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Dedication


Keith Randell (1943–2002)


The original Access to History series was conceived and developed by Keith, who created a series to ‘cater for students as they are, not as we might wish them to be’. He leaves a living legacy of a series that for over 20 years has provided a trusted, stimulating and well-loved accompaniment to post-16 study. Our aim with these new editions for the IB is to continue to offer students the best possible support for their studies.





Introduction


This book has been written to support your study of Topic 10: Authoritarian states of the IB History Diploma.


This introduction gives you an overview of:





•  the content you could study for Topic 10: Authoritarian states



•  how you will be assessed for Paper 2



•  the different features of this book and how these will aid your learning.






1 What you will study


The twentieth century has seen the rise and rule of various authoritarian states. This book covers the regimes of Stalin in the Soviet Union, Hitler in Germany, Mao in the People’s Republic of China, Nasser in Egypt, Castro in Cuba, Perón in Argentina and Nyerere in Tanzania.


You will need to study regimes from at least two of these different regions:





•  Africa and the Middle East



•  Asia and Oceania



•  Americas



•  Europe.






2 How you will be assessed


The IB History Diploma can be studied either to Standard or Higher Level. It has three papers in total: Papers 1 and 2 for Standard Level and a further Paper 3 for Higher Level. It also has an internal assessment which all students must do.





•  For Paper 1 you need to answer four source-based questions on a prescribed subject. This counts for 20 per cent of your overall marks at Higher Level, or 30 per cent of your overall marks at Standard Level.



•  For Paper 2 you need to answer two essay questions on two different topics. This counts for 25 per cent of your overall marks at Higher Level, or 45 per cent of your overall marks at Standard Level.



•  For Paper 3 you need to answer three essay questions on two or three sections. This counts for 35 per cent of your overall marks at Higher Level.





For the Internal Assessment you need to carry out a historical investigation. This counts for 20 per cent of your overall marks at Higher Level, or 25 per cent of your overall marks at Standard Level.



Paper 2



Topic 10: Authoritarian states is assessed through Paper 2. There are twelve topics on Paper 2 and you will answer two questions in total, one each from a different topic. Questions for Topic 10 may ask you to discuss the rise and rule of a specific leader of an authoritarian regime, the role of education in maintaining a leader or various leaders in power, to compare and contrast two leaders each from the same governing philosophy or perhaps from two different regions, to assess the importance of an authoritarian regime on women, and so forth.


Examination questions


You should answer only one question out of the two questions you will find under Topic 10: Authoritarian states. Your answer will take the form of an essay. These questions are not in any particular order. There are many authoritarian regimes that may be studied for Topic 10 and your teacher has selected various states, covering different regions so that you will be able to address the questions. This book prepares you to answer questions using information about Stalin of the Soviet Union, Hitler of Germany, Mao of the People’s Republic of China, Nasser of Egypt, Castro of Cuba, Perón of Argentina and Nyerere of Tanzania.


Questions for Paper 2 are open-ended. This means that they will ask you to use your knowledge of authoritarian leaders to answer questions. You get to choose which leaders to use for the questions.


Questions about a single authoritarian leader


Example 1


Examine the methods used by one authoritarian leader to maintain power.


Example 2


Discuss the importance of the use of legal methods to obtain power of an authoritarian leader.


Example 3


Evaluate the aims and impact of the domestic policy of one authoritarian leader.


Example 4


Examine the nature and treatment of opposition to one authoritarian leader.


Questions about more than one authoritarian leader


Your examination may contain questions requiring you to address more than one authoritarian leader, often from more than one region.


Example 1


To what extent did two authoritarian leaders, each from a different region, use foreign policy successfully to maintain power?



Example 2



Compare and contrast the economic policies of two leaders of different single-party states, each from a different region.


Example 3


Discuss the importance of charismatic leadership of two authoritarian leaders in the maintenance of power.


Example 4


Compare and contrast the conditions that allowed two authoritarian states to emerge in the twentieth century.


The appearance of the examination paper


Cover


The cover of the examination paper states the date of the examination and the length of time you have to complete it: 1 hour and 30 minutes. Instructions are limited and simply state that you:





•  should not open it until told to do so



•  should answer only two questions, each from a different topic



•  should make sure that you understand what the paper means by regions. A map indicates the regions for you.





Topics


Once you are allowed to open your examination paper, you will note that there are twelve topics, each numbered and titled. Topic 10 obviously comes tenth and two questions are below this title.


Questions


You are required to answer one of the two questions – and only one. Make sure you have read through both questions before starting, selecting the question you know the most about and feel the most comfortable with. It is important to understand that you need to answer the question fully in an essay format. We will discuss more about answering questions at the end of each chapter.



3 About this book


Coverage of course content


This book addresses the key areas listed in the IB History Guide for Topic 10: Authoritarian states of the IB History Diploma. It has chapters on:





•  Stalin’s USSR



•  Hitler’s Nazi Germany



•  Mao’s China



•  Nasser’s Egypt



•  Castro’s Cuba



•  Perón’s Argentina



•  Nyerere’s Tanzania.





These chapters start with an introduction outlining the key questions they address. They are then divided into a series of sections and topics covering the course content. Throughout the chapters you will find the following features to aid your study of the course content.


Key and leading questions


Each section heading in the chapter has a related key question which gives a focus to your reading and understanding of the section. These are also listed in the chapter introduction. You should be able to answer the questions after completing the relevant section.


Topics within the sections have leading questions which are designed to help you focus on the key points within a topic and give you more practice in answering questions.


Key terms


Key terms are the important terms you need to know to gain an understanding of the period. These are emboldened in the text and are defined in the margin the first time they appear in a chapter. They also appear in the glossary at the end of the book.


Sources


Throughout the book are several written and visual sources. Historical sources are important in understanding more fully why specific decisions were taken or on what contemporary writers and politicians based their actions. The sources are accompanied by questions to help you understand them better and which are similar to questions found on Paper 1 examinations.


Key debates


Historians often disagree on historical events and this historical debate is referred to as historiography. Knowledge of historiography is helpful in reaching the upper mark bands when you take your IB History examinations. There are a number of debates throughout the book to develop your understanding of historiography, some of which quote important historians that you may wish to refer to in your examination.


Theory of Knowledge (TOK) questions


It is important to understand that there are strong links between IB History and Theory of Knowledge (TOK) issues. Most chapters have Theory of Knowledge questions that make this link.


Summary diagrams


At the end of most sections is a summary diagram that presents a visual summary of the content of the section. It is intended as an aid for revision.



Chapter summary



At the end of each of the topic chapters is a short summary of the content of that chapter. This is intended to help you revise and consolidate your knowledge and understanding of the content.


Skills development


At the end of each chapter, there are examination-style questions to practise and suggestions for activities to extend your learning. These activities will include ideas for debate, essays, displays and research.


The final chapter gives guidance on how to answer different question types, accompanied by a sample answer and commentary designed to help you focus on specific details.


Glossary


All key terms in the book are defined in the glossary.


Further reading


This contains a list of books and websites which may help you with further independent research and presentations. It may also be helpful when further information is required for internal assessments and extended essays in history. You may wish to share the contents of this section with your school or local librarian.


Internal assessment


All IB History diploma students are required to write an historical investigation which is internally assessed. The investigation is an opportunity for you to dig more deeply into a subject that interests you. This gives you a list of possible areas for research.







CHAPTER 1



Authoritarian and single-party states





Throughout the text a number of political terms are frequently used in analysing the character of the regimes and states under consideration. This opening chapter defines those terms and places them in their historical context in relation to the development of the authoritarian and totalitarian regimes of the twentieth century.


You need to consider the following questions throughout this chapter:





•  What shades of meaning do political terms have?



•  What factors explain the development of authoritarian regimes in the twentieth century?






1 Political terms
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Key question: What shades of meaning do political terms have?
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It is notoriously difficult to attach a precise meaning to political terms. The context in which they are used and the movements to which they are ascribed often differ considerably. The definitions that follow, therefore, are not accurate in any absolute sense. However, they do offer a guide to general meaning and common usage.


Left and Right
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What distinctions can be drawn between Left and Right?
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The terms Right and Left are not exact political descriptions, but are useful, broad distinctions between movements characterized by conservative or reactionary attitudes (Right) and those whose predominant features include a desire for radical or revolutionary change (Left). Both ‘wings’ believe in the power of the central government as the main agency of state action. As political reference points, the terms Left and Right had their origin in the French Revolution of the late eighteenth century when, in the Estates-General, revolutionaries sat on the left side of the chamber and conservatives on the right. This helped establish the idea of politics as a Left–Right spectrum.


Despite the lack of exact definition, a number of key differences between Left and Right can be identified (see table on page 8).






	
Left typical attitudes


	Right typical attitudes






	Progressive outlook

	Reactionary outlook






	Essentially optimistic view of human nature

	Essentially pessimistic view of human nature






	Belief in equality as a social imperative

	Belief that equality is an impossible goal and its pursuit socially disruptive






	Rejection of the past

	Respect for the past






	Belief in the future

	Lack of confidence about the future






	Belief that history is predetermined

	Belief that history is contingent upon the play of events






	Sense of alienation from existing society

	Sense that existing society represents accumulated, lasting values






	Belief that change is essential

	Belief that change is destructive






	Belief in the perfectibility of society through revolution

	Belief that human beings are incapable of social perfectibility






	Inspired by ideology

	Suspicious of ideology






	Lack of realism

	Strong sense of realism






	Socialist in outlook

	Conservative in outlook






	Holding a conviction that compromise betrays weakness

	Ready to compromise to preserve social stability







Limitations to categorization


One could, of course, challenge such a listing, pointing out, for example, that the regimes of Left and Right have often shared attitudes, and that, in their extreme forms, their methods have been indistinguishable. Interestingly, the extreme Right and Left movements of the twentieth century are now commonly seen by modern scholars as having many overlapping features. Indeed, the more extreme the Right and Left were, the more they resembled each other. This theme is taken up in later chapters.


How imprecise the division between Left and Right is evident in the use of such a key term as socialism. Usually thought of as descriptive of Left-wing movements, it has to be remembered that Nazism, commonly regarded as the most extreme of Right-wing regimes, was itself a socialist movement. Indeed, the term Nazism is an abbreviation derived from National Socialism. Similarly, nationalism, often regarded as a characteristic of Right-wing movements, is a feature of all the regimes that you will study. In supposedly Left-wing movements, such as those in the People’s Republic of China and the USSR, intense nationalism was as much a driving force as it was in Germany in the era of Nazism. Indeed, Stalin and Mao used socialism and communism as mechanisms for achieving nationalistic ends.


It is also very unlikely that committed members of the political Left and Right would accept that all, if any, of the tabled categories (see above) applied to them. Furthermore, it should be acknowledged that many scholars regard the traditional way of referring to the Left and the Right as a dated practice that causes more problems than it solves, their argument being that the labels tend to obscure rather than clarify the movements to which they are ascribed. The terms create an assumption that what is being described falls into one of a set of opposing categories, whereas the emphasis in modern research is on the similarities between movements such as fascism and communism.


Yet, notwithstanding these reservations and accepting that the categories do not pretend to be precise, the list offers a workable set of broad definitions and can be used in the following chapters as a check list when examining the features of the regimes under study.


Democracy
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What are the main characteristics of democracy?
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In ideal terms, democracy is a representative system in which ultimate authority lies not with the government but with the governed, who express their judgement in regular free elections. Democracy was given its modern definition in Abraham Lincoln’s timeless words: ‘government of the people, by the people, and for the people’. The paradox is that nearly all regimes across the extremes of Left and Right have described themselves as democratic, asserting that their form of government truly represented the will of the people.
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Abraham Lincoln


US President at the time of the American Civil War (1861–65). His words were part of his celebrated address at Gettysburg in which he paid tribute to the honoured dead of both sides, Union and Confederacy, who had fallen in a great battle there.
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Nationalism
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What are the main characteristics of nationalism?
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Nationalism is an intense belief that the nation-state is the highest form of political organization and that it is as members of the nation that individuals derive their true identity and worth. It was the dynamic force of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, but it seldom expressed itself in democratic forms. The achievement of statehood by Germany and Italy in the second half of the nineteenth century had been a triumph not of democracy, but of authoritarian, centralized power. Otto von Bismarck, one of the founders of the modern German state in 1871, declared in 1862: ‘It is not through speeches and majority decisions that the great questions of the day are decided. It is by iron and blood.’
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Otto von Bismarck


As President of Prussia, the strongest of the separate German states, Bismarck conducted a series of aggressive wars which, backed by adroit diplomacy, led to the creation of the state of Germany in 1871.
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Liberalism
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What are the main characteristics of liberalism?
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Liberalism, a product of the Enlightenment, was an influential movement that developed in many countries in Europe in the nineteenth century. It argued for greater freedom of the individual from government control. As a term, it is frequently linked to liberal-democracy. Nationalist movements often adopted liberal arguments in support of their claims. However, many of the authoritarian states analysed in this book were a rejection of liberalism. The extreme wings of both the Left and Right condemned liberal-democracy as effete and inefficient. The Left tended to stress economic class as the principal dynamic that shaped history, while the Right regarded the nation as the agency through which society achieved its ultimate destiny. In both cases, the individual was regarded as secondary to the group.


Authoritarianism
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What are the main characteristics of authoritarianism?
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Authoritarianism refers to a governmental system in a given country or region in which the levers of power are exclusively in the hands of a group or an individual whose decisions are not subject to control from below. Although an authoritarian government is not directly answerable to its people, this does not necessarily mean it is unpopular; its authoritarian measures may be approved of by the population, albeit the government does not depend on such approval.


Totalitarianism
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What are the main characteristics of totalitarianism?
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Totalitarianism is an extension and intensifying of authoritarianism. A totalitarian system is necessarily authoritarian, but it goes much further. What distinguishes a system as totalitarian is how it uses its monopoly of power.





•  In a totalitarian state, individuals are subordinate to the state and personal autonomy is not tolerated.



•  Such a regime seeks to control not simply political life, but society in all its features: institutional, economic, moral and personal.



•  Its power is exercised pervasively, affecting every person.



•  The lives of the population, collectively and as individuals, are subject to the direction of the state which demands complete obedience from its citizens on pain of the direst punishments for those who do not conform.



•  Totalitarian systems base their right to absolute control by reference to a basic ideology, which both explains why they hold power and justifies its exercise.



•  In their extreme forms, totalitarian systems of both Left and Right regard history as predetermined. Their belief is that societies develop in accordance with iron laws of progress that follow a set pattern to an unavoidable conclusion.
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Characteristics of the totalitarian state


The following list is neither a definitive nor an exclusive one, but it does indicate some of the main features evident in most totalitarian regimes:




 1 Only one political party is allowed to exist.


 2 Power is exercised by the party leader who controls the party.


 3 The leader’s authority is underpinned by a dominant ideology.


 4 The leader claims that his authority derives from the immutable laws of historical development.


 5 The state maintains social and political control through terror.


 6 The state crushes opposition through control of the media.


 7 The state exercises central control of the economy.


 8 The regime uses the armed forces and law enforcement bodies to operate a police state.


 9 The state uses censorship and propaganda to promote the idea of a faultless leader.


10 Religion is either outlawed and persecuted as an affront to state ideology or exploited as another means of controlling the people.


11 Independent institutions, such as religious organizations and trade unions, are suppressed.


12 The legal system is politicized so that it becomes an instrument of state control.


13 The state seeks to reshape culture so that it conforms to state ideology.


14 Internal opponents are identified and persecuted.


15 An aggressive stance is adopted towards external ideological enemies.
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In the two outstanding examples of European totalitarianism, Soviet communism and Nazism, each was inspired by a passionate commitment to an ideology. In the Soviet case, it was Stalin’s class concepts that motivated his policies. He saw his prime purpose to be the destruction of all those he deemed to be the class enemies of the Soviet state. In the German case, it was Hitler’s notion of race that shaped his policies; he saw it as his destiny to rid Germany of all those he deemed to be racial inferiors.


Problems in analysis
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What difficulties may arise when analysing differing authoritarian regimes?
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Cultural and linguistic


In analysing authoritarian and single-party systems, what has to be allowed for is the wide difference between cultures. This is particularly important where concepts are concerned. Some words do not easily translate and political concepts sometimes shift their meaning or emphasis. An obvious example is ‘democracy’. In a Western liberal sense the word relates to the rights of the individual. In a Soviet or Chinese context it refers to the rights of the group. That was why Mao and Stalin could use the word democracy unblushingly to describe the unchallengeable control of their single-party systems. In Western terms a single-party democracy is a contradiction in terms whereas for Julius Nyerere, the Tanzanian leader, the single-party system was the best means of achieving democracy (see pages 319–320).



Preconceptions


A major problem for liberal historians, particularly those in the West, is that they tend to see democracy as the basic form of responsible representative government. Any system that does not accord with that notion is regarded as falling short of an ideal. However, thinkers and leaders from other cultures dismiss this as an example of Western presumption. Western values are not definitive and should not, therefore, be regarded as prescriptive. As Nyerere was concerned to point out, democracy was not an end but a means and there was no absolute value attaching to it. Context and practical considerations, not an abstract notion, should determine what the ideal system was for a particular region. Nyerere, indeed, claimed that the two-party system as it operated in Britain and other Western countries was a barrier to, not a guarantee of, genuinely representative government.


Although all the systems in this book claimed to be revolutionary, not all were so in practice, or in effect. Later chapters will show that a number of them looked back as much as forward:





•  Nazism was essentially an appeal to the past, an attempt to restore the traditional volkisch values and virtues of German history (see Chapter 3).



•  Nyerere declared that the socialism he was adopting as the way forward for the new Tanzanian nation was drawn directly from the collective values of Africa’s tribal past (see Chapter 9).



•  Castro’s personalized form of communism was an expression of his desire to rid Cuba of its colonial inheritance and return his people to a pre-colonial form of national purity (see Chapter 7).



•  Nasser worked under the banner of socialism, but his primary aim was to assert the independence of Egypt and lead his nation in a resurgent Arab and African world (see Chapter 6).



•  Péron took a similar line in Argentina. His wish was to see his country modernize by basing its growth on the traditional virtues and skills of the Argentinian people (see Chapter 8).






2 The development of authoritarianism and totalitarianism
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Key question: What factors explain the development of authoritarian regimes in the twentieth century?
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This section explains the historical context in which the authoritarian and totalitarian regimes of the twentieth century developed.


The impact of the First World War, 1914–18
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What was the effect of the First World War in the development of authoritarian regimes?
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Historians suggest that it was no accident that the twentieth century saw a spate of authoritarian and totalitarian regimes. The phenomenon was in large part a reaction to the destructive impact of the First World War that ended in 1918. Prior to that war, liberalism, a political movement which contained a central belief in human progress, had made considerable strides in Europe. There was a common conviction that the improvement in social conditions and the spread of education, which had followed the recognition by European governments of the need to tackle physical and intellectual deprivation, heralded a time of improvement for the world’s peoples. The 1914–18 conflict shattered such dreams. In the face of the appalling devastation of the war, liberals found it difficult to sustain their concept of ordered human progress. For some persuasive radical thinkers, it was a short step from this to a conviction that discipline and control from above were more likely to create order and national well-being than was cumbersome democracy.


Adding weight to this view was the plentiful evidence of the benefits of state authority. Every nation in the First World War had undergone a large and rapid extension of centralized control over politics, society and the economy. It was arguable that without this centralization, no European nation would have survived. The lessons for national regeneration post-war were obvious. In times of crisis, democratic procedures were too inefficient to meet the needs of the state.


Significant groups, who were to become influential, concluded that social and political ideals were impossible to achieve by moderate, evolutionary means. Progress did not occur spontaneously, ran the argument; it had to be imposed. Strong governments had to be prepared to make the sweeping, even violent, changes that were needed.


Such views were particularly strongly held among certain sections in the relatively new states of Germany and Italy where democratic traditions were weak or non-existent. Scorning what they regarded as the ineffectual methods of democracy, certain groups of nationalists in those countries developed an extreme form of anti-democratic politics, believing that only by such means could their nation achieve its destiny. Nowhere was this more evident than in Germany where a significant number of the population had a searing sense of bitterness at their defeat in the First World War in 1918. It was such bitterness that the National Socialists, or Nazis, relied upon, directing their attack at the German government, which, they asserted, had cravenly accepted a humiliating, dictated peace.


The triumph of democracy?


What sometimes confuses the analysis is that the First World War was still regarded by some as a triumph of democracy since this is what the victorious Allies claimed they represented. But that was a late development. At the start of the war in 1914, democracy had not been one of the Allies’ declared aims; their only certain objective had been to defeat the enemy, the Central Powers. Moreover, the idea of one of the Allies, Tsarist Russia, as a champion of democracy defied common sense. It is true that as the war dragged on Britain and France claimed to be fighting for civilized values against German decadence, but what eventually gave the Allies their democratic image was the entry of the USA into the war in 1917 with the express purpose, as stated by its President Woodrow Wilson, ‘to make the world safe for democracy’. It was this that enabled the Allies to claim retrospectively that that had been their purpose all along.



Self-determination


The peace settlement that followed the military collapse of the Central Powers was supposedly based on the principle of self-determination. Yet, powerful though self-determination was as an idea, it did not always imply democracy since it was applied in a very selective way. Although it was meant to recognize legitimate national aspirations, the principle was not extended to the defeated nations. Indeed, it was used as a justification for dismembering the German, Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman Empires and creating new states out of the remnants, a process that left Germany, and other parts of Europe, with a deep sense of grievance. Self-determination was also regarded with grave suspicion by the imperial powers that survived the war, Britain and France: they saw the principle as a threat to their continued hold over their colonies.


The impact of economic crises
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How did the economic situation in the inter-war years contribute to the development of authoritarian regimes?
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Anti-democratic arguments might have had less influence had there been a general recovery from the economic effects of the First World War, but, apart from occasional, short-lived economic booms in the 1920s, the post-war trend was unremittingly grim, reaching its nadir in the Great Depression of the 1930s. In the atmosphere of despair and recrimination that the economic hardships created, fragile democratic structures collapsed. Nor should it be thought that the dictatorships of the period were always imposed on an unwilling people. The success of Italian fascism starting in the 1920s and German Nazism in the 1930s in taking over the state was related to the genuine popularity of their regimes. The conversion of the middle classes, the traditional supporters of constitutionalism, to the support of the extreme Right was a clear sign that those seeking order and security no longer believed that these could be guaranteed by the processes of democracy.


Inter-war dictatorships
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Which countries became dictatorships in the inter-war years?
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Between 1919 and 1939, when the Second World War began in Europe, many states came under the control of regimes which abandoned any pretensions to liberal-democracy. Russia (the Soviet Union after 1922), Italy, Turkey, Germany, Spain and Portugal, as well as many central and eastern European states, adopted dictatorships or became increasingly authoritarian and placed crippling limits on democratic institutions.





•  In Russia, the Bolshevik (Communist) Party, led by Vladimir Lenin, had seized power in 1917 and imposed what it called the dictatorship of the proletariat (see page 18).



•  In Italy, Benito Mussolini led his Fascist Party to power in 1922 and ruled as dictator until being overthrown in 1943.



•  In Turkey, Mustafa Kemal Atatürk (1881–1938), although intent on avoiding the extremes of fascism and communism, attempted to turn his country into a modern secular state and resorted to increasingly dictatorial methods of control to do so.



•  In Germany, Adolf Hitler’s National Socialist German Workers’ Party came to power in 1933.



•  In Spain, Francisco Franco, having led his ultra-nationalist Falangist Party to victory in a civil war that ended in 1939, ruled as a Right-wing dictator until his death in 1975.



•  In Portugal, António Salazar, as prime minister and then president, led his New State Party in a Right-wing dictatorship from 1932 to 1974.





Even where democracy appeared to operate, for example in some western European nations, it was arguable that appearance belied reality. That, indeed, was the charge that Lenin made. He defined liberal-democracy as a charade used by the propertied classes, who held power in such countries as Britain and France, to justify and perpetuate their rule over the people. He dismissed the supposedly free elections in those countries as shams which left the bourgeois power structure untouched.


Outside Europe during the same period, it was a very similar story of growing authoritarianism.





•  The tendency towards dictatorship was clearly evident in Central and South America whose constitutional traditions were even weaker than in Europe.



•  The areas of Africa sufficiently free of colonial control to shape their own systems exhibited a similar trend. Tribal traditions and cultures were essentially authoritarian.



•  Imperialist Japan developed along authoritarian lines matching those of fascist Europe. Emperor Hirohito came under the controlling influence of an aggressive war party intent on shaping Japan into a military power capable of colonizing Asia by force.



•  In China, the Guomindang (GMD) government was democratic in theory, but authoritarian in practice. Sun Yatsen declared ‘On no account must we give more liberty to the individual. Let us secure liberty instead for the nation.’ Under his successor Chiang Kai-shek, the Guomindang government became markedly authoritarian.



•  There were even critics in the USA who argued that Roosevelt’s New Deal was undemocratic since the state-directed methods it used smacked of either socialism or fascism.





The impact of the Second World War, 1939–45
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What effect did the Second World War have on the acceptance of authoritarianism?
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At the end of the Second World War, there was an understandable sympathy for the idea of the collective state. It had been through collective, even regimented, effort that the Allies had emerged victorious. In response to the national crisis that war brought, many countries resorted to authoritarian methods. Indeed, even in the supposedly liberal democracies, some form of authoritarianism had been the norm for all the states involved in the Second World War. Britain had introduced restrictions such as internment and DORA. The USA had also interned those of its citizens, such as Japanese-Americans, whom it regarded as a potential threat to the war effort. The great majority of the population accepted these restrictions as the price to be paid for national security and perhaps survival. These were not totalitarian states, since the measures were meant to be temporary, not permanent. Popular support is not required for a state to be authoritarian since central government can impose itself on the popular will, but it is possible for a state to be popular and authoritarian.


The acceptance of authoritarianism extended in some instances into the acceptance of totalitarianism. It was evident that one of the Allies, Stalin’s USSR, did not conform to liberal-democratic standards, but such was the desire of the other Allies to win the war that this was ignored. The prodigious effort made by the Soviet people in defeating Germany was so impressive that many admirers in the Western countries concluded that without the totalitarian methods used by Stalin to direct the war effort, the USSR would have been defeated.


The Second World War also had a pronounced influence outside Europe in promoting centralized control:





•  North Korea, freed from Japan’s control in 1945, adopted a particularly extreme form of communism under its leader Kim Il-Sung.



•  In China, in 1949, Mao Zedong and the Chinese Communist Party defeated their Nationalist (Guomindang) opponents and began to create a communist People’s Republic of China under his leadership.



•  Although the colonial powers in south-east Asia, principally France, Britain and the Netherlands, had eventually won the war against Japan, the struggle had exposed their military weakness and encouraged the growth of strong nationalist movements which demanded independence. The movements were invariably authoritarian in outlook and methods. A notable example was Indonesia where Sukarno led his independence movement to power in 1949 and for the next seventeen years governed the country according to the principle of ‘Guided Democracy’, a euphemism for dictatorial control which involved the destruction of all forms of opposition.





Conclusion
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Why did dictatorships flourish in the twentieth century?
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The history of the twentieth century suggests that the military, social and economic uncertainties of the period were judged at critical times to require an all-powerful state to combat them. Internal and external enemies could be overcome only through effective government. Dictatorship, aided by modern technology, flourished in such an atmosphere. The absence or weakness of the traditions of democracy, the damaging of the liberal ethic by the two world wars, the mutual fears of Right and Left, the collapse of economic security, the ideal of the nation state: these factors combined to prepare or consolidate the ground for authoritarian regimes.


Of the seven authoritarian or totalitarian states examined in this book, the first chronologically were European states: the Soviet Union and Germany. Although the regimes that developed elsewhere did not directly copy them, they did, in a sense, create models for the development of modern dictatorships. They certainly provide the observer with a valuable set of reference points. Of particular note is that the two regimes theoretically represented the opposite ends of the Left–Right political spectrum. When the regimes studied or referred to in this text are placed on that spectrum, the following pattern emerges.
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As a visual illustration, it suffers from the weakness of suggesting fixed placement, but it does provide a set of references which can then be debated as to their accuracy once you have studied your chosen regimes from the following chapters.







CHAPTER 2



The USSR under Joseph Stalin, 1924–53





Joseph Stalin emerged victorious from the power struggle that followed the death in 1924 of Lenin, the creator of the USSR. Having taken control by the late 1920s, Stalin, over the next quarter century, used the most ruthless means to impose himself on all aspects of Soviet life. He revolutionized the economy by enforced policies of collectivization and industrialization, and destroyed political opposition with a series of ferocious purges. Such was the extent of his authority that, by the time of his death in 1953, Soviet communism had become Stalinism. This chapter examines the following key questions:





•  What circumstances favoured the rise of Stalin?



•  How did Stalin impose his authority on the Soviet Union?



•  What impact did Stalinism have on the lives of the Soviet people?



•  How far did Stalin achieve a totalitarian state?






1 Stalin’s rise to power, 1924–29
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Key question: What circumstances favoured the rise of Stalin?
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The one-party state in the USSR
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Why had revolutionary Russia become a one-party state by 1924?
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Having taken power in the October Revolution in 1917, Lenin had led his Bolshevik Party in laying the foundations of the world’s first Marxist state. The Bolsheviks claimed that their triumph gave them an absolute right to govern Russia. There was a powerful ideology underlying this assumption. As Marxists, the Bolsheviks believed that they truly represented the will of the Russian proletariat who now ruled, in accordance with the scientific laws of the dialectic.


Bolshevik consolidation of power


By the time of Lenin’s death in 1924, the Bolsheviks had overcome all the major challenges to their authority and had transformed Russia into the USSR. This involved their fighting and winning a desperate civil war, successfully resisting a series of foreign interventions, and surviving a series of severe economic crises.


The consolidation of Bolshevik power was a remarkable achievement, but it was gained only by using the most violent means. Lenin had allowed no opposition to his government. Political enemies had been crushed and critics within the party had been suppressed. Lenin’s years in power left the Soviet Union with a tradition of authoritarian rule and terror. There were also serious economic problems that had still to be solved if the USSR was to survive as a nation.


Governmental structures


By 1924 the governmental structure of the Soviet Union had developed two main features: the Council of Peoples’ Commissars, and the Secretariat. Both these bodies and the various committees they established were staffed and controlled by the Bolshevik (Communist) Party under Lenin. It has to be stressed that the vital characteristic of this governmental system was that the Party ruled. This, in effect, meant Lenin ruled, since his moral authority and standing in the Party were so strong that he was unchallengeable. In practical terms, the key organization was the Politburo. By 1922, the Soviet Union was a one-party, Leninist state. Membership of that one party was essential for all who held government posts at whatever level.


Democratic centralism


A central feature of Lenin’s control of the Communist Party was the principle of ‘democratic centralism’. This was the notion, as developed by Lenin, that true democracy in the Bolshevik Party lay in the obedience of the members to the authority and instructions of the leaders. The justification for this was that while, as representatives of the workers, all Bolsheviks were genuine revolutionaries, only the leaders were sufficiently educated in the science of revolution to understand what needed to be done. In practice, democratic centralism meant the Bolsheviks doing what Lenin told them to do. It was the principle which Stalin was to inherit and exploit in his own leadership of the Soviet Union.


Authoritarian rule


Lenin created an authoritarian system which returned Russia to the absolutism that it had known under the tsars. The basic apparatus of oppression for which Stalin later became notorious for using was in place at Lenin’s death. The main features of Lenin’s authoritarian rule between 1917 and 1924 were:





•  The one-party state – all parties other than the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) were outlawed.



•  The bureaucratic state – central power increased under Lenin and the number of government departments and officials grew.



•  The police state – the Cheka was the first of a series of secret police organizations in the Soviet Union whose task was to impose government control over the people.
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SOURCE A
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[image: ] Study Source A. What geographical evidence is there for judging Russia to have been the dominant Republic in the USSR?
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Map of the Republics of the USSR.
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•  The ban on factionalism – Lenin prohibited criticism of the leadership within the party, which was, in effect, a ban on free speech.



•  The destruction of the trade unions – Leon Trotsky, Commissar for War under Lenin, destroyed the independence of the trade unions.



•  The politicizing of the law – under Lenin the law was not a means of protecting society but an extension of political control.



•  The system of purges and show trials – outstanding examples of these were the public trials in 1922 of the Moscow clergy and of the SRs.



•  Concentration camps – at the time of Lenin’s death there were over 300 such camps. They held rebel peasants and ‘anti-Bolsheviks’.



•  Prohibition of public worship – the Orthodox Christian churches were looted and then closed; atheism was adopted as a replacement for religious belief.



•  Nationalization – Lenin’s government took over private companies and banks.



•  Imposed economic policies – faced with famine, Lenin had tried a series of experiments ranging from fierce repression of the peasants under ‘War Communism’ (see page 24) to the more lenient approach of NEP. Lenin claimed that NEP was a temporary measure but it was still in operation at his death.



•  Cultural revolution – the Bolsheviks claimed that in revolutionary Russia the people were now ready to be moulded into a new species: ‘Man can be made whatever we want him to be’. Culture was to be shaped by the power of the state.



•  International isolation – Lenin had originally expected the Russian revolution to be the prelude to a worldwide proletarian uprising. That was the reason for creating the Comintern. When no such international rising occurred, he had to adjust to a situation in which the Soviet Union became an isolated Marxist, revolutionary state, beset by external enemies.





Stalin’s emergence as leading contender for power
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What positions of influence did Stalin hold by 1924?
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In the uncertain political atmosphere that followed Lenin’s death in January 1924, a number of fortunate developments helped Stalin promote his claims.


Stalin’s positions


A critical factor was that Lenin had left no clear instructions as to what form of government should be adopted after him. This meant that the power was there for the taking; it was in this regard that Stalin found himself particularly well placed. That he had worked closely with Lenin and had held important administrative positions in the Party put him in a position of prominence that no rival could match. Here, the pragmatic way in which the Bolsheviks had first governed proved very important. Certain posts, which initially had not been considered especially significant, began to provide their holders with a controlling influence. Stalin’s previous appointments to key posts in both government and Party now proved crucial. These had been:





•  People’s Commissar for Nationalities (1917): Stalin was in charge of the officials in the many regions and republics that made up the USSR. Lenin judged that Stalin, as a Georgian, had a special understanding of the national minorities.



•  Liaison Officer between the Politburo and Orgburo (1919): Stalin was in a unique position to monitor both the Party’s policy and the Party’s personnel.



•  Head of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspectorate (1919): Stalin oversaw the work of all government departments.



•  General Secretary of the Communist Party (1922): Stalin recorded and conveyed Party policy. This enabled him to build up dossiers on all the members of the Party. Nothing of note happened that Stalin did not know about.





Stalin became the indispensable link in the chain of command in the Communist Party and the Soviet government. Above all, what these posts gave him was the power of patronage. He used this authority to place his own supporters in key positions. Since they then owed their place to him, Stalin could count on their support in the voting in the various committees which made up the organization of the Party and the government.


Such were the advantages held by Stalin during the Party in-fighting over the succession to Lenin that no other contender came near to matching him in his hold on the Party machine. Whatever the ability of the individuals or groups who opposed him, he could always out-vote and out-manoeuvre them.
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SOURCE B
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[image: ] How does Source B indicate the influence Stalin had gained in the USSR by 1924?
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The governmental structure in 1924.
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The Lenin enrolment


Stalin had also gained considerably from recent changes in the structure of the Communist Party. Between 1923 and 1925, the Party had set out to increase the number of workers in its ranks. This was known as ‘the Lenin enrolment’. It resulted in the membership of the CPSU rising from 340,000 in 1922 to 600,000 by 1925.


The new members were fully aware that the many privileges which came with Party membership depended on their being loyal to those who had first invited them into the Bolshevik ranks. In every case it was members of the Secretariat, working directly under Stalin as General Secretary, who had issued the invitations. The result was the expansion of the Party, which added to Stalin’s growing power of patronage. It provided him with a reliable body of votes in the various Party committees at local and central level.


Stalin’s bid for power
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How did Stalin exploit the situation following Lenin’s death?
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Lenin’s funeral


Immediately after Lenin’s death, the Politburo publicly proclaimed their intention to continue as a collective leadership, but behind the scenes the competition for individual authority had already begun. In the manoeuvring, Stalin gained an advantage by being the one to deliver the oration at Lenin’s funeral. The sight of Stalin as leading mourner suggested a continuity between him and Lenin, an impression heightened by the contents of his speech in which, in the name of the Party, he dedicated himself to following in the tradition of the departed leader (see Source C).
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SOURCE C
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[image: ] According to Stalin in Source C, what obligations had Lenin left the Soviet Union?
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Excerpt from Stalin’s speech reported in Pravda, January 1924, quoted in Stalin: A Biography by Robert Service, published by Macmillan, UK, 2004, p. 220.


In leaving us, Comrade Lenin commanded us to keep the unity of our Party. We swear to thee, Comrade Lenin, to honour thy command. In leaving us, Comrade Lenin ordered us to maintain and strengthen the dictatorship of the proletariat. We swear to thee, Comrade Lenin, to exert our full strength in honouring thy command. In leaving us, Comrade Lenin ordered us to strengthen with all our might the union of workers and peasants. We swear to thee, Comrade Lenin, to honour thy command.
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Since Stalin’s speech was the first crucial move to promote himself as Lenin’s successor, it was to be expected that Leon Trotsky, his chief rival, would try to counter it in some way. Trotsky was a prominent figure in the Party. He had played a key role in the 1917 October Revolution and had been the brilliant organizer of the Red Army, which had won the civil war against the Whites. Yet Trotsky was not even present at the funeral. His excuse was that Stalin had given him the wrong date. Whatever the truth of this, Trotsky’s behaviour hardly appeared to be that of a dedicated Leninist.


Suppression of Lenin’s Testament


Although Stalin had been totally loyal to Lenin, there had been times when he had offended his leader. One such occasion occurred in 1922 when Lenin learned from his wife, Krupskaya, that Stalin had verbally abused her during a telephone conversation. In an angry response, Lenin added a severe criticism of Stalin to a document he had been dictating. Later known as Lenin’s Testament, this was a set of observations on the strengths and weaknesses of the Party’s leading members. Lenin had been especially critical of Stalin’s hunger for ‘boundless power’ and urged the comrades to consider ways of removing him as Secretary, but this was not done. Lenin was too ill during the last year of his life to be politically active. At his death in January 1924, he had still not taken any formal steps to remove Stalin, and the ‘Testament’ had not been made public.


If it were now to be published, Stalin would be gravely damaged by its contents. However, here again fortune favoured him. Since the Testament contained Lenin’s criticism not simply of Stalin, but of all the members of the Politburo, they all had reason for suppressing it, which they formally did in May 1924. Since Trotsky had been criticized in the Testament for his ‘excessive self-confidence’, he went along with the decision, but in doing so he lost an opportunity to challenge Stalin. In fact it was Trotsky, not Stalin, whom the Politburo regarded as the greater danger.



Trotsky’s opposition to Stalin
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What were Trotsky’s major disadvantages?
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Lev Kamenev and Grigory Zinoviev, who had been leading players in the 1917 Revolution, joined Stalin in an unofficial triumvirate within the Politburo. Their aim was to isolate Trotsky by exploiting his unpopularity with large sections of the Party.


Trotsky’s handicaps





•  Trotsky was a Jew and very conscious of the fact that this constituted a political handicap. Anti-Semitism was an ingrained feature of Russian society and continued under communist rule. In 1917 he had declined Lenin’s offer to be a commissar on the grounds that his appointment would be an embarrassment to Lenin and the government; he said it would ‘give enemies grounds for claiming that the country was ruled by a Jew’.



•  His intellectualism, coupled with an aloof style and manner, gave him the appearance of an outsider who was not fully committed to the CPSU. This deprived him of a significant following in the Party.



•  CPSU members tended to regard Trotsky as dangerously ambitious and his rival Stalin as reliably self-effacing. This was because Trotsky was flamboyant and brilliant, while his rival was unspectacular and methodical.



•  Trotsky had not become a Bolshevik until 1917, which raised doubts about how committed he was to the Party.





The New Economic Policy (NEP)


Trotsky’s reputation was further damaged by the issue of the New Economic Policy. Soon after taking power Lenin had implemented a policy known as ‘War Communism’. This was a series of harshly restrictive economic measures intended to help the Bolsheviks win the civil war of 1918–20. These measures:





•  brought agriculture and industry under central control



•  used government requisition squads to seize grain stocks from the peasants



•  prohibited farming for profit.





However, War Communism did not produce the expected results. The interference with the peasants’ traditional ways caused disruption and resentment. Hunger did not lessen; it intensified. Despite the government’s terror tactics there were many instances of serious resistance. Always flexible in his approach, Lenin decided on a U-turn. He judged that, if the peasants could not be forced, they must be persuaded. At a Party Congress in 1921 he told members that it made no sense for Bolsheviks to pretend that they could pursue an economic policy which took no account of the real situation. He then announced that War Communism was to be replaced with a New Economic Policy, the main features of which were:





•  central economic control to be relaxed



•  grain requisitioning to be abandoned



•  the peasants to be allowed to keep their food surpluses and sell them for a profit.





NEP clearly marked a retreat from the principle of state control of the economy. It restored a mixed economy in which certain features of capitalism existed alongside socialism. It was this that troubled the members of the Party, including Trotsky, who had welcomed the repressive measures of War Communism. To their mind, squeezing the peasants was exactly what the Bolsheviks should be doing since it advanced the revolution. It disturbed them that the peasants were being cosseted and that capitalist ways were being tolerated.


Leftists and rightists


When introducing NEP in 1921, Lenin had admitted that it was a relaxing of strict socialism, but had emphasized that it was a temporary measure. However, at the time of his death in 1924 the question was already being asked as to how long in fact NEP was meant to last. The Party members who were unhappy with it saw its continuation as a betrayal of revolutionary principles. A serious division had developed in the Party between leftists and rightists. Initially the disagreement was simply about timing: how long was the NEP to continue? However, in the power struggle of the 1920s these minor differences deepened into questions of political correctness and Party loyalty. A rival’s attitude towards the NEP might be a weakness to be exploited.


Stalin did precisely this. He used Trotsky’s attitude towards NEP as a way of undermining him. Trotsky, in 1923, had openly declared that to continue with NEP was to put the interests of the Nepmen above those of the Revolution and to undermine the gains made from War Communism. Stalin was quick to suggest to Party members that Trotsky was an unacceptably disruptive force. The interesting point here is that Stalin’s own view of NEP was far from clear at this stage. He had loyally supported Lenin’s introduction of it in 1921, but had given little indication as to whether, or how long, it should be retained after Lenin’s death. He preferred to keep his own views to himself and play on the differences among party members.


The Left–Right division over modernization


The ideological argument over NEP merged with another demanding question. How should the Soviet Union plan for the future? The USSR was a poor country. To modernize and overcome its poverty it would have to industrialize. The quarrel in the Party was not whether the USSR should industrialize, but over how and at what speed.


The country was rich in natural resources, but these had yet to be effectively exploited, and it certainly did not possess large amounts of capital. Nor could it easily borrow any since the Bolsheviks after taking power had rejected capitalist methods of finance and caused international outrage by refusing to honour any of the debts incurred by the Tsarist state. Few countries after 1917 were willing to risk investing in revolutionary Russia.


The only usable resource, therefore, was the Soviet people themselves, 80 per cent of whom were peasants. To achieve industrialization, it was necessary that the peasants produce a food surplus which could then be sold abroad to raise capital for industrial investment. Both Left and Right agreed that this was the only solution, but, whereas the Right were content to rely on persuading the peasants to co-operate, the Left demanded that the peasantry be forced to conform.


It was Trotsky who most clearly represented the view of the Left on this. He wanted the peasants to be coerced. However, for him the industrialization debate was secondary to the far more demanding question of the Soviet Union’s role as the organizer of international revolution. His views on this created a wide divergence between him and Stalin, expressed in terms of a clash between the opposed notions of ‘Permanent Revolution’ and ‘Socialism in One Country’.


Ideological conflict between Trotsky and Stalin


Trotsky was an international Marxist. His central political belief at this time was in ‘Permanent Revolution’, a concept made up of three essential ideas:





•  Revolution was not a single event but a permanent (continuous) process in which risings took place from country to country.



•  The events in Russia since 1917 were simply a first step towards a worldwide revolution of the proletariat.



•  The USSR could not survive alone in a hostile world. It needed to ‘export revolution’. Unless there was international revolution, the Soviet Union would not survive.





Stalin countered Trotsky’s notion of ‘Permanent Revolution’ with his own concept of ‘Socialism in One Country’. He meant by this that the nation’s first task was to consolidate Lenin’s Revolution by turning the USSR into a modern state, capable of defending itself against its internal and external enemies. The Soviet Union’s task, therefore, was to:





•  overcome its present agricultural and industrial problems by its own unaided efforts



•  proceed to build a modern state, the equal of any nation in the world



•  make the survival of the Soviet Union an absolute priority, even if this meant suspending efforts to create international revolution.





Stalin used the contrast between his programme and Trotsky’s to portray his rival as an enemy of the Soviet Union. He condemned Trotsky’s ideas as a threat to the security of the USSR. Trotsky’s position was further weakened by the fact that throughout the 1920s the Soviet Union had a constant fear of invasion by the combined capitalist nations. Although this fear was ill-founded, the tense atmosphere it created made Trotsky’s notion of the USSR’s engaging in foreign revolutionary wars appear irresponsible.


The defeat of Trotsky and the Left




[image: ]


Why was Stalin able to overcome the challenge from the Left?
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Trotsky’s failure in the propaganda war of the 1920s meant that he was in no position to persuade either the Politburo or the Central Committee to support his proposals. Following a vote against him in the 1925 Party Congress, Trotsky was removed from his position as Commissar for War. Kamenev and Zinoviev, the respective Chairmen of the Moscow and Leningrad Soviets, played a key part in this. They used their influence over the local Party organizations to ensure that it was a pro-Stalin, anti-Trotsky Congress that gathered.


The New Opposition


With Trotsky weakened, Stalin turned to the problem of how to deal with the two key figures he now saw as potential rivals, Kamenev and Zinoviev. In the event, they created a trap for themselves. In 1925, worried by the USSR’s slow economic growth, the two men called for the NEP to be abandoned, concessions to the peasants withdrawn, and industrialization enforced. Their viewpoint formed the basis of what was termed the ‘New Opposition’, but there was little to distinguish it from old Trotskyism. It was no surprise, therefore, when Trotsky joined his former opponents in 1926 to form a ‘Trotskyite-Kamenevite-Zinovievite’ opposition bloc.


Again, Stalin’s control of the Party machine proved decisive. The Party Congress declined to be influenced by pressure from the ‘New Opposition’. The Right Communists backed Stalin and outvoted the Left bloc. Kamenev and Zinoviev were dismissed from their posts as Soviet chairmen, to be replaced by two of Stalin’s staunchest allies: Vyacheslav Molotov in Moscow and Sergei Kirov in Leningrad. It was little surprise that, soon after, Trotsky was expelled from both the Politburo and the Central Committee.


Bureaucratization


Trotsky attempted to fight back. The issue he chose was bureaucratization. He defined this as the abandonment of genuine discussion within the Party and the growth in power of the Secretariat, which was able to make decisions and operate policies without reference to ordinary Party members. Trotsky called for greater Party democracy to fight this growth. But his campaign was misjudged. In trying to expose the growing bureaucracy in the Communist Party, Trotsky overlooked the essential fact that Bolshevik rule since 1917 had always been bureaucratic. Indeed, it was because the Soviet state functioned as a bureaucracy that Party members received privileges in political and public life. Trotsky gained little support from Party members who had a vested interest in maintaining the Party’s bureaucratic ways. His censure of bureaucracy left Stalin unscathed.


Trotsky’s expulsion


Trotsky still did not admit defeat. In 1927, on the tenth anniversary of the Bolshevik rising, he tried to rally support in a direct challenge to Stalin’s authority. He was again heavily outvoted. His complete failure led to Congress accepting Stalin’s proposal that Trotsky be expelled from the Party altogether. An internal exile order against him in 1927 was followed two years later by deportation from the USSR itself. That Trotsky was not executed at this point suggests that Stalin did not yet regard himself as being in full political control.


The defeat of the Right opposition
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Why were the Right unable to mount an effective challenge to Stalin?
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Having defeated the Left, Stalin turned on the Right opposition whose major representatives were Alexei Rykov, Mikhail Tomsky and Nicholai Bukharin, three men who had loyally served Stalin in his outflanking of Trotsky and the Left. Politically, the Right were by no means as challenging to Stalin as the Trotskyite bloc had been. What made Stalin move against them was that they stood in the way of the industrial and agricultural schemes that he began to implement in 1928. His attack on the Right was, therefore, an aspect of his massive transformation of the Soviet economy.


It is uncertain when Stalin finally decided that the answer to the Soviet Union’s growth problem was collectivization and industrialization (see pages 31–37). The likelihood is that it was probably another piece of opportunism; having defeated the Left politically, he felt free to adopt their economic policies.


The attitude of the Right opposition


Bukharin and the Right argued that it would be less disruptive to let Soviet industry develop its own momentum. The state should assist, but it should not direct. Similarly, the peasants should not be oppressed as this would make them resentful and less productive. The Right agreed that it was from the land that the means of financing industrialization would have to come, but they stressed that, by offering the peasants the chance to become prosperous, far more grain would be produced for sale abroad.


Bukharin declared in the Politburo and at the Party Congress in 1928 that Stalin’s aggressive policy of state procurements was counter-productive. He was prepared to state openly what everybody knew, but was afraid to admit: that Stalin’s programme was little different to the one that Trotsky had previously advocated.


Weakness of the Right opposition


The Right suffered from a number of weaknesses, which Stalin was able to exploit. These related to their ideas, their organization and their support.


Ideas


A notable skill that Stalin employed throughout his career after 1924 was his ability to play upon the fears of his colleagues and compatriots. He consistently claimed that the USSR was under threat from internal and external enemies within and without. This seldom accorded with reality but his constant exaggerations were believed by a Party which became convinced that only through vigilance and ruthless treatment of enemies could the regime be safeguarded from the reactionaries who wished to overthrow it. Typical of Stalin’s statements was his listing of the USSR’s internal enemies to show the danger in which the Revolution stood (see Source D).
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SOURCE D




[image: ]


[image: ] According to Source D, who are the internal enemies of the Soviet state and what threat do they pose?
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Excerpt from a speech by Stalin in 1933, quoted in Stalin: Triumph and Tragedy, by Dmitri Volkogonov, published by Weidenfeld & Nicolson, UK, 1991, p. 211.


The remnants of the dying classes – industrialists and their servants, private traders and their stooges, former nobles and priests, kulaks and their henchman – they have all wormed their way into our factories, our institutions. What have they brought with them? Of course, they have brought their hatred of the Soviet regime, their feeling of hostility to the new forms of the economy, way of life, culture.
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Stalin used the fears for the Revolution felt by the Party to undermine the Right. Scorning Bukharin for underestimating the difficulties the Soviet Union faced, he asserted that the dangerous times required not concessions to the peasants, but a tough policy towards them. In taking this line, Stalin showed a shrewd understanding of the mentality of Party members. The majority were far more likely to respond to the call for a return to a rigorous policy on the land than they were to risk the Revolution itself by untimely concessions to reactionary peasants.


Organization


The Right experienced the same difficulty that the Left had. How could they impress their ideas upon the Party while Stalin remained master of the Party machine? Bukharin and his colleagues wanted to remain faithful Party members and it was this sense of loyalty that weakened them in their attempts to oppose Stalin. Fearful of recreating the ‘factionalism’ condemned by Lenin, they hoped that they could win the Party over by persuasion. Their basic approach was conciliatory. All this played into Stalin’s hands. Since it was largely his supporters who were responsible for drafting and distributing Party information, it was not difficult for Stalin to belittle the Right as a weak and irresponsible clique.


Lack of support


The Right’s only substantial support lay in the trade unions, whose Central Council was chaired by Tomsky, and in the CPSU’s Moscow branch where Nicolai Uglanov, an admirer and supporter of Bukharin, was the Party Secretary. When Stalin realized that these might be a source of opposition, he acted quickly and decisively. He sent Lazar Kaganovich, a ruthlessly ambitious young Politburo member from Ukraine, to arrest the suspect trade unionists. The Right were overwhelmed by this political assault. Molotov was dispatched to Moscow where he enlisted the support of the pro-Stalin members to terrify local Party officials into line.



Collapse of the Right


By early 1929, the Right were beyond recovery. Tomsky was no longer the national trade union leader; Rykov had been superseded as premier by Molotov; and Bukharin had lost his place in the Politburo. This trio of ‘Right Opportunists’ were allowed to remain in the Party but only after publicly admitting the error of their ways. Stalin’s triumph over both Left and Right was complete. He was now in a position to exercise power as the new Vozhd, having become, in effect, a communist tsar. The defeat of the Right marks the end of any serious challenge to limit his power. From the late 1920s to his death in 1953, Stalin would become increasingly dictatorial.
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SUMMARY DIAGRAM
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Stalin’s rise to power, 1924–29
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2 Stalin’s establishment of an authoritarian state
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Key question: How did Stalin impose his authority on the Soviet Union?
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Stalin’s imposition of a dictatorial control over the Soviet Union was achieved by the manner in which he developed his domestic policies. These are examined in this section under two headings: economic policy and the purges.


Economic policy
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How did Stalin use his economic policies to impose his authority over the Soviet Union?
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Stalin had decided by 1928 that the USSR could not survive unless it rapidly modernized its economy. To this end, he set about completely reshaping Soviet agriculture and industry. The pretext for this had been provided in 1926 by a critical resolution of the Party Congress: ‘To transform our country from an agrarian into an industrial one, capable by its own efforts of producing the necessary means’. Stalin planned to turn that resolution into reality. There were three main aspects to this, which were:





•  economic aims



•  the collectivization of the peasantry



•  industrialization.





Economic aims


Stalin’s economic policy had one essential aim, the modernization of the Soviet economy. This was to be achieved by two essential methods, collectivization and industrialization. So socially disruptive was this programme, involving as it did the greatest land transfer in Russian history and the redirection of people’s lives, that it could be achieved only by Stalin’s government taking complete control of the Soviet people.


Revolution from above


From 1928 onwards, the Soviet state took over the running of the nation’s economy. In theory, 1917 had been a revolution from below. The Bolshevik-led proletariat had begun the construction of a state in which the workers ruled. Bukharin and the Right had used this notion to argue that, since the USSR was now a proletarian society, the economy should be left to develop at its own pace, without interference from the government. Stalin’s economic programme ended such thinking. The state would now command the economy from above. Stalin called this momentous decision ‘the second revolution’ to indicate that it was as important a stage in Soviet history as the original 1917 Revolution. This comparison was obviously intended to enhance his own status as a revolutionary leader following in the footsteps of Lenin.



Modernization



Stalin believed that the survival of the Soviet Union depended on the nation’s ability to turn itself into a modern industrial society within the shortest possible time. He expressed this with particular force in 1931 (see Source E).
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SOURCE E
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[image: ] According to Source E, what must the Soviet Union do to avoid being crushed?
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Excerpt from a speech by Stalin, February 1931, reported in Pravda, quoted in Stalin: A Biography by Robert Service, published by Macmillan, UK, 2004, pp. 272–73.


It is sometimes asked whether it is not possible to slow down the tempo somewhat, to put a check on the movement. No, comrades, it is not possible! The tempo must not be reduced! To slacken the tempo would mean falling behind. And those who fall behind get beaten. But we do not want to be beaten. We are fifty or a hundred years behind the advanced countries. We must make good this distance in ten years. Either we do it, or we shall be crushed. This is what our obligations to the workers and peasants of the USSR dictate to us.


[image: ]





This passionate appeal to Russian history subordinated everything to the driving need for national survival. Stalin used this appeal as the pretext for the severity that accompanied collectivization and industrialization.


Collectivization


Stalin adopted collectivization for two reasons – to bring the peasants under control and to raise capital. Stalin worked to a simple formula:





•  The USSR needed industrial investment and manpower.



•  The land could provide both.



•  Surplus grain would be sold abroad to raise investment funds for industry.



•  Surplus peasants would become factory workers.





As a revolutionary, Stalin had little sympathy for the peasants. Communist theory taught that the days of the peasantry as a revolutionary social force had passed. October 1917 had been the first stage in the triumph of the industrial proletariat. Therefore, it was perfectly fitting that the peasantry should bow to the demands of industrialization.


Stalin defined collectivization as ‘the setting up of collective farms in order to squeeze out all capitalist elements from the land’. The state would now own the land. The peasants would no longer farm the land for their own individual profit. The plan was to group between 50 and 100 peasant holdings into one unit. It was believed that large farms would be more efficient and would encourage the effective use of agricultural machinery.


The Kulaks


When introducing collectivization in 1928, Stalin claimed that it was ‘voluntary’, but in truth it was forced on a very reluctant peasantry. In a major propaganda offensive, Stalin identified a class of ‘Kulaks’, rich peasants who were holding back the workers’ revolution by hoarding their produce and keeping food prices high, thus making themselves wealthy at the expense of the workers and poorer peasants. They had to be broken as a class; thus, ‘de-Kulakization’ became a state-enforced campaign.


The concept of a Kulak class was a Stalinist myth. The so-called Kulaks were really only those hard-working peasants who had proved more efficient farmers than their neighbours. In no sense did they constitute the class of exploiting landowners described in Stalinist propaganda. Nonetheless, given the tradition of landlord oppression going back to Tsarist times, the notion of a Kulak class proved a very powerful one and provided the grounds for the coercion of the peasantry as a whole – middle and poor peasants, as well as Kulaks.


De-Kulakization


In some regions the poorer peasants undertook ‘de-Kulakization’ with enthusiasm, since it provided them with an excuse to settle old scores and to give vent to local jealousies. Land and property were seized from the minority of better-off peasants, and they and their families were physically attacked. Such treatment was often the prelude to arrest and deportation by OGPU anti-Kulak squads.


The renewal of terror also served as a warning to the mass of the peasantry of the likely consequences of resisting the state reorganization of Soviet agriculture. The destruction of the Kulaks was thus an integral part of the whole collectivization process. As a Soviet official later admitted: ‘most Party officers thought that the whole point of de-Kulakization was its value as an administrative measure, speeding up tempos of collectivization’.
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SOURCE F
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[image: ] Who was likely to have organized the demonstration shown in Source F? Why would peasants be willing to join such a demonstration?
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An anti-Kulak demonstration on a collective farm in 1930. The banner reads ‘Liquidate the Kulaks as a class’.
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Resistance to collectivization



In the period between December 1929 and March 1930, nearly a quarter of the peasant farms in the USSR were collectivized. Yet peasants in their millions resisted. What amounted to civil war broke out in the countryside. The following details indicate the scale of the disturbances as recorded in official figures:





•  During 1929–30, there were 30,000 arson attacks.



•  The number of organized rural mass disturbances increased from 172 for the first half of 1929 to 229 for the second half.





However, peasant resistance, no matter how valiant and desperate, stood no chance of stopping collectivization. By the end of the 1930s, virtually the whole of the peasantry had been collectivized (see Source G).
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SOURCE G
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[image: ] What does Source G suggest about the resolution with which Stalin pursued collectivization?
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Graph showing cumulative percentage of peasant holdings collectivized in the USSR, 1930–41.
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SOURCE H


Annual food consumption (in kilograms per head).
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SOURCE I
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[image: ] What trends are evident in the tables in Sources H and I? What are the possible explanations for the trends shown?
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Number of livestock (in millions).
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The consequences of collectivization





•  Collectivization created a massive social upheaval. Bewildered and confused, the peasants became disorientated by the deliberate destruction of their traditional way of life. The consequences were increasingly tragic. The majority of peasants ate their seed corn and slaughtered their livestock. There were no crops left to reap or animals to rear.



•  Starvation, which in many parts of the Soviet Union persisted throughout the 1930s, was at its worst in the years 1932–33, when a national famine occurred. Estimates suggest that 6 to 8 million people died, with the population of Ukraine and Kazakhstan suffering particularly severely.



•  Desperate peasants moved to the towns in huge numbers. So great was the migration that a system of internal passports had to be introduced in an effort to control the flow.



•  Despite overwhelming evidence of the tragedy that had overtaken the USSR, there were only two oblique references to it in the state press. As well as serving to protect the image of Stalin the great planner, this conspiracy of silence effectively prevented the introduction of measures to ease the distress.



•  Leaving aside questions of human suffering, the enforced migration under Stalin had one positive economic result: it relieved the pressure on the land and provided the workforce that enabled the industrialization programme to be started.





Industrialization


Stalin described his industrialization plans for the USSR as an attempt to establish a war economy. He declared that he was making war on the failings of Russia’s past and on the class enemies within the nation. He also claimed that he was preparing the USSR for war against its capitalist foes abroad. This was not simply martial imagery; Stalin regarded iron, steel and oil as the sinews of war. Their successful production would guarantee the strength and readiness of the nation to face its enemies.


Soviet industrialization under Stalin took the form of a series of Five-Year Plans (FYPs). Gosplan was required by Stalin to draw up a list of quotas of production ranging across the whole of Soviet industry. The process began in 1928 and, except for the war years 1941–45, lasted until Stalin’s death in 1953. In all, there were five separate plans:





•  First FYP: October 1928 to December 1932



•  Second FYP: January 1933 to December 1937



•  Third FYP: January 1938 to June 1941



•  Fourth FYP: January 1946 to December 1950



•  Fifth FYP: January 1951 to December 1955.





The First Five-Year Plan, 1928–32


The term ‘plan’ is misleading. The First FYP laid down what was to be achieved, but did not say how it was to be done. It simply assumed the quotas would be met. What the First FYP represented, therefore, was a set of targets rather than a plan. As had happened with collectivization, local officials and managers falsified their production figures to give the impression they had met their targets when, in fact, they had fallen short. For this reason, precise statistics for the First FYP are difficult to determine. A further complication is that three quite distinct versions of the First FYP eventually appeared.


Impressed by the apparent progress of the Plan in its early stages, Stalin encouraged the formulation of an ‘optimal’ plan which reassessed targets upwards. These new quotas were hopelessly unrealistic and stood no chance of being reached. Nonetheless, on the basis of the supposed achievements of this ‘optimal’ plan, the figures were revised still higher. Western analysts suggest the figures in Source J are the closest approximation to the real figures.
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SOURCE J
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[image: ] How is the difference between the four categories in Source J – First Plan, Optimal, Revised and Actual – to be explained?
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Industrial output in million tons of the First Five-Year Plan.
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The importance of these figures should not be exaggerated. At the time it was the grand design, not the detail, that mattered. The Plan was a huge propaganda project which aimed at convincing the Soviet people that they were personally engaged in a vast industrial enterprise. Nor was it all a matter of state enforcement. Among the young especially, there was an enthusiasm and a commitment that suggested that many Soviet citizens believed they were genuinely building a new and better world.


To show how successful they were, officials often exaggerated the production figures. Nevertheless, the First FYP was an extraordinary achievement overall. Coal, iron, and generation of electricity all increased in huge proportions. The production of steel and chemicals was less impressive, while the output of finished textiles actually declined.


The Second and Third Five-Year Plans


Although the Second and Third FYPs were modelled on the pattern of the First, the targets set for them were more realistic. Nevertheless, they still revealed the same lack of co-ordination that had characterized the First. Over-production occurred in some parts of the economy and under-production in others, which frequently led to whole branches of industry being held up for lack of vital supplies. As a result there was hoarding of resources and a lack of co-operation between the various parts of the industrial system. Complaints about poor standards, carefully veiled so as not to appear critical of Stalin and the Plan, were frequent. What successes there were occurred again in heavy industry where the Second FYP began to reap the benefit of the creation of large-scale plants under the First Plan.


Stalin’s industrial record


The four key products coal, steel, oil and electricity provided the basis for the war economy which enabled the USSR not only to survive four years of German occupation (1941–45) but eventually to win a great victory over Germany in May 1945.
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SOURCE K
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[image: ] What trends are discernible in Source K in regard to the production of coal, steel, oil and electricity?
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Industrial output during the first three Five-Year Plans.
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•  Stalin’s industrial programme succeeded in the areas of heavy industry. The building of large projects such as factories, bridges, refineries and canals were impressive achievements.



•  However, the Soviet economy itself remained unbalanced. Little attention was given to light engineering, which the advanced industrial nations were successfully developing. Stalin’s love of what he called ‘the Grand Projects of Communism’ meant too little attention was paid to producing quality goods that could then be profitably sold abroad.



•  Stalin’s schemes failed to raise the living standards of the Soviet workers. Indeed, such measures as direction of labour and the imposition of severe penalties for slacking and absenteeism created harsher conditions for the workforce. In 1941, when the German invasion effectively destroyed the Third FYP, the living conditions of the Soviet industrial workers were lower than in 1928.





The early purges
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How were the early purges used to suppress opposition?
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Having become the Vozhd of the Soviet Union by 1929, Stalin spent the rest of his life consolidating and extending his authority. The purges were his principal weapon for achieving this. They became the chief mechanism for removing anyone he regarded as a threat to his authority. The Stalinist purges, which began in 1932, were not unprecedented. Public show trials had been held during the early stages of the First Five-Year Plan as a way of exposing ‘saboteurs’ who were accused of damaging the USSR’s industrial programme.


At the beginning, Party purges were generally not as violent as they later became. The usual procedure was to oblige members to hand in their party card for checking, at which point any suspect individuals would not have their cards returned to them. This amounted to expulsion since, without cards, members were denied access to all Party activities. Under such a system, it became progressively difficult to mount effective opposition. Despite this, efforts were made in the early 1930s to criticize Stalin, as the Ryutin affair in 1932 illustrates. Yet, although the Ryutinites had clearly failed, their attempted challenge convinced Stalin that organized resistance to him was still possible.


In analysing Stalin’s rule, historians generally accept that they are dealing with behaviour that sometimes went beyond reason and logic. Stalin was deeply suspicious by nature and suffered from increasing paranoia as he grew older, as the letter below from his daughter, Svetlana, attests (see Source L).
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