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1 .It the end of 1920 was a Bolshevik government firmly installed with 
1 1vsky, an old Bolshevik, in command. In the north the attempt to institute 

' ll't regimes in the Baltic republics and Finland failed. These countries 
1 l 1 vcly passed out of the Soviet orbit, as did Poland and Bessarabia which 
I been seized by Rumania. In the Caucasus and the Far East, as well as in 
, 1 1 .d Asia, nominally independent republics under Bolshevik leadership 
I heen established by 1922, though not without many vicissitudes. 
I here was no area of political thought in which the Bolsheviks differed 
ll' sharply or self-consciously from their predecessors and from Russian 
In ion in general than over the treatment of nationalities. Lenin, whose 
1nnality policy evolved at a time when revolution was.in the distant future 
I .d l policy was primarily concerned to bring it nearer, firmly believed 
1 \elf-determination should be accorded after the seizure of power; and 
1 hl' immediate post-revolutionary period the right to secede from Russia 
, .1vailable to all who claimed it. It was naturally assumed that in the 
.lcr territories the seizure of power by Bolshevik sympathizers would 
'l' them to opt for a close form of alliance, if not federation, with the 
I "\ R. Bolshevik policy did not specify independence, but merely the right 

1 I .tim it if desired. The fact that the secession of the Baltic republics and 
d.md was accompanied by suppression of nascent revolutionary regimes 
1t kly soured many Bolsheviks' liberality towards the former subject
Ions of the Russian empire ; the exercise of the right to secede proved to 
h:1sed on counter-revolutionary policies and was being claimed by 

lll lter-revolutionary regimes. 
In any case the problem of secession had been settled within eighteen 
111ths of the October revolution. What remained was the far more difficult 
.I intractable relationship between the Russian Soviet Republic and those 
l~hbouring territories with sympathetic regimes, seeking close alliance and 
,,bly federation. Once again even the elaborate discussion of nationality 
,[J fems by Lenin and others before 1917 could not possibly encompass 

o·ry eventuality, and there were large gaps which had to be filled more or 
,,d hoc- by decisions which in the event altered the substance of the policy 

n\lderably. It is much easier for us today to trace this change or corrosion 
Intentions, a process which continued until ideology and practice no longer 
1 n:sponded. The commitment to fight mercilessly against Great Russian 
.lllvinism remained in the forefront of Bolshevik thinking. The Twelfth 
ny Congress in April 1923, at which the constitutional provisions of the 
w USSR were hammered out, pronounced uncompromisingly on this 
hJl'Ct. 'The Union of Republics is regarded by a considerable number of 
>VIet officials, central as well as local, not so much as a union of equal 89 
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states pledged to guarantee the free development of national republics, but 
as a step towards the liquidation of the republics and the beginning of the 
so-called" one and indivisible" republic .... Such attitudes are anti-proletarian 
and reactionary.' This seemed i:o contradict the Party programme, which 
stated that any such federal union was only 'one of the transitional forms 
towards complete unity'. This contrast was of course deliberate, not acci
dental - a dialectical unity. It reflects Lenin's emphasis on the unity of 
national independence with Party centralization, together with his justification 
of this policy. In 1923 the objections to the form of the proposed federation, 
in which a Supreme Soviet, consisting of a Council of Nationalities co
equal with a Council of the Union based on more or less equal constituencies, 
was created, came mostly from the delegates of the Russian republic - and 
were easily refuted with the accusation of Russian chauvinism. There is no 
reason to believe that those who thought about, and helped to formulate, 
the structure of the new union were motivated by anything other than the 
desire to shore up national rights and wishes against the Russif1cation tradition 
of the Tsarist past. Hence the creation of constitutionally sovereign federal 
republics with considerable areas of independence, and for the smaller 
nationalities the status of autonomous republics within the Union- a federal 
arrangement which formally remained untouched and still exists today. 
Eventually, in fact, a great measure of centralization was achieved in practice 
through Party control and the taut structure of the economy, and the conflict 
between decentralized administration and centralized economy was resolved 

at the expense of the former. 
The man in charge of the Commissariat for Nationalities, into whose lap 

these problems fell in practice, was Joseph Vissaryonovich Stalin, and it was 
in this context that he made his fmt major contribution to the history of the 
Soviet Union. Just before the war he had been Bolshevik spokesman and 
Lenin's research expert on nationality questions; since Lenin him.self was 
extremely interested in this problem, Stalin's main role had been the exposi
tion of Lenin's ideas. Now Lenin had other things to do, and the task of 
stabilizing and systematizing the relationship between the republics fell 
increasingly to Stalin. Whatever he was to become, at this time he was above 
all a good Party m.an, for whom, perhaps even more than for Lenin, the 
problem. of internal Party cohesion had absolute primacy. Though he 
subscribed sincerely to Lenin's nationality policy, he viewed any conflict 
between Party and national perspectives almost exclusively from a Party 
point of view and acted accordingly. The narrow-minded and ruthless 
pursuit of his policy in the Georgian Soviet Republic, where Stalin was on 
his own home ground (he was born on 21 December 1879 in Gori), created a 
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1.1jor scandal. Mainly at Stalin's instigation the Menshevik government of 
I •l·orgia, opposed to the Bolsheviks in party matters but anxious for close 

public-to-rep~blic relations with the RSFSR, had been forcibly overthrown 
1 February 1921 by an invading force, the political adviser to which was a 
l nchman of Stalin. Although a Bolshevik government was now installed, 

1 too resisted the dispositions of Moscow regarding the future arrange
rnts of the area, in particular the proposal for a Transcaucasian regional 
public in which Georgia would be submerged for the sake of administrative 
!mess. Stalin organized a purge of the Party to remove the recalcitrant 
~t iers whom he publicly labelled as bourgeois nationalist deviationists. 
!"he Commissariat of Nationalities had been instrumental in founding 

1tonomous republics within the RSFSR from 1918 onwards, promoting 
dt ural autonomy, institutionalizing the separate languages ofless advanced 
·nples and yet at the same time bringing to these semi-independent 
11 10nalities in the south and east of the Russian republic the first benef1ts of 
ndernity without the more obvious overtones of Russian domination. 

\< 1thin the Party the reputation of the department was high. Lenin at any 
ll" had no hesitation in accepting Stalin's version of the Georgia incident, 
l' ll though Trotsky was already protesting at the end of 1921 against the 
• h-handedness of Stalin's Commissariat. 91 



Stalin's action proved unexpectedly signif1cant. For the first time- but not 
for the last- enforcement of Party discipline had formally overruled official 
Bolshevik policy towards non-Russian nationalities. Though the Party 
leadership was always to be sensitive towards the maintenance of cultural 
autonomy, and the republics were always to have their own elaborate govern
ment and Party structure, henceforward all this took on something of the 
quality of ideological window-dressing. Effective centralized control was 
always available through Party channels, even though the federal nature of 
the Soviet structure was scrupulously observed. The boundaries within which 
all assertions of independence and separateness could take place were narrowly 
circumscribed. Local nationalism became one of the most serious (as well as 
one of the earliest) political crimes for which opponents were to be con
demned without benefit of argument or appeal. The Soviet Union had hardly 
been created before cleansing campaigns against manifestations of national
ism were to take their toll of local Bolsheviks who were too much concerned 
with their own particular areas and too little with the general state of the 
union. Sultan-Galiyev, Prime Minister of the Tatar ASSR, who advocated 
the formation of a special Moslem Communist Party in 1923, was the first 
National Republic head to be arrested, and the Ukrainian Bolshevik leader
ship was repeatedly purged in the 1930s and 1940s for adulterating the pure 
wine of Marxism-Leninism with bourgeois nationalism - paying undue 
political attention to peculiar Ukrainian needs. The same problem in more 
directly economic guise persisted as late as the 1960s in the shape of regional
ism in the Regional Economic Councils (sovnarkhozy). 

The Georgian incident put Stalin, the individual, in the limelight for the 
first time, and brought him into an open conflict with Lenin. After thirty-five 
years of unremitting work, and the enormous and many-sided responsibilities 
of government since 1917, Lenin suffered a stroke at the end of May 1922. 
Almost speechless, he was sent away to the countryside by his doctors. He 
did not recover until August and returned to work only in October of that 
year. Having supported Stalin's action in Georgia all through the spring of 
. 1922, lenin on his return suddenly and sharply turned against him. He 
cabled the Georgian Bolsheviks a pledge of support for their position at the 
coming Party Congress due in April 1923 . Then in the middle of December 
he had a second stroke. He was not to come to Moscow again. Between 
mid-December and 9 March 1923, when he had the third stroke which put 
him out of action completely, his participation in the affairs of the Party 
and nation was confined to a few dictated notes and letters from outside. 

On looking more closely at the Georgian problem, Lenin had suddenly 
changed his mind with the brusqueness typical of the man. He was the fmt to 

throw the book at Bolsheviks who offended against fundamental principles -
far more readily than many of his colleagues who in the last few years had 
begun to complain about the erosion of free expression in the Party. Lenin 
now concluded that Stalin's handling of his Bolshevik opponents was a 
flagrant instance of the high-handedness of the dominant central culture to
wards smaller nations against which Lenin had fought all his life. This sudden 
insight crystallized other dissatisfactions which Lenin had expressed at 
various times over the last twelve months, most frequently the sense of 
bureaucratization in Party work. Though Lenin himself had supported many 
of the actual decisions which led to this bureaucratization, like the defeat of 
the workers' opposition and the suppression of opposition platforms at the 
Tenth Congress, there is no real contradiction here. For the issue was no 
longer tactics or policy but basic values, the Bolshevik state of mind. One of 
Lenin's biographers has suggested that this sudden sensitivity to fundamentals 
at the end of his life, which made him apparently change his mind on a 
number of issues and express for the first and last time a general sense of 
malaise, 'of shame before the workers of Russia', as he put it, was due to an 
instinctive awareness of his own impending death. Perhaps his inability to 
participate in the major and minor questions of every day, so firmly part of 
Lenin's political life, contributed to a sudden propensity for introspection. 
In any case his decision to stage a fight with Stalin over the treatment of 
smaller nationalities now combined with a determination to attack frontally 
the current bureaucratic spirit of the Party. Pre-eminently responsible for it 
was the Party Secretariat - the locus of bureaucracy par excellence. Here a 
different set of threads led once again to Stalin, General Secretary of the 
Central Committee since 3 April 1922. 

The Central Committee of the Party was the official ruling body for which 
the Politburo, consisting of its most eminent leaders, acted as an inner Party 
cabinet. The Secretaries of the Central Committee were intended as a means 
to make the decisions of Politburo and Central Committee effective, and to 
act as an executive staff. There was also an organization bureau (Orgburo) 
which dealt with problems of staffmg, not only at the centre but in the 
republics and at still lower levels of the Party hierarchy. Since putting the 
right man in the right place was vital in a party which always placed great 
emphasis on correct organization, these top secretarial posts were given to 
senior and experienced Bolsheviks. But it was only in April 1922 that a single 
General Secretary was set above his colleagues. The position went to Stalin 
because nobody else wanted the job; his colleagues' almost unanim.ous 
agreement on his own eminent suitability was a backhanded compliment. 
It was detailed, back-breaking and routine work which gave little or no 93 



opportunity for cerebration, much less for speaking; most of the senior Bol
sheviks, already over-burdened with tasks in Party, state and Comintern, 
considered this as a necessary but unrewarding chore. Stalin had always shown 
himself SOLmd and efficient, if intellectually undistinguished. Above all he 
appeared to be personally unambitious. 

In his contacts and correspondence with Stalin in the last few months of 
1922 Lenin, once he had become aware of Stalin's high-handedness, now 
showed himself sensitive to Stalin's shortcomings as a whole. 'People dilate 
at great length and very flippantly on the notion of "proletarian" culture. 
We would be more than satisfied with real bourgeois culture for a start, 
and would be glad if we could dispense with the cruder types of pre
bourgeois culture, such as bureaucratic or serf-culture' - this was Lenin's 
reply to attempts to persuade him that the operations of the Party bureau
cracy reflected a new proletarian culture of the future. He discovered, 
in addition, how unpleasant Stalin could be in personal dealings when 
crossed. Stalin appeared at Lenin's house in the country and abused his wife, 
Krupskaya, when she prevented him from seeing the stricken leader. Lenin 
dictated suggestions to Trotsky on how the problem might be dealt with, and 
also a sharp note to Stalin, in which he broke off all personal relations. In the 
first week of March Lenin was set for a major campaign from his sick-bed 
against Stalin. When this proved beyond him, he made his views plain in a 
testament with a special postscript. But on 9 March all this was guillotined 
by his third stroke. Though he lingered on precariously until 21 January 
1924, he was totally incapacitated during these last ten months. 

Stalin was well aware of these feelings and moves. His tactics at the 
Twelfth Congress in April were simple and effective. In order to stifle 
the impending attacks against him, which most of the other members of the 
Politburo knew about in general, he was prepared to concede everything 
immediately at issue. His speech on the nationality question was mild in the 
extreme, his praise of Lenin fulsome. He also attempted to build a bridge 
to Trotsky. He was prepared to condemn wholeheartedly, though in general 
terms, those who interfered in the affairs of the federal republic. Indeed, the 
resolution of the Congress condemning unitary perspectives in the Party, 
which has been cited above, was drafted by him. So he obtained his two 
major desires; neither Lenin's notes and proposals on the national question, 
nor his personal strictures on Stalin, were published. Lenin's illness was thus 
doubly useful to him. It removed the unquestionably authoritative attack on 
Stalin personally, and provided a reason for shelving the substantive questions 
at the very moment when the paralysis of the great leader enjoined the 
greatest possible demonstration of unanimity among the leading Bolsheviks. 

The same argument applied even more strongly after Lenin's death. In the 
t cs tament dictated almost a year earlier he had attempted to appraise his 
illllllcdiate colleagues. All had faults as well as virtues. The postscript amended 
I en in's provisional characterization of Stalin to sharp and unrelieved con
demnation: 'Stalin is too rude and such a shortcoming is unsupportable in 
the office of General Secretary. Hence I propose to our comrades that a way· 
be found to remove Stalin from that position and appoint another man ... 
IllOrc patient, more loyal, politer and more attentive to other comrades, less 
capricious and So on. This is not a trifle- or at least it is one that may acquire 
decisive signif1cance.' Lenin did not designate a successor, nor did he feel 
that it was up to him to do so, but he did hope that his evaluation would be 
taken into account when the time came. In the event the very significance 
that Lenin had stressed was the best possible reason for shelving the testa
ment ; with Lenin dead how must such criticisms of his closest colleagues 
appear to the Soviet people as a whole 1 Putting Lenin's testament into 
temporary cold storage proved equivalent to putting it on ice almost for 
good, for Stalin was not going to resuscitate this damning document. Though 
made public by Trotsky in his memoirs after his expulsion from the Soviet 
Union, and known to most of Stalin's colleagues and many of his later 
victims, it was formally published only in the 1960s, n1.ore than ten years 
after Stalin's death. Those who agreed that the public interest demanded 
withholding publication at the time were never able to undo this fatal 
decision, for any attempt to publish later was bound to look like opportunist 
spite or ambition. 
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'o incidcnccs arc normally a poor way of explaining events, and historians 
arc rightly chary of relying on them for their interpretations. But if any single 
coincidence may be said to be significant in the history of the Soviet Union, 
it is the date of Lenin's death. If Lenin had lived, Stalin could not have 
survived the attack on him, nor would he have been in any position to adopt 
the later complex and shifting system of alliances which enabled him to out
manceuvre all his colleagues in the next six years. Stalin's method of survival, 
which later and quite imperceptibly changed into domination, consisted 
initially of making sure that he was never alone, always in the centre and 
hence able to play both ends against the middle. He was helped in this by 
the Leninist tradition of dramatic tactical changes, a dialectic which related 
these swings of course to consistent goals firmly rooted in Marxism. Stalin 
was to make a speciality of what soon came to be called 'Leninism' (a term of 
which Lenin would never have approved) . This enabled him to clutch the 
iiitellectual and policy mantle of Lenin and wrap himself in it. Leninism 
came to be a set of ideas interpreted exclusively by Stalin, and quite unadorned 
by Lenin's rules of behaviour - the personal humility and simplicity, the 
readiness to admit mistakes, and above all the total freedom. from personal 
ambition which had always been associated with the revered name. In 
practice, moreover, this body of ideas came to represent the dialectical 
combination of the immediately improbable with the long-term inevitable, 
expressed in sharp and sometimes grotesque paradoxes where peace meant 
war and black meant white and some were more equal than others - the 
formulations which George Orwell's later caricature made famous. The point 
was that its association with Lenin gave it a surface continuity and respect
ability, the value of which cannot be overestimated. Only in this way could 
the virtue of Lenin's necessity, which had produced paradoxes between tactics 
and ideology, tum into the virtue of Stalinist orthodoxy, which made them an 
intrinsic part of Bolshevik life. 

The first line-up of the leaders in 1923 was more or less Trotsky against the 
rest. In the course of 1924 Stalin, Zinoviev and Kamenev hacked away at 
Trotsky's basis of support and isolated him within the leadership. Perhaps 
the widespread determination among senior Bolsheviks to ensure that 
Trotsky should not accede to the position of pre-eminence after Lenin's 
death was also a coincidence favourable to Stalin, for it gave the suppression 
of Lenin's views on Stalin a twist of tactical necessity. Having steered a grave 
and successful path through the potentially turbulent waters of the Twelfth 
Congress, Stalin was saved, mainly by Zinoviev's direct support, at an 
equally fateful meeting of the Central Committee in May 1924. Behind every 
substantive issue at the time loomed the question of succession. Whatever 
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their public declarations about solidarity, collective leadership and the self
generating wisdom of the Party, the Bolshevik leaders quickly realized only 
too well how dependent they had been on Lenin, not so much as leader 
but as arbiter and guide. (Emerging from a Central Committee meeting in 
the summer of 1923, one senior communist slapped two of his colleagues on 
the back and exclaimed with delighted surprise: 'It's remarkable, we can 
manage thus far without the old man after all.') As far as personality was 
concerned, Trotsky clearly rose high above the rest- in the multiplicity of his 
talents, his oratorical gifts, his sharp mind and his ruthless determination. 
Yet it was precisely these qualities which made him suspect to his colleagues
in addition to the professional resentment of men who had been loyal 
Bolsheviks since the first decade of the century rather than a long-standing 
opponent who joined the Bolsheviks as an equal colleague only just before 
the great days of the October revolution. If the danger of a predominant 
personality existed in anyone's mind at that moment, it was Lev Trotsky. 
He was personally unpopular in the middle levels of the Party, especially 
among the intellectuals and the Party officials. The closing of ranks against 
him seemed natural as well as correct to a majority in the Party. 

Already there was an ominous difference between the clashes during Lenin's 
life and the present confrontation between Trotsky and the Stalin-Zinoviev
Kamenev troika. This was no longer a leadership quarrel in the former 
sense. The campaign against Trotsky in 1924 was the first of the great ideo
logical mobilizations, in which thousands of agitators at hundreds of specially 
convened meetings mouthed mechanical phrases accusing Trotsky of all 
kinds of heinous deviations before passive and often uncomprehending 
audiences, who voted more out of sympathy with the strong feelings demon
strated from on high than from any real conviction. Stalin's position as 
General Secretary was crucial here, since the selection of officials, their 
placing in strategic positions, and the connection between their appointment 
and their vote in Party struggles all became ominously related. 

So Trotsky was defeated. He made no real attempt to bid for the leadership, 
disdained counter-manreuvres and merely defended his policy and the 
position of his supporters - though with a surprising lack of toughness and 
determination. Such support as he obtained came from genuine conviction 
rather than factional organization. In the Comintern only the Poles raised 
the problem of procedure; apart from the substantive issue as to who was 
right or wrong, was such a campaign of denunciation the proper way to 
handle differences between senior Party comrades? Stalin was never to 
forgive the Polish leadership for raising the matter. There were, of course, 
m~or problems of debate at the time round which the leadership struggles 

57 Trotsky 
as Commissar for War, 

1923-4 

structured themselves more or less tightly. The most important of these was 
concerned with NEP, its status, assessment and future. Trotsky began to 
oppose some of the consequences of the new course, particularly the tilting 
of the economic scales against heavy in favour oflight industry and especially 
agriculture. This developed into a more basic argument for or against 
'socialism in one cotmtry'. Here Trotsky was joined by a number of sup
porters. But these were policy alignments which he was not prepared at this 
stage to turn into an opposition platform, nor to organize into a disciplined 
voting bloc. He had been among the strongest supporters of the resolutions 
at the Tenth Congress in 1921 banning factions. 

In the course of 1925 a right wing led by Bukharin emerged within the 
Party in support of the continuation of NEP, and also for Stalin's concept 
of 'socialism in one country'. Zinoviev and Kamenev now swung into 
opposition and attempted to use Stalin's own tactics against him. They 
hoped that a tactical alliance with Trotsky would redress the balance - not 
to restore Trotsky to his former lustre, but to at least even out what they 
now perceived as the benefits of victory for Stalin and Bukharin, who since 
Lenin's death had emerged as the Party's most able theoretician. But it was 
too late for any such restoration of balance. At the Fourteenth Congress the 
two old Bolsheviks, Zinoviev and Kamenev, were met by howls of dis
approval while Stalin received thunderous applause. Zinoviev's attempt 
to rally the Leningrad delegation, who were his power base, produced a 
geographical demarcation which was regarded with disapproval. Zinoviev' s 99 
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supporters were publicly reminded of his opposition to the coup d'etat of 
November 1917. Lenin had stated in his testament that this should not be 
held against them, but they could not cite this vital document ! In desperation 
Zinoviev and Kamenev now turned towards Trotsky for help, but to no 
avail. 'Discipline, discipline' was the cry that drowned their efforts, and 
Trotsky, perhaps not entirely aware of what he was up against, submitted 
with almost deliberate self-immolation to its demands ('No man can be 
right against the Party'). Thus he cut himself off once again from his potential 
ailies. And ali the time Stalin's apparatus was advancing in size and cohesion. 

In October 1925 most of the senior members of the opposition signed a 
statement in which they admitted their offence against the statutes of the 
Party: the attempt to organize a faction. But the intensity of the conflict and 
the consequences of defeat were both becoming greater aU the time. Trotsky 
and Zinoviev were expeiled from the Politburo, from the Central Com
mittee and finaUy, in early November 1927, from the Party. The Fifteenth 
Congress in December of that year expeiled seventy-five leading members 
of the opposition. Trotsky was deported to remote Alma Ata, capital of the 
Kirgiz Republic. In spite of his immense inteilect and stature he had become 
a Bolshevik without a party, an acute observer and critic rather than a maker 
of history. Soon he was to be expeiied from the Soviet Union altogether 
and except for his writings and the loyalty of a smaU sect of devoted foilowers 
fail into historical oblivion. On 20 August 1940 he was murdered in Mexico 
by an agent of Stalin. 

Zinoviev and Kamenev capitulated and were re-admitted to the Party. 
They withdrew aU criticism and were able to lead a precarious Party 
existence for a few more years, but ended in prison and were finally executed 
in 1936. Stalin and the so-cailed 'right' remained in power. NEP and 'social
ism in one country' continued, for the moment without further criticism. But 
it was stili not the end of factionalism, as many Bolsheviks who supported 
the severe disciplinary measures had hoped. Within eighteen months NEP 
was thrown overboard with the same brutal abruptness with which it had 
begun. The right-wing platform was jerked from under the feet ofBukharin 
and his friends; Stalin now turned his steamroller against them. By 1930 they 
too had been denounced. Stalin was left with a disciplined and completely 
loyal Politburo, a larger Central Committee whose importance was second
ary, and a highly centralized Party, which he managed and controlled, and 
which acclaimed him with monolithic and indeed monotonous enthusiasm 
at every Congress. The General Secretary who represented the impersonal 
collective wisdom of the Party moved on to elaborate the greatest personality 
cult of modern times, rivaiied only by that of Hitler in Germany. 

In assessing Stalin's rise to supreme power we have to bear in mind not 
only his crucial control over the Party machinery but the fact that behind 
the arguments over policy there existed a fundamental pair of alternatives 
which surpassed the Marxist framework within which the debate was con
ducted. The new Soviet republic had been born in crisis and civil war. NEP 
promised a respite fron;t social crisis, a return to normality. From the 'Plat
form of the forty-six' in 1923 (seep. 109) to Trotsky's final cry of alarm. in 
1927, the host of dissenting critics had emphasized the existence of crisis, the 
need for an end to the relaxation of NEP and 'socialism in one country', 
and a new period of Sturm und Drang. Was Bolshevism to be not so much 
permanent revolution as perpetual crisis 1 And could the Party handle it in 
the present state of affairs at home and abroad? Faced with these underlying 
fears of Congress delegates ·Stalin was soothing and calm, responding to all 
appeals for action with the assurance that there was no crisis - except that 
which the opposition was trying to manufacture. The issue was thus a con
flict between two creeds - one of achievement and consolidation, the other 
of crisis and self-sacrifice. It is a common enough conflict in history and 
Stalin's victory was made possible because he personified just that sense of 
achievement, of 'calm after the storm', that delegates wanted to see. And 
Stalin's own achievement may weii be his correct ordering of priorities. He 
was not responsible for the Party's withdrawal into autonomy and self
regard during this period; that had been Lenin's policy. But he defended 
this autonomy against those who wanted, perhaps prematurely, to do battle 
on the frontiers of society once more. His policy was first to gain complete 
command of the political system before launching out to control the en
vironment, that is, to transform Bolshevik consensus, with its ftreworks and 
argument and occasional threats of disciplinary action, into Bolshevik con
formity, with only the top leadership in a position to express opinion and 
dissent. We shall never know how the opposition policy would have fared 
in the mid-Twenties; all we know is that Stalin succeeded in the Thirties. 

These upheavals in the old Bolshevik leadership of Party and state during 
NEP were matched by important transformations at lower levels. Members 
of the Communist Party were not able to assess the fuli nature and issues of 
the leadership struggle. Manipulated and manreuvred as they were bound to 
be for lack of detailed information, they yet played a decisive part in making 
the changes possible. There was almost a virtue in the savagery with which 
the Party now dealt with even its most distinguished members - for had not 
Lenin always talked of the need for Bolshevik ruthlessness and steel-like 
hardness 1 Was not Stalin carrying out these intentions to the letter 1 The fact 
that Lenin had meant something very different and restricted the need for IOI 
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ruthlessness to the fight against counter-revolution, while preserving a much 
larger measure of toleration for his colleagues, was perhaps too subtle to be 
fully appreciated, especially as Stalin was determined to obliterate the 
difference. The new hardness of dealing with opposition in the Party at 
every level thus appeared as the inevitable consequence of everything that 
had happened hitherto, not the dangerous and reprehensible new tendency 
it really was. The surprising thing about the touching scene of Trotsky's 
secret departure for Alma Ata at a Moscow station in December 1927 was not 
the tears of the few people who had come to watch him go, but the fact 
that there was no crowd to see off the greatest surviving architect of Bol
shevik victory. Sentiment was not a recognized medium of political exchange 
in Bolshevik Russia. 

The change in attitude, which accompanied and made possible Stalin's 
rise to supreme power, was also matched by changes in the membership of 
the Party. The fmt big and deliberately organized purge had taken place in 
1922, tmder Stalin's direction and with Lenin's approval. The number of 
Party and candidate members fell from 730,000 in March 1921 to 485,000 in 
January 1923 (the number of Party members at the beginning of 1918 is 
generally given as about 12o,ooo). Its composition changed in the fmt few 
years of the 1920s, as efforts were made to stress the industrial proletarian 
base through special facilities for candidates of worker origin. The intellectual 
element in the Party accordingly declined; though sporadic efforts were made 
to recruit suitable candidates in the countryside, the requirements and 
qualif1cations for entry made this almost hopeless. Of course a substantial 
proportion of members were soldiers (mainly officers) serving in the Red 
Army at the time. The official figures published early in 1923 state that 45 per 
cent of the Party were workers, 26 per cent peasants and 29 per cent others. 
As a ruling party, it was obliged to protect itself against those who merely 
wanted to climb on a bandwagon of status or privilege, who abused the 
possession of power without the compensatory self-sacrifice and work. 
Except in the top posts of administration and industry, membership of the 
Party was not directly linked to employment in state or profession. It was a 
purely political choice and demanded a variety of political activities over and 
above one's job. Only much later under Stalin were politics and status or 
employment to become fused. 

At the same time there was an enormous extension of the Party's activities 
during this period. Special attention was paid to the lower echelons, the 
Party cells and their relationship with the population at large. The apparatus 
of agitation, which ultimately turned into Stalin's great pedagogical and 
mobilization instrument after 1929, was built up in these years. For the vast 

majority of people in Russia, whether Party members or not, the goings-on 
in the Kremlin were still of secondary importance in the 1920s. The gap 
between centre and periphery was vast, in terms of both social and geo
graphical distance. Concentration on the leadership struggle gives the 
mistaken impression that it took place before a fascinated audience of 
millions of informed participants. 

Abroad, too, the disengagement from immediate possibilities of revolution 
turned the Communist Parties back in on themselves. The leadership which 
emerged in the course of 1924 in Germany, Italy, France and Poland was 
committed to a platform of Bolshevization - not in terms of programmatic 
content, but with regard to much more ftmdamental questions of attitude 
and organization. The Party of the new type was no longer to be organized, 
like the Social Democrats, on the basis of electoral constituencies but of cells 
in street, factory or institution, a radical departure from. the accepted social 
w1it of political organization. The leadership struggle in Russia was, of 
course, reflected in rifts and factions within Communist Parties everywhere. 
Just as the Commw1ist Party of the Soviet Union evicted or demoted some of 
its most talented members and most famous intellectual adherents, foreign 
Parties also lost some of their m.ost interesting personalities during this 
period. Unrelieved by the excitement and glamour of political power, the 
drive for conformity in foreign Parties appeared much more self-destructive 
and irrational than in the Soviet Union, the resultant monolithic conformity 
sectarian and Wlinspiring. Yet the Soviet debate over 'socialism in one 
country' in many ways had even greater relevance for foreign Parties, for 
Stalin's policy now dumped them in a desert of stable capitalism, on which 
the Soviet Union itself had turned its back. 

How, then, to maintain loyalty of the membership 1 The answer was that 
the cause of world revolution now had to be viewed only through the health 
and strength of the Soviet Union, and communist policy abroad was wholly 
shaped to this end. Anti-communist writers have often pointed out the 
enormous fraud Stalin perpetrated on the revolutionary energy and hopes 
of foreign communists in this way, but the fact remains that Communist 
Parties were able to adapt to such perspectives and to survive, in many cases 
to prosper. Certainly world communism, from 1926 onwards, can only be 
understood if this almost total identifiCation with the concrete entity of the 
Soviet Union is appreciated - not by outside imposition, but as a result of 
self-conscious conviction on the part of leaders and militants. It was their 
conviction that world revolution and the power of the Soviet Union were 
identical that induced a number of communists to deploy their energies in 
straightforward espionage on behalf of the USSR; this too could be 103 
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recognized as a direct contribution to the advent of socialism at home. In 
practice, of course, this change of perspective coincided with the tightening 
of control. Those who objected to one or other were pushed unceremoniously 
out of the Party, into opposition or limbo. 

The objective possibilities for manceuvre were becoming severely limited 
on all sides. Communist policy in capitalist countries was in future destined 
to alternate between collaboration with other left-wing parties, especially 
the Social Democrats, against the right, and an almost indiscriminate 
denigration of social-democracy as the 'labour' representative of bourgeois 
society. After 1923 the whole concept of class war began to lose its wider 
social context, and as often as not became a means of communist self
defmition vis-a-vis other left-wing parties. Too often class war appeared to 
consist of an exclusive struggle against social-democracy and little else. 

At the same time the gap between the Comintern and the official diploma
tic channels of Soviet foreign policy became wider. At the beginning of 
February 1924 the British government followed up commercial relations 
with diplomatic recognition of the USSR. The British beat the Italians by a 
short week. France followed a year later; only the United States still remained 
adamant in its refusal to recognize the Soviet Union- a capacity for ignoring 
realities which the United States was to demonstrate again after the Second 
World War with regard to mainland China. At the same time relations with 
Germany were hardly impaired by the attempted uprising in Saxony of 
October 1923, even though this failure brought about a complete shake-up 
of the German communist leadership. In addition, NEP postulated closer 
economic relations with the capitalist West - both for the import of scarce 
machinery, such as tractors, and for the export of grain surpluses. The 
extension of Soviet diplomacy was thus accompanied by a reduction of the 
revolutionary activities of the Comintern. 

If the demands of international communism and Soviet diplomacy resulted 
in alternatives in the West, they appeared to coincide much more closely in 
the Far East, where communist room for manceuvre was much greater. 
Lenin had emphasized the revolutionary possibilities which might result 
from an alliance between Communist Parties and the rising nationalist 
sentiment against colonial rule, which was making its £rst impact in Asia. 
Though communists must remain organizationally and intellectually distinct 
and not merge with bourgeois nationalist movements, an alliance or colla
boration was certainly desirable - just as the Bolsheviks had collaborated 
with the Socialist-Revolutionaries for a limited time and purpose. In China 
the Comintern, under the rising influence of Stalin, urged the Chinese 
Communist Party to co-operate with the Kuomintang, in fact to join it. The 

Commtmist Party was to form one part of the bloc of the four progressive 
classes and in return the Kuomintang was encouraged to seek representation 
in the executive of the Co min tern. Russian military advisers were sent to bel p 
Chiang Kai-shek. This was the practical application of 'socialism in one 
country ' to the Cop1intern; already we can see the beginnings of Stalin 's 
basic isolationism - an orientation which was to prove such a dominating 
factor before and after the Second World War. 

In the event, Stalin's China policy failed disastrously. The Kuomintang 
leadership rounded on the commtmists in the summer of 1927, expelled 
them from the bloc and arrested all the Party officials on whom it could lay 
hands. More in self-defence than with any hope of success Moscow now 
encouraged insurrection. The £rst attempt in September 1927 failed lament
ably . A further attempt, this time under the direct guidance of two Comin
tern emissaries, took place in Canton in December 1927, and the Kuomintang 
retorted with wholesale slaughter. The organized re111llants of the Chinese 
Communist Party were forced into a long period of retreat and reconstruc
tion. Li Li-san and the Chinese Party leadership quietly drew some important 
conclusions from the recent failure; commtmist policy shifted from its con
centration on revolution in the towns to greater interest in the countryside. 

There was, of course, no open breach between China and Moscow ; 
lip service was always paid to the new left line of the Comintern. Only in 
1930 did the Co min tern, after the removal of Bukharin from the chairman
ship, attempt to bring the Chinese into line. Pavel Mif and twenty-eight of 
the brighter graduates of the Soviet Sun-Yat-Sen Academy - the so-called 
'returned students' - were sent to remove Li Li-san and his friends from 
power. The Chinese Party fought more obdurately than most for its leaders 
and its line, but by 193 I Co min tern direction, in spite of the failure of its 
policies, had been re-established. It was not until the Great March of 1934- 5 
to the inner Chinese fastness, and the £nal emergence of Mao Tse-tung as 
leading spirit in the Party at the Tsun-yi conference in January 1935, that 
effective Comintern control was eliminated. The towns were now more or 
less abandoned as an area of communist influence in favour of a People's 
War, £rmly based on the countryside. Although the Chinese leadership con
tinued to make outward obeisance to international discipline, Mao was 
speaking nothing but the truth when he celebrated the formal dissolution 
of the Comintern in 1943 with an article entitled 'The Comintern Has Long 
Ceased to Meddle in Our Affairs'. But the chief interest of these later mani
festations of independence in the Chinese Party is their very uniqueness in 
the commtmist movement as a whole, especially when compared with the 
rigid discipline in the West. 105 



Between 1923 and 1929 opposition to Stalin in the Soviet Union crystal
lized round both foreign policy and internal problems. The concept of, 
'socialism in one country' had originally appeared in December 1924 as a 
specific counterpoise to Trotsky's theory of permanent revolution. It 
covered both 'halves' of NEP: the internal self-reliance of the Soviet Union 
and the acceptance of a temporary end to the revolutionary period abroad. 
Trotsky criticized both aspects. Internally, the policy of relying on the 
peasant to produce the necessary surpluses for motives of gain was character
ized as an abandonment of the industrial priorities of socialism. Abroad, the 
failure of the German rising of 1923 and later the Chinese debacle of 1927 
were attacked as the result of the leadership's failure to guide the inter
national movement, which had confused the revolutionary proletariat 
abroad. By 1927 Trotsky was openly posing the basic problem of how the 
Soviet Union could conceivably survive on its own against the strengthened 
and newly aggressive capitalist countries which surrounded it. 

There was by this ti.me a general sense of dissatisfaction with the situation 
at home and abroad. The successes of Soviet diplomacy three years earlier 
had been frittered aw·ay; diplomatic relations with the British government 
were in danger, and Soviet collaboration with British trade unions had come 
up against the sternest opposition from the General Council. At home the 
kulaks seemed to be having things entirely their own way. Many Bolsheviks 
feared that the Soviet Union was degenerating into a capitalist society. But 
only Trotsky integrated all these individual laments into a general attack 
on the policy of the leadership, and he did so on his own behalf, not that of an 
opposition or alternative leadership. The Leninist sensitivity to dissatisfaction 
had disappeared; Zinoviev - in many ways the typical man of 1923-4 - did 
not notice it, and in the following period Stalin did not have to. Collectiviza
tion and industrialization, the twin hammers of change which were to knock 
so hard against the recently attained stability, now pre-empted the foreign 
and domestic criticisms of the NEP period, by providing a new impetus at 
a moment when that stabilization seemed to have run its course. 

The best way to understand the NEP period in the Soviet Union is to regard 
it as one of substantial autonomy in different sectors of society, leading 
eventually to fears of a challenge to the political order and consequently to 
the massive response of Stalinism from 1928 onwards. Only in this way 
can the paradox between apparent consolidation and conciliation on the one 
hand, and increasingly sharp conflict on the other, be meaningfully resolved. 
We have seen how the leadership struggle in the Party developed; how the 
erosion of open discussion and disagreement gave way to subterranean 

manceuvring under the banner of unity, how the middle and lower ranks 
of the Party were used and aligned to support the General Secretary and 
his allies, how both the Soviet Party and the Comintern were organized 
into a disciplined, unitary force which totally identified the Soviet leader
ship with the strategy and tactics of'socialism in one country' . We need not 
assume that it was all done by force and fraud; the real driving force of 
acceptance and commitment was the conviction among the growing stratum. 
of Party officials that the emergence of a consensus from above was both 
desirable and historically necessary, and that Stalin was the right man for the 
j ob. 

In short, NEP witnessed a sort of withdrawal of the political sub-system, 
the Party, into itself. Preoccupied with its internal affairs, it relaxed its hold 
over other sectors of society. By creating a situation of relative autonomy 
for itself, the Party was able to keep the influence of society and economy 
at bay, and reorganize itself in relative isolation, uninfluenced by outside 
considerations. That is why the leadership struggles of the 1920s appear so 
'persoJ:].al', so apparently unrelated to the needs and problems of the social 
sector. Thus while society as a whole, and especially the economy, was 
benefiting from a period of respite and consolidation, the Party as an auto
nomous political sub-system was undergoing sharp internal conflicts and 
reorganization. What emerged by 1930 was a very different Communist 
Party from that which had inaugurated NEP in 1921. 

Let us look at the rest of society by way of contrast. At the beginning of 
the period a sustained attempt had been made to revive the structure of 
Soviets as organs of democratic government. During the civil war these 
organs of local government had for all intents and purposes lapsed; the Party 
was not only acting as dynamo and supervisor but literally administering 
the country. In order to make them effective as well as responsible, the Soviets 
- originally over-large committees of local government - now evolved a 
structure of committees and secretaries similar to that of the Party itself. 
Responsibilities and power were increasingly placed in the hands of in
dividuals and small groups within the larger tmits. Every attempt was made, 
however, to keep Soviet democracy alive by insisting on regular meetings of 
Soviets from villages up to large administrative areas, and on maximum 
participation at these meetings. This made, and indeed was intended to make, 
Soviet democracy a mirror of the relations between existing social strata. 
NEP produced a crop of small entrepreneurs in the towns, 'the Nepmen', 
and middle or large peasants in the countryside. The persistent fear of the 
Party leaders, that economic liberalization was bound to result in the greater 
social and political influence of Nepmen, in the long run counteracted and 107 
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inhibited the development of the Soviets; they inevitably conflicted with the 
social perspectives and class basis of the Party itself. With the coming of 
industrialization, and the great increase in Party manipulation of society, the 
development of the Soviet system of government in any sense independent 
of Party control rapidly withered away, and was not heard of again until the 
1960s. 

Within the Soviet economy NEP brilliantly attained its overall objectives: 
relaxation of intolerable pressures and dislocations, and growth of production 
in industry as well as agriculture. But there were serious problems too -
especially for a regime committed to the fundamental manipulability of the 
economy, and against the free operation of 'bourgeois' market forces. For 
one thing, the liberalization of the economy exposed what the command 
economy of the civil war period and the large number of men under arms 
had effectively disguised - substantial unemployment in industry, and masked 
unemployment in the countryside. Increases in productivity could now be 
measured directly in terms of unemployment. Secondly, the 'scissors' crisis 
of 1923 had presented the Soviet leaders with the basic problem which 
remained with them throughout NEP. At first agricultural prices were 
disastrously low (about half the level of 1913), while industrial prices were 
maintained at almost twice the 1913 level by the determination of the newly 
established trusts to hoard their products rather than sell - carrying their 
rapidly accumulatirig stocks with cheap credit from the state banks. This 
dilemma could be resolved only by pressure on industry to sell its products, 
and by increasing the purchasing power of the peasants. It was as much a 
failure of distribution as of production - a typically capitalist phenomenon. 
Hence still further measures of liberalization were taken during 1923 and 
1924. By 1924 the scissors had closed and in fact now went the other way, 
so that for the rest of the NEP period agricultural prices tended to be high 
while industrial prices sagged. The chief sufferer under NEP was heavy in
dustry, where production growth was generally lagging, while agriculture 
and light industry flourished - helped by a number of good harvests. This 
imbalance too could, in the view of the leadership, be settled only by more 
doses of liberalization, stimulating agricultural production by incentives of 
profit, availability of machinery and desirable consumer goods on which 
profits might be expended. Small-scale private industry was accordingly 
encouraged to produce consum.er goods which might attract the peasant. All 
the problems of a classical market economy jumped up in the face of a leader
ship ideologically committed to a very different type of economy, and ill
equipped to deal with this one. Monetary reform ensured a return towards 
a sounder currency, in which the peasants could have confidence, but this 

111 turn reduced the credit available for industry. In the search for means 
to stimulate agricultural production, some of Russia's hard-earned foreign 
reserves from the export of grain were utilized to purchase tractors. 

The leadership, and especially the 'left' opposition, were preoccupied from 
1923 onwards with the social and political consequences of NEP. The 
nationalized sector of .agriculture, the so-called sovkhozy or state farms, 
represented only a minute proportion of the whole. The immediate bene
ficiaries of NEP were those peasants who had, or could acquire, sufficient 
resources to accumulate more land. Would NEP produce a class of richer 
peasants or kulaks whose interests must irrevocably be opposed to the longer
term prospects of socialism, and possibly even to Bolshevik rule? It is in this 
context that the worries of the leadership and the more specific criticisms of 
what was loosely (and wrongly) called the Opposition must be understood. 
As early as 15 October 1923, forty-six otherwise unorganized members of 
the Party's Central Committee presented statements of reservations about 
the 'State of the Nation', most of which criticized the lack of firm control 
by the leadership - then (ironically) Stalin, Zinoviev and Kamenev. If the 
height of the government's pro-kulak policy could be dated to about the 
end of 1925, from then onwards more frequent anti-kulak statements could 
be heard from within the leading echelons of the Party. No detailed definition 
of what constituted a kulak was officially attempted; the preoccupation re
mained general rather than particular. Nevertheless from 1925 to 1928 there 
was a growing sense of malaise over the wider socio-political implications 
of NEP. At the end of 1928, when NEP was brusquely reversed, the timing 
may have provided surprise and even shock, but intellectually the frontal 
attack on the kulak had long been prepared. Hatred of the kulak was a wide
spread and accepted phenomenon in the whole of the Communist Party. 
The problem was to focus it and bring it into acceptable action. 

So much then for the economy. The rest of social life was far freer still 
from direct Party control or manipulation. In a wider social sense, NEP was 
a period of great and free experiment. Many of the experiments went beyond 
the immediate competence and fund of ideas of the Party leaders. Once the 
civil war was over, many old, long-buried anarchic desires and ideas burst 
to the surface and found concrete expression in education, literature, the arts, 
and in the morality of personal relationships. The Bolsheviks themselves 
constituted almost a conservative force regarding the latter. Madame Kol
lontai, a leading communist and a member of the workers' opposition, had 
been a staunch advocate of free love; in 1919 she had stated that under social
ism 'the family is no longer necessary'. Lenin and the official Party institutions 
disagreed with this completely. Yet in 1926 a law was passed making divorce 109 
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even easier than its predecessor of December I9I7. Jurisdiction over the 
validity or annulment of marriages was taken from the courts to the office 
of the registrar. The state in any case took over most of the responsibility for 
the children of broken marriages. In I925 the Commissar for Health felt it 
incumbent on him to state officially that 'if you want to solve the sexual 
problem, be a public worker, a party member, not a stallion or a brood mare'. 
But in spite of official efforts, it was a period of considerable licence. 

In the fteld of religion NEP also witnessed a great number of experiments. 
Good Bolsheviks were rigid atheists, and could not approve of any form of 
religious practice. But the full machinery of the state was only to be used 
against the church in I929, after industrialization had begtm; for the moment 
the assault against an outmoded idolatry was left to Party persuasion rather 
than state action. A so-called 'living church' broke away from the Russian 
Orthodox Church in an attempt to frnd a viable compromise between 
religion and the new system, but split into discordant sects almost from the 
day of its inception. Nothing shows the fever of experimentation so clearly 
as the curious history of that very curious institution Orgkomsekt, set up early 
in I92I and surviving till I927, whose task was to be the imposition of 
acceptably communist forms of settlement on a number of Russian com
munal religious sects like the Molokane, and which would have perpetuated 
this strongly religious phenomenon. 

The period also produced an enormous crop of creative literature, little of 
it Bolshevik or even directly Bolshevik-inspired. Instead, the revolutionary 
perspective of the writers was anarchist. October I9I7 was regarded not as 
a class struggle but as a form of individual liberation without any need for 
a class revolution but as a form of individual liberation without any need for 
the superstructure of socialism within which the political leaders insisted on 
confming it. Many of the writers of the period, like Pilnyak, had distinct 
Slavophil tendencies, and saw in the October revolution a renewal of the 
basic Russia to which they were still committed. Apart from Maxim Gorky 
only Mayakovsky became the exponent of anything resembling a specifically 
Bolshevik revolutionary literature. These were to be the best days of Soviet 
literature and the creative arts - writers like Babel, Pasternak, Zamyatin, 
Belyi, Vsevolod Ivanov, experimental film producers like Eisenstein and 
Pudovkin, the great theatre of Meyerhold. One need only read Navy Mir 
in I967 to see the nostalgia and respect with which these artists and writers 
are now regarded. 

The big debate of the period revolved round the notion of proletarian 
culture. Should the Party encourage this phenomenon - whatever it might 
be - or should bourgeois concepts of culture be accepted and propagated 

.1s Lenin insisted, until a totally transformed society would eventually 
produce its own new culture form, the content of which nobody could yet 
foresee? Here the Bolsheviks were as divided as the writers themselves, with 
Lunacharsky and Bogdanov ftrmly upholding the notion and proponents of 
J>ro letkult against Lenin and the more orthodox leaders, who were supported 
on the literary front by the so-called 'fellow travellers'. It was not a problem 
that agitated everybody, since there was so many other things to do. Perhaps 
Lenin saw more clearly here than his opponents, for the postulate of a pro
letarian culture and attempts to structure behaviour in accordance with it 
could not but be artifteial in a society whose base still remained largely 
untouched by the surface political changes of the October revolution. Above 
all a proletarian culture could all too easily destroy what socialism in fact 
intended to build up; its accent was on freedom of expression rather than 
cohesiveness and discipline, self-sacriftce and work. And indeed behind the 
intellectual proponents of Proletkttlt there lurked the control organization of 
RAPP (the writers' association) and institutional bullies like Leopold 
Averbakh, the executor of Stalin's later purge of literature and foreruriner of 
Zhdanov. Such luxuries as the claim to a special culture were possible in 
developed countries but hardly in a Russia of whose backwardness Lenin 
was always painfully conscious. For Lenin, culture was not something which 
intellectuals tossed at each other but a process in which everyone in society 
was involved. When Stalin later tried to integrate his own version of pro
letarian culture with the social changes of the Bolshevik industrial revolution, 
he extended and reshaped Lenin's version of cultural diffusion by laying 
down the precise pedagogical lines that writers and artists had to follow. 
Culture ceased to be social self-expression and became an enormous process 
of brutally simplifted learning. Such a culture could not in any conceivable 
sense be called brilliant; rather it reflected bourgeois culture in its most 

vulgar and primitive aspects. 
But perhaps the most exciting experiments were introduced in the educa

tional fteld. In the city schools particularly (none of these changes had much 
effect on the countryside) there was a drastic revision of curricula. An attempt 
was made to integrate children's work round one large theme, known as the 
complex method, instead of dividing it into separate and distinct subjects. 
Group work among students was encouraged. Above all the traditional and 
disciplinarian relationship between teachers and pupils tended to give way to 
new forms of collaboration; ' the teacher must be an organizer, an assistant, 
an instructor and above all an older comrade, but not a superior officer'. 
Indeed in some cases pupils were invited to demonstrate and report any 
attempt to impose excessive discipline. Pupil self-government in the schools III 



was encouraged. These experiments naturally had disorganizing results as 
well, particularly in a period of great shortages of buildings, teachers and 
books. There were cornplaints in the Party that nothing of any use was 
taught in the experimental schools, that the whole system of education had 
become a hotbed of anarchists. The Party now had its own youth organiza
tion, Komsomol, which had been 'captured' by the Party as its exclusive 
recruiting ground some time after the Komsomol's foundation as a relatively 
free or unattached institution for revolutionary youth. In fact the ordinary 
schools were not politically organized until the late 1920s or even later; 
official arguments were concerned with quality and type of education as a 
broad social rather than narrowly political process. In this context the Party 
viewed schools as one form of education, on a par with practical participation 
in various forms of work, both in industry and on the land. Visiting factories, 
museums, theatres and other places of public entertainment became an 
essential part of the school curriculum and remained so even after the re
imposition of orthodoxy after 1929. So did the emphasis on racial and sexual 
equality, even though the brief period of formal co-education was later 
broken up again under Stalin into separate schools for boys and girls. 
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These examples show the way in which contrary trends revolved round 
each other during NEP. If we separate the areas of politics and economy 
from the rest of society we find considerable autonomy in each area and 
widely ranging norms within them. The area of politics became increasingly 
concerned with internal discipline and control; the economy was only par
tially controlled, though viewed with growing misgivings by the political 
leaders. Finally the rest of society was left free from direct political control, 
thus producing an explosion of experiment and creative energy. After 1929 
this period of experimental self-expression in society was over for good. 
Such experiments as would now take place were controlled from above, and 
limited to the field of industry, technology and organization. The remainder 
of social life was committed to adapt itself to these priorities. The pattern was 
to be one in which experiment and conformity were closely structured, with 
precise allocation of suitable areas for each. Hence the enormous cultural 
conservatism of Soviet man as we have come to know him today, and the 
slowness and difficulty in re-defining new and acceptable areas for experiment 
and conformity in the post-Stalin era of full industrialization. · 


