It was true, he said, that
the workers were dissatisfied, but the Russian workman was so
backward, so docile, so incapable of action that this discontent-
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ment remained sterile. Furthermore, those of the Western
workers who could not succeed in explaining to themselves the
historic reasons for the passive attitude of the Russian
proletariat, its inability openly to fight bureaucratic oppres-
sion, ended by being imbued with a feeling of detachment and
European superiority ‘towards Russia. Their reasoning
tended to reach the following conclusion : after all, there is
not much to be hoped from the Russians; their Asiatic
socialism is enough for them.

I must add that that was the conclusion to which most
foreigners settled in Russia came. Those strangers, be they
workmien, revolutionaries or political refugees, were all in a
somewhat paradoxical position. They were entrusted with
interesting work, they were decently paid, well lodged, could
go on holidays and enjoyed the best of comforts. They were
well looked after, workers’ meetings were organized at which
they spoke, social consideration and various honours were
accorded them. On the other hand, in the factories, in the
Party, in the administration, these strangers discovered a mode
of living that went against their notions of socialism. They
began to feel indignation and became bitter. The representa-
tives of the Russian Communist Party, accustomed to consider
this as an ‘ infantile disease > that attacked foreigners, would
answer them with a brand of patience tinged with contempt.

“ Yes, we know all that, all the foreigners who come to
Russia begin by propounding the views of the extreme Left.
Their notions of socialism are too romantic ; they do not
understand Bolshevist discipline ; they are unaware of the
difficulties met with when building up socialism, when direct-
ing the masses in a backward, petit-bourgeois country.”

The administration treated the foreigners in a relatively
liberal way, but at the same time created some sort of vacuum
around them. If the foreigner grew restive and sought
support from Russian workers, it soon ‘ talked Russian’ to
him and made him lose his desire to quarrel with the system.

Moreover, the Russian workers had had time to learn what
to say and what not to say at meetings. Thus, whilst being
fairly communicative in private interviews with foreigners,
they maintained an icy silence at public meetings and left the
rostrum to professional enthusiasts.

The foreigner was generally ignorant of the fact that the
Russian worker had been feeling this bureaucratic pressure for
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the last sixteen years. He was ignorant of the fact that the
authorities had had to repress numerous strikes. He was not
aware of the significance of the Kronstadt cannonades, the
sound of which had deeply shaken the masses of Russian
workers. He could not understand why the Russian worker
of his day was reduced to silence, why this working class which
had been through three revolutions was now powerless and
could not, even in its own factories, react against the shameless
arbitrariness of the bureaucracy. The stranger was not aware
that the bureaucracy had had relentlessly to crush the
workers to reduce them to this state of silence ; instead of
growing angry with the administration, he began to disparage
the Russian workers.

The Russian worker, on the other hand, began to envy the
foreign worker or revolutionary and became hostile to him,
for he could not fail to notice the material and moral
privileges the latter enjoyed. Thus Communist bureaucracy
applied the old principle of divide ¢t impera ; the forces of
the working class were smashed for the benefit of the
administration.

The omnipotence of the administrative apparatus was based
on the actual possession of the nationalized means of produc-
tion and of the governmental machinery of coercion. The
latter used the G.P.U. as its last resort. In the end, the
administration ruled by relying directly on the G.P.U., which
was ¢ the armed force of the Party ’, i.e. of the administrative
apparatus. Thus, logically, the leaders of the Central Control
Committee of the Party were members of the Direction of the
G.P.U. and presided at its Special Council, its organ of
repression.

I had reached the conclusion that the polmcal orientation
of Russia depended on the administrative apparatus. Thus
it was important to know the type of men running the G.P.U.
How would they behave in the case of a victory of the sections
of the Right in the Communist Party, in the case of a
‘ Thermidor ’? The anti-Thérmidorian, Gracchus Babeuf,
had, for his conspiracy of the Equals, obtained the help of
Robespierre’s police. Would anything of an analogous
nature happen in Russia ?

My, albeit incomplete, observations proved to me that no
_ revolutionary spirit actuated the G.P.U. Its members were
entirely absorbed in careerist activities. Everything was
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subsidiary to the sacrosanct principle of hierarchy. To he
able to say, ““ I spoke to Yagoda today ", or * Trilisser called
out to me *’, was an event in the life of an official two or three
rungs lower down the hierarchic ladder.

eir habits were remarkably bourgeois. One met
important officials, powdered and perfumed like demi-
mondaines. The men of the G.P.U. kissed the hands of their
womenfolk. But what struck me most was their feeling of
caste. They all considered one another as members of the
same family, as the saviours of the revolution. They accepted
their immense privileges with serene complacency as feeble
rewards for their activities. It is true that they devoted the
best of their years and energy to the service ; they carried out
a stupendous task which to them had become one with their
careers and privileges. In the struggles inside the Party, the
collaborators of the G.P.U. were almost without exception
fanatic adversaries of the Right and adherents of Stalin. The
various services of the G.P.U. were at that time the bulwarks
of the Stalinist section. When Rykov’s secretary, an official
of the G.P.U., went over to the Right, it was referred to in
those circles as a real calamity. * Just imagine, Ferdinand
has had himself influenced by Rykov,” they exclaimed in
despair, It was considered a dishonour to the institution as a

whole. .

"~ I also came across a number of Trotsky’s sympathizers in
the G.P.U. The possibility of a Stalin-Trotsky coalition was
considered with great enthusiasm bysome. There were even
a few real Trotskyists. I remember a discussion between two
brothers, the one employed by the Central Committee, an
adherent of Stalin, the other an important official of the
G.P,U. and a Trotskyist. I rarely encountered so much
hatred and loathing of Stalin as I did when meeting this last.

Later, when I found myself in the bad books of the G.P.U.
and knew its prisons and exile, I was able to observe that
institution from the bottom instead of observing it from the
top. But let us not anticipate.

In the autumn of 1928, the struggle inside the Party was
entering its decisive stage. The problem of the deliveries of
wheat once more came to the fore. Members of the Central
Committee were feverishly canvassed with a view to the
plenum. Stalin had met with a set-back in attempting to
win the Leningrad people over to his cause—Komarov and
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the others—the successors of Zinoviev. But on the whole
Stalin’s position had grown' stronger, above all in Moscow.
The dismissal of Uglanov, the secretary of the organization,
was - already being planned. Pravdas published an article
under the title ; AJF the levers must be pulled. What a
difference, compared with the resolution adopted by the July
plenum of the Central Committee, at which it was solemnly
declared that “ extraordinary measures »> were for ever to be
abolished ! '

At that time Trotsky once more intervened in the struggle
by publishing Kamenev’s notes of his meetings with Bukharin :
the latter had made an offer to Kamenev and Zinoviev to
form a coalition of the Right against Stalin. One of
Kamenev’s close collaborators, who was in favour of Trotsky,
had procured him the notes. The publication of this confi-
dential political document roused the greatest emotions in
the organization at Moscow. Stalin was able to utilize the
document to his best advantage. His subordinates took upon
themselves the task of copying Trotsky’s letter which contained
the revelations about Kamenev. At the October plenum
of the Central Committee, Stalin gained a final victory ; he
succeeded in building up a majority. First of all, Stalin
thought of dealing with the Right once and for all, but the
combinations of the administration led to a certain ‘ com-
promise ’ ;. Stalin himself proclaimed that there was no
divergence of opinion at the Politbureau and that the supposed
deviation of the Right within the Politbureau was no more
than a counter-revolutionary and Trotskyist calumny. For
the time being, he contented himself with reducing to r.on-
existence the subaltern elements of the Right. The turn of
the three members of the Politbureau belonging to the Right
Opposition came in April, 1929, at the next plenum of the
Central Committee ; whilst ejecting them, Stalin made once
more all the declarations he had made the previous October
about ‘‘ rumours of a counter-revolutionary nature .

After his victory in the October plenum, Stalin hastened to
finish off Trotsky. The latter might quite well have become
dangerous to his victor, either directly or by forming a coalition
with the rest of the malcontents. Stalin had not let the
warning constituted by the parleys between Bukharin and

- Kamenev go by unheeded. On November 20th, 1928, the
Direction of the G.P.U. intimated to Trotsky that he was to
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leave Soviet territory. On February 12th, 1929, Trotsky set
~ foot ashore in Constantinople. In the absence of Trotsky, the
- game became considerably simpler for the bureaucratic

oligarchy. The Right Opposition knew it.. At the meeting
of the Politbureau that was to decide Trotsky’s fate, therefore,
the men of the Right voted against his expulsion from Russia,
under pretext that ** he would be still more harmful abroad .
Let us note in passing that the Moscow trials of 1936-37 were
in part no more than a form -of vengeance against Zinoviev,
Kamenev, Bukharin and Rykov, for having attempted to
form the 1928 coalition. As to Trotsky’s banishment, it
showed clearly that Stalin, whilst fighting the Right, was

pursuing his own political ends, distinct from those of the Left.

* * *

It was at this moment that events occurred in Yugo-Slavia
and in the Yugo-Slav Communist Party that were to weigh
heavily in my ultimate fate in Russia. This Yugo-Slav
 affair ’ may serve as an excellent illustration of the methods
of the Comintern.
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On January 6th, 1929, there was a coup d’état in Yugo-
Slavia. Parliament was dissolved and-all Parties were for-
bidden. General Jivkovitch—leader of a secret Serbian
military league known as ‘ The White Hand *—was called
to power. The coup d’état was tinged with Fascism, but it
lacked the essential element of Fascism, the character of
mass-movement. The new rule was, on the whole, nothing
but a military dictatorship, the justification for it being the
necessity of putting an end to the struggle between the
nationalities in Yugo-Slavia. The dominating nation, the.
Serbs, constituted a minority of five million and this explains
the national conflict which has torn Yugo-Slavia from the
day of its birth. The Croatians, the strongest of the non-
Serbian nations, counting more than three million inhabitants,
found themselves at the head of the struggle against Serbian
hegemony. As, under a parliamentary constitution, the
opposition of non-Serb nations could not be avoided, ruling
circles in Belgrade had decided to eliminate such a consti-
tution in favour of a military dictatorship. Given the relative
national forces, this struggle demanded a disproportionate
effort on the part of the Serb masses, which yet drew no
noticeable benefit from Belgrade’s policy of hegemony ;
hence they greeted the dictatorship with coldness and reserve. .
From the %eginning, therefore, it was doomed to be suspended
in a vacuum ; 'in order to ensure its existence, it had to have
recourse to a terror as cruel as it was senseless.

These events had the most tragic results for the Yugo-Slav
Communist Party and also for the 120 Yugd®Slav Com-
munists who were in Moscow.

In 1926, as I have mentioned before, Moscow had entrusted
the direction of the Yugo-Slav Party to the elements of the
Right. During the course of 1926 and 1927, these elements
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had so compromised themselves in the eyes of the Party
that at the plenum of the Yugo-Slav Central Committee,
the old Politbureau had been dismissed with indignation and
a new one had been elected, consisting of elements more to
the Left. But the Central Committee had forgotten who
were the real masters. These—that is, Bukharin, Gorkitch
and Manuilsky—annulled the decisions of the Central Com-
mittee and dissolved the new Left Politbureau. The old
leaders could not very well be reinstated ; worse was done.
The Bukharin-Gorkitch-Manuilsky triumvirate collected a
group of bandits who had never had any connections with
the Yugo-Slav movement and sent them to Yugo-Slavia as
‘ mandataries ’. ‘They were unprincipled adventurers, appar-
ently haled at random from all over the world. To crown
the joke, this band was called the ¢ Workers’ Direction’.
There were, it must be admitted, two or three honest work-
men among them, such as Djouro Djakovitch-Bosnitch who
was later killed by the Yugo-Slav reactionaries, but they
were only scapegoats put there to screen the scoundrels.

The mandataries were busy preparing the Party conference
and already saw themselves as victors ; a few more months
and these men without -background would have served the
¢ apprenticeship of illegal activities’ needed. Soon a world
career in the Comintern would have been open to them.

All would have gone well if Belgrade had not gained the
ascendancy in Yugo-Slavia. There had been the Fascist-
military coup d’état, followed by bloody reprisals, in the
Balkan manner, against the Opposition. That was the time
when ‘illegal activities’ became necessary. Then there
should have been men who knew how to die. But the
mandataries were of another stamp ; they were seized with
severe panic, for this was no longer a matter of a career but
of their very skins. The result was a catastrophe as incredible
as it was dishonourable., The ‘best’ of the mandataries
left the Party to its fate, the Party, the Communist League
of Youth and the workers’ movement, to flee at top -speed
out of Yugo-Slavia, straight to Moscow. At the head of
this little band was Gorkitch, the ideologist. ,

They were the ‘best’. The worst remained in Yugo-
Slavia and entered the police service. We then learned
that 2 number of them had been agents provocateurs, who had
from the beginning been receiving pledges from both sides.
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One of them was the ¢ chief mandatary’, Bresovitch, ex-
Austrian prisoner of war in Russia, who had never belonged °
to the Yugo-Slav movement at all.

Gorkitch, Manuilsky and a few others saved their skins ;
their careers were not broken, they avoided catastrophe.
But, on the other hand, the Yugo-Slav workers’ movement
was delivered into the hands of the most cruel reaction.
Gorkitch and the other leaders of the Comintern coldly sent -
dozens and hundreds of men to their deaths to cover up
their own desertion and to prove that they were acting and
fighting against reaction. It was, in 192¢—30 in Yugo-Slavia,
the repetition of what had happened on a larger scale in
China. It was neither the first time nor the last ; one had
already seen examples, one was to see more in other countries.

The cowardice and the treachery shown by the leaders of
the Comintern on the day following that of the 6th of January,
1929, caused a storm of indignation to arise among the
Yugo-Slav. militants in Moscow, especially in a group of the
Left that counted well over fifty members. It is worth while
writing a few words about that group, for its example makes
it possible to illustrate the mechanism of the evolution of
the Comintern, as well as certain traits that characterxzed
the Communist Parties.

The Yugo-Slav Left had been formed in 1921 after the
dissolution of the Communist Party, in order to pursue
illegal activities. In 1924 and 1925, the Left strengthened
its position by advocating a revolutionary policy in the
national and peasant questions. This group of the Left
distinguished itself and still does by limiting its interests to
Yugo-Slav affairs. It neither wished nor knew how to co-
ordinate its action with that of groups of the Left in the
‘other sections of the Comintern. The members of the.
Yugo-Slav Left did not imagine that such a line of conduct
condemned their efforts to sterility ; they imagined, on the
contrary, that they were not giving any tricks to their com- .
“petitors of the Right and thus were working their way to
power with the help and by means of the Comintern.

Such tactics are characteristic of the Parties that belong
to the Communist International. The method by which the
representatives of the Russian Communist Party hold the
reins of the Comintern is that of entirely isolating the various
Parties. .
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Each of them knows only his own Party and the Russian
one. Groups in the Comintern struggle only to retain their
positions inside each Party. When they showed interest in
the doings of other national sections, it was -only to uphold
the propositions of the Russian Party. These groups suc-
ceeded in establishing themselves by complying with every
wish of the representatives of the Russian Communist Party,
and by adopting an attitude of permanent servility where
they were concerned. There existed no international spirit,
no deep and considered interest in foreign Communist
movements. Such a spirit would not be tolerated. To
resolve general problems, to judge and condemn, there
exists the Russian Communist Party ; the others are there
merely to carry out its decisions. It seems incredible that
such a system of servility could have been born and developed
within an international workers’ movement ; yet it exists
and it triumphs.

In February, 1929, the Comintern called a general meeting
to pacify the Yugo-Slavs in Moscow. The assembly, follow-.
ing upon tumultuous discussions, declared that the report of
the Comintern was unsatisfactory and rejected the resolu-
tion proposed by it. A counter-resolution was adopted with
go votes against 5, condemning the conduct of the directors
of the Yugo-Slav Party. It was an indirect condemnation
of the policy of the Comintern.

That could not be allowed to pass. * Your case 1s clear ;
the Comintern will reduce you to non-existence,” an old
political refugee who had attended the debates told me with
kindliness.

The Trotskyist group, then fully formed, had taken the
lead among the malcontents. The critical attitude towards
the system, becoming more and more general among the
Yugo-Slavs as among all foreigners arriving in Soviet Russia,
had given rise within our small group to a complete Opposi-
tion ideology. The peasant question, as it had presented
itself during the winter of 1928, had been the determining
- factor of that Opposition. It had become very clear that
the views of the Trotskyist Opposition on that question had
been correct. The slogan of workers’ democracy and self-
criticism launched by Stalin had revealed itself as a simple
bureaucratic manceuvre, just like his toleration of the Right
accompanied by'a persecution of the Left. All this drove
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us to define our position and to seek contact with the illegal
organization of the Trotskyists in Moscow.

Soviet problems constituted the core of our opposition,
whereas the international policy of the Comintern (in China,
in England and elsewhere) formed in some way a general
framework. It was within this framework that the problems
of the Yugo-Slav Communist Party fitted.

Inside our Party we not only criticized the administrative
-activities of the Comintern and the adventurers it had called
to power ; we also became increasingly hostile to the political
Line of the Comintern. Starting from the national question,
we found ourselves faced with the following dilemma :
socialist revolution or bourgeois revolution in Yugo-Slavia.
The section of the Left had at one time favoured exploiting
the nationalist problem in the interest of the revolution.
But this ¢ exploitation ’ had in the end taken on such a form
that the Communist and the workers’ movements had been
reduced to serving the bourgeois nationalism of the oppressed
peoples of Yugo-Slavia. Long before the French had recon-
ciled the red flag and the national fricolore, the Internationale
and the Marseillaise, Dalmatia had brought about an alliance
between the Croatian three-coloured flag and the red flag
of the revolution, of the Internationale and the national
anthem °‘Our Splendid Fatherland’. The revolutionary
and international workers’ movements threatened to split
up into as many simple ‘ radical ’ movements as there were
nationalities in Yugo-Slavia.

Our small group declared war on these tactics and suc-
ceeded, on that point, in winning over the whole of the
Yugo-Slav Left, i.e. practically all the active Yugo-Slav
Communists in Moscow. The Left, which in 1924 and 1925,
had been the first to advocate the exploitatioh of the national

uestion, now struggled against this policy as applied by the
mintern. As for me, personally, I had battled in this
field against the ideologist of the Right, Sima Markovitch ;
now, in the same field, and to gain the same end, I was
reduced to battling against the Comintern and its Executive
Committee.

Now that we had formed a Trotskyist group, it was left
for us to learn of what consisted illegal political activity in
Russia. We formed a central body of six members : four
Yugo-Slav Communists, Deditch, Draguitch, Heberling and
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myself, and two Russians, former members of the Com-
munist Youth League, Victor Zankov and Oreste Glybovsky.
This ‘ centre ’* was assisted by a group of five militant members
of the Opposition, and was in personal contact with five
other ‘ sympathizers’. Moreover, our centre was in contact
with the Trotskyist organization in Moscow through the
intermediation of a trusted person. It was he who regularly
handed us letters from Trotsky and from other members
of the Opposition, as well as theses and like Opposition
documents. As to our activities, they were developed in
two distinct milieux : Russian factory workers and Yugo-
Slav Communists of the Left.

The Yugo-Slav Communists were members of factory
Cells and had contacts with workers in favour of the Opposi-
tion, both Communists and non-Party members. As to our
countrymen, we did our utmost to interest them in Yugo-
Slav questions which naturally lay closer to their hearts
than did the Russian questions. We endeavoured to link
these Yugo-Slav problems with the general policy of the
Comintern and of the Russian Communist Party, showing
that our disaster was but the particular aspect of a general
disaster, which could not be remedied without a general
change of policy within the Russian Communist Party.
Our people were not easily convinced ; they imagined that
the Yugo-Slav calamities were an exception and that all was
well-inside other Communist Parties, above all in the Russian
Party. That was only an illusion, but one they relinquished
only with regret.

To give an example I shall first quote the statement made
by an old militant syndicalist from Yugo-Slavia, Risto
Samardjitch-Noskov.. ‘ Trotsky is not in the wrong; but
all these bureaucrats no longer want world revolution. If
Stalin wanted it they would drop him as they dropped
Trotsky. Then what? If revolution broke out in Yugo-
Slavia, Gorkitch and Manuilsky would be the first, I am
sure, to send me into exile. But go and tell that to our
Yugo-Slav workers. They would not even listen to you.”

e refused to join our group, but, all the same, he never
denounced us. When one of his friends, approached by us,
was about to do so, Noskov succeeded in dissuading him.

Another comrade, a humble workman who had undergone
a great deal of persecution in Yugo-Slavia on account of his
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revolutionary activity, spoke to us as follows: ‘ Certainly
you are right. The bureaucrats prosper at the expense of
the people, just like any aristocrat. But I cannot return to
Yugo-Slavia ; I don’t speak foreign languages ; my pro-
fessional knowledge is mediocre. Here, at least, I am
allowed to live and work.”

We tried to draw into our ranks those Yugo-Slavs who,.
on their arrival in Moscow, had left the Party and had
been taken on in factories. They received us well, as
real comrades, but refused to take any part in politics
whatsoever.

Vukachin Markovitch, the famous revolutionary from
Montenegro, met with a tragic fate in Russia. Bursting with
activity, he felt at ease only among the people. He was a
sort of Chapaiev, yet he never succeeded in becoming
acclimatized in the U.S.S.R. He had gone on tours through
Russia, had worked everywhere he went, for the authorities
were always willing to give him work, but nowhere had he
felt at ease ; he lost his way in the maze of bureaucracy and
in order to avoid being caught, he continually changed his
residence. He ended by seeking a refuge in Daghistan,
which reminded him of his native Montenegro, but even
there bureaucracy had preceded him. When he came to
Moscow, he could not be brought to stay at the Circle of
Political Refugees. He could not stand the moral vacuum
that prevailed there. He would spend one night with one
comrade, the next with another. Often, in order to disturb
nobody, to drain his cup of misery to the dregs, he slept
at the tramps’ shelter.

People have not yet got out of the habit of accusing the
Soviet Government of fanning revolutionary activity abroad
and of preparing the personnel of the future revolution. In
my opinion, nothing is less true. No one has done so much
towards the decay of international Comtnunism as the
Soviet Government has. Even when their agents transmit
revolutionary slogans to Communist Parties, they take pre-
cautions so that these slogans may remain matters of pure
ghraseology and never be put into practice. As for the

undreds and thousands of foreigners who go to visit Soviet
Russia, they come back from it disappointed, demoralized
and incapable of action. The Russian revolution, in itself
degenerating, drags the international revolutionary move-
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ment, to which at one time it had given so lively an impetus,
down with it.
* * *

The militant Yugo-Slav Communists did not escape the
reprisals that their attitude of opposition to the criminal
policy of the Comintern in the matter of Yugo-Slavia had
brought upon them. But instead of dealing with us in one
fell swoop, action was taken in a progressive, slow way, by
gradually tightening the meshes of the net. First a Com-
mission was formed to investigate the affair, in actual fact
to attempt to break up our group. When.these tactics had
been found ineffectual, a mixed Commission was formed
(Central Committee of the Party and Comintern) under the
chairmanship of N. N. Popov, the former Menshevik. Not
before six months had elapsed did the Commission terminate
its labours and call a meeting to expound its conclusions,
As Russian Communist practice demanded, an attempt was
first made to demoralize us by putting to the vote a resolution
purely and simply to approve the findings of the Com-
mission. As soon as the meeting was opened, one of the
‘ partisans of the Comintern’ threatened us with Siberia ;
it was stressed that the findings of the Commission had
already been approved by the Central Committee of the
Party. Almost half the members of the assembly (17 votes
against 21, the other Yugo-Slavs being on their holidays)
voted against the resolution, however, and an appeal was
made to the Central Committee to obtain a revision of the
matter. ‘

A few days later a Commission of the Comintern, presided
over by Soltz, met to organize the repression. It acted with
exceptional haste. Soltz allowed only a few minutes to each
of the interested parties. One detail of the debates is worth
mentioning. When Soltz was summing up the theses of the
partisans of the Comintern and of our group, he turned to
us with a look of reproach.

** Why are you so passionate ? *’ he asked. * To hear you
speak, one would believe that we are faced with the repre-
sentatives of two enemy classes. But we are the children
of one single class, of one Party.” '

We replied by pointing at the partisans of the Comintern.
* No, we do not belong to the same class as they do.”
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The representative of the Politbureau of the Yugo-Slav
Party wanted to prove that lackeys are always more zealous
than their masters. He demanded nothing more nor less
than our expulsion. The decision made by Soltz’s Com-
mission was more lenient : three (of whom I was one) were
to be suspended from the Party for a period of one year ;
twenty comrades were ordered to leave Mos¢ow for any other
place of residence of their choice, in order to * permit the
struggle within the Yugo-Slav Party to calm down’; a few
dozen comrades came off with a mere reprimand.

These reprisals revealed to us certain new aspects of Party
tactics in Russia. What was most noticeable was the slow-
ness of action. It was due to the fact that the Party was
passing through a period of transition and also to the parti-
cular methods used in dealing with .newcomers to the .
Opposition.

At the time an open conflict was being waged in both
Party and Comintern against the section of the Right. The
notes of Trotsky about the Kamenev-Bukharin parleys,
published in February, had had the effect of turning the
majority of the Politbureau and of the Presidium of the
Comintern against the ¢ triumvirate ’ of the Right. Bukharin,
Rykov and Tomsky heard themselves openly accused of
being the leaders of the Right. This accusation was sanc-
tioned at the XVIth Party Congress in April, 1929. Bukharin
was removed from his post of chief editor of Pravda, and
Tomsky from the leadership of the syndicates. At the same
time, in the field of the Comintern, Bukharin partisans were
removed from the various sections.

As to the Opposition of the Left, Stalin was making a
great effort to win over the Trotskyists without Trotsky.
The latter’s exile was his pretext. I first thought that the
attempt would fail, that once Trotsky was banished, his
adherents would tighten their ranks. I made a mistake
there. The entire ‘ old Trotskyist generation ’ was ready to
sacrifice the person of their leader, to discard the principle
of workers’ democracy, to shut their eyes to the conditions
of the workers, so long as the struggle against the kulaks
and the industrialization of the country were kept up.
Preobajensky, the most disinterested of the ° capitulaters’,
and one of the foremost ideologists of the Communist bureau-
cracy, made this programme the sine qua non of all agreement
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with Stalin. When he reminded Stalin of the waverings of
the Central Committee, the latter firmly replied, * If neces-
sary, I shall have the entire Central Committee "arrested,
but I shall carry out the Five Year Plan.” That brought
the parleys to a close.

When we had gone to the Comintern in answer to the
convocation sent us by the Soltz Commission, we had found
the Preobajensky-Radek group there, gaining its footing in
the Party. In these circumstances, the Stalinist administra-
tion had good reasons to cause our affair to drag ; there were
hopes that we would follow the Russian Opposition on its
road to capitulation, and that, abandoning our ‘ romantic’
conception of socialism, we would finish by returning to the
good road of bureaucratic truth.

It was not merely a matter of giving us time to think.
They still wanted to conquer us, convince us. I was to
undergo the enquiries of a Special Commission on the eve
of my exclusion from the Party ; yet it was then that I saw
open before me the possibilities of political work at the
Comintern which had before been refused me when I was
still an irrceroachablc Party-member and an official delegate
of the Yugo6-Slav Central Committee. The task was given
me of writing the history of the Yugo-Slav Party, and I
was allowed to penetrate into the ‘Holy of Holies’, the
archives of the Comintern. It was not just chance. I was
able to see later that a regular system was being applied.

Bureaucratic tactics consisted in terrorizing the ogponent
from outside, whilst demoralizing him from the inside by a
labour of corruption. The process was known by the
beautiful name of ‘ Communist re-education’. One began
by warning the culprit and gently pushing him aside ; he
was given to understand that his attitude did not correspond
with the exigencies of the moment, that he ought to ‘ amend ’,
to ‘ Bolshevize ’ himself. If this warning had no effect, he
was threatened with severe administrative measures ; if he
remained obdurate, he would be courted and before he could
regain his composure he would be entrusted with an interesting,
well-remunerated task, and he was practically told, “ You
see, the dictatorship of the proletariat is severe but not
resentful ; the Party has its principles but it is not petty.
It would be easy for us to crush you: you are an isolated
individual, everyone condemns you ; yet we are offering you
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the ‘widest posmblhtnes, you may have interesting well-paid
work ; all you need do is to come back from your errors
and correct yoursclf as you work. Now go ahead, for we
are short of men.

This argument is far from senseless ; it is based on realities.
But it corrupts souls and deepens oppression and untruth.

At that time I was given an opportunity to study the
functioning of the Comintern at close quarters. I was able
to observe its highest officials: Bukharin, Manuilsky,
Kuusinen, Remmele, Piatnitsky, Bela Kun, Dimitrov,
Schmeral, as well as their licutenants. Some were men of
limited intelligence, as Remmele or Piatnitsky, who were not
aware of what was going on around them, nor of what they
themselves were doing. But the majority consisted of men
at one time remarkable, but now demoralized or exhausted.

Maybe it is worth while to pause over Dimitrov who was
later to shine with ephemeral brilliancy in the sky of the
Comintern. Towards 1920 Dimitrov played a part of only
secondary importance in the Bulgarian Party and, in the
Comintern, was nobody. But after the 1923 and 1924 events
in Bulgaria, he drew attention to himself and pushed Kolarov,
Kabaktchiev and others into. the background. In exile he
learned foreign languages and in 1929 was entrusted. with
the secretaryship of the Comintern for Central Europe.
Dimitrov’s first quality was his Levantine artfulness ; next
one was struck by the coarse and calculating realism of the
Bulgarian peasant who still remembered the Turkish rod
and who had fought for his national independence. One
day, when in a speech he allowed himself a slighting remark
about Zinoviev (who was then already a dead man, politically
speaking), a member of the Executive Committee whispered
into my ear, “ What a man! When Zinoviev was in power,
Dimitrov was one of his most servile flatterers.”
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T sz sanctions applied by the Control Commission could
neither discourage nor convince my comrades, the Trotskyists
no more than the other members of the Yugo-Slav Left. A
short time after the Comintern had pronounced its verdict,
we gathered some ten militants and decided to carry on the
struggle inside the Yugo-Slav Party—illegally, if necessary.
We began to draw up pamphlets in which we criticized the
policy and the theories of the Yugo-Slav Central Committee.

I spent the summer in Moscow, foreseeing a possible
departure in autumn. Several of my comrades had been sent
to the kolkhost (collective farms) in the northern Caucasus to
take part in the harvesting campaign. They were present at
the peasant riots. The peasants of several villages had
revolted to a man and had massacred their local Communists.
As to the foreigners, they had been contented to lock them up
in a barn, saying, ‘“ You are not from here ; leave us alone and
we shall leave you alone.” The rioting was crushed in a
matter of days and our comrades were liberated. Upon their
return to Moscow, they did not know whom to blame : the
rioting peasants or the Government. Other comrades who
had spent the summer in South Western Ukraine told horrible
tales of the misery of the Jews in those regions. Small trades
and crafts by which they had formerly made a living had been
abolished as being aspects of private capitalism. The Jews
could find no form of employment ; the then undeveloped
industry of the NEP could offer them none; there were
enough unemployed as it was without bringing in the Jews.
Nothing was left them but to die by inches, without work, in
their ancient ‘ Jewish zone’.

These comrades had met in the Ukraine the celebrated
Marusya, who, during the Civil War, had been the leader of
a very much feared band of suﬁpporters.' Her days of triumph
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were over. Dressed in a military cloak, she wandered
aimlessly through the streets. She could be seen.entering a
co-operative shop where she would say in a toneless voice,
“ Hand me a bottle.” .The employee would hand her a bottle
of vodka ; she would take it without paying for it and go out
without saying another word. _

In 1929 there were several °affairs’ with foreign Com-
munists. A group of Bulgarians were arrested when attempt-
ing to return to their own country without permission. They
belonged to a group of Left nationalists within the Bulgarian
Party. Dissatisfied with the official policy of Kolarov and
Dimitrov, they had tried secretly to leave Odessa in a small
craft. They were arrested as they were setting foot on board.
One of their comrades had betrayed them to the Kolarov-
Dimitrov group ; they were arrested by the G.P.U. and sent
to the mines of the Ural.

Then there was the °affair’ of the Hungarian and
Rumanian Communists. One of them was a former high
syndicate official from Transylvania, called Keblesz. He had
at one time been a member of the Politbureau of the
Rumanian Party and had been in command of a detachment
of -the Red Army in Soviet Hungary. When arrested in
Czechoslovakia while attempting to cross into Russia, he was
very nearly handed over to the Rumanian police, On that
occasion the international Communist Press waged a campaign
in his favour. He was set free and arrived in Moscow. He
belonged to the section of the Right of the Rumanian Party
that had been removed from power. High offices were offered
him in the Soviet administration ; he refused them and was
taken on in a factory ; he was an excellent carpenter. When
his group was arrested, it was first stated that he had been in
contact with Trotskyists ; then he was accused of having
linked up with the democratic centre (the decists) ; then with
Chliapnikov’s  workers’ opposition’. In the end official
circles declared that Keblesz was in no way a member of the
Opposition, but an agent provocateur. After my departure from
Moscow, I never heard Keblesz mentioned again and was
unable to discover anything further about him. Anything
may happen in life, but it is incredible to see the facility and
the unscrupulousness with which the G.P.U. accuses people
of being spies and agents provocateurs.

Brandler’s group, which also had difficulties, succeeded in
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getting out of them and returning freely to Germany in the
spring of 1929. Some of the members even obtained paid
holidays before .their departure. About to leave, another
member of the group, R. Kreuzburg, gave before an im-
portant Cell in Moscow an exposition of his differences of
opinion with the Comintern. Above all he criticized the
bureaucratic rule which prevented Party-members from
openly expressing their views and from debating the problems
of the day. The Russian Communists listened with mixed
feelings of envy and respect to this foreigner who, on the eve
of his departure, permitted himself boldly to criticize the
system, '

After the disillusion Kreuzburg had suffered in Russia, he
was to go through more in his own country. Soon came the
inglorious débdcle of Communism and social democracy in
Germany and Hitler’s victory. Kreuzburg was unable to
bear it. He gave up all political activity in 1931 and took his
own life in 1936. '

After a three years’ stay in Russia, I had been able to form
an opinion on Soviet public life. 1 then began to study
private life more closely.

I had often heard it said that the private lives of the
Communist leaders were far from irreproachable. I had
thought those tales to be counter-revolutionary calumnies or
else mere scandal-mongering. I used tosay : as the policy is
on the whole correct, why strain at details about people’s
morals. Now that I had found the policy to be incorrect,
these details, such of them as I had been able to observe, began
to stand out more clearly.

The members of the Government and of the Central
Committee and the high officials of various administrations
had themselves divorced one after the other. The women
they left had, in years gone by, shared their exile ; they had
lived by their sides through the difficult years of persecution
and civil war. Now they were coldly left because they had
grown old. Other Communists, of humble origin, divorced
their wives because they found them incapable of under-
standing them : we ‘had’ to leave her, they said. Cer-
tainly each of these cases, taken in isolation, had nothing very
stirring about it, but cumulatively they made me wonder
whether it was necessary for a revolution to cause so much pain
to those who had suffered so much in its name. I could not
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share the Olympian serenity of the Russian Communists who
thought that everything was above-board so long as they had '
assured their divorced wives a livelihood.

This feeling of disapproval was strengthened when one
made the acquaintance of the new wives of these Communists,
But for rare exceptions, they wert by no means serious-minded
women. They were usually drawn from the petit-bourgeois,
the ¢ intelligentsia °, and civil servants’ families. Often they
belonged to the old ruling classes. . Even in the case of those
who had been working women, students and Communists,
one felt no spiritual union between them and their husbands.
It was all too clear that marriage to them had been only a
means of advancement in the world, of having nice living-
quarters, dresses and a car. Those who had belonged to ¢ good
families * before the revolution had moreover an assurance of
security for themselves and their relatives.

One cannot compel one’s feelings. But is it not curious to
see that Russian Communists have feelings only for that sort
of woman? It is very reminiscent of what takes place in
bourgeois society, where pretty girls marry rich old men.
Socialists have always denounced this form of prostitution
called marriage. And the analogy goes further. One day I
had occasion to read a letter of the young wife of a very
prominent People’s Commissar to her lover, a student. It .
reminded me of the old cabinet ministers of Europe and the
cheerful lovers kept by their wives. Nature, even in Soviet
Russia, has her own back.

These men did not always seek a divorce. They often just
took mistresses. A new class of Soviet-spirited courtesans had
arisen. But the difference between these Soviet morals and
those of the higher classes of capitalist society was difficult to

. appreciate.

These morals roused the indignation of the young people.
On the occasion of a commemorative banquet organized by a
Soviet institution—a banquet which as a matter of fact
degenerated into a Homeric drinking-bout—the members of
the Comsomol (Communist Youth League) of that institution
noticed that one of the guests, the famous Budienny, was too
tenderly kissing the hands of a young and frail girl-student of
the Conservatory. They were told that she was his new wife.
Later on they learnt that the former wife of Budienny, who
had been in the Red Army and had fought through the GCivil
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War at his side, was now safely in a lunatic asylum. The
Party Cell had to use a very heavy hand to stifle the scandal
that these young people were about to expose.

Another example: a group of young members of the
Comsomol lodged a complaint against a colleague who had
been allocated to them, when they learned that he lived
with his housekeeper whilst refusing to marry her. In that
case, too, the administration hushed up the whole affair by
remonstrating with them and dropping more than a few hints
about reprisals.

I wanted to have direct knowledge of the opinion of the
interested parties and formed friendships with young Com-
munists. They were decent young people, of working class
origin, themselves workers. They had already acquired a
certain instruction and had reached a certain status, but they
were preparing themselves for further advancement, several
of them by means of University examinations. They worked
with great ardour and modesty. I noticed not one trace of
the depravity which, according to the foreign press, prevailed
in the Comsomol. Later, when in prison, 1 learned from
Opposition-Communists that, indeed, at one time, there had
been a certain moral corruption in the Comsomol, but only
in the days of the NEP and at certain stages of the hierarchy.

Yet these admirable youths drew their lessons from the
private and public examples of morality shown them by the
senior Communists. They refused to neglect the vast possibili-
ties for study and work that Communist society offered them ;
they would sooner have given up their moral ideals. I
discreetly tested the possibilities of drawing them into the
Opposition, but I soon found that they would have been
incapable of engaging in a systematic and fierce struggle
against the bureaucratic régime. One might have won them
over in a moment of indignation, but they would have drawn
back as soon as they had understood the serious consequences
that Opposition activity might entail. For that reason I did
not persist.

When corrupt morals prevail in the upper layer of society,
one can expect to find the same in the street among the poor.
In the centre of the town, in Neglinna Street, a few steps away
from the State Bank, groups of prostitutes could be seen walk-
ing up and down the pavement. A little farther, in Petrovka
Street and Tverskaya Street, more elegant prostitutes had
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their beat. In Moscow were to be found the worst vices of the
big towns of Europe and the East. In the heart of the capital,
in a café specializing in such things, ladies in quest of adventure
could find men whose bodies were for sale. Near Nikitskaya
Gate was the secret market of the homosexuals. Houses of
assignation, the ‘ apartments of Zoika ’, were tolerated and
flourishing. There were places where bohemians mixed with
the relics of the old society and the new Communist aris-
tocracy. Circles of Lesbians had a certain success.in Moscow
as well as in the provinces. Often eroticism was tinged with
mysticism.

To these ‘ normal ’ phenomena of the capitalist world was
added a phenomenon peculiar to Moscow. There was a
whole group of women married to Communist dignitaries who
gave themselves up to prostitution to round off their budgets
and to obtain extra dresses. At the time of which I write,
notwithstanding all the privileges in kind they enjoyed, such
as apartments, paid holidays and so on, officials drew but
relatively modest salaries ; there was a legal maximum for
Party-members. This salary was insufficient to allow for
luxurious clothes, and on the whole there was still a feeling
that Communists should dress modestly. People had not yet
reached the stage where arguments were provided advocating
the ‘civilized life’. Soon the G.P.U. always vigilant,
learned, to its profound horror, that the wives of honourable
Communist officials were prostituting themselves in secret.
After it had recovered from its first-astonishment, the G.P.U.
decided to exploit this knowledge to the greater glory of the
revolution. It shut its eyes to the private lives of these ladies,
but forced them to co-operate with it. They had to watch
and denounce their husbands and their friends. The G.P.U.
was accustomed to avail itself on a variety of pretexts of the
services of the wives of prominent Communists or of non-
Party technicians. -

These moral sores were not merely a heritage of the past.
On the contrary, they seemed to rise and flourish on new
fields of Soviet society. That was what worried me most.
When the theatre unveiled these vices, it seemed to me that the
criticism of past corruption was too attractive to the new dlite,
that it found a much greater satisfaction in the rendering of
these vices on the stage than in their condemnation. Thus
only can I explain to myself the insistence with which a
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number of episodes were produced on the stage, as the one of
Azeff at the cabaret in the play called Blood at the Vakhtangov
Theatre. Later, in the film The Storm a complacent and truly
exaggerated version was given of the debauch in the Nizhni-
Novgorod market. What had happened to the sacred fire of
the revolution, that was to devour all the iniquities of the old
world ?
* * *

Autumn was drawing near. The political season was about
to commence. ‘From now onwards my days in Moscow were
numbered and for that reason I spent a great deal of time
walking in the streets. After three years in Moscow I found
it hard not to believe myself in a capital of Tartar Khans
instead of in that of the Czars of Russia. Every stone
crookedly laid, every ill-applied inscription, all the strange
outlines of the buildings, the roofs, the windows and the
hoardings called up thoughts about an ancient and hoary
East. The new buildings were still lost in the masses of this
living museum. Yet everywhere one saw the indications that
a new world was being born. A large number of old churches,
steeples and ancient buildings were being demolished ; streets
were being widened. A new style was making its appearance.

“ The passion for destruction is a creative passion ”’ were
the words of a 1918 inscription on the Nikolskaya Gate. That
inscription was soon to vanish along with the gate it adorned
and the wall of Kitai-Gorod.

The town was overflowing with vitality. The Five Year
Plan was drawing near. One may criticize Moscow as much
as one likes, one may lament the discrepancy that exists
between the reality and the ideal, between promises and their
realization, but one cannot deny the energy that inspires it and
which makes itsclf everywhere felt. The will to. live is
Moscow’s supreme law.

* * *

At last the day came on which I had to present myself at
the offices of the Party to receive my papers. At the Central
Control Commission, Soltz handed me a personal letter to
Kirov, for I had decided to go to Leningrad. When I left he
wished ‘‘ that all might be straightened out >. Next I went
to the Central Committee to fetch some other papers. Inone
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of the halls I saw on -a high pedestal a bust of Lenin.
Opposite, on a pedestal of the same height and make, there
was another bust. That must be Marx, I said to myself.
But it had no beard. I let my mind run over the apostles of
socialism and could think of no one to resemble it. My
curiosity roused, I went nearer, and to,my indescribable
amazement I recognized Stalin. Today a bust of Stalin at the
Central Committee would astonish no one. But at that time,
a few months before Stalin’s fiftieth anniversary, the public
had not yet grasped that Stalin was to be equal to Lenin. A
short whle previously, at a Party meeting, someone had
interrupted Soltz, “ Why don’t you carry out Lenin’s Political
Testament ? '

* The Party is putting Stalin to the test,” Soltz answered.
“ If he works well, he will remain general secretary ; if not,
he will be removed.”

Now Stalin, during his lifetime, has been declared the equal
of Lenin, or to be more accurate, since Lenin died, the greater
of the two. *“ A live dog is worth more than a dead lion.”

It was not some over-zealous provincial bureaucrat, it was
Stalin himself who was propagating his own cult within the
precincts of the Committee. This fact alone is more signifi-
cant than all the arguments on the true situation of Party and

country.
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Lexmcranisa piece of Europe inside the Russian immensity.
Its vast network of precisely planned streets, its grandiose
buildings and its palaces leave an unforgettable impression.
By going through Russia, in the end one forgets Europe. In
Leningrad one finds the synthesis of all isolated elements
present in every European town. Its numerous palaces create
a harmonious eritity and give the town incomparable majesty.
The size of its squares, of its quays and main roads calls up the
grandeur of past events. The huge blocks of Finnish granite
that in its * Champ de Mars * surround the common grave of
the victims of the revolution are more effective than Lenin’s
Mausoleum, dwarfed as it is by the Kremlin. The inscrip-
tions hewn on the granite blocks breathe the stern enthusiasm
of the first years after the October revolution. Even street-
names in Leningrad tell more of the greatness of 1917 than
those in Moscow. The people, too, are different from those
of the capital. There is more elegance in gesture and dress,
more outward manner, more culture.

The proletariat imprints its stamp on the town. At five
o’clock in the afternoon, at the end of the day’s toil, the workers,
in their tens of thousands, leave their factories and fill the
streets in all quarters of the town like an overflowing stream.
They wear sombre, oil-stained work-clothes, their features are
accentuated by the iron-dust of the workshops. But above all,
their faces express a pride and a resolution such as I have
never met with in European workmen. Their whole attitude
seems to embody the feeling that they are the vanguard of the
world’s proletariat, that they have been the first to occupy
workshops and factories and to make the greatest workers’
revolution the world has yet known.

Even today when they are reduced to servitude, now that
their factories have passed into the hands of a bureaucracy, a
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‘ red bourgeoisie ’ as it is called in Russia, one still feels the
pulse of the great effort of the years from 1917 to 1921.
It is felt above all individual differences; it really seems
that the revolution has not been in vain for thc Leningrad .
proletariat.

Six years later, amidst the horrors of distant Siberia, I once
more was able to meet thousands of workers from Leningrad.
They had been sent there after the murder of Kirov, with their
wives and children, some thirty or forty thousand of them.
They had been scattered right across northern Siberia and
along the coast of the Arctic Ocean. But in their cold and
taciturn submission one sensed their underlying contempt for
the bureaucratic Government and the presence of their
workers’ pride along with their secret hope of revenge. They
did not call themselves ¢ Zinovievists ’ ; that to them would
have seemed mere talk and cowardice ; they called themselves
¢ those from Leningrad ’, and made it sound as if it meant :
we are a band of the working class, not a group of bureaucratic
backbiters. The Leningrad workers have defended them-
selves and will no doubt do so again in the future.

] * *

To return to Leningrad itself, as I saw it in the autumn of
1929. The rhythm of life seemed slow after Moscow. The
mad dance of the capital had not yet whirled the rest of
Russia along with it. Leningrad was, in this respect, some-
what provincial. The buildings and pavements, which were
not very well kept, strengthened this feeling. In 1929
Tchernichevsky would have certainly been unable to speak of
the ‘smooth pavement’ of the Neva Prospect.

One of my old Russian friends was staying at the nursing
home of Detskoye Selo (the old Tsarskoye Selo). Draguitch
and myself paid him a visit and availed ourselves of the
opportunity to see the famous ancient residence of the Czars.
We walked, all three, in the magnificent parks now open to the
people. The autumn weather was splendid, clear and mild.
The trees were already assuming coppery hues. The rays of
the sun were still warm and a very light breeze played over the
landscape. For the first time in my life I enjoyed the beauty
of autumn. As we walked, we discussed the fate of the
Russian revolution. Near the bottom of the park, at a cross-
road, we discovered a tomb of victims of the revolution. We
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‘were struck by the inscription ;' * Never, never again shall
workers be slaves.”

But they are slaves today, or at any rate some of them have
reduced others, the mass of the workers, to slavery. October
was not the last chord in the hymn of liberation, but rather a
link in a long chain of strugglc that stretches from yesterday’s
barbarism to tomorrow’s emancipated society.

The palaces of the Czars at Detskoye Selo seemed depressing
to me. Their halls were majestic but glacial. I had felt the
same in the Winter Palace and at the Hermitage. One felt
rather the oppression of centuries than the grandeur. This
beauty, created by a small dite for its own enjoyment,
exacerbated a feeling of hostility against a world of misery,
slavery and degradation.

At some distance from the Palace, in a small shady square
. stood the monument to Pushkin. The poet seemed to regard
the world with a scowl. The Five Year Plan had no room for
Pushkin. I was soon to meet the director of Pushkin House in
prison. The inscriptions on the monument were not very
legible. They were lines by the poet consecrated to the
Tsarskoye Selo School—lines to the friends of his youth. In
their simplicity they were magnificent and I re-read them.
We were, here, on the most sacred place in Russian history.
Here, next the Czars, lived the Decembrists. To the one side,
this monument represented a reconciliation of ¢ society ’ with
the Empire ; to the other it was a challenge to the Czars.
These two tendencies were wedded in Pushkin’s soul. The
revolution has broken all these dreams of reconciliation. But
after the Five Year Plan there was a revival in Russia of the
desire to link up with the national tradition, albeit on the
basis of a Soviet-bureaucratic society. Pushkin became once
more an obligatory symbol and his cult became a State-cult.
Like Nicholas I, the Czar of the landed nobility, Stalin, the
Czar of the bureaucrats, wanted to bask in the sun of Pushkin.
The director of Pushkin House, I read in the papers, had been
re-instated in his post and had gone back to work. The
monument of the poet at Detskoye Selo had presumably been
renovated and was now resplendent in its beauty.

Near the palace were some farms and schools of agriculture.
One of our friends had just done some practical work there ;
he was a student in the new Faculty of Tractor Construction
in Leningrad and his ideological sympathies had gone out to
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the Lenin-Trotsky-Zinoviev trinity. But his practical life was
devoted to Stalin’s tractors. He advised us to abandon all
Opposition activity. ‘‘ You are right,” he told us, * but in
God’s name drop it all, no good will come of it. Keep your
own opinions, but keep them to yourselves.” He has been an
engineer now for a good many years. How many like him
are there in Russia?

A comrade of ours who was convalescing at Detskoye Selo
introduced us to the wife of an influential local Communist.
Before the revolution she had been the wife of a Tsarskoye
Selo palace official. Nothing in her indicated the new
mentality. Like so many others, she had simply resigned
herself to her transition from the old to the new aristocracy.

Draguitch and I had already visited Leningrad and seen all
our friends. It was time to think of work and to go to see
Kirov, especially now that Deditch, the third member of our"
little group, had arrived. He had spent the summer in the
Ukraine with his wife, an inspector of Jewish schools.
Deditch was a Moslem from Bosnia, his wife a Jewess from the
Ukraine. Such a marriage would have seemed curious in
Europe. In Russia no one was astonished by it.

I went to see Kirov at Smolny, the Smolny for ever famous
for its associations with the ten days in October, 1917. Their
echo had at one time reached me in the obscure Austrian
military hospital where I was. There is a large garden in
front of the Smolny where twelve years earlier young aristo-
cratic women of the Smolny institute used to walk. One
enters the building by a beautiful colonnade which bears the -
following inscription : ‘ Here met the first Soviet of the
Workers’ Revolution.” In front of the garden and the
colonnade is" Dictatorship Square, from which one has a
splendid view of the district. It is via Twenty-fifth-of-
October Avenue, the ‘ Champ de Mars’ and’ Dictatorship
Square that one reaches Smolny, where met the first Soviet.
It is a living résumé of the revolution.

I went up to the third floor, to Kirov’s ante-chamber.
Here Nikolayev was to murder him, five years later. I passed
through into Kirov’s study, a large and well-appointed room,
and handed him Soltz’s letter. Already acquainted with my
arrival, he obviously knew more about it than he was willing
to admit. He asked some polite questions about the struggle
inside the Yugo-Slav Party, the official pretext of my disgrace.
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I belonged to the Politbureau of a feeble and uninfluential
Party and yet Kirov treated me in accordance with my rank
in the ¢ hierarchy’. To him I was part and parcel of the new
class of bureaucrats possessed of rights up to the point of being
allowed a certain amount of Opposition leanings.

We first agreed about my scientific work in Leningrad. I
am a trained historian and had during my three years’ stay in
Moscow never interrupted my historical research into matters
concerning Western Europe. In my presence, Kirov tele-
phoned to the chief of the propaganda section, and two days
later I was appointed reader at the Leningrad University.
One telephone call from Kirov and I and my friends were
provided with rooms at the Party House in Leningrad. Thus
the Soviet bureaucracy gained souls; it terrorized and
corrupted at the same time and proceeded by a mixture of
coercion and persuasion.

Kirov’s office in no way recalled the atmosphere of
enthusiasm of the October revolution. Kirov himself, by his
manners and methods, reminded me of the cultured high
officials of the Austrian administration I had known at Brunn,
where, during the War, I had had dealings with matters
concerning Istrian refugees. In the office of Kirov, governor
of Leningrad in 1929, one felt that the revolution had already
been tamed and canalized. I was to interpret Nikolayev’s
revolver-shot as an act arising from the despair of the 191724
generation, disappointed by the results of the revolution and
of the Five Year Plan without the strength to begin all over
again. Beginning all over again would be possible in Russia
only to men physically and spiritually wholly new.

My comrades refused all Party appointments and went to
factories as plain workmen, Deditch to the telephone factory
‘The Red Dawn’, Draguitch to the factory for electrical
appliances ‘ Electrosila® (former Siemens-Schuckert factory).

I lived in Leningrad from October, 1929, until I w:
arrested in May, 1g30. Apart from the Communist Univer-
sity, I also taught at the Regional School of the Party and gave
courses for militant factory Communists. Moreover, I
worked on the History Department of the Leningrad Com-
munist Academy. With this I filled my days.

I took a great interest in my students. Those at the
University constituted, in a way, the élite of the Leningrad
proletariat ; young people from twenty-five to thirty years old,
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healthy and vigorous. They were nearly all working men’
and had long careers of public activity behind them., They
were cultured and intelligent, real °gentlemen’ of the
proletariat. It seemed to me that this was the ground from
which were to spring the future champions of the working
class against the bureaucracy. Their social origins, the links
that united them to the working class, their intellectual level,
their youthful energy, the opportunity that was offered them
of acquainting themselves both in theory and in practice
with the various aspects of the workers’ movement, these
indicated them for that role.

Yet I was soon to find that my forecast had no foundation.
They were interested only in a very superficial way in ques-
tions of history and sociology and in theoretical debates on
the working class movement. They certainly learned very
well all they were taught ; they learned it too well ; for them
what was not written in the manual did not exist. They
asked no questions outside the official programme. Their
spiritual life was entirely mechanized. When I endeavoured
to guide them beyond the narrow bounds of their syllabus, to
awaken their interest and their critical sense, they hung back,
giving the impression that their social sense was blunted.

This attitude struck me particularly during my course of
lectures on post-war Europe, in which I had to give a lecture
on Fascism to an audience of two hundred students,

I carefully prepared my lecture and made a considerable
effort to bring out certain analogies between a number of
characteristic phenomena of the Fascist and the contemporary
Soviet régimes, particularly where the relations between the
administration and the mass of the workers were concerned.
I tried to sketch out an idea of what was lacking in Russia;
namely, the free activity of the masses. My intention did not
reach the audience. Certainly up to a point they saw the
analogy, but it did not astonish them, they found it entirely
normal : it was the part of the leaders to take decisions ; the
whole question depended on knowing what was the end in
view. The final end of the Soviet leaders was good, that of the
Fascists bad. My listeners thought it entirely natural that in
both cases the masses should be only an instrument.

I began to observe the everyday behaviour of my students
towards the working class, the class from which they had
sprung and with which they remained in closest contact. I
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was able to note that they accepted their privileges with
complacency, however great they might be from the workers’
point of view. The 1929-30 session had already begun, the
crisis of the food-supply was rapidly worsening, the workers
were growing more and more anxious and their wives and
children were going short of bread, milk and butter. As to
the students, they were provided with everything and were in
no way moved by the food-crisis. They considered this state
of affairs natural. When one talked to them of the privations
of the workers, they answered in commonplace phrases such as
‘ the building up of socialism is not without its difficulties ”°,
By their social position and their ideology, they were identified
with the bureaucracy. In the end I was forced to accept the
belief that they represented not a workers’ élite, but a * young
guard ’ of the bureaucracy ; a vitalized workers’ movement
would find no leaders among them. These would have to be

.drawn from the depths of the untutored masses. The
parvenus who defend their privileges are the worst enemies of
any real working class movement, for such a movement
must of necessity seek the annihilation of any bureaucratic
system.

Teaching at the Communist University was no light task.
Every year the syllabus was altered, and historical facts and
appreciations were biased with increasing insolence. Not
only the recent history of the revolutionary movement in
Russia was dealt with thus, but also digtant events such as the
Paris Commune, the 1848 revolution, the first French revolu-
tion. It had been customary at one time to criticize Jacobins
in favour of the ¢ Extremists * ; at the time that I was teaching
at the University, one had on the contrary to make a decided
stand in favour of the Jacobins and against the © Extremists ’.
What was to be said about the history of the Comintern ?
Every new edition of the History of the Formation and Development
of the Comintern gave a new version, in many ways entirely
opposed to the previous one. Political economy and philo-
sophy underwent the same treatment.

The professors, obviously, were well acquainted with these
falsifications, as they had to carry them out; they were
sufficiently knowledgeable to recognize the difference between
their teaching of today and that of yestcrday As for the
students, as far as I was able to observe them in their history
classes, they did not normally notice these changes, or attached
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no great importance to them. They did not accept the lie in
so fully conscious a way as did the professors, but unconsciously
assimilated it along with the rest of the syllabus matter and the
general spirit of the teaching. .

As these falsifications were introduced into all branches of
teaching at the same time, I came to the conclusion that they
were not due to isolated accidents, but to a preconceived plan
that was to transform history, political economy and the.other
sciences in accordance with the interests and conceptions of the
bureaucracy and to adapt the traditional Bolshevist inter-
pretation of Marxism accordingly. Indeed, a new school, a
bureaucratic school of Marxism, was being formed in Russia.
If one took into account the vastness of the interests it repre-
sented and the enormous influence it exercised on the inter-
national workers’ movement through the intermediary Russian
Communist Party and Comintern, one could not deny the
importance—a negative importance—of this new school. To
the historic schools of Marxism—those of Kautsky, Luxemburg
and Guesde, Austro-Marxism, and the Communism of the
revolutionary period—one had henceforth to add this school
of Soviet-bureaucratic Marxism.

The professors fell into three groups. Those who were
former members of the Opposition (the ° capitulaters’) had
the greater influence owing to their better theoretic grounding
and their more supple intelligences. They were spurred on
by their fierce competitors, the young professors, blamelus
Communists of limited intelligence. Finally, the ‘old
guard ’, who formed a third group. These men had never
sinned against Communist orthodoxy, but they no longer had
sufficient intellectual litheness to play leading parts. The
main struggle lay between the two younger groups. The
Rector of the University, who was allied to both, con-
scientiously tried to reconcile them.

The Regional Party school comprised young provincial
Communists, mainly of peasant origin. They were real
children of the people, naive and as yet unspoiled by
bureaucracy. They shared the peasants’ uneasiness, and yet,
in curious contradiction, clung to the official Party Line. One
felt that they would turn into faithful lieutenants of the
system, able to ensure the domination of the people from which
they themselves had sprung. Theschool occupied the premises
of an old religious seminary near the Finland Station. Accom-
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modation and food were mediocre. In contrast, the Univer-
sity students seemed to live like Oxford undergraduates. The
bureaucracy respected the principles of hierarchy in its own
midst ; humbler people had to be content with little and to
live in hopes of betterment.

The courses for militant Communist factory workers were
given at the Detskoye Selo, in the old mansion of Countess
Paley, a spacious but uncomfortable place. They were
three- or six-months’ courses desighed for official secretaries,
propagandists and agitators of Party Cells and of Youth
Branches connected with the Leningrad industries. The
students were nearly all working men and women. About a
third of them were already minor officials, the others, whilst
earning their living with the work of their hands, filled several
unpaid social functions and were candidates for official posts.
The selection, by the administration, of the more active and
gifted workers bled the working class and explained to a large
extent the unlimited power of the bureaucracy over the
proletariat.

With these students, contact with the factory was much
more real than was the case with the students of the. Com-
munist University. The anxiety of the working masses
touched them and they did not use commonplaces as did the
others. * The worker’s life is unbearable, his patience is at
anend ; our propaganda meets with great obstacles among the
workers,” they often said.

Their interest in the workers’ movement abroad was of a
very different nature from that shown by the University
students. The latter considered the Western workers with
great aloofness. ‘“ What are they compared to us? > they
asked. The course-students, on the other hand, hoped for a
foreign proletariat to come to their help or even to save them.
They often anxiously interrogated me about the future of the
revolutionary movement in America and Germany. My
position as © Communist suspended from the Party * increased,
so it seemed, the degree of confidence shown in me by certain
students.

The standard of life of the course-students was exceptionally
high. I have never seen such excellent food in any other
educational establishment. And that was in the spring of
1930. One must believe that the bureaucratic leaders
deemed it necessary to ensure at all costs a friendly attitude
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in the liaison organizations that exerted an immediate influence
on the working masses in the Leningrad factories.

I was enabled to make an interesting observation of a group
of students from the Comsomol (Communist Youth). In the
front row on the left was a young woman who was studying
with both zeal and success, and looked at the universe through
the eyes of the Party newspaper, the resolutions of meetings
and the official manuals. In the back row on the right a very
different type of student was seated, one who saw everything
in black. She belonged to a family of textile workers and
worked in a textile factory herself. At every opportunity she
spoke of the worker’s hard life. With the greatest simplicity
she mentioned the most heart-breaking incidents she could
daily observe at the factory and at home. She spoke of them
with a subdued indignation and she was clearly moved by the
contradictions between the workers’ realities and the writings
in books and papers. One felt in her words the unspoken
question : whence those contradictions, when will they be
solved, can they be solved ?

With the same instinctive ease her antagonist of the front
row used to find reassuring answers. Her optimism was
systematic. All the °shortcomings’ and ¢ accidents’ were
ironed out by this official enthusiasm. For her, life resided in
factories in course of construction, in machinery, in heroic
leaders ; as to the workmen, the workers in the kolkhosi
(collective farms), the masses—they were to her but shadow
without substance. Her attitude and general behaviour made
me, believe that she was the daughter of a petit-bourgeois
family or of State officials. I consulted the card-index ; no,
she, too, was of working class origin. Thus these two young
women belonging to the same social class, to the same group
of the Comsomol, seated in the same room, managed to repre-
sent two modes of thought, two entirely different worlds. No
doubt they had had an instinctive feeling of this in choosing
their desks as far apart from one another as possible. The
rest of the class disposed themselves between them, according
to their affinities, drawing them either towards the one girl or
the other.

This case reminded me of that of a young Communist, the
wife of a rather influential official of KIM (Communist
International of Youth), in Moscow. She was a woman of
nineteen, beautiful, intelligent and energetic. She worked in
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a factory and attended technical classes in the evenings.
Recently she had been abroad with her husband—who was
not a Russian—having been given an illegal task to perform
abroad. Was this not a couple from the vanguard ? But by
looking more closely one discovered the deepest corruption
hidden beneath a veil of virtue. To that young woman
nothing counted but her career and that of her husband.
She had the gift of considering everything from the point of
view of advancement in the administration. At all costs they
were to rise higher in the hierarchy. Convictions, ideas,
conscience—they were notions fit for imbeciles. Intelligent
people knew how to use them to serve their own ends but were
not duped by them.

This young militant, wife of an active member of the KIM,
where had she gathered her egoceutric conception of the
world ? Could it be explained by the influence of the leading
circles of the Comsomol and the Commuriist International of
Youth, where the worst bureaucratic corruption prevailed ?

In the Leningrad section of the Communist Academy, work
was less brisk than it was at Moscow. Yet hard work was
being done. The Five Year Plan demanded all sorts of
ideological justifications. The peculiar social system that was
being developed in Soviet Russia had a tendency to create its
own ideology in all branches of science. To be more exact,
it tended to fuse its own conception of the world with that of.
the old science as well as with the traditional ideology of
Marxism and the new scientific data. I was working in the
historical section, on the History Commission of the Comintern,
which was my task in the composite picture. Moreover, on
my own initiative, I was doing research work on the history of
the feudalism of the Southern Slavs.

The general framework of the researches of the Communist
Academy was supplied by the highest authority, the Central
Committee of the Party. All the same, work at the Academy
had many advantages, less from a material standpeint than
from that of social position and the possibilities of the scientific
career offered to members of the Academy. Once they had
‘ rendered unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s’, that is,
once they had performed the task demanded by the bureau-
cratic Plan, the ‘scientists’ had an excellent social and
material status assured them. Like all other ruling classes
the bureaucracy paid the priests of its cult very well and gave
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them a place of honour in the social hierarchy. After they
“had fulfilled their official task, the scientists could retire to the
recesses of their special subjects, to their disinterested researches
conducted in accordance with their own judgement. .Finally,
one was able to study anything one wished with the greatest
freedom of mind, provided that this intellectual exercise
remained a strictly personal matter. It was imperative,
however, publicly to profess the opinions demanded by the
bureaucratic powers. In private one was allowed to think
what one liked.

Even when the authorities were acquainted with these
personal opinions, they put no obstacles.in their way, provided
that they were not expressed in public. ‘‘ Restrict yourself to
educating the people,” they seemed to say, ‘ in time you will
succeed in re-educating yourself.” This was the mechanism
by which untruth was spread in maximum doses, and the
conscience and will-power of those who saw the system too
clearly put to sleep. This was-what Soviet Russia called
* Communist education and re-education’, or sometimes
‘living Leninist-Marxism ’. Under these conditions did
science develop in modern Russia.

Soviet science demanded that each of its acolytes should
submit to the new ‘ emperor ’ and to the high aristocracy of
the Party, and that these should be adored. But at the same
time it defended the interests and the privileges of the

‘intelligentsia * and of the bureaucracy as a whole, be it
Communist or non-Party. Not only did this brand of science
lend its support against the old ruling classes but also against
the mass of the workers. For from the intelligentsia it drew
its strength and its enthusiasm. As I had numerous con-
nections with intellectual circles, I could gauge to the fullest
extent the immensity of the privileges enjoyed by the
intelligentsia in the U.S.S.R. ; first of all, by those belonging
to the Party, then the others, in particular the technicians.
The differences in social conditions were all the more striking
in Russia because of the general low level of living throughout
the country. It was enough to compare the lodgings, food,
clothes, sanitary conditions and culture enjoyed by the
intellectuals and the bureaucrats on the one hand and.those
by the ordinary workers on the other to perceive the gulf that
separated those two strata of the population.

That was why it was so easy to understand the adrmratxon
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felt so facilely by intellectuals in capitalist countries for
Soviet Russia ; that country was indeed the kingdom of the
intellectuals ! ‘

Yet could one assert that the essence of the ‘ new world ° be
that the intellectual class should replace the bourgeoisie in
exploiting the workers, that the bureaucrats of all types of
workers’ organizations, the officials and engineers of factories
and trusts, doctors, professors and academicians should simply
replace property-owners, capitalists and their hangers-on ?
Should education and technical knowledge be the foundation
of new privileges, of a new division of society into exploiters
and exploited, into masters and slaves?

By reason of my financial and social position, I found that
I belonged to the ‘ upper ten thousand”’. I was well placed
for recognizing the multiplicity of reasons that urged people
to adapt themselves to the bureaucratic régime, reasons very
adequate from the point of view of personal well-being. I
felt, as it were, at home in the rich and spacious halls of the
Academy, lodged in one of the great palaces of the * Champ
de Mars ”, I had at my disposal books in all languages and
of all periods, not excepting current foreign publications of all
tendencies, a fruit forbidden to the ordinary run of mortals
and to plain Communists. I was still better placed at the
Communist University, where I could walk in the magnificent
and well-kept halls of the ancient palace, or sit in my private
study among my chosen books obtained ad /ib. at Government
expense.

I lived in truly splendid, well-furnished apartments at the
Party House, which was one of the largest palaces of the most
aristocratic quarter of the town. My functions left me enough
spare time to devote myself to literature, languages and those
social problems that interested me. Also Russia’s finest
watering-places, travel and entertainments were within my
reach. I had been suspended from the Party for a period of
one year, but it would have been sufficient for me to show
myself disposed to join the throng of right-thinkers to receive
once more a membership card finally assuring my present and
future privileges.

It would have been all the more easy for me to take this
last step, as I was by this time convinced of the fate of the
Russian revolution. The defeat of the Opposition of the Left
now seemed final to me; the only possible evolution in
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Russia, for some time at least, was an evolution towards the
Right. As for Europe, and Germany in particular, I expected
to see a recrudescence of reaction. In short, I expected a new
1804, a new 1849, or a new 1907. One had to resign oneself
to sink still deeper, not to rise till later. That situation, that
moment of impotence, that passivity of the working masses,
contributed just as much as terrorism and individual and
collective privileges to cause many in Russia to celebrate the
bureaucratic Bonapartism. Stalin, as had Napoleon in the
past, seemed to be saving what could still be saved of the
revolution.. He was the * smallest evil ”’ in the general current
of reaction.

I knew what I was losing and what awaited me when I chose
the camp of the adversaries of triumphant Bonapartism, the
camp of the popular masses which, for the moment, was the
camp of the vanquished. But my choice was attended by no
heroic effort, it was dictated to me by an internal evolution.
I should have liked combat. All these Soviet Barres,
Fouchés, and Bonapartes, great or small, disgusted me. 1
was hostile to them by instinct as well as by conviction.
Before my eyes rose the picture of my old compatriots and
neighbours, the Istrian peasants. Could I betray them ?
Could I forget them and think merely of my own petty
interests ?  All these workers of Croeatia, Slovenia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, to whose organization I had belonged after the
World War, and whom I had spurred on to fight for a better
society, the peasants of the Krijevatz region, whose hopes and
expectancy I had shared from 1918 to 1919—had I incited
them to * fight the palaces > merely to go and live there
myself, leaving my comrades-in-arms outside ?

Neither the fact that the new order had ousted the
bourgeoisie and the landowners in favour of bureaucrat and
intellectual, nor the fact that it had supplanted the cults of
Christ, Czar, and private property by those of Marx and -
Lenin, Soviet rule and State property-ownership, was: really
enough to make it palatable. There was undoubtedly an
element of the incredible in this question : how was it possible
that the great effort of 1917 towards emancipation should have
ended in a new slavery, whilst preserving the 1917 slogans ?
The facts were there. It was necessary to look for an explana-
tion, a new theory, and not to deny the facts in order to pre-
serve the vanished theory.
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I thought I began to see a conceivable explanation. I
remembered a statement by Hegel to the effect that a
phenomenon can preserve its form whilst its contents are
completely transformed. Had not Lenin written that often
the fate of great men is to serve as ikons after their death,
when their ideas of liberation are adulterated to justify a new
oppression and a new slavery ? It was pleasant to see a few
tens, say a few hundreds, of thousands of men rise from among
the people and lift themselves to the peaks of society and
civilization. But tens of millions paid for this ascent, 160
millions of workers and peasants, whose condition had in no
way improved. May one forget 160,000,000 for the sake of
200,000 ?

I felt that my place was not among the minority of the
satisfied, but among the oppressed and unhappy majority.
The work begun in Russia had come to naught.

Was it therefore necessary to leave this country of forlorn
hopes and return to Europe ? No, the time had not yet come.
I could not yet see with sufficient clearness for my own satis-
faction how it had all happened : how it was that everything
in Russia was perfect in words, in appearance, but that in
reality there existed an appalhng state of affairs. I was not
clear in my mind as to what measures would be necessary to
prevent a recurrence of this development in Europe. I had
to stay in Russia in order to clear this point up entirely, I
had come to study the experiment of the great revolution. I
began to suspect that my studies would take me bcyond
Rus:na——to Siberia, into the unknown.

' A few of my friends, Trotskyist capitulaters, made every
effort to keep me from this road. When, during the spring
of 1929, the Opposition began rapidly to melt away, it seemed
at first as if there had been a misunderstanding. In far
Siberia, people read the Party resolutions and ordinances
concerning the industrialization, collectivization, self-criticism
and the political uplifting of the masses ; they took these
words to be realities. But when in the future they return
from Siberia, they will see the workers exploited more than
ever, industrialization carried out at the expense of the
working class, a total disappearance of workers’ democracy,
even of democracy inside the Party—these people, I said to
~myself, will drift back into the Opposition. But I soon saw
that I was wrong. All these Opposition intellectuals cared
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very little about the fate of the working class. That was not
the factor that decided their political attitude, it was the
speeded-up industrialization and the offensive against the
kulaks. Their attitude towards the horrible oppression and
exploitation under which the workers suffered was ex-
actly the same as that of Stalinists and Bukharinists, To
them, workers were the necessary victims on the altar of
socialism, that is, of the State capxtahsm they mistook for
socialism.

“ Russia is such a miserable country,” one of them told me,
‘ that it suffices to provide a civilized man with a life that is
just bearable, in order to turn him into an aristocrat and put
an abyss between him and the masses.”

As for the general policy, heé added, ¢ Stalin carries out the
essentials of the Opposition policy. No doubt Trotsky would
have done it with more go and with less brutality, and we,
who are more cultured than Stalin’s men, would have been
at the top. But one should be able to rise above these
ambitions of class and individual.”

A very prominent Soviet diplomat, in talking to one of my
friends, concluded as follows : * Let’s not forget that Russia
is an Asiatic country ;- the way of Genghis Khan and Stalin
suits it better than the European civilization of Leon
Davidovitch.” -

Bukharin had given Stalin the title of *“ Genghis Khan of the
Russian revolution * and this appellation had gone the rounds
all over the land.

Another penitent Oppositionist answered my remarks about
the absence of a workers’ democracy : * A workers’ democracy
is out of the question in Russia. Here the working class is so
feeble and demoralized that to give it liberty would be to ruin
the revolution once and for all. What may save it is an
educated minority dictatorship ; this minority must of course
find its strength in the working class and slowly raise it to its
level.”

These people, as one sees, had been right to capitulate.
After all, they represented only a special brand of Stalinist
bureaucracy I told them so, in a jocular way. They
answered that I was looking at Russia with Western illusions.

Among them there were people who thought Trotsky had
been wrong not to risk all in 1923. * As a victorious general
of the Civil War ” (this expression surprised me) * Trotsky
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was then more popular than Stalin. If he had wanted the
victory, he could have won it easily.”

*.Do you really believe,” I answered, * that Trotsky ought
to have made a military putsch? » .

* No, it would have been enough for him to have shown
himself at the factories. The Opposition obtained a majority
in Moscow when it had only the worst orators and Trotsky
had shown himself nowhere. His success would have been
more complete still if he had personally addressed the workers
in the principal factories. After that he should have gone to
Kharkov where his victory was certain, and to Leningrad,
where his mere presence would have broken down the barrier
built by Zinoviev. Direct action by Trotsky in the three
capitals would have ensured his victory throughout the land.
The glory of a general who had successfully brought the
revolution to an end, and who had the Red Army behind him,
- would have added weight to these oratorical manifestations
in the factory Cells and would have facilitated victory.”

“ But if the situation was as you describe it, why didn’t

Trotsky act, then? ”

B Trotsky knew very well that the victory was going to be
easy. But he wanted to avoid an open break. At that time
the entire old guard of Bolshevism was against him ; he
argued that his victory would have had the ineluctable
consequence of a split inside the Central Committee. He
would not hear of such a thing. He hoped to win this ¢ old
guard * over by loyal means and to carry off a less painful
victory later. But he let his chance escape him. In 1926
and 1927, his appeal to the factories could lead only to failure.
Stalin, unafraid of the scission, naturally triumphed.”

My informant added, “ Here is another example of the
inopportune scruples that stood in Trotsky’s way. During
Lenin’s illness, Trotsky went to see him as little as possible,
although Lenin kept asking for him. Trotsky explained to
him that he did not think it right to see him so often, when
Lenin’s most intimate disciples were received only on rare
occasions. There was some truth in what Dzerzhinsky said to
Rakovsky, namely, that Leon Davidoditch was too chivalrous
a man, and that at the difficult moments through which the
country was passing, a different sort of leader had to be
found.”

Many old Bolsheviks, even those who did not belong to the

86



IN LENINGRAD

Stalinist group, saw that Stalin was the man the Party needed.
An influential member of the Central Committee who, at first,
did not belong to the Stalinist group, said about him, * He is
our Ivan Kalita ”’ (i.e. a fifteenth-century prince who achieved
Muscovite unity) ; ““in spite of all his failings he has known
how to bring about unity between the leaders of Bolshevism.”

Whilst refusing to remain in the Opposition and pitying
those who ‘‘ uselessly rotted ”* in Siberia, those people retained
a certain sympathy for Trotsky. It was manifest every time
Pravda attacked Trotsky. On these occasions they came to
see me and eased their consciences by a few lamentations :
““ What a low, shameful thing to do!” The next day,
grown strong again, they would tell me : ““ Did you know that
Stalin has declared that he is going to throw out the group of
Slepsky, Astrov and the other young Bukharinists ?

At that time I also met several of the leaders of the Zinoviev
Opposition. At present these men are in prison, a few have
been shot. When I knew them, they still cherished certain
illusions. ““ Stalin’s men are not prepared for a fight against
the Right-wing. In the course of the struggle, we shall take
charge and deal with the various organizations. In Lenin-
grad the Stalinists have to call on our men to draw up a simple
resolution against the Right-wing.”

In their opinion, the Opposition had held the correct view
and Stalin had now adopted its policy.

“ But if the Opposition held the correct view,” I asked,
“ why did it not win?”

* We have wondered about that many a time ; we think
our offensive must have been premature.”

"~ ““Would it not be true to say the opposite ? If you had
appealed to the workers before Stalin’s administrative
apparatus had triumphed, you might have won.”

*“ Not at all. The decision does not rest with the workers
in Russia. It rests with the apparatus. The Russian worker
is too uncultured. In Lenin’s time already, the apparatus
was the decisive factor.”

The affirmation of the preponderance of the ‘ apparatus’
over the working class in the days of Lenin reduced me to
silence. I refused to believe it, but on the other hand could
not shake off the belief that those who had directly taken part
in those events should know more about it than I did, and that
in any case they had no wish to cast aspersions on Lenin.
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Another comment that I heard about that time and which
startled me still more was, * Perhaps it is better that the
Opposition should not have triumphed ; we were forming a
coalition with Trotsky, and in the case of victory he would
have been the leading light. But Trotsky might have dragged
the revolution into the worst type of adventurism.”

This was the first time that I had come across an Opposition
afraid of its own victory. What remained of the Russian
revolution? The men in exile and in gaol.
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VIII
THE YEAR OF THE GREAT CRISIS

- Tue autumn of 1929 was marked by an increasingly rapid
extension of the kolkkosi (collective farms) and by an intensive
pressure on the peasants. This policy had now come to be
traditional : in spring, i.e. during sowing-time, promises and
concessions were made to the peasants, in order to exert all
the more pressure on them in autumn, at the time of
harvesting.

The struggle for corn was the centre of interest for both
peasants and bureaucrats. It was the conflict between two
classes and two economic systems that at the time of the
NEP had made some sort of an alliance. Peasant economy
was now stifled within the framework of the NEP. The
small private farms still dominated Russian economy, in
spite of their fragmentary and backward nature. During
the years of the NEP, these small farms had risen too much
in importance to put up with the hampering rules of the
bureaucratic organization and the domination of a still
undeveloped State industry. The two economic systems and
the two corresponding classes had become mutually exclusive.
One of the two adversaries was to carry the day and recon-
struct the country’s economy in accordance with its own
particular leanings. For- bureaucracy to win this severe
struggle, it had to solve two fundamental and extremely
difficult problems. It had, on the one hand, to create an
agriculture founded on State capitalism and, on the other
hand, to call into being an industry of sufficient importance
to meet the industrial needs of the country. The victory of
either party was not only to determine the character of
Russian economy for the coming period, but even the attitude
of Russia towards the outer world and the part she would
play in the world’s economy. Russia was either to remain
an agricultural country and be to some extent colonized by

89



THE TURMOIL OF THE FIVE YEAR PLAN

industrial capitalism, or she was to become a national
independent empire, both agricultural and industrial, after
the American model.

The kulaks took the initiative, in the conflict, with the
-famous “ corn strike ”’.  After a short hesitation, the bureau-
cracy answered by the most brutal counter-attack. From
1928 to 1933 bureaucrats and peasants waged one of the
most grandiose class-conflicts human history has known. It
was complicated by struggles between bureaucracy and
proletariat, ‘between Communist bureaucrats and non-Party
technicians, and lastly by an internal struggle between the -
various sections of the Communist bureaucracy. One can
say that the Five Year Plan, as it was carried out, represented
to a certain extent the expression of a terrifying conflict
between all classes and all social groups of modern Russia.
Stalin’s victory was a solution by means of the average, as
it were, the resultant of all the social forces at work. Stalin
was the product of the events more than he was their cause.

The period of the Five Year Plan is certainly the epic of
Soviet bureaucracy. If the latter has come out of the
struggle bcspattcrcd with mud and blood, it helps to prove
that this ‘epic’ has nothing in common with the heroic
struggle hoped for by the masses of liberated workers, nor
with the age of socialism. But it also proves that the time
of the Five Year Plan is closely related to the ‘ heroic epochs’
of the initial stages of capitalism, from the conquest of the
Americas and the Indies onwards.

Stalin may justly claim the merit of having preserved and
firmly established bureaucratic domination in Russia. He
did not usurp the place of leader and emperor of bureaucracy.
Thus it is a fact that on the day of the emancipation of the
working masses of factories and kolkhosi, on the day of the
abolition of privileges, Stalin with his system of capitalist
and State exploitation will go to join the ‘ great men’ of
reaction in the graveyard of history.

It was during my stay in Leningrad that the bureaucratic
offensive against the countryside began to develop in all its
magnitude and that one could clearly see the directing part
E)layed in it by Stalin. Events went beyond the scope of
amiliar opinions ; entirely new problems made their appear-
ance, new answers had to be found. It was no longer
socialism, it was not liberation of labour, it was pure slavery.
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Yet something new was being born. What exactly was it?
That question was on all lips, mine among them.

That year was really that of the  great crisis ’ in the policy
of bureaucracy, for the latter had declared a ruthless war
against the status quo of the NEP, and the traditional technical
and economic backwardness of Russia. In spite of its spirit
of routine and a layer of fat acquired during the NEP, the
bureaucracy was up to its task. History imposed a choice
upon it: either lose its dominant position, or radically
transformn Russia by developing its productive forces at great
speed. Bureaucracy found itself master of sufficient energy
and suppleness to choose the road of action.

It would be wrong to believe that the labouring masses
remained entirely dumb and passive and that they had no
influence. On the contrary, they expressed themselves by
acting in their own way, and exerted a certain pressure on
private capital and on bureaucracy. But that pressure was
not strong enough to determine the course of events. That
was the main point. The bureaucracy certainly had to take
the state of mind of the masses into account in drawing
up its general ‘ Line’. The masses had just enough strength
and activity to impose the correction of details, ¢ zigzags ’ of
the general Line—but the Line itself was a definite expression
of bureaucratic interests.

One obvious concession, however, was made to the masses,
a concession to the revolutionary enthusiasm of 191720 ; a
tribute of cynical lies and unconscious illusions was paid to
the past. Bureaucracy adorned its anti-worker and anti-
socialist Plan with the gaudiest of socialist, proletarian and
revolutionary banners. The totalitarian, Bonapartist régime
made it possible to transform and falsify without difficulty
the slogan of 1917—20, to meet the needs of the new hour,
In this way, under pretext of workers’ intransigence and
class purism, the privileges of bureaucracy were affirmed and
a bureaucratic struggle was waged against the workers as
much as against the old property-owning classes. This
explains why at the next stage—after the first Five Year
Plan—it was possible to abandon with surprising speed and
case the proletarian exclusivism in favour of the ¢ Soviet
people ’, the ultra-proletarian fanaticism in favour of a
total confusion between the ¢ people ’ and the ¢ proletariat ’.
Well before this stage was reached, the struggle against ‘ exces-
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sive egalitarianism ’ had made it possible for the burcaucracy
to affirm with particular clarity its own economic privileges
to the detriment of the proletariat.

The huge economic revolution of the Five Year Plan was
made for the benefit of those who directed its operations.
The Soviet bureaucracy became one of the minorities that
rule the world. This revolution cost those who were
¢ directed > unbelievable suffering, those, that is, who were
but an instrument. The working masses saw themselves
more and more riveted to the condition of the slaves and
mercenaries of a capitalism that was no longer prlvatc, but
belonged to State and caste.

I did not realize all this at once, nor was it with a light
heart that I came thus to judge the Russian situation. On
the one hand, the Stalinist interpretation was in contra-
diction with the facts, but on the other that of the Trotskyist
Opposition did not fully cover them either.

Thought advanced along a z1gzag course and often merely
stored up facts without appreciating values. The great Line
was hard to follow, to take in at a glance. The example
of previous revolutions would throw light on events, ofter
it would obscure them. The ancient theories, the old pro-
grammes that unconsciously guided the first steps of the
investigation became a dead weight at the following stages.
The authority of Marx and Lenin permitted the economizing:
of strength and prevented the necessity of battering down
open doors ; but too often it caused entirely new phenomena
to be overlooked.  *“ All theory is hoary, but the tree of life
is eternally green.”

The reader will perhaps be disagreeably surprised at the
slowness with which my mind worked. But I am consoled
by an observation I have been able to make in Russia, and
since—in Europe : the experience of the Russian revolution
is so rich, so complex and so young that most of the people
who earnestly reflect on ‘ the Russian problem ’ arrive but
slowly at their conclusions and must constantly revise their
estimate in the light of new facts.

The events of the years 1g2g—30 are the principal factors
in this revision of values.

After my two sojourns in the country in 1927 and 1928,
and above all after the wheat strike of 1928, I understood
that war was inevitable between the peasantry, whose spon-
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taneous development was directed towards private capitalism
and State economy. But this war followed a very different
course from the one I visualized and took on an entirely
different social significance.

Like all Communists, I had begun by unconscxously
identifying bureaucratic State economy with socialism. I
thought, therefore, that in this war the socialist elements of
the working class as well as the poorer peasantry would
oppose the capitalist “elements of town -and village. The
Communist Opposition of Trotsky and Zinoviev seemed
to me the vanguard of socialism in that struggle. When,
in 1928, Stalin’s group, and with it the entire Party, pro-
claimed war against the private capitalism of the kulaks,
I first imagined that this signified a proletarian and revo-
lutionary rebirth of the Communist Party. I began to
reproach myself for my doubts about the future of the
revolution in Russia. I was all the more inclined to allow
the Party and its leaders new credit, as the fate of Soviet
society seemed entirely to depend on these leaders, and a
return to socialism to be possible only on their initiative or
at least with their participation.

In the autumn of 1929 this hope in Stalin and his group
had long since vanished. Self-criticism and workers’ demo-
cracy as applied by Stalin and the Party were nothing but
a process of bureaucratic reshuffling. The workers had as
few rights as ever, the Communist Opposition continued to
be subject to persecution and society had in no way evolved
towards socialism. One had therefore to conclude that thc
trend was towards the restoration of private capital.
conclusion could quite naturally be drawn from the ochctlon
raised- by the Trotskyist Opposition, an objection that
appeared well-founded. From it followed that the ‘ Left’
attitude of Stalin reflected only the ° Centre’® waverings
between socialism and capitalism and that Stalin, notwith-
standing all his zigzagging to the Left, was to lean more and
more towards the kulaks and private capitalism.

That is how theory would have it. Reality was very
different. Stalin went on putting increasing pressure on the
kulaks and the nspmen, whilst stifling the workers’ Cells and
the working class. With all his might, Stalin encouraged
the war that developed in the villages around the questions’
of wheat and kolkhosi (collective farms). On November 7th,
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the twelfth anniversary of the October revolution, Stalin
published his famous article entitled The Year of the Great
Crisis. In this article, in bold and provocative terms, he
. declared war on the small peasant economy, justifying this
war by the needs of industrialization. The bureaucratic
slogan of the U.S.S.R. became : * Put the U.S.S.R. in a
car and the peasant on a tractor.” In this way the October
socialist aspirations were proclaimed to the proletariat and
the world at large.

A little later, on the 27th of December, Stalin spoke the
final words, ‘ To hell with the NEP !> The country and
the whole world were to know that Russia was entering into
a new phase of her development.

How far one had moved from what Stalin himself had
written in February, 1928 : * The NEP is the foundation
of our economic policy and will so remain for a long time
to come.” In April, 1928, Stalin and the plenum of the
Central Committee of the Party had passed a resolution to
the effect that * only liars and counter-revolutionaries could
spread rumours about the abolition of the NEP ”. But the
decision of this same plenum also contained items such as :
* Maintenance of the NEP and offensive against the kulaks,”
which, in the later course of events, forced Stalin to make a
choice. I remember very well New Year’s Day of 1930 in
Leningrad, which we celebrated among intimates. The
entire talk ran on the brutal abolition of the NEP by Stalin,
and the meaning and consequences of such an action.

A short time before this abolition, the necessity of speeding
up industrialization had already been proclaimed. ** Carry
out the Five Year Plan in four years ! was the cry. With
the help of the syndicates, 25,000 manual workers had been
sent to the country * to strengthen the organization of
collective farms . These workers were to be bureaucratic
gaolers, sent to mount guard over the peasants in their
collective farms,

The enormous machine, destined to transform the whole
of Russia, worked at full speed. Events proved Preobrajensky
to be right when he said, “ Once the struggle against the
kulaks has begun, there will be no retreat possible, even should
we wish it.”” To Stalin, no retreat towards private capitalism
was possible. On the other hand, how could one “send
the NEP to hell ” whilst stifling the proletariat ? The two
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actions were irreconcilable, according to the old theory put
forward by Trotsky. Yet the proletariat remained under the
heel of bureaucracy. I saw no signs of its future emancipa-
tion. Could one conclude that Stalin would end by breaking
his neck and be replaced by men from the Right? In the
absence of Rykov and Bukharin—the Dantons of the Russian
revolution, who had already been morally executed on the
guillotine—their more fortunate heirs would succeed to
Stalin. That was the direction events seemed to be
following.

Then came the first months of 1930. Collectivization to
the fullest extent was proclaiming its triumph. But at the
same time more and more echoes were heard of peasant
resistance and peasant risings.

Collectivizations and risings had all Russia in their grip.
Trotskyists, Zinovievists, Right-wing Communists and Stalin-
ists were all talking with equal anxiety of the storm that
was brewing and of which no one could foretell the issue.
I gathered from a conversation I had with a .trusty Stalinist,
a collaborator of the Central Committee, that the Moscow
leaders had been particularly impressed by the peasant bands
that had formed in the province of Ryazan, within reach of
the capital. '

From several quarters came tales of Voroshilov’s resistance
to Stalinist collectivization : ‘‘ You reduce the country to
despair and it is left to me to cope with the situation. I
am not doing it.”” And Voroshilov refused the support of
the Red Army to crush the peasant revolts. From that day
special - divisions of the G.P.U. conducted the punitive
expeditions.

The hurricane was sweeping Russia, smashing the time-
old patriarchal system of the country to atoms. Bureaucracy
was imposing its own civilization. The bloody progress
fought its way through towns and villages, sword in hand
and starvation at its heels.

Suddenly, on the second day of March the trumpets of
retreat were sounded. Stalin published his article, The
Vertigo of Success. The forced enrolment of the peasants into
kolkhosi (collective farms), the basis of Stalin’s agarian policy,
was proclaimed to be but a deformation of the general Line
by the local authorities. The general Line, it was said,
demanded that collectivization should be entirely voluntary.
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The effect produced by this declaration was immense. The
number of collective farms fell with lightning rapidity ; it
_dwindled from day to day, from province to province.
What a speculation on the Stock Exchange of History ! .

The peasants marched in procession through the villages,
. carrying Stalin’s portrait as if it were an ikon. They were
to pay dearly for this confidence. Copies of the paper with
Stalin’s article, priced at five kopeks, were sold at ten roubles
in the country. Everyone wished to possess this historic
document. Markets in town and village were opened again.
On the lower rungs of the administration there was a
momentary confusion and bewilderment. “I am off to
reinstate the kulaks in the villages,” an instructor of the
regional Committee of Leningrad told me, half-jokingly. He
had been given the task of righting the ‘local deforma-
tions ’ ; two weeks previously he had been ‘ dekulaking ’ the
countryside.

Thermidor has come, I thought, we are drawing near to
the dénouement. At this moment, the retreat was being
carried out in good order, but at any moment a general
rout could be expected. Every morning, on waking up,
I wondered whether there had been a coup d’état at the
Kremlin. ,

Soon ¢ administrative lessons > were drawn from the events.
The secretary of the Moscow Party Committee, Baumann,
who had, eighteen months before, replaced Uglanov, a
R1ght~w1ng man, in that capacity, was now declared guilty
of * deviation to the Left * and appointed to the secretaryship
of the Central Party Committee in Central Asia, which
corresponded to a sort of exile. Baumann was expiating
the Ryazan rising and the closing of the markets at Moscow.

The fate of local ¢ deviators > was far worse, especially in
the distant previnces, where violence had been particularly
odious and the risings all the more forceful. The district
leaders of the Party Soviets or G.P.U. were now being
executed, and, though the number of these executions was
not very comlderablc, they caused terrible panic. What
struck me most on hearing eye-witness accounts of these
events was that the people condemned should have accepted
their expiatory sacrifice with such relative calm. They
thought that, if these executions saved the bureaucratic
dictatorship as a whole, if they calmed the rebellious peasantry
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(or rather if they misled them into error), the sacrifice of
their lives would not have been in vain. This attitude was
particularly prevalent among members of the Cheka. What
an astonishing manifestation of caste-feeling! Among the
victims thrown by Stalin to the fury of the people, a few
were saved by the last-minute intervention of their friends ;
the rest were executed.

This original method of calming the anger of the people
reminded me of Marco Polo’s report of the Mongol Emperor
who reigned in Pekin at that time. It was customary once
every ten or fifteen years to deliver over to the crowd the
minister most. abhorred by it, which allowed the Emperor
quietly to oppress his people for the next ten or fifteen years.
What I saw in Russia was to bring this Mongol Emperor
repeatedly to my mind. .

The retreat of the bureaucracy lasted throughout the
month of March, 1930 ; it was an organized retreat, not a
rout. The flood of the peasant revolt did not succeed in
swamping the system, but on the contrary returned slowly
to its accustomed channels. In April all doubts were
removed : the retreat of March had been a tactical move,
not a capitulation. The collapse of the kolkhosi was stemmed,
and in a few places their development even resumed an
upward trend. After a few fluctuations, the percentage of
collectivized land came to rest round about the figure 25,
instead of the 50 per cent of February. At the same time,
the rhythm of collectivization had slowed down, its methods
having become °democratized ’ and the despoiling of the
peasants in the kolkkosi having diminished. The programme
originally set out for one or two years was now spread
over three or four. Whereas originally everything was
to be collectivized down to the last fowl, it was now
decided that the peasant was to hand over ‘‘ only * essential
produce to the collective : his land, his ploughing cattle,
agricultural implements and barns. He was to keep his
house and what he needed for his own domestic purposes.

Yet the kulaks were deprived of literally everything, which
meant to say that 5 to 10 pér cent of all peasants suffered.
Their confiscated property was given to the common fund
of the kolkkosi : the kulaks and their entire families were
packed off to Siberia, to concentration camps and to exile.
The same fate was reserved for anyone who made the
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slightest gesture or spoke the least word against the Govern-
ment policy. This latter type of victim soon outnumbered
the real kulaks.

Before March 2nd, people had been forced to go into the
collective farms. This was done as follows: a representa-
tive from town would come and say, * Those who want to
go into the collective farms stand on the left and those who
want to go to Siberia stand on the right.” This method
was now denounced as abuse of power on the part of the
administration. Henceforward, a ‘strictly voluntary’ col-
lectivization was demanded. ‘“ Don’t touch the peasants
(except the kulaks), do not threaten them, but drive them
into a position in which they cannot go on living as they
are and they will come to the collective farms on their own
initiative.” That was called ‘encouraging the collective
movement ’, ‘ helping the peasants to build up a new life’.
Paraffin, sugar, industrial produce, agricultural implements
were sold only to members of collective farms.

The private farmers could obtain nothing. On the other
hand, they had to pay crushing taxes and hand over exor-
bitant quantities of wheat. If they could not meet these
demands, all their property was confiscated and they were
sent into exile. If they owned good land, the village Soviet
would take it away from them and give them in return
mediocre fields, far distant from their homes. Their children
were not admitted to the various courses and schools of the
village, only the children of members of collective farms
being admitted. If they complained of this policy to their
friends or at meetings, or if they as much as spoke up in
their own houses, they were arrested as kulak sympathizers
and sent to concentration camps or into exile, and all their
possessions were confiscated.

Part of this confiscated property was transferred to the
kolkhosi ; but -often, too often, this property was merely
taken by local Communists. If the dissatisfied peasants
began to make mass protests, even if their dissatisfaction was
but obliquely expressed, a few were immediately executed
by a firing-squad, ‘‘ to soothe spirits ”’, and the others were
scattered far and wide. The district ‘ triumvirates’ of the
G.P.U. had, at that time, the right to execute anyone on
the spot, not only without any form of trial whatsoever—
the G.P.U. had always had and still has the right to execute
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without trial—but even to do so without referring to the
higher authorities of the G.P.U., as was usually demanded.

Usually the ¢ dekulakization’ and the sending of peasants
into exile took place at the same time. A band of conscripts
and G.P.U. soldiers would surround houses according to a
preconceived plan, or even a whole village, and would leave
after a few hours, taking with them from fifty to two hundred
people to be sent into exile. The representatives of the
kolkhosi or of the rural Soviet would then immediately take
charge of the property of the ¢ dekulaked ’ peasants. The
victims were allowed to take with them no more than a crust
of bread. A number of them would be shot in situ to
encourage the militant collectivists and to terrorize their
adversaries.

I must add that part of the kulak population succeeded in
maintaining itself by all sorts of stratagems, and even managed
to become members of collective farms. In a country where
there exists no workers’ democracy, where the masses have
no control over the authorities, where the workers can do
nothing on their own initiative, where all rights and all
power belong to the administration, in such a country the
relations between a kulak and the local administration are
factors that weigh heavier than the fact of his being a kulak.

Similar reasons made it possible for the bureaucratic
powers to persecute and exterminate people who did not
bask in their favour, even if they belonged to the middle or
to the indigent strata of the peasantry. It was sufficient if
such were declared kulaks or kulak sympathizers. There
was no one to whom appeals could be made, the adminis-
tration being both prosecutor and judge, as well as dictator
to the Press. As to the mass meetings, at them only opinions
demanded in high quartets were allowed to be voiced.

The news from the countryside during April and May of
1930 made one see that the Party was continuing its policy
of collectivization and that the March retreat had been a
stratagem of Stalin’s, and a successful stratagem at that.
Collectivization was becoming more and more consolidated,
and the new agricultural system was beginning to function.
I had conversations with some ten rural Communists, or
urban ¢ representatives ’ sent to villages. They all proclaimed
the greatest optimism and a feeling of victory, “ The
peasants have been curbed into collectivization.” I also
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spoke to peasants and workers with relatives in the country.
The impression I received concerning -their attitude was,
“ Why worry, you can’t do anything against force.”

How was it possible? A short while since, the peasant
revolt was overspreading the whole land. A slight attenuation
of the form of pillage and exploitation had sufficed for the
villages to be ready to submit to the experiment. Had it
been a revolt of despair, a revolt to preserve the last sack
of corn, a last chicken? Were 130,000,000 peasants going
to subrmit, provided their last chicken was not to be taken
from them?

The situation could not be explained solely by the effects
of the Terror. I heard incredible stories of the hopes raised
among peasants by collectivization. With collectivization,
technical civilization penetrated into the backward rural
districts of Russia. Wireless and cinema came to villages
that were without a school the day before; where the
plough was still unknown and the earth was broken with
the aid of the ancestral hoe, tractors made their appearance.
The people were dazzled. Countless factories were rising,
armies of tractors, cars, unheard-of agricultural machines
were to make their appearance in the village, along with
piles of artificial manure. Postal and telephone service,
medical service, agrarian experts, machinery and tractor
stations, all sorts of courses and schools were introduced.
All this could not fail deeply to impress the creative instinct
of the masses, to fan the ancient hope of a better life in those
villages that had suffered so much during the NEP.

From now onwards, a new road, though strewn with
terrible sacrifices, lay open before the peasants. The storm
of collectivization was clearing new horizons. Horror and
hope were born at the same instant. How was it possible
not to be swept along by expectation, all the more as all
resistance threatened to carry the rebel off to death by
starvation in the virgin forest of the great Soviet North ?
Forced to make a choice, most farmers wavered, then
subrmitted.

During April and May, 1930, I understood that no power
could prevent the transformation of the petty, backward
peasant economy into a mighty agrarian State economy,
founded on the kolkhost.

Apart from terror and technical progress, bureaucratic
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collectivization found an ally in the social situation of the
ancient Russian village with its class antagonisms. The
traditions of the rural Russian communities and the primitive
collectivism of the peasants contributed mightily to the
success of collectivization. The Russian villages had never
liked the capitalist peasant, the kulak, growing rich at the
expense of the mir (village community). Bureaucracy had
succeeded in exploiting this hatred for its own profit and
had availed itself of this rural community instinct, at one
time expressed in Tchernychevsky’s programme. It often
happens that the revolutionary hopes of a people are realized
in a reactionary form. :

The hatred felt for the kulak was the factor in the rural
community not only linking the middle layers of the village,
but also the poorest layers and the day-labourers, the imme-
diate victims of the kulak. The latter farmed the land of
the poorest and took the day-labourers into his service.
The anti-kulak feelings of the latter element weighed heavily
in the issue of the struggle between kulaks and bureaucracy,
especially in those regions where community life was little
developed and where kulak capitalism had made great strides
and as a result the resistance to the bureaucratic collectiviza-
tion was particularly bitter (the Ukraine, the Northern
Caucasus and Siberia).

Agrarian collectivization was being brought about by a
series of complex and often contradictory measures. To the
kolkhosi were given the lands and cattle of the kulaks. They
could have them for the taking. The rest would be worked
out later. Machines made their entry into the village, rural
economy was approaching that of industry, country life
that of towns. The new economy upset all routine, elevated
the lowest levels of the population and absorbed part of them
into the administrative staff. For a middle peasant it was
an undeniable rise in the world to become the president of
a kolkhos, or even a brigade- or field-leader. Vast possi-
bilities of action rose before him and his organizing faculties
were developed. A poor young peasant, by becoming a
tractor-driver, rose in the social scale. Yet he only changed
his master, for instead of being a labourer in the service of
the kulak, he became a salaried worker of the bureaucracy.
The vast majority of the people remained as obscure as they
had always been. The day-labourers of the collective farms

101



THE TURMOIL OF THE FIVE YEAR PLAN

were as cruelly exploited as ever and their condition recalled
that of the former serfs. .

The fruits of the labour of the collective farms, exactly
as were those of industry, were snatched "away by the
bureaucracy, from the lowest employees of the kolkhos (or of
the factory) to the crested bureaucrats of the Kremlin.
The degree of exploitation to which the various groups of
workers were subjected varied as much as did the privileges
enjoyed by the various strata of the bureaucracy itself. But
that made no difference to the fundamental division of the
country into two camps: on the one hand, the hard-
working and exploited masses, on the other the exploiting
leaders.

I will cite two concrete examples to illustrate the very
peculiar and in a way favourable attitude adopted by the
lovi'lcr levels in the country towards the new bureaucratic
policy. '

A short while before my arrest in May, 1930, I received
several letters from a friend in the country ; he was not a
Communist but a non-Party member, of democratic leanings,
who had been given the task of organizing the health services
in a village of the Valdai region in the province of Leningrad.
My correspondent was very touched by the gratitude shown
him by the members of the kolkhosi ; the latter were abso-
lutely taken aback at finding that the town had thought of
them, that the Leningrad hospital had provided them, free
of charge, with medical aid and children’s cots for the village
créche. He described the crowd of peasants, standing round
the medical centre he had just organized, greybeards from
distant villages. ‘It is the first time in my life >’ he wrote,
“ that I find myself useful to the people.” What a contrast
to the horrors that had been reported to me from other
sources. Yet these contradictory reports were both equally
true, both assistance and destruction were being doled out
to the villages, civilization and exploitation marching hand
in hand. _

The general feeling among the peasants of the kolkhosi of
the Valdai district could be put as follows : * We are poor ;
we have nothing to lose; the Government promises us a
better life, Who knows? Maybe it will come ; we will
put ourselves in its hands and we will attempt the experiment.”
The peasants did not consider collectivization something of
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their own, their own creation as it were, but an enterprise
demanded by the Government, to which they were prepared
to submit. The peasant masses of the kolkhosi knew them-
selves to be clay in the hands of the administration and they
resigned themselves to that part. That was the new and
very unambiguous impression that arose from the simple and
direct tales of my correspondent. The Valdai district was
exceedingly poor. In the richer regions, in particular in
the Ukraine, in the Northern Caucasus and in Siberia, this
tendency was much less pronounced ; more hopes had been
built on private capitalist development and more resistance
was offered to the establishment of a rural State economy.
But the tendencies I have just described were also in existence
there ; they contributed to the final victory of collectivization.

The kolkhosi of Valdai, my correspondent wrote me, waited
with impatience for the arrival of tractors and other agri-
cultural machinery. They had not yet come, but rumours
of their imminent arrival, strengthened by news from other
districts, produced continual excitements. The feelings of
the peasants towards machinery had something in common
with those of the old Red Indians towards the ships and the
guns of Christopher Columbus. Did not the captains of the
Five Year Plan bear a resemblance to the ships’ captains of
Cortés? Was there not the same thirst for pillage and
conquest under a guise that was sometimes ingenuous and
sometimes had the cynicism of Christian—or Communist—
missionary activity ? Both ancient and modern conquistadors
brought not only guns and blood but also a new order, more
oppressive but on a higher level than the old. The con-
querors did not bring happiness to the people, they brought
them civilization,

These reflections, this interpretation of the Five Year
Plan, were in direct contradiction to the official theories of
Stalinism, as well as to those of the Trotskyist Opposition.
Trotskyism as well as Stalinistn saw in these events only a
struggle between two social orders: proletariat versus
bourgeoisie, the latter embracing the kulaks and the relics
of the former ruling classes. As for me, I had come to the
conclusion that three social systems were partaking in the
struggle : State capitalism, private capitalism and socialism,
and that these three systems represented three classes : the
bureaucracy, the bourgeoisie (including the kulaks) and the
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proletariat. The difference lay in that Stalinists and
Trotskyists saw State capitalism as socialism and bureaucracy
as proletariat. Trotsky as well as Stalin wished to pass off
the State as being the proletariat, the bureaucratic dictator-
ship over the proletariat as the proletarian dictatorship, the
victory of State capitalism over both private capitalism and
socialism as a victory of the latter. The difference between
Trotsky and Stalin lay in the fact that in this victory Stalin
saw the triumph of pure socialism, pure dictatorship of the
proletariat, whereas Trotsky perceived and stressed the gaps
and bureaucratic deformations of the system.

It is true that I still underestimated the extent of my
differences with Trotskyism ; it seemed to me that I had
merely gone beyond it and that our differences were but
of a temporary nature.

I hoped the Opposition would overtake me. The expe- -
rience of subsequent years showed me the strength of the
organic bonds that united the Trotskyist Opposition with the
bureaucratic régime of the Soviets ; these bonds were too
tight to allow the Trotskyist to cover the distance separating
a bureaucratic clique of the Left and a revolutionary struggle
of the masses. :

I ascribed still less importance to my disagreement with the
leaders of the Trotskyist Opposition concerning the practical
value of Stalinist collectivization. At that time, Trotsky
was accusing Stalin of ‘ ultra-Left-wing’ opinions and of
‘ adventurism ’ for having given the word for collectivization
and integral dekulakization. I had no such objections to
Stalin’s agrarian policy which, in my opinion, was anyhow
by no means socialist. But on the other hand, his policy
seemed one of entire realism to me, taking into account the
conflict that had arisen between the bureaucracy and the
kulaks. From the point of view of the interests of the
bureaucrats in office, it was even the only possible course
of action. As for the prophecies of Rakovsky, who in the
spring of 1930 declared that there would be nothing left of
all this collectivization by the autumn of the same year,
they appeared to me destitute of all grounds.

i

104



IX
THE WORKERS AND THE FIVE YEAR PLAN

T sk life of the workers in Leningrad was far from providing
so many new data as did peasant life and the experiment
of collectivization. .

That was natural. In rural economy, new social relations
were being created. The technical revolution was accom-
panied by an economic and social revolution. The viilage
was undergoing a crisis greater than that of the October
revplution. Russia and the entire world were present at the
formation—or rather at the downward construction—of a
new and original rural economy, which was in many respects
different from anything the world had ever seen before.
Little islands of social life were emerging from a sea of blood,
causing the rise of many new theoretical problems. A new
sociological and philosophical significance had to be draped
round these novelties.

During the course of the October revolution, the peasants
had liquidated 30,000 estates of the big landowners, who
between them had held half the Russian soil ; then they had
shared out the private lands, the secular as well as the
ecclesiastical estates. Now the task was to liquidate from
ten to twenty million peasant holdings out of the 25,000,000
that existed in Russia. It was necessary to share them out
between a few hundred thousand kolkhosi, controlled by a few
thousand machinery and tractor stations belonging to the
State. Whatever the importance of the ¢ spontaneous sharing
out ’ of October may have been, it had been infinitely simpler
to carry out than the present collectivization. It is indeed
easier to divide 30,000 large estates than to fuse ten to twenty
million peasant holdings. It is easier to expropriate the
possessions of a few hundred thousand noblemen than those
of a hundred million peasants. The agrarian October
revolution had been relatively simple, for it had made no
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alterations in the agricultural technique and had even allowed
a retrogression in that technique. Now there was an agrarian
revolution that demanded the application of the most modern
technical methods, methods that, in the majority of cases, were
still unknown at the time of collectivization.

Yet another difference consisted in the fact that during the
October revolution, the expropriation of the aristocracy went
hand in hand with its exclusion from rural economy.
Collectivization demanded on the other hand the re-adapta-
tion of the ancient type of peasant to a new life as worker in
the kolkhos, an essential part in the rural productive scheme.
To get him there, terror and technique were insufficient ;
there was also needed a certain minimum of willingness on the
part of the peasants.

This revolution was far more dlﬂ‘icult to carry out than thc
one that took place in England in the days of * enclosures ,
when the peasants were robbed of their land to transform it into
manorial pastures and the peasants simply driven from their
homes in an attempt to eliminate them.

The world had already seen agrarian revolutions analogous
to the October one; its theoretical significance had been
studied beforehand. The agrarian revolution of collectiviza-
tion was a new factor in the world and put an entirely new
social and economic problem to this same world.

During the winter of 1929—30, this problem had become
extremely acute. Collectivization was far from having been
achieved, but a struggle for life was already opposing the
ancient to the new economic system. It was not difficult to
foresee that a compromise was henceforth impossible and that
one of the two systems must triumph completely over the
other. It became a matter of the greatest urgency to solve
the following theoretical problem : what form was the new
economic and social system to take if it was no longer to be
based on the private economy of bourgeois capitalism but
entirely on exploitation and on a division into a hierarchy
of classes, thereby becoming unable to show a classless
socialism ? The enormous surface of land involved, and
the. preponderance of agriculture in the country, made the
question one of world-importance, not only in its theoretical
but also in its practical aspects.

The industrial development of Russia, on the very contrary,
put forward no problems of this sort, no entirely new

106 )



THE WORKERS AND THE FIVE YEAR PLAN

theoretical social problems. I do not mean to imply on that
score that industrialization contained no elements of greatness
nor of nowelty. Within the Russian framework, it was
equivalent to a truly technical and economic revolution. - It
also modified to a certain extent the economic world-picture.
The industrialization of the Ural, of Central Asia and, above
all, of Siberia created economic centres of world importance.
A new America, as greedy and as dynamic as the old, was
born on the immensity of Eastern Europe and Northern Asia,
six to seven thousand miles long and two to three thousand
miles wide, The industrialization of European and Asiatic
Russia is of fundamental importance to the historic progress
of the Asiatic continent ; for the economic, social and political
revolution that is ripening throughout Asia.

At the same time as the already existing metallurgic
industry was growing and new metallurgic bases were being
built (Magnitogorsk and Kuznetsk), new branches of industry
were being created.: the construction of machines, tractors,
industrial cars; aeronautics and chemistry, creation or
remodelling of metal works. Industrialization was at the
basis of the agrarian revolution, of mechanization and of the
collectivization of rural economy. Simultaneously, this rural
economy was drawing nearer to industry, and equally the
countryside was drawn nearer to the towns ; industry as such
was gaining in importance in the general picture of national
economy.

But however great the national and international signifi-
cance of this industrialization was, it introduced no new
principles into the social structure of industry itself and
produced no new theoretic problem. The immense and .
rapid growth of industry, the development of old factories
and the creation of entire new branches of industry only
reproduced on a larger scale the relations that existed in
industry before the Five Year Plan. Hence, observing the
life of the workers in Leningrad, I was unable to add to what
I saw in the course of my three years’ stay in Russia.

But—and here is one of Russia’s so frequent contradictions
—the fact itself that the social relations in industry had not
been transformed was an enigma worth solving. The most
various capitalist and bureaucratic phenomena that presented
themselves in Soviet industry had always been attributed to
the influence of capitalist and petit-bourgeois elements, or
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had been explained as inevitable but temporary concessions
to these elements, the influence of which was great during the
days of the NEP, and the legal existence of which had been
officially recognized. Now that the NEP was being liquid-
ated, private capitalism extirpated, the petit-bourgeoisie
mercilessly destroyed, these capitalist and bureaucratic
phenomena should, if logic were right, have automatically
disappeared and made way for a socialist organization of
industrial production, :

In actual fact, nothing of the sort was happening.
Capitalist and bureaucratic methods were stiffening : piece-
work, separation of labour and administration, concentration
of all directing functions in the hands of the administration,
the reduction of the functions of the workers to that of simple
execution of orders, consolidation of the salary system, growing
inequality of wages in favour of the bureaucrats.
~ All this showed that the bureaucratic and capitalist
characteristics of the Soviet State industry were not solely due
to the influence of the relics of the old private capitalism, but
constituted the organic basis of this State industry.

Thus it was to industry as well as to agriculture, that is, to
the sum total of Soviet economy, that the question applied as
to which was the new social and economic system that, no
longer being private capitalism, was not socialism either.

“The more Ip studied the feelings of the workers, the more
urgent it :lgi)carcd to find the answer to the above question.

An old skilled workman from one of the principal Leningrad
factories told me, ¢ We live worse now than at the time of the
capitalists. If we had had to face such starvation, if our

aries had been so low in the days of our old masters, we
would have gone on strike a thousand times. But what can
we do now? It was we who wanted Soviet rule, how can
we now fight it ? If we went on strike at present, our own
wives would laugh at us and say, ¢ There you are, with your
Soviet rule !’ >

When the 25,000 manual workers were enrolled for work
in the country, this old workman signed up as a volunteer.
He came back disgusted after a few moriths. * There are too
many injustices ; it is not collectivism, it is pillage.” As a
skilled workman, he demanded no privileges from the Govern-
ment, he felt safeguarded by his qualifications -and in a way
independent. He was a non-Party member, but he had spent
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several years at the front during the Civil War. The fear and
the bewilderment that now held him in their grip seemed to
reflect the sentiments of the deepest strata of the proletariat.
“ We have taken the wrong turning,” was the conclusion
they drew from the revolution. Towards the end of the Five
Year Plan, at the time of the ¢ better life ’ proclaimed by the
bureaucracy, these strata of the population were fully aware
of the real nature of the present system of the U.S.S.R.

I heard similar reflections from the mouth of a foreign
Communist worker employed in the textile industry. Of
Southern origin, he expressed his feelings with greater passion.
 Never in my life have I known such slavery as there 1sin my
factory. If such a thing existed in a bourgeois country, I
would have thrown a bomb at it a long time ago ! But in
Russia he did nothing of the sort, for he saw no way out : the
mass of the workers was passive, and authority, was it not ‘ our
authority >? In despair he was trying to get back to his own
country ; there at least he would know against whom and
how to fight. He obtained his permit to leave only with the
greatest difficulty, for his  lack of enthusiasm for the Soviet
system ’ was well known. Nowadays, although he has lost
his faith, he continues to work in the official Communist
Party. At any rate, no one could think out a better system,
he told me after my return to Europe.

I also remember a conversation with a manual worker who
had done some repairs to my room. Having gone to his
home to pay him, I found him absorbed in reading a news-
paper. I scarcely knew him and asked him, * What do the
papers say?” He pointed to the tidings concerning the
limitation of social legislation in Germany which the Soviet
Press had transformed into an abolition of social insurances.
¢ Just like it is in this country,” the workman said without
further comment. That simplicity and that sincerity told
more than a long discourse on the feelings that Soviet
bureaucracy inspired in the workers. My humble workman
seemed to imply the discouraged view that it was not he alone
who thought so, but everyone.

At that timé it was officially announced that unemployment
was ‘liquidated’ in Soviet Russia. The result of that
announcement was that all unemployment benefits were
equally ‘liquidated’.. Moreover, a number of regulations
protecting the workers had been curtailed. Newspapers, on

109



THE TURMOIL OF THE FIVE YEAR PLAN

the other hand, violently attacked those workers who, in some
way or other, put up a resistance to bureaucratic exploitation,
declaring them to be °undisciplined, lazy and drunken’.
Under the guise of ‘socialist emulation’ a sweating system
was introduced, combined with the corruption of a small
workers’ minority by means of all sorts of * advancements ’.

A worker with whom I discussed the possibilities of foment-
ing a factory-strike spoke to me in a way which threw a very
clear light on such a policy. He was a man of well-considered
opinions, a non-Party worker and a genuine proletarian.
Knowing his inclinations, the bureaucrats had already
attempted to buy him over and forte him to accept the post of
syndicate representative of the corporation to which he
belonged. He found it very difficult to shake off this attempt
to enlist him into the administrative apparatus ; it was not
easy to refuse such a post when the general meeting of the
workers, called on the initiative of a straw man of the
administration, -decided that ‘‘ you, the best worker among
us,”” had to become the representative of the syndicate, or an
udarnik (a shock-brigader), or a member of the Party.
Plebiscite lies and violence penetrated the entire social life of
Soviet Russia.

The above-mentioned worker considered that the main
obstacle in the way of so vast a labour as the preparation of a
strike was not so much the G.P.U. as the attitude of the mass of
the workers.

 One can have no confidence in the worker. Today he is
your brother, tomorrow he will betray you. He works with
you in the same corporation, at the next bench ; he thinks and
speaks as you do; he sees that the workers have been let
down, that their life is wretched, that they are being tyrannized.
But tomorrow, as soon as he is given a little advancement, a
little bone to gnaw, as it were, or a little rise, his speech will
change and he will bray at meetings as if he had always been
a bureaucrat. If he is spoken to as man to man, and is
reproached for his conduct, he answers with insolence, ‘I do
as everyone else does.” Confide in those people ?  You will
lose yourself without advancing the cause in the slightest.”

One question was tormenting this intelligent proletarian :
where lies the origin of the curse that weighs on the working
class? After all these revolutions, there always seems to be
someone left to exploit him, to benefit by his labour. In order
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to think things over together, to seek an answer to the essential
question of our times, this worker was ready to run the risk of
mixing with my comrades and myself.

As to this, I should like to tell of an incident of which I
heard later, when I was already in prison. It had taken place
in Moscow, in 1927, at the height of the struggle against the
Left-wing Opposition. Most of the workers in a tanning
factory were in sympathy with the Opposition and used to go
with great pleasure to the forest-trips organized by this
Opposition. To win the workers over to its own side, the
bureau of the Communist Cell of the works acted as follows :
it put up a poster asking workers to put in applications for the
posts of jurymen. The °strengthening of the working
element ’ in the administration was the order of the day and
a promise had been made that three jurymen would be taken
from that particular factory. It was obvious that this was
nothing but a demagogic manceuvre, yet ninety candidates
handed in their names, though there were only three places
going. The Opposition trips were dropped.

In Leningrad I came across a similar case, only of greater
complexity. Two Trotskyist workers were employed in the
same factory. One of them, young and unqualified, suddenly
enrolled as one of the 25,000 to be sent into the countryside.
He communicated his decision to his comrade. The latter
wanted to dissuade him from it, for, he said, the members of
the - Opposition should never endorse Stalin’s policy. The
young worker first made theoretical objections. The Oppo-
sition had demanded the offensive against the kulaks : . it was
essential therefore to join in whether Stalin was leading the
offensive or not. Then he came to the immediate motives of
his conduct : as a non-qualified worker, he found it difficult to
feed his wife and child. If he went to the village, his wife
would draw all his wages and he would be fed and would
receive further wages in kind. Upon his return, the syndicate
would send him to classes in order to let him perfect himself
in his craft, or would even admit him to a school. He did not
think he was deserting the Opposition ; he was giving himself
some time until the day when conditions would be more
favourable for a political struggle. As long as the masses
remained inert, he saw no harm in improving his own lot.

A Trotskyist capitulater, an engineer of the Putilov factory,
mentioned an interesting case to me in which the workers took
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a favourable attitude towards Stalin’s policy of collectivization.
One of the 25,000 had been killed ; ten volunteers offered to
replace him. ~ Among them was one of the oldest workers in
the factory. My informant quoted the case to prove that the
mass of the workers was supporting Stalin’s policy and that the
Opposition should do the same. This addition limited the
scope of his statement, but the fact remained authentic. This
example, together with those I gave before, shows how com-
plex the situation was and that the workers’ attitude towards
Stalin’s ¢ Left-wing policy ° was far from uniform.

Another story told me by the same engineer will confirm that.
At a Communist meeting, an old worker declared, *“ We know
that evil is spoken of those whose very policy is being carried
out today. We shall support you, all the same. But don’t
think that we are ignorant of what is going on.”

On the other hand, a large number of Leningrad workers
expressed so-called peasant sentiments, i.e. sentiments of
hostility towards the anti-peasant policy of the bureaucracy.
“ What does this policy bring us? Hunger, and nothing
else,” were sentences often heard in the mouths of the workers.
Sometimes social arguments were added : ‘ Where is this
famous alliance between workers and peasants, since every-
thing is taken away from the peasants ? ”* or * That the kulaks
should be tracked down, right ! But why the whole village ?

I had a chance to see how the Russian social-democrats were
fought within the factories. The case of which I knew was in
the telephone factory, ‘ Red Dawn’. The factory workers
were very discontented with the cost of living, the scarcity of
goods and the deplorable wage-level. The bureau of the
Communist Cell said that this discontent was kept alive by a
group of skilled workers who at one time were active social-
democrats and now were non-Party members. The bureau
feared that the discontent might take the form of a strike. To
avert this danger the help of the syndicate organization was
invoked in waging a campaign to ‘unmask the counter-
revolutionary part played by social-democracy in the service
of capitalism’. A meeting was devoted to this subject, as
well as several copies of the wall newspaper. To my great
astonishment, neither the articles nor the speeches of the
official mouthpieces attempted to oppose the conceptions of
revolution and reform. They limited themselves to forging
lies adorned with the name of ‘ revolutionary truths’ to. pit

112



THE WORKERS AND THE  FIVE YEAR PLAN

against the reformers. ‘‘ Only counter-revolutionaries can
say that the conditions of the working class are growing
worse,” the official orators proclaimed. It was the chorus of
all speeches and all articles, yet this ¢ counter-revolutionary
calumny ’ was truth itself.

No refutation whatsoever, we said, was given of the principle
of social-democrat reform. It seemed sufficient to call it
demagogy and to utter direct threats against the social-
democrat workers in the factory and to have recourse to the
most repulsive forms of intimidation. Seeing these things,
I felt the abyss separating us from the Communism of
officialdom.

Here are a few more examples of the attitude of the foreign
workers towards the Soviet system. K——, whom I had
known for a long time, was entirely satisfied. Of peasant
* origin, he had been a manual worker and a member of the
Comsomol. During the few years of his stay in Russia, he had
succeeded as well as was possible in finishing his academic
studies. Now he had become a teacher in a secondary school
and had married a very charming young woman graduate of
Moscow University. He had grown rotund and beamed with
happiness. He had been through * his ’ social revolution and
was full of a special kind of optimism : since he had made his
way, why couldn’t othem do as much? * All one wants is
time and patience.”

A young foreign worker astonished me by his incor-
ruptibility. He did not wish to see anything wrong in Soviet
Russia, but neither would he allow himself to be carried away.
He was burning with the sole desire to return to Europe and
resume the struggle.

A third, a convinced revolutionary, had a more critical
spirit. One day he went to White Russia on business for the
MOPR (International Association {r Assistance to Revolu-
tionaries in other countries). He could have crossed the
border and gone into Poland. As he did not have permission
to return to Europe, for he belonged to the Left-wing, the
temptation was great, but he resisted it. On his return to
Leningrad, he explained his attitude as follows: *‘The
authority of Russia is stronger in the eyes of the Russian
workers than mine is. I may be right a thousand times over,
but whatever I may say, I shall remain suspect in the eyes of
the workers if I run away from Soviet Russia.”
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A fairly well-known German engineer had passed through a
stormy evolution. A sympathizer with Communism, he had
come to Russia in 1923 after the German catastrophe. He
was now a member of the Leningrad Soviet as a representative
of the group of engineers and technicians of his trust. His stay
in Russia had transformed his opinions. The numerous cases
of bureaucratic conservatism, of negligence, waste and bad
output which he had been able to observe better than anyone
else, proved to him the inability. of the proletariat to govern
itself. He could not forgive the °proletarian dictatorship ’
for the humiliating conditions it had imposed on engineers and
technicians. ‘‘ At a meeting a workman will get up and shout
and gesticulate, * We workers : . .> It is perfectly obvious
that the man is an ignorant fool, spouting forth utter nonsense ;
yet one can’t answer him, for he is the boss.”

This situation appeared to him not only unjust but contrary
to historical development. Social and economic evolution
tend to reduce the importance of the proletariat in favour of
the engineers and technicians. Aeronautics and chemical
industry were no exceptions from this point of view, but
models for all branches of evolution. Even the absolute
figures of worker population were on the decline in America,
and America was the vanguard of modern humanity. History
refuted the schema of Marx concerning the continued numerical
growth of the working class. The engineer ended by saying
that the government of the world ought to belong not to the
manual workers but to the engineers and technicians.

" Mentioning the faults of Soviet industry, he concluded : ““ If
we were in power, we would do everything better and in a
more economic and civilized way.”

One day I found him bursting with indignation. * Look
at your system ! ” he cried. ‘“ The G.P.U. have sent one of
the engineers of our trust into exile, an excellent man he is,
and an excellent enginecer. The G.P.U. asked him to become
a spy and he refused. As a result he has been exiled for three
years to a forgotten corner of Central Asia, near the Chinese
frontier. He is condemned to rot there, just because he
refused to be a provocateur. Show me an example of the
proletariat behaving better than did their ruling classes!”

He took great care of the affairs of his trust and seemed to
live only for his work. The chairman of the trust, a Com-
munist, filled him with admiration. ‘ He is a fine boss, he
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holds them all in the hollow of his hand—economists,
engineers, the chairman of the syndicate, the secretary of the
Party Cell—he dominates them all. Without the revolution,
he would undoubtedly have become a great captain of
industry ; he was born to the part.”

He entirely approved of the Five Year Plan, and patiently,
with full conviction, explained the realist character of the
industrialization- plan to me. “ It coincides with Russia’s
economic needs,. and the Government will shrink from no
sag’ﬂcc to carry it out. No doubt it will never be accom-
plished in entirety, but the essentials will.”

During the last conversation that I had with this engineer,
just before my arrest, I noted an interesting evolution in his
opinions. “I see,” he said, ‘“ that I wrongly accused the
workers. They are the victims of the system just as much as
we are. They are allowed to let off steam about unimportamt
details, but fundamentally they are deprived of all rights and
all power, although all action is taken in their name. I had
mistaken the rule of the Communist Party for that of the
proletariat. That was the ambiguity of the situation.”

To what did his new attitude amount ? To oppose to the
workers’ Communism bureaucratic Communism, or to make
use of the workers’ discontent in-the struggle which opposes
to the technical bureaucracy its competitor, Communist
bureaucracy ? The latter hypothesis was probably the right
one.

Here is another striking story. It deals with a German
worker, a supporter of Brandler. He was an old social-
democrat, who, "since pre-War days, had shown Left
tendencies. From the beginning of the revolution, he had
belonged to the Communist Party. After 1923 he was sent to
Russia to be cured of his  Brandlerian opportunism’. He
had worked at the Comintern for some time, then had gone
into a factory. Working conditions in Soviet factories
appalled him. These conditions were still worse than those
he had fought against in Germany. What depressed him
most was that all workers were systematically searched upon
leaving the factory. ‘I felt this to be both for myself and for
the Russian workers a humiliation such as I had never felt
before. How we had to strive in Germany before this sort of
thing was abolished.” But he could not bring himself to
protest openly, for, he said, ‘‘ there really were cases when
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workers stole things”. Torn between the wish to protest
against the system and that of Justifying it by taking particular
Russian conditions into account, he decided to return to
Germany. He did not succeed in settling there ; he had lost
the art of living as a simple workman, and apart 'from that he
found the German Communist Party torn by internal dis-
sensions. Abandoning the struggle, he returned to Russia.
In 1930, in Leningrad, he occupied the post of factory dlrcctor
It was his turn now to have the workers searched.

The Five Year Plan produced, at first, certain phenonfgna
that seemed to indicate that Russia was rcally tending towards
socialism. Books and newspapers sometimes asserted that
money and the commercial exchange of merchandise were
going to disappear. In a number of factories there were
groups of workers, whole teams or even entire workshops that
received collective wages which they then shared out in equal
parts among the various workers. That was a sort of

‘common pot’. It was hailed as the future method of
liquidating the wage-problcm, this ‘infamous system of .
mercenary slavery *.  But it was obvious that these were only
ephemeral phenomena, for they were in flagrant opposition
to the general tendency of Soviet society, the foundations of
which were hierarchy and exploitation. In actual fact, a
rapid end was made to these forms of initiative, and they were
declared to be °¢extreme Left-wing deviations’. Their
temporary appeéarance says quite enough about the hopes and
illusions bureaucracy offered the workers in order to turn the
revolutionary and creative instincts of the masses to account.

116



X .
THE DOMINANT CLASS AND ITS TRUE VISAGE

T'ue close contact I had with the Communist bureaucracy
in" Leningrad completed in a way my observations of the
social conditions in Russia. This contact revealed to me,
under the mask of official phrases, the true visage of bureau-
cracy and contributed to the formation of my definite judge-
ment on Soviet society as a whole. It was not sufficient to
know the life and conditions of the lower strata of that
society. One could always explain away the oppression and
the sufferings of the masses by having recourse to temporary
and apparently ¢ objective ’ causes. These explanations were
patently false, but it was difficult to brush them aside before
having studied the lives of the real instigators, the real masters
of Soviet society : the bureaucrats, the high officials.

Observing the milieu in which I belonged in Leningrad
was particularly instructive. My comrades and I, as I have
already mentioned, were living at the Party House, where
the Communist élite of Leningrad lived, to begin with Kirov,
the Party secretary, and Komarov, the chairman of the
Leningrad Soviet. Here Zinoviev had resided with his
staff, some of whom were still living in the building. This
Communist élizz had installed itself in the Party House from
the days of the October revolution. The immensity of the
building made it possible for new officials to be put up there,
without causing any inconvenience to the old ones. This
again made it possible to study, as if in a laboratory, a ‘ pure
culture of bureaucrats’ in successive stages from the revolu-
tion to the present phase. The number of bureaucracy’s
most typical representatives, each of whom showed a different
stage of development, was a guarantee against all hasty
generalizations.

I have no wish to show the private or sensational side of
my observations, but merely their social aspect. In this
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