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Resistance and Reform in Tibet. Edited
by Robert Barnett and Shirin Akiner
(Motilal Banarsidass; Rs 245).

This book seeks answers to the
questions “whatis it (in Tibet) that
has survived the thirty years of
isolation, and what will it become "

Revisualizing Boundaries: A
Plurilingual Ethos. By Lachman M.
Khubchandani (Language and
Development — Volume 3; Sage;

Rs 335).

The papers collected here “set an
agenda to probe into the contours of
plurality consciousness in the studies
onlanguage, gnd to focus on the
strengths of complementary
methodological orientations...”

Planned Progress or Planned Chaos?
Selected Prophetic Writings of Prof. B.
R. Shenoy. Edited by Mahesh P. Bhatt
and S. B. Mehta (EastWest Books;
Rs 300).

“By training and by'conviction”, the
editors write in their Preface, “Prof.
Shenoy was an economist of the
liberal tradition and quite naturally
he found himself in a major
disagreement with the ‘mainstream’
view of the development planning.”

Clint Eagtwood: A Biography. By
Richard Schickel (Jonathan Cape,
distributed by Rupa; £12.50).

‘._ina time when public figures are
forever trying to ingratiate
themselves with us”, Richard
Schickel writes in the Prologue, “you
can see something exemplary in
(Clint Eastwood's) on-screen refusal
tobe easily liked, and in his
off-screen refusal to be easily
understood.”

Victorian Contexts: Literature and the
Visual Arts. By Murray Roston
(Macmillan; £40)

This book seeks to locate “aspects
of Victorian literature within the
changing contexts of the painting,
architecture, and decorative arts of
she time, in order, by such
companson, to identify the
contemporary impulses to which

these media were reacting i

MAGNETIC MOUNTAIN,

By Stephen Kotkin
(University of California}
Press; $60).

CLASS STRUGGLES
IN THE USSR.

1930-41. PART 1.

THE DOMINATORS.

By Charles Bettelheim
(T.R. Publications; Rs. 190).
RUSSIA UNDER HIGH
STALINISM.

By N. Romanovsky and Zafar Imam
(Har-Anand Publications; Rs 250).

prevalence of anti-Bolshevik

polemic, the literature on Sta-
linism has been marked by major
variations. This has been a
corollary of persisting uncertainty
eoncerning the “socialist” charac-
ter of the dispensation established
in the USSR in the 1930s and of
doubts about the extent to which
Stalin's time was responsible for
distortions in Soviet developments.

A number of historians have
studied Stalin’s quest for power,
and its culmination in brutality, to
indicate,how Stalinism imparted a
totalitarian character to the Soviet
Union.  “Revisionist” history,
meanwhile, offers a less categorical
position, acknowledging the un-
usual quality of Stalinism but exer-
cising caution in the treatment of
personality and excess. Economic
historians, deeply aware of the role
of the state in production relations,
have sought to lay bare the charac-

| N the past decade, despite the

ter of the Planned Economy to
assess its strengths and weak-
nesses.

The prime beneficiary of the pre-
mium placed on research in recent-
ly opened Russian archives has
been Dmitri Volkogonov. The scho-
larly scepticism which greeted the
interpretative quality of his “monu-
mental” biographies of Stalin and
Trotsky, marked by elementary
anti-Stalinism, has left the credit
for the ‘most distinguished re-
search in post-Communist Soviet
history elsewhere. The laurels
must go to Stephen Kotkin for an
outstanding book on the Stalinist
steel city Magnitogorsk during the
1930s.

In a unique venture, Kotkin pro-
ceeds far beyond standard Anglo-
American historiography to deal
with the socialist “civilization" of
the Soviet Union during 1927-39
(*based on a rejection of capital-
ism") through a micro-study, using
a vast array of sources. He sees
Stalinism as a specifically Bol-
shevik approach to modernization,
on socialist lines, which was re-
‘peatedly undermined by the social
process. His achievement is deci-
sive, although its full impact is
somewhat diminished by his neg-
lect of the politics of Stalinism,
which accomplished a distortion of
the social and political movements
characteristic of the early Soviet
state.

The shortfall is a consequence of
the limited scope of Kotkin's defini-
tion of “civilization™; it is also a
consequence of his failure to en-
gage with recent Russian history
writing which, while it has
accepted the social underpinnings
of Bolshevism, has distinguished
its Stalinist deviation in the very
character of its politics. Inevitably,
the lacuna requires serious atten-
tion to classics of Soviet history
(such as those by Charles
Bettelheim and informative work
such as the “scissors-and-paste”
account by N. Romanovsky and
Zafar Imam on later Stalinism.

Kotkin concentrates on Mag:-
nitogorsk, the steel production
cenfre created during the First
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Five-Year Plan in the high flatlands
on the Ural river by the side of
Magnetic Mountain. He treats it as
a microcosm of Soviet life, showing
how this pride of socialist liv-
ing came to be conceived, how the
plans for its construction were ex-
ecuted pell-mell and how *“the idio-
cy of urban life” was the consequ-
ence.

The Stalinism which shaped the
city was, according to Kotkin, a
version of a particular Bolshevik
addiction: its inclination towards
utopian ideas and principles of
modernization dictated by “social-
ism", “reason” and “science”. Mag-
nitogorsk, he argues, formed part

of a vast plan of industrialization to -

enable the USSR to catch up with
the West. It was modelled with an
eye to the largest steel-producing
complex of the time at Gary, India-
na, and the best-known U.S. com-

panies and European architects

were consulted on its construction.
Despite the rhetoric of achieve-
ment, conceptual limitations fore-
closed the city's prospects.

The “heroic” “breakneck” con-
struction of the factory complex is
reduced to a farce in Kotkin's
account. He notes that the location
itself could be questioned and that,
for all the later myths, the complex
got off the ground slowly. Mooted
in 1927, it saw real work begin
only in 1929. Project managers
quickly decided that commission-
ing of the whole complex during
the Plan period was out of the ques-
tion; instead they set out to pro-

_duce steel at least. Work proceeded
on a war footing, and the first blast

_ furnace was commissioned on Feb-

ruary 1, 1932, after an abortive
attempt in 1931. Contrary to the
triumphant announcements, it
was a shoddy plant where work

, Stopped on 550 occasions in the

first year alone, followed by pro-
longed closure for total reconstruc-
tion in November 1933.

The expansion at Magnitogorsk
in the years to come followed a
pattern common to the Planned
Economy: overinvoicing, cooked
books, exaggerated statistics of
production and mismanagement
for the sake of record and rhetoric.
This litany, meticulously
documented by Kotkin, lay behind
the further construction of blast
furnaces, coke batteries, open-
hearth ovens and blooming mills.
Much of this held good for indust-
rial expansion at established sites
in Ukraine and St. Petersburg. It
also held guod for new sites such as
Kuznetsk.

On the surface, everything at
Magnitogorsk was planned, with
social enthusiasm to follow. This
was the myth that underpinned
Stalinist practice. Peopling the site
itself was a Government task. Offi-
cials called upon complexes at
Dneiprostroi and Turksib, depart-
ments in the Red Army and a varie-
ty of kolkhozes. Recruitment offi-
cials from Magnitogorsk sup-
plemented such efforts with news-
paper campaigns and brochures in
which, as a recruit remembered,
“they promised the moon". Often
there was little choice of whether to
go or not, and mobilization went
along the lines described by one
labourer:

“Comrades, you're going to
Magnitka. Do you know what
Magnitka is?

“No, we haven't a clue”.

“Unfortunately, neither do
we, but you're going to Magnit-
ka all the same”.

Housing took its own shape, as it
did at Kuznetsk, Tula and else-
where. This occurred despite en-
.couragement to communal living
and despite valiant attempts by
Ernst May, the German architect
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constructed disregaing his in-
structions, particulafly his insist-
ence that there should be indoor
toilets: “In the winfertime, at 40
degrees below (frem% point), peo-
ple had to climb down from the
fourth floor and dash across the
street in order to goto the toilet”.
Personal hygiene was made im-
possible, public bath having been
overcrowded, privatebaths non-ex-
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istent and safe drinking water
hardly available.

Life in the city degenerated into
cards, drinking, abuse and delin-
quency, defeating the efforts of the
Komsomol and Party stalwarts.
The various “clubs” for locals lack-
ed heating and other elementary
facilities. Poor urban communica-
tions and appalling distribution
.arrangements for essentials (all
planned without due consideration
of local needs) left little time for
recreation and culture. The only
hot spots were the Magnit cinema
hall, the circus and a small local
theatre. No wonder many who
came initially were on short con-
tracts and fled at the earliest. The
introduction of passports to re-
strict movements led to a trade in

false documents.

The bruiting of socialist attain-
ments and the “heroic™ depiction of
every venture overwhelmed a pub-
lic ignorant of the reality. The
labour achievement awards for
Stakhanovites, the “proper”
classification and description of
workers and the "proper” recording
of worker biographies, providing
the necessary terms, gave residents
of the urban complex their social
identity. But, as Kotkin notes,
many failed to play their allotted
role, just as many of the proletariat
ignored the exhortations of the
Party faithful to lay off rearing
goats and cows.

Nor was such spontaneous activ-
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ity limited to the workers. Kotkin
shows how resistance manifested
itself among the Party apparatchiki
in the early months of the purges.
This occurred during the local fall-
out of the “discovery” of the “con-
spirocy” behind the murder of S.
M. Kirov in December 1934/Janu-
ary 1935 in Moscow and Lenin-
grad. d

“Reason™ was crucial here. The
association of the “oppositionist”
Beso Lominadze with Mag-
nitogorsk “logically” led to a search
for his associates in the city and
the “unmasking” of a “Trotskyite-
Zinovievite Centre” in 1936. This
gained substance from the results,
still fresh in local memory, of the
intense programme of examination
of the local Party during 1934-35,
which had exposed many of the
peccadilloes of excellent comrades.
There were major
among levels of the Party bureauc-
racy over the implication of their
own nomenklatura among the
names of culprits. Kotkin docu-
ments cases of conflict between the
regional soviet and the city soviet.

Thereafter Kotkin outlines the
socio-cultural mechanism of the
local purges following the trial in
Moscow - of the “Anti-Soviet
Trotskyite Centre, in January
1937 and Stalin's encouragement
during February 1937 to go after
spies. Egged on by Moscow's de-
mand for self-criticism, local Party
members revelled in denunciation
and counter-denunciation, which
were approached in the spirit of the
Party self-examinations of 1934-35
when “culgirits" were let off with a
reprimand. The reports of what
followed do not mention conspiracy
and sabotage. Arrests and execu-
tions gathered momentum in the
course of 1937.

Kotkin traces the “logic” which
made each representation of
treachery plausible. He carefully
links Nazi ascendancy, industrial
accidents and official reports of
localized crimes. His dense analy-
sis of meetings at Magnitogorsk in
March 1937, when Moscow's docu-
ments on conspiracy were teken
up, reveals the range of* misde-
meanours submitted for considera-
tion of the NKVD. By placing the
denunciations and confessions of
1936-39 in the context of the
purges of 1933-35, Kotkin also in-
dicates how false confessions

might.have been generated.in the.

initial phase of the purges.

Regrettably, Kotkin does not ex-
plore the political processes
through which Stalinism used the
social movements at the height of
early Bolshevism both to make
sense of the “idiocy of urban life"
and to provide the framework of
the purges. It was this manoeuvre
which laid the foundations of the
politics and the interplay of classes
in the Stalin era. This interaction
has, in recent times, prevented
identificaiton of “the enemy” in
what occurred. Under perestroika
this aspect of Stalinism made its
public exorcism exponentially divi-
sive.

As an exploration of these issues,
the final volume of Charles
Bettelheim's book is valuable in
spite of its limited source-base. Af-

“ter discussing the character of the
ideology under early Bolshevism,
Bettelheim turns to the generation
of “Party capitalism” and a “Party
bourgeoisie” in the USSR. Then, as
in the work of Rabinowitch and
others, Bettelheim focusses on the
XVII Party Congress, arguing that
Kirov and Sergo Ordzhonikidze
sought to establish a degree of sec-
urity for sections of the CPSU and
the civil population. This followed
directly from the establishment of
privileged professional cadres with-

' Margaret Bourke-White's photographs of a worker at Magnitogorsk and part of the factory complex

differences

in the Party after the inten-
sification of the industrial recoy-
«ery, and also from the unease over
the brutal collectivization by the
security organs during 1929.32.
The dictatorial nature of Party
“domination” within a capitalist
form came to be established after
Kirov's assassination which trig-
gered the purges, the shrinking of
the Party membership' during
1935-38, and the rapid expansion
of the Party thereafter.

Bettelheim contends that, in the
conditions of the 1930s, “the pre-
dominance of the state form of
ownership of capital made it poss-
ible for political leaders to .play
essentially the role of agents of cap-
ital as ownership whereas mana-
gers were the agents of capital as
function” (page 176). The nature of
Stalinist authority, as it was
asserted in the late 1930s, added a
particular quality to this situation:
“the contraditions within the
‘Soviet bourgeoisie’ did not only
contribute to the leading group
and its apparatus playing an essen-
tial role, it contributed also to in-
vesting its leadership with an au-
thority which enabled it to impose
decisions on various layers of the
dominating class as much as upon
the dgminated class” (page 176).

In such circumstances markers
of privilege were extended at the
level of wage diferentials, decora-
tions and prerogatives. The in-
telligentsia dominated Party cad-
res, with the recruitment of mem-
bers from this section rising from
1.7 per cent of the general intake in
1929 to. 43.8 per cent during
November 1936-March 1939. This
section was gradually subordi-
nated to the central core of the par-
ty around the Leader (Vozhal), and
directives after 1939 sought to
reinforce  that  arrangement.
Bettelheim emphasizes that things
changed only. during the Khrus-
chev years, although the old struc-
ture was discernible even then.

The political system and the

apparat of the party became crucial
to the working of Stalinism.
Bettelheim takes note of the dis-
sensions within the Party and of
the establishment of the nomenk-
latura for advancement in the Party
and the Government. The short-
comings of his volume are made
good partly by N. Romanovsky and
Zafar Imam. Their book, drawing
heavily on the Central Party Arc-
~ hive and Romanoysky's personal
experience as a senior Party
academic, documents the opera-
tions of the Party during “high Sta-
linism” (from 1945 till Stalin's
death). Appallingly edited and full
of grammatical and printing
errors, it is nevertheless an impor-
tant source of information.

The majority of the chapters are
of superficial interest, merely col-
lecting stray details from the arc-
hive, with little follow-up. This is
‘especially true of the authors' treat-
ment of the appalling state of the
USSR in the years immediately af-
ter World War II, and of references
to racketeering among Party func-
tionaries. Romanovsky and Imam
do not show the scale of these prob-
lems nor the response they gener-
ated in the Politburo.

The sections on the Party/state
and local politics, on the other
hand, present a picture only those
acquainted with the inner life of
the CPSU ¢an draw. Not only dg the
authors bring out the close intima-
cy between the Party and the state,
but they evoke the tension within
that relationship. Romanovsky and
Imam record the repeated injunc-
tions from the Central Committee
to all levels of the Party during
1945-53, to maintain a distance
from straightforward “economic”
or “administrative” work, even as
Party functionaries were thdicted
for their failures on this count and
the technical side of the Party's
apparat was reinforced.

These accounts are placed along-
side the authors' descriptions of
the immense leverage of Party offi-
cials over Soviet officials and. in
turn, the repeated assertion of Par- .
ty and Soviet authority against the
sécurity services. Romanovsky and
Imam underline the nature of Rus-
sian domination of the nomenklat-
ura despite the official policy of en-
couraging autochthonous prepon-
derance in “national” units. Taken
together, these sections present an
excellent picture of opportunity
structures within the CPSU and
the terms on which these had to be
negotiated. They also set off Kot-
kin's neglect of the political pro-
cesses which constituted Stalin's
system.

The nature of the grip of Stalin-
ism on Soviet society must be
sought. ultimately in the involve-
ment of “free riders” who gained
power through an untoward appli-
cation of the Bolshevik rationale. If
the terms of Bolshevism provided
the - linguistic space and vision
within which Stalinism could
evolve, only in the Party could they
determine  structures of the
phenomenon. Stalin’s time had an
undeniable political specificity. Its
shadow had a bearing on the Soviet
past which did not extend indefi-
nitely beyond the Leader's lifetime.




