IN LIGHT OF ITS limited scope, consumerism must be
called a trend rather than a reality in present-day Hungary. The relative affluence achieved since 1956 is likely to
continue but not to increase rapidly. At present, it does not
affect the whole of society: despite the initial rise in real
income, the majority of workers are still caught in a bind
between low wages and high production norms, and there
has been no substantial improvement in the lot of the
collectivized peasantry for the last three years. On the
other hand, living standards have continued to improve
for the technical intelligentsia, and for all state and party
functionaries, as well as for certain small artisans and
professional groups. Although the latter elements have

benefited, the regime's economic policy basically reflects
the consumerism of the new class, comprising the upper
layers of Communist society. It remains to be seen whether
the further development of this trend will be directed
toward the increase of new class privileges or toward the
wider distribution of material wealth among the masses.

George Gomori
(A Hungarian journalist and writer who fled his native
country in 1956, Mr. Gomori is now on the staff of St.
Antony's College, Oxford University.)

Khrushchev on Stalin
FEW THINGS ARE MORE hazardous than predictions
of Soviet policy moves, but it appears likely that still
another chapter in Stalinology may yet be forthcoming.
Between 1956 and 1961, despite occasional mild qualification, Khrushchev succeeded in transforming the image
of Stalin into that of the great villain in the development
of Soviet communism. In retrospect, it seems that he was
driven to adopt this course largely because of his own involvement in the struggle for supremacy.1 In "exposing"
Stalin, however, Khrushchev has not really eliminated
falsehoods but has added to them. More importantly, he
appears to have carried the assault on Stalinism beyond
the limits of compatibility with long-term Soviet interests.
For Khrushchev, anti-Stalinism—the break with the
past—has served since 1956 primarily as a platform
around which he could rally considerable forces within
the party and throughout Soviet society against his rivals
for power, the "men of the old order." To castigate
Stalinism was to promise, by implication, a change of
methods. But also, by disclosing the "crimes of the Stalin
era" and presenting the dead dictator in a most unfavorable light, Khrushchev was making certain that those of
1
E.g., See A. Avtorkhanov, Stalin and the Soviet Communist
Party, New York, Praeger, 1959, p. 338 for a comparison of
Stalin's purges of the 1920's and Khrushchev's in 1956-57.
Even Stalin was more "democratic' than Mr. Khrushchev, according to the author, since he allowed publication of opposition speeches in the proceedings of the l4th Congress. What
Molotov or Malenkov said in 1956 or later was never made
known.

his rivals whose association with Stalin, both personal and
ideological, was closer than his own would have no room
for maneuver. In all this he was following the reverse of
Stalin's tactics of 1924. Whereas Stalin, after Lenin's
death, had created a cult of Leninism and made himself
its archpriest, Khrushchev was destroying any possibility
of Stalinism's survival as a heritage, and he himself assumed the principal role in this destruction.
It was Khrushchev's immediate purpose of enhancing
his prospects in the struggle for power, however, that led
him to give his denunciation of Stalin an extreme form
which is really untenable. While his own primary objective—the isolation and defeat of his domestic rivals—has
been amply fulfilled, the long-range validity of his position
is in doubt. His leadership of the international Communist
movement has weakened over the years, and the Stalin
question has been far from resolved.

TO BEGIN WITH 1956, the picture Khrushchev drew of
Stalin for the benefit of the delegates to the 20th CPSU
Congress was a strange one. Stalin's career was divided
into two basic periods: the first from prerevolutionary days
down to approximately 1935; the second from 1935 to
1953. During the earlier period Stalin was apparently a
party stalwart who fought for the revolution and against
the Whites; for Leninism and against the Trotskyites,
Zinovievites, and all manner of deviationists; for the industrialization of the USSR and against the kulaks. Admittedly, even in this period, Stalin occasionally showed

66

PRODUCED 2005 BY UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED

signs of megalomania and callous disregard of others, as
for instance during Lenin's illness. It was not, however,
until the assassination of Kirov and the purges of the
middle 193O's that Stalin became the pernicious, bloody
autocrat of all his later days. From here on, the Khrushchev balance sheet on Stalin became entirely one-sided: it
did not credit the late dictator personally with a single
positive act or achievement during a period of approximately eighteen years! 2 Such "balance" as was struck
in the 20th Congress speech was thus drawn along chronological lines: Stalin's positive aspects from the standpoint
of the Communist movement belonged to his early years
before 1935; after that his role was wholly negative.
In order to make sure that Stalinism would be utterly
and thoroughly discredited, Khrushchev described Stalin's
role in World War II and the postwar period in a grotesque and contradictory way. The picture of the old
dictator-at-war which emerged from the "secret" report
was one of a bumbling, fitful, yet cruel incompetent who,
insofar as he acted at all, was a heavy burden to his colleagues and subordinates. This image of Stalin, conveniently omitting any reference to his wartime dealings with
Churchill and Roosevelt, was also projected into the postwar period. Khrushchev now stressed Stalin's growing
paranoia and increasing monopolization of decision-making
power, which he said had made a mockery of the Central
Committee and the Politburo.
With respect to the war years particularly, Khrushchev
is contradicted by a considerable body of evidence.3 A
number of prominent Westerners representing a wide spectrum of backgrounds, who dealt with Stalin during this
period, have offered a very different view of him. While
no man could of course have been as great, wise, and good
as Stalin was depicted by his own propaganda, he was, by
most contemporary non-Soviet accounts, a very formidable
figure. In two particulars—competence in political and
military affairs, especially of his own country, and ability
' The most recent official Soviet histories have scarcely been
more charitable in their treatment of Stalin. For example, the
Outline History of the USSR (Moscow, Foreign Languages
Publishing House, I960) does not go beyond the defeat of
dissidents within the Communist Party in listing the achievements of Stalin. All references in the text dealing with the late
193O's and onwards,merely mention Stalin's participation in certain activities, as for example his membership in the party's
Central Committee during World War II, where Stalin's name
is listed following seven others beginning with that of A. A.
Andreyev. Characteristically, the book devotes 28 out of 378
pages of its text to the years 1938-1953! The official History
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Moscow, I960)
relates only one incident in which Stalin was the chief decisionmaker during these years. It reproves him for "uncalled-for
measures" in the area of agricultural policy in 1945 (p. 625).
* Not the least of which is the History of the CPSU, op. cit.,
pp. 563-64. Its account of the events of early November 1941,
with Stalin addressing the troops a few miles from the front
line, hardly squares with the Khrushchev line.

in negotiations—Stalin was rated as highly as any statesman of his time by such men as Winston Churchill, Harry
Hopkins, Anthony Eden, and Cordell Hull. 4 Even Hitler
and his subordinates were properly "respectful" and impressed.5

IN GENERAL, these authoritative observations and impressions tend to support the picture of Stalin drawn by
Isaac Deutscher in his 1949 biography of the Russian
dictator rather than that drawn by Khrushchev in 1956
and thereafter.6 Stalin was cruel and did make mistakes,
but he was not the consistently blundering incompetent
depicted by Khrushchev. Moreover, Stalin's "good points"
are of no less relevance for communism and for Soviet
Russia, after all, than his bad ones. Most foreigners who
met the Soviet dictator during the 1930's and 1940's did
not of course share his values or outlook. The appreciation
of Stalin's qualities—his cunning, his strength, and his
ability—shown by a Churchill, Hopkins or Hitler is comparable to an objective appreciation of the perceptiveness
of Machiavelli or to Alan Bullock's detached recognition
of Hitler's extraordinary demagogic abilities. Such "recognition" may be accompanied by a genuine moral revulsion which, on the contrary, would have no place in the
view of those for whom Stalin's ends justified the means.
Be that as it may, Khrushchev's position on Stalin
hardly seems tenable in the long run, and somehow, sometime, the Soviets will have to extricate themselves from it.
If Stalin was really incompetent and criminal for at least
eighteen years and yet was all-powerful, then the achievements of the Soviet Union during that period must be considered accidental. If, alternatively, Stalin was a criminal
blunderer but was not all-powerful, then Khrushchev and
his colleagues must obviously share both the credit and
the blame for the acts of his rule. Finally, if the Soviet
Union, according to Khrushchev, did so well on balance
4

See Winston Churchill, The Second World War, Boston,
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1950, Vol. 4, p. 482; Robert E.
Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, New York, Harper and
Brothers, 1948, p. 344; The Memoirs of Anthony Eden: Full
Circle, Boston, Houghton Mifflin Company, I960, p. 55; The
Memoirs of Cordell Hull, New York, The Macmillan Company, 1948, Vol. 2, p. 1311; Harry S. Truman, Memoirs, New
York, Doubleday and Company, 1955, Vol. I, p. 364. On
Stalin's talent as a negotiator, even Trotsky had some positive
things to say: See his Stalin, London, Hollis and Carter, 1947,
pp. 213, 243, 270.
'Hitler's Table Talk, 1941-1944, transl. by N. Cameron and
R. M. Stevens, London, Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1953. Declared the Fuehrer, Stalin "must command our unconditional
respect. In his own way he is a hell of a fellow!" (p. 587)
Cf. The Goebbels Diaries, edited by L. P. Lochner, New York,
Doubleday & Co., 1948, p. 468, and The Ribbentrop Memoirs,
London, Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1954, p. 113.
6
Stalin, New York, Vintage Books, 1960, particularly pp. 56670.
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and Stalin was its absolute ruler, then the "good" in the
latter must have outweighed the "bad"—even during the
last two decades of his rule.

FACED BY these alternatives, why did Khrushchev choose
the course he did? Why did he attack Stalin at all instead
of identifying with him as Stalin had once identified with
Lenin? And why did he go so far in his attack? 7
The period of Khrushchev's rise to undisputed power
from 1953 to 1961 is divided by the great landmark of
the 20th CPSU Congress. From Stalin's death in March
1953 until 1956, Khrushchev was still surrounded by oldtime Stalinists within the party Presidium and outwardly
was himself a Stalinist. During these years he carefully
prepared the groundwork at the lower party levels, just as
Stalin had done in the 1920's, for an ultimate showdown
with his rivals in the succession struggle.
By early 1956 Khrushchev was ready to strike openly at
his opponents. What he needed at this juncture was some
broad, quasi-ideological formula which would enable him
to demand and justify the eventual ouster from influential
positions of men like Malenkov, Molotov, Kaganovich and
all their actual as well as potential allies. Anti-Stalinism
provided him with this formula.
Whatever its "objective merits," Stalinism had bred fear
in the Communist Party and throughout Soviet society,
fear of physical liquidation and repression. However "essential" Stalin's methods might have been for making
Soviet Russia a great power, these methods were hardly
popular. Adherence to Stalinism could confer legitimacy,
but not popularity, on the regime of Stalin's successors.8

The political "thaw" which preceded Khrushchev's rise to
one-man rule was an implicit recognition by most, if not
all, of Stalin's heirs of the need for some relaxation.
In 1956 Khrushchev made an open and fundamental
choice between legitimacy and popularity. He realized that
he could hardly claim to be more Stalinist than Molotov,
Malenkov, or Kaganovich. If faithful service to the old
master was to be the key to power, Khrushchev's claim
would always rank lower than theirs.9 So he decided to
switch the tables and thereby convert weakness into
strength. His exposure of Stalin's crimes at the 20th
Congress was an implicit pledge to the party of a new
age of increased personal security, if not of greater freedom. And to the extent that Stalin had been an inept,
deranged ruler, Khrushchev implied that those who had
stood closest to the dead dictator must have been the most
tainted by his corruption and his evil methods. They were
Stalin's fellow liquidators and yes-men who could not be
trusted.
If there had been no power struggle, Khrushchev would
have had no need to "go overboard " in his attack on
Stalin; he could have balanced the "good" against the
"bad" more equitably or glossed over the unsavory aspects
of the late dictator's reign. Above all, he could have prepared the ground ideologically so as to reorient not merely
the CPSU but the whole Communist movement in the
direction of his contemplated new line. Such a milder approach might have saved him from such obvious reproaches as: "Where were you when all this happened?"
—or: "If Stalin was really that bad and that powerful,
what kind of society have you been building for the past
thirty years?"

7

The question of what impelled Khrushchev's 1956 denunciation
of Stalin has been the subject of varying interpretations by
Western observers. One point of view ascribed it not to his
own volition and initiative but to pressure by Mikoyan. These
speculations stemmed from the fact that it was Mikoyan who
actually led off the attack on Stalin at the 20th Congress. From
the perspective of six years later, however, it is clear that
Mikoyan, far from dragging an unwilling Khrushchev by his
ear, acted as his advance spokesman or, as Jane Degras has
called it, an "audience-reaction" tester. The proof of this is to
be sought not in a textual analysis of the speeches made at the
20th Congress, but in the outcome of the struggle for power.
By 1962, Khrushchev has established his personal dominance
in the party to a degree surpassed only by Stalin himself. All
of the old members of Stalin's Politburo have been eliminated
—except Mikoyan. If Mikoyan, who is not even an apparatchik, had crossed swords with Khrushchev in 1956, he would
have surely followed the others into oblivion long ago. See
George Paloczi-Horvath, Khrushchev: The Making of a Dictator, Boston, Little, Brown and Company, 1960, pp. 194, 200.
Cf. Jane Degras, "Anatomy of Tyranny: Khrushchev's Attack
on Stalin" in A. Brumberg (ed.) Russia Under Khrushchev: An
Anthology from Problems of Communism, New York, Praeger,
1962, p. 80.
8
Here Khrushchev's repudiation of the Stalin doctrine of a
sharpening class conflict as a feature of increasingly successful
"socialist construction" was, no doubt, very helpful.

AS IT WAS, the Communist parties of the world were
badly shaken by Khrushchev's sudden and drastic move.10
Some of them, above all the Chinese,11 could not follow
the CPSU lead even if they had been disposed to do so.
' In 1924, by contrast, Stalin could pose as Lenin's "truest" heir
because Trotsky, Zinoviev and Kamenev had in the past strayed
from the narrow road of Leninist orthodoxy. Stalin's record,
while less distinguished, was ostensibly free from such blemishes.
10
See, e.g., statement of the Political Bureau of the French
Communist Party, in The Anti-Stalin Campaign and International Communism, New York, Columbia University Press, 1956,
p. 169; also Togliatti, pp. 228-29, expressing very strong public
dissatisfaction with the method of disclosure by Khrushchev.
Cf. G. F. Hudson, R. Lowenthal and R. MacFarquhar, The SinoSoviet Dispute, New York, Praeger, 1961, pp. 1-2, 225.
11
How Mao's name had become closely linked with Stalin's in
Chinese Communist official history is illustrated by Chen Po-ta
(Stalin and the Chinese Revolution, Peking, Foreign Languages
Press, 1953) who described Mao as Stalin's "disciple and comrade-in-arms," one whose views "are based on the teachings of
Stalin" (pp. 28 and 23). Chen quoted Mao as saying of
Stalin: "We must hail him, we must support him, and we must
learn from him" (pp. 1-2).
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The abrupt transformation of a god, for thirty years the
object of unprecedented adulation, into a criminal was
simply too severe a shock. It was not an adroit maneuver
by Khrushchev. But from 1956 through 1961, the conquest and consolidation of personal political power were
far more important to him than proximate consequences.
To take a halfway position on Stalin, particularly with
respect to the latter part of his rule, would have been, for
Khrushchev, to take a halfway position vis-a-vis Molotov,
Malenkov, Kaganovich, Bulganin and the whole "antiparty group." It would have meant either yielding or at
best sharing power.
From the fall of 1956 onwards de-Stalinization began to
take its toll in international Communist ranks, with the
outbreaks in Poland and Hungary and the disaffection of
China all adding up to a large debit for Khrushchev,
clearly the chief architect of the policy. Furthermore, with
respect to three key problems which had figured in his
platform of attack on the Stalinists, Khrushchev obviously
faltered. First, his initial efforts to woo Tito back into the
Communist fold proved unavailing, and by the end of
1961 he was again calling the Yugoslav leader a "revisionist," thus conceding in effect that Stalin had been right in
condemning Tito as a traitor to communism and that his
(Khrushchev's) own tactics of trying to win Tito over by
kindness instead of Stalin's rudeness were ineffectual.
Secondly, Khrushchev had staked a great deal on the
question of agriculture, claiming that Stalin and his close
associates had bungled the job. The failure in food production was one of the chief charges he had leveled against
Malenkov and the whole Stalinist group, and he had repeatedly promised that his own "correct" policy would
enable the USSR to "catch up with and surpass the USA"
in various fields of agricultural production. However, on
the eve of the 22nd Party Congress these grandiose promises still remained far from fulfillment, causing Khrushchev to demote the Minister of Agriculture as a scapegoat
for the failure.
Thirdly, in the area of policy towards the West, Khrushchev was pledged to "peaceful coexistence" and "success
through negotiation." He professed confidence in the
efficacy of personal diplomacy, even to the point of
eventually winning the good will of the American President as distinguished from the "imperialists" around him.
His 1959 journey to the United States was greeted with
something less than enthusiasm in Peking, and his "hopeful view of US imperialism" caused profound Chinese
misgivings. In the light of the failure of his diplomacy to
produce either disarmament or a settlement on Soviet terms,
his belligerent antics in Paris after the U-2 incident probably evoked sarcastic comments among the "anti-party
group" in Moscow and its sympathizers abroad.

THUS, IN THE FALL of 1961, Khrushchev found his
political position threatened by failures in foreign policy
and in Soviet agriculture and by growing disunity within

the Communist camp. Neither Soviet successes in space
nor the growth of Soviet influence in Cuba could compensate for these setbacks. Under these conditions, the
struggle to maintain his personal power, far from being
over, remained at the top of Khrushchev's agenda.
Before the convocation of the 22 nd Congress, Khrushchev
engineered the most rapid and massive turnover in the
party organization since before World War II. Publicly,
this action was justified on the ground that it was necessary to bring new blood into the party, but the haste with
which it was carried out clearly suggested a lack of assurance on Khrushchev's part as to the reliability of the "old
hands." The First Secretary reserved his final blow to the
opposition forces for the party Congress. This course, in
one respect, was reminiscent of Stalin's in the 193O's.
There was no doubt that Khrushchev had a solid majority
behind him in the Presidium and a sizable one in the
(fentral Committee. But like Stalin after 1929, he obviously
felt that potential foes in the context of a crisis could not
/safely be let alone.12 Therefore, he used the forum of the
22nd Congress to strike once again at Stalinism, this time
not even bothering to "balance the picture" at all. His
indictment of the "anti-party group" spanned the border
of outright criminality—he painted them as Stalin's executioners, murderers like him. And just as Stalin had refused
to countenance a niche in the international Communist
movement for supporters of Trotsky, Bukharin and Zinoviev, so Khrushchev carried his assault on Stalinism into
the international arena. He lashed out at the Albanians—
and by inference the Chinese—attacking them first and
foremost for their opposition to de-Stalinization.
Having already strengthened his hold on the grass roots
of the party organization, Khrushchev readily secured election by the Congress of a drastically revamped Central
Committee marked by the greatest influx of new members
yet. Bulganin, Pervukhin, Saburov and Voroshilov were
dropped, while the earlier arch-villains were virtually read
out of the party. The severity of the charges against the
"anti-party group" seemed to foreshadow new purge trials
on the pattern of the 193O's, although for unknown reasons
these did not materialize. Molotov, however, was recalled
from Vienna—on the same day that the city of Stalingrad
became Volgograd.

THUS, EVER SINCE 1956 Khrushchev's course has forced
the Communists to live with a paradox in denying and
condemning a huge bloc of their own past. Stalin ruled
Russia in increasingly autocratic fashion from 1929 to
1953, and in those twenty-four years the Soviet Union became one of the two most powerful states in the world,
spreading its shadow across the whole globe. Virtually to
deny Stalin's part in all this borders on the absurd. It
undermines the very idea of the continuity and legitimacy
12

See Professor Merle Fainsod, "What Happened to Collective
Leadership?" in Russia Under Khrushchev, op. cit., pp. 105-6.
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of Soviet development under communism, so assiduously
cultivated by Moscow. At the same time, it has had the
effect of placing relations between Soviet Russia and China
under an additional, unnecessary strain. For better or for
worse, Mao Tse-tung linked himself with Stalin, frequently invoking the latter's name and authority in his
works. Thus, although it may have served Khrushchev's
immediate political purposes to destroy the Stalin image,
Mao obviously had no such interest. The Chinese were
willing to go along with Moscow to the extent of deprecating what they euphemistically term Stalin's "errors,"
but they have understandably balked at his wholesale
demolition.13 The problem of Stalin's place in history
must remain of more than casual interest for the Chinese
even after the death of Mao Tse-tung, because through
"This feeling is best expressed in a 1956 Chinese Politburo
statement cited by Brzezinski: "In our opinion Stalin's misi takes take second place to his achievements." Z. Brzezinski,
' The Soviet Bloc, New York, Praeger, 1961, p. 278. Cf. D. S.
Zagoria, The Sino-Soviet Conflict 1956-1961, Princeton University Press, 1962, p. 48.
" Stalin, New York, Workers Library Publishers, 1940, p. 89Thus wrote Khrushchev in commemoration of Stalin's 60th
birthday on December 21, 1939-

Mao's identification with Stalin and Stalinist policies it
bears on the legitimacy of the entire development of
Chinese communism from the twenties to the sixties.
In sum, the balance sheet of Khrushchev's de-Stalinization policy is by no means wholly in the black. On the
contrary, though it admittedly would require careful
handling, at least a partial restoration of the Stalin image
would appear to hold certain advantages for the Soviet
leadership. Among other things, it would probably improve Moscow's relations with China, and many of the
more militant Asian, African and Latin American parties.
At present Khrushchev can stifle internal criticism, but
after he is gone from the scene, his successors may well
want to dissociate themselves from bis "errors" and the
handicaps of his policy. In that event they may well hark
back to Khrushchev's own words written in 1939: "The
biography of Comrade Stalin is the glorious epic of our
Bolshevik party." " Except for the adjective, it is hard
to quarrel with him.

A. J. Groth
(Mr. Groth is Assistant Professor of Political Science
at the University of California, Davis.)

Censorship in Russia: A Note
"AS WE LEAVE the confinement of serf censorship,"
Lenin wrote in 1905, "we do not want to, and will not,
enter the prison of bourgeois-mercenary literary relationships. We want to create, and will create, a free press
not only in the police sense but also in the sense that it is
free from capital, free from careerism; and free, moreover,
. from bourgeois anarchical individualism." ("Party Organization and Party Literature," Nova/a zhizn, No. 12,
November 1905.)
The limitations of Lenin's definition of freedom of the
press were brought home to the writer during a visit to
the USSR last year, when he was able to examine briefly
a curious volume entitled Svodny spisok knig, podlezhashchikh isklutcheniit iz bibliotek i knigotorgovoi sett, Chast II.
(Summary list of books subject to withdrawal from libraries and the trading network, Part II).
Many of the titles in the list were of obvious political
significance or were listed under authors who have been in

disgrace Titles of innocuous books, such as old school
texts on non-political subjects or outdated technical literature, which must have numbered many thousands, were
absent. (These are probably covered by separate, open lists,
or are simply turned in for pulping at the discretion of
booksellers, librarians, or local officials.) The "Summary
List" thus is undoubtedly a political selection and, for
this reason, was distributed confidentially. Each copy was
numbered, indicating that distribution of the list was restricted to official organizations such as state libraries, cultural institutions, ministries which have their own training schemes, libraries, book distributors and, last but not
least, secondhand book dealers. Part II was edited by a certain I. Shefer and passed for publication by the Ail-Union
Book Chamber in Moscow on July 12, 1961; and the edition was fairly large, numbering something under 35,000
copies. Some details about the size and content of Part I
were later made available to the writer by an extremely
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