victim look like the aggressor, who

by his own provocations brings re-
tribution on himself.
The real motive behind such

action would not be
happended along the
rather China’s .steady growth in
power. After the 1955 summit con-
ference Harold Macmillan noted in
his diary that the Russians,
unhappy with M20, would have pre-
ferred “a weak nationalist or capi-
talist .China they could plunder”.

anything that
borders, but
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If that put it too strongly, we have
the recent Russian warning to China,
that “there can be no genuine third
force in the world scene in our
times. .. There is no room for one
anymore. Those who try to become
such a force have come too late in
history”. China’s launching of a
space satellite shows that she is be-
coming just such a third force. The
question is whether the Russiang will
accept it, or try to break China’s
power while they still can.

Denigrating Stalin

Mont

MMEDIATELY after the 20th
Congress of the CPSU and Kh-
rushchev’s secret report almost all
the communist parties of the world,
not excluding the CP of China, join-
ed the chorus with Khrushchev in
denouncing Stalin. Almost overnight
they discovered that some of Stalin’s
theories were subjective and onesided
—that he became conceited and impu-
dent and gave wrong advice to the
international communist movemen.
Surprisingly enough, concrete instan-
ces were not given. Nobody a'ttempt-
ed, rather dared, to analyse and assess
the four brillian' documents discus-
sed at the Nincteen'h Congress.
Moreover, some comrades, in their
overzealousness o prove that Mao
Tse-tung is greater and more original
than Stalin, misin'erpreted some of
Stalin’s theories, managed to forget
some of his brilliant theses and joined
the anti-Stalin chorus. While Kh-
rushchev & Co tried to obli‘crate Sta-
ling from the pages of history, these
people recognised Stalin as a conti-
nuator of Lenin’s cause, as a defen-
der of Lenin, bu' not as a developer
of and contributor to the develop-
ment of Marxism-Leninism. As such
it is no wonder, nor is i an accident,
that in the issue of July 25, 1970 of
Frontier, Mr P. C. Dutta in his “In-
dia-China dispute and the Soviet
Union”  levelled some uncalled
for charges against Stalin, though the
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CPC said in its “On the question of
Stalin : “The facts have shown ever
more clearly ‘hat their (Khrushchey
& Co) revision of the Marxist-Leninist
theories on imperialist war and peace,
proletarian revolution and the dicta-
torship of the prole’ariat, revolu‘ion
in colonies and semi-colonies, the pro-
letarian party etc. is inseparably con-
nected with their complete negation
of Stalin.”

Three days before the 19th Con-
gress of the CPSU opened, a collec-
tion of comments on ‘he draft of a
new text-book on political economy
under the title Economic Problems of
So-ialism in the USSR writ'en by
Stalin was published in Moscow.
The 19th Congress of the CPSU was
held in  October 1952 and Stalin
‘died” in March 1953, within six
months of the coneress and the pub-
lication of his book.

These events occurred in such ra-
pid  succession that the policy.
guidelines of the 19th Congress and
the Economic Problems of Socialism
did not receive the attention and ana-
lysis they deserved, A stage-managed
silence on the policy guidelines of
the 19th Congress was maintained by
the leadership of the CPSU after Sta-
lin’s death. The four documen’s,
viz The Economic Problems of Socia-
Iism in the USSR, the Report of the
Central Commit'ee delivered by Ma-
lenkov, the? brief but most significant
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closing speech delivered by Stalin to

the delegates of the foreign com-
munis| parties and the new Party
Sta'u'es and the organisational report
of the Central Committee, delivered
by Khrushchev, were never discussed
and analysed. Taken together these
documents conveved an analysis of the
internationsl situation and the policy
guidelines for the Soviet Union, the
world communist movement and the
problems of peace and war. The
only ‘attention’ that was given to
these documents was Mikoyan’s cri'i-
rism of Stalin’s essay as “hardly cor-
rect” at the 20th Congress, and as
“vulgarly simplified” at the 1961 Con-
gress, and then those documents were
buried for ever. Most surprising is the
fact that those who do not agree wi'h
the onesided nega'ion of Stalin and
recognise the great role he played are
also not serious at all in reopening
the question of Stalin and re-assessing
these historic documents.

Postwar Background

Before going into 'hese documents
it is necessary to discuss some aspects
of the pos'war situation and the im-
perialist conspiracies in and around
the Soviet Union and Stalin’s fight
against all these. Historical parallels
are bad logic, but one may compare
the situation in China and the posi-
tion of Mao Tse-tung in the CPC
vis-avis Liu Shao-chi & Co to that of
Stalin in the Soviet Union in ‘he pe-
riod from 1945, especially from 1949
up to his death. From 1956 Mao
Tse-tung, relinquishine the post of
chairmanship of the FRC, concentra-
ted his energies in the party to fighting
revisionism and yet it took him more
than eight years to launch a fron'al
attack against Liu Shao-chi & Co.
Stalin had been preparing for the
final fray from 1949, but before he
could set the s'age, he died.

One must not forget the no'ofious
Fulton speech of Churchill which set
the imperialist ball rolling againsh
the Soviet Union. ‘Containment of
the Soviet Union’ was the war cry
of the imperialists. The enemy tried
to play his role both from wi hout
and within. In December 1948 New
York Times quoted Truman as say-
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ing that he thought some Russian
leaders wanted to be concilia’ory to-
wards the United S ates, thus show-
ing the complicity of some Russian
leaders in the U.S."conspiracy. To-
gether with the conspiracy of the im-
perialist powers, beneath the out-
ward appearafice of* monolithic con-
formity, incipient revisionist  pres-
surcs were challenging Stalin  and
his line. Between the party’s war-
time losses and the mass admis-
sion of new members during and
immediately following the war, about
half  the party membership by
1947 consisted of unseasoned recruits.
In a widespread party verification
_ members were subjected to scru'iny
for idcological and technical compe-
tence. A substantial volume of cri-
ticism and  self-criticism concerning
the charges of inefficiency and in
some cases corruplion, were reported.
At the 1947 meeting of the Comin-
form, Malenkov indicated that a revi-
sion of the party stawute was in pro-
cess to  tighten  admission require-
ments and ideological discipline and
y that a new party programme was
being prepared by the Central Com.-
mittee to replace the obsole’e 1919
programme.  Although the party sta-
tute and the new par'y programme
were in the process of preparation
from 1947, the statu'e could not be
precencd before the 19h Congress
in October 1952, and the new pro-
gramme could not at all be presented
during the lifetime of Stalin. From
this one can realise the depth and
volume of intransigence inside the
party that Stalin had to cope with.

One can only gauge the depth and
range of the conspiracy against Stalin
and Marxism-Leninism when one
goes into the in'lernational implica-
tions of the Leningrad affair. In one
of his letlers to Tito, Salin charged
% Yugoslavia  with complicity  with

the Leningrad group. The letter
accused Dijilas  of having collec-
ted intelligence from the Lenin-

grad organisation during his visit to
the city in January 1948, Together
with this, Yueoslavia’s conspiracy in-
forming an Fast European bloc in-
. cluding  monarchist  Greece, thus
drowning the revolution in Greece
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and isolating and containing the
Soviet Union must not be forgotten.

Keeping this background in mind,
let us now discuss whether Sialin
remaincd “almost oblivious of the fact
that nationalism and capitalism were
striking roots in his own country”
(Frontier, July 25).

In his famous pre-election speech
of February 9, 1946, Stalin laid down
the future guidelines of Soviet so-
ciety keeping in view the develop-
ment of the international situation,
the world economy of capitalism, and
refuting the revisionist line of the pos-
sibility of peaceful development of
socialism. That speech showed that
there was to be no respite for the
war-weary population of the Soviet
Union, no concession to the craving
for relaxation and comfort. Instead
Stalin set high industrial targets as
Cpposed to ligh industry and con-
sumer goods, to be achieved by the
Soviet economy in the course of three
projected five-year plans, that is, by
1961.  “Only under such conditions
can we consider that our homeland
will be guaranteed against al] possible
accidents” (emphasis added). “The

possible accidents” were the possibi-

lity of restoration of capitalism from
within and  without. If one goes
carcfully through this pre-election
speech, one would find the charges
against Stalin that he did not counb
the danger of the restoration of ca-
pitalism in the Soviet Union hollow.

Varga’s Thesis

Stalin's pre-election speech and the
introduction of the postwar Five
Year Plan came as a shock both to
the imperialists abroad and the revi-
sionists at home. The revisionists
could no longer remain lying low.
They raised their heads, placing Eu-
gene Varga at the helm. Varga was
the chief of the Instiute of World
Economics and Politics and one of
the most eminent authorivies on
world economy in the communist
world. He foretold the 1929 crisis
of capitalist economy and subse-
quently wrote a brilliant  book,
The Great Economic Crisis and its
Political Consequences. As such,
he was the most suitable person for

in capitalist

the revisionists to coun'er Stalin’s
line. In September 1946, Varga pub--
lished Changes in Economy of Capi-
talism resulting from the Second
World War”, in which he propagat-
ed the relative stabilisa'ion of capi-
talism through the increasing inter-
vention of the state in the economic
process, the possibility of socialist re-
form in Europe without revolu'ion -
and the possibili'y of economic plan-
ning under capialism. His
further implied that war was not ine-
viiable even while imperialism conti-
nued, and suggested a non-revolution-
ary policy on the part of the Soviet
Union, anticipating eventual peaceful
gains as a result of the breakdown of
colonialism and evolutionary changes
states. This was pure
revisionism, which people tried to in-
troduce in the Soviet Union, imme:
diately after the termination of the
war and against which Stalin fought,
Khrushchev & Co accepted and adop'+
cd all the theories of Varga after
Stalin’s death, i
Immediately af'er the publication
of Varga’s book in September 1946,
public discussions were organised and
the book was severely attacked. Not
only were all the “heories” propoun-
ded by Varga heatedly rejected, but
Varga was also charged wi h betrayal.
In spite of all this criticism which
appeared in the Problems of Econo-
mics, Problems of Philosophy and
Party life, Varga remained firm and
continued to stick, to the essentials
of his position with a reasonable de-
gree of “independence of  spirit”.
This proved how strongly entrenched
were the revisionists inide the Party.
But Stalin did not stop fighting re-
visionism, after the first round of his
defeat. The criticism and a‘tack on
Varga and his line con‘inued through
late 1947 and early 1948 and reached -
a new intensity in Oc'ober 1948 at
an enlarged session of the Learned
Council of the Economic Ins'itute of
the Academy of Sciences called to
discuss the “Shor’icomings and Prob-
lems of Research in the field of Eco-
nomics.” At this mee'ing Varga
was charged with ‘retrea’ from Mar.
xism-Leninism to reformism”, while
the bourgeois press claimed him as

theory . *



a man of “Western orien'ation.”
Vaiga stood firm this me too.
‘However, in March 1949, S alin was
- able to muster strong his forces
and ultimatcly Varga was forced ‘o
retrcat. He promised to correct his
errors in a revised edition of his work,
which appeared in 1953, He was at
paricular pains in his letter to Pravda
to dissociate himself from those in
the West. “I wish to pro'est most
strongly against the dark hints of the
war instigators o the cffect that I am
a man of Western orientation. To-
day, in the present his orical circum-
stances, that would mean being a
counter-revolutionary, an an'i-Soviet
traitor to the working class.”

The atiitude to the capitalist world
economy was to have a vital bearing
on policy direction and as such there
was obvious dispute within the Party
on this question. Sometimes Stalin
had the majority, sometimes he was
in the minority. So the figh! against
revisionism was not a matter of sim-
ply thrusting a knife into buter. In
all other fields of poliics, adminis-
tration, intellec'ual and artistic acti-
vities the campaign against revision-
ism was in full swing. Zhdanov’s as-
sault was on ideological slackness in
literature and ar s, in philosophy and
othcr academic ficlds. Arists and in-
tellectuals were remobilised into the
service of the Parly’s goals, organisa-
tions and journals were dissolved or
reorganised. It was a sort of cultural
revolution on all fronts, These are
all well'known facts.

Not all the information regarding
Stalin’s fight agaimst the revisionist
conspiracy is available or known as it
was deliberately suppressed — subse-
quintly or destroyed.  We now know
that Mao Tse-tung opposed “he Kh-
ru-hichev line and the line of the 20th
Congress on the very morrow of its
session, bul wihin two momhs of
the Congress, and on December 29 of
the same year the CPC leadership
published two aricles entitled “The
His'orical Tixperience of the Dicta'or-
ship of the Proletariat” and “More
on the Tistorical expericnce of ‘he
Dic'atorship of “he Proletariat” basi-
cally and principally suppor ing the
20th Congress. [If from this we con-
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clude that Mao remained oblivious to
the fact that revisionisin in his own
country and in the Sovie; Union was
striking roots, then i would be doing
injustice to Mao.

After Varga, Voznesensky

After Varga came Nikolai A. Voz-
nesensky, Decpuly Prime Minis er,
and Chairman of the Sate Planning
Commission an a member of the
Politbureau, Like Varga, Voznesen-
sky was also a precursor of revisionism
in the present-day Sovie);, economics.
He had also writ.en a book entided
The Economy of the USSR during
World War II. This time the revi-
sionists were particularly cautious
and they proceeded more cunningly.
Voznesensky had been among thosc
who had led the attack on Varga in
1948 and even argued in his book
against Varga’s belicf that capilalist
states could engage in planning. But
in substance there was no inconsis-
tency between Varga’s analysis of ca-
pitalism and Voznesensky's —prescrip-
tion for the Soviet economy. With
the publication of his book the re-
visionists made a great noise and as
a result the book received a Stalin
Prize in May 1948 and was highly
praised in Soviet; and the world com-
munist press. This must, in no way,
be taken that Stalin supported Voz-
nesensky’s  book or line. Take the
example of China. The fate of Liu-
Shao-chi’s book How to be a good
Communist is well known. DBu', im-
mediately after the 20th Congress of
the CPSU and especially af er the
Fighth Congress of the CPC, this
very book was reprinted twice with
certain altera'ions and additions, wilh
a great fanfare, and in'roduced in
the CPC as one of the compulsory
text-books. This, cer'ainly, docs not
mean that Mao Tse-tung supported
the book. He had to swallow many
a bitter pill given by Liu Shao-chi
& Co and he had to “lic low” for a
time. However, the publication of Voz-
nesensky’s book and the award of the
Stalin prize once more demonstrated
how strongly the revisionis's were
cntrenched in the party and adminis-
tration and how arduous and tortuous
was the fight Stalin had to wage

While re-
jecting Varga's theory of ‘he possi-

against the revisionists.
bility of ~temporary stabilisation of
capitalism, non-incvilabiliy of war
and a long-term perspective of the
competition between the ‘wo systems,
Voznesenesky had  advocated a
greater degree of (ra‘ionaliy” in the
administration of the economy, for
taking account of the real coss in
assigning prices to producer goods
and for reappor ioning the balance of
economy between light and  heavy
industries with additional emphasis on
consumer goods. All these points
were repudiated and demolished by
Stalin in his Economic Problcms of
Socialism in the USSR. De:pile the
Stalin prize, Sialin ultimaely was
able to organise public discussion on
Voznesensky’s book and Voznesensky
was ultimalely relieved of his various
positions at a mee ing of the Supreme
Soviet in March 1949, Yet S alin
had to face stiff opposiion. P. N.
Fedoseyev, editor of the Bolshovik,
continued to praise this book in a
guarded way, in the name of review
and critici'm. Aclion agains’; P. N.
Fedoseyev and others could not be
taken before 1952 for the “syco-
phantic praise” of Voznesensky.

It will take more than a volume to
analyse in detail Stalin’s fizht against
revisionism thouch the material at our
disposal ds scanty and disjointed.

The author of “India-China Dispute
and the Soviet Union” (Frontier,
July 25), charges Stalin with the fol-
lowing : (a) greatmation chauvinism;
(b) introduction of the principles of
special incentives to scientis's, mana-
gers and specialists guided by the prin-
ciple of ‘pay according to labour’
which created conditions for the
growth of the ‘Soviet bourgeoisie’;
(¢) unwillingness to see any com-
munist sta‘e independent of the
Soviet Union politically and militerily
and (d) the theory of socialism in one
country which later developed into
communism in one country. To all
th's, intend to return later.

One thing remains ‘o be cleared.
One should be modest in cri icising
Stalin and at the same lime chould
take pains to know the ‘whys’ and
‘wherefores’ of the events. To prove
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the undisputed grea'ness and origi-
naii'y of Mao Tse- ung one need not
belittle Stalin’s grea ness and origi-
nality. Mao Tse-tung’s thoughy is the
continuation of “Stalin’s though! and
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activity, plus Mao’s own addi ions.
In the art and science of continua ion
and in the genius and lalent of addi-
tion and development lies Mao’s
greatness and originality, nol in re-

pudiation and renunciation of S'alin_.
or Salin’s thought. Repudiation w1II :
lead us straight to Trotskyism on the s
one hand and Khrushchevite rev1510-
nism on the other.



