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into “pure” and “impure” palpable and painful. It is one more peril that the princi-
pled intelligentsia must endure. For, deep down in everyday life itself, these hybrids
help the conversion of public values. The conversion, in turn, etiolates just those val-
ues the regime had shared in the revolutionary past with the revolutionary intelli-
gentsia, the purest of the pure and the most foolish.

Although purist idealism had provided the supreme rationale for the revolution,
the stalinist regime undertook finally to obscure it. What was done was done; the past
belonged to the past. The lingering of certain prerevolutionary and, for that matter,
revolutionary memories spelled trouble, and because the memory cells of the Soviet
intelligentsia hold the quixotic drive toward social equity and intellectual freedom,
they represented a source of conflict with the system. On the other hand, mesh-
chanstvo is entirely free of such aspirations. It thrives viscerally on distrusting the in-
telligentsia and shares with the regime a dislike of people who take ideas seriously.
From the thirties on, when the new middle class emerged, Soviet society has been
making room for meshchanstvo; the very ambiance, the underlying mood and feel of
the postwar Big Deal thus had been in gestation for sometime.

The regime’s shift in the public realm from the revolution to stalinism determines
the curious relationship of two additional words, eminently untranslatable, kultura and
kulturnost. Akin in etymology, substantively they stand at odds with each othér. Kul-
tura is the achievement of the intelligentsia in the sense of higher culture, a synthesis
of ideas, knowledge, and memories. The other, kulturnost, is its alternative: a deriva-
tive, second-hand notion. Having nothing to do with a spiritual legacy, it is instead a
mere program for proper conduct in public. Conforming with prescribed prefer-
ences, it blends with the aspirations of meshchanstvo. The regime, especially after the
chaos of war, cared a lot about the manageable, predictable, and “proper” manners of
its citizens. It also cared that conduct be impeccable, inside as well indeed as outside
Soviet borders. Kulturnost was thus given a weighty foreign political responsibility.
Soviet representatives, with military boots as well as diplomatic footwear polished to
the highest gloss; with chests covered with sparkling decorations; with hands mani-
cured and gloved according to etiquette; with grandiose titles, and with well-groomed
and stiff entourages entered the political arena as emissaries of a Great Power. Kul-
turnost represents, both at home and abroad, a refurbished, victorious, conservative
force in Soviet postwar life, embodying a slick decorum and a new kind of self-
righteousness—stable, prudent, heavy. Its special function is to encode the proper re-
lationship between people through their possessions and labels; between mores and
artifacts, to put it more fancifully. (It might even shake the individual’s grip on his pos-
sessions: for instance, a strategic abstinence from acquisitiveness for the sake of dis-
playing “good taste”; the occasional “‘generous” sharing of coveted earthly goodies for
the sake of show and future profit.)

Strictly and minjmally, kulturnost turns into a fetish notion of how to be indi-
vidually civilized. In the panoramic view of Soviet society, there is much more to it.
Kulturnost, admonitory and educative, and at first denoting little more than personal
hygiene, expanded into a commodious umbrella under stalinism. It began to mean
more important things than clean nails, abstinence from cursing and spitting, a re-
quired minimum of good manners. It began to mean the only desirable conduct, the
self-image of dignified citizens. Those alone could now be models. The notion of kul-
turnost had grown out of mores; in turn, it began to shape them, in accord with the
regime’s predilection for ponderous, monumental meshchanstvo.
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The usefulness of kulturnost to the regime, which exhorted the people to im-
plement it, was manifold. Like ideological orthodoxy, it became a device for control.
As a purpose shared by both the regime and the middle class, it lent support to
the relationship between them. As a prescription for proper conduct, it helped build
a clearing house where middieclass ways were recommended by the regime to
everybody.

The artifacts of the postwar middleclass culture must be seen through the prism
of kulturnost for, after the war, it was kulturnost which helped to channel the direc-
tion of sanctioned aspirations. Most of all, kulturnost helped to bestow on material
possessions attributes of dignity and of virtue.

Vera S. Dunham, In Stalin’s Time: Middleclass Values in Soviet Fiction (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990),
pp- 3-5, 11-23.

Joseph Stalin, “Dizzy with Success: Concerning
Questions of the Collective Farm Movement”
March 2, 1930

The vicious onslaught of party workers and activists, policemen and even the army, against the
peasants heightened in the first months of 1930. That year alone, peasants fought back in
more than 13,000 instances of mass protest or armed resistance. In a superb book on this last-
ditch fight of Russian villagers, Lynne Viola tells how peasants used everything from killing
livestock, murdering officials, to spreading rumors of the coming of the Antichrist to resist the
seizure of grain and the destruction of their traditional way of life. Though other historians
have accentuated the lack of cohesion and class ties among peasants. Viola emphasizes the cul-
tural elements and the shared social position of peasants that empowered them to act as a class.
At a moment when the economic survival of the peasantry was at stake, women in particular
emerged as initiators and principal participants in thousands of so-called bab’i bunty
(women’s uprisings). By March, the stability of the state itself was threatened, and Stalin is-
sued his famous article, “Dizzy with Success,” in which he called for a halt to the rush to col-
lectivize and blamed lower officials for the very excesses that his policies had allowed. Peas-
ants rejoiced, read the article aloud in villages, and even used it to justify further resistance
when collectivization efforts resumed. Ultimately, at a slower pace but with relentless determi-
nation, the state collectivized almost all of peasant agriculture. The peasant war was over, and
the state was the victor. “In the end,” Viola concludes,

peasant rebels were no match for the vast police powers of the state, and, like most
other peasant rebellions, this one was destined to fail. The main element in the peas-
antry’s defeat was state repression. Millions of peasants were arrested, imprisoned,
deported, or executed in the years of collectivization. The state dismantled existing
authority structures in the village, removing and replacing traditional elites. The
economy of scarcity complemented state tepression, first robbing peasants of their
grain and then depriving millions of their lives in the famine that followed collec-
tivization.'

1. Lynne Viola, Peasant Rebels under Stalin: Collectivization and the Culture of Peasant Resistance (New York
and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996). pp. 238-239.
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The Soviet government’s successes in the sphere of the collective-farm movement are
now being spoken of by everyone. Even our enemies are forced to admit that the suc-
cesses are substantial. And they really are very great.

[t is a fact that by February 20 of this year 50 per cent of the peasant farms
throughout the US.S.R. had been collectivised. That means that by February 20,
1930, we had overfulfilled the five-year plan of collectivisation by more than 100 per
cent. . . .

What does all this show?

That a radical turn of the countryside towards socialism may be considered as already
achieved.

There is no need to prove that these successes are of supreme importance for the
fate of our country, for the whole working class, which is the directing force of our
country, and, lastly, for the Party itself. To say nothing of the direct practical results,
these successes are of immense value for the internal life of the Party itself, for the ed-
ucation of our Party. They imbue our Party with a spirit of cheerfulness and confi-
dence in its strength. They arm the working class with confidence in the victory of
our cause. They bring forward additional millions of reserves for our Party.

Hence the Party’s task is: to consolidate the successes achieved and to utilise them
systematically for our further advancement. '

But successes have their seamy side, especially when they are attained with com-
parative “ease”—"unexpectedly,” so to speak. Such successes sometimes induce a
spirit of vanity and conceit: “We can achieve anything!”, “There’s nothing we can’t
do!” People not infrequently become intoxicated by such successes; they become
dizzy with success, lose all sense of proportion and the capacity to understand reali-
ties; they show a tendency to overrate their own strength and to underrate the
strength of the enemy; adventurist attempts are made to solve all questions of social-
ist construction “in a trice.” In such a case, there is no room for concern to consolidate
the successes achieved and to utilise them systematically for further advancement. Why
should we consolidate the successes achieved when, as it is, we can dash to the full
victory of socialism “in a trice”: “We can achieve anything!”, “There’s nothing we
can’t do!”

Hence the Party’s task is: to wage a determined struggle against these sentiments,
which are dangerous and harmful to our cause, and to drive them out of the Party.

It cannot be said that these dangerous and harmful sentiments are at all wide-
spread in the ranks of our Party. But they do exist in our Party, and there are no
grounds for asserting that they will not become stronger. And if they should be al-
lowed free scope, then there can be no doubt that the collective-farm movement
will be considerably weakened and the danger of its breaking down may become a
reality.

Hence the task of our press is: systematically to denounce these and similar anti-
Leninist sentiments.

Clearly, the principle of taking into account the diversity of conditions in the var-
1ous regions of the U.S.S.R_.is, together with the voluntary principle, one of the most
important prerequisites for a sound collective-farm movement.

But what actually happens sometimes? Can it be said that the voluntary princi-
ple and the principle of taking local peculiarities into account are not violated in a
number of areas? No, that cannot be said, unfortunately. We know, for example, that
in a number of the northern areas of the consuming zone, where conditions for the

P——
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immediate organisation of collective farms are comparatively less favourable than
in the grain-growing areas, attempts are not infrequently made to replace prepara-
tory work for the organisation of collective farms by bureaucratic decreeing of the
collective-farm movement, paper resolutions on the growth of collective farms, or-
ganisation of collective farms on paper—collective farms which have as yet no real-
ity, but whose “existence” is proclaimed in a heap of boastful resolutions.

Or take certain areas of Turkestan, where conditions for the immediate organi-
sation of collective farms are even less favourable than in the northern regions of
the consuming zone. We know that in a2 number of areas of Turkestan there have al-
ready been attempts to “overtake and outstrip” the advanced areas of the U.S.S.R. by
threatening to use armed force, by threatening that peasants who are not yet ready
to join the collective farms will be deprived of irrigation water and manufactured
goods.

Who benefits by these distortions, this bureaucratic decreeing of the collective-
farm movement, these unworthy threats against the peasants? Nobody, except our
enemies!

What may these distortions lead to? To strengthening our enemies and to dis-
crediting the idea of the collective-farm movement.

Is it not clear that the authors of these distortions, who imagine themselves to be
“Lefts,” are in reality bringing grist to the mill of Right opportunism?

Such is the line of the Party at the present moment.

Can it be said that this line of the Party is being carried out without violation or
distortion? No, it cannot, unfortunately. We know that in a number of areas of the
US.S.R., where the struggle for the existence of the collective farms is still far from
over, and where artels are not yet consolidated, attempts are being made to skip the
artel framework and to leap straight away into the agricultural commune. The artel is
still not consolidated, but they are already “socialising” dwelling houses, small live-
stock and poultry; moreover, this “socialisation” is degenerating into bureaucratic de-
creeing on paper, because the conditions which would make such socialisation nec-
essary do not yet exist. One might think that the grain problem has already been
solved in the collective farms, that it is already a past stage, that the principal task at
the present moment is not solution of the grain problem, but solution of the problem
of livestock- and poultry-breeding. Who, we may ask, benefits from this blockheaded
“work” of lumping together different forms of the collective-farm movement? Wheo
benefits from this running too far ahead, which is stupid and harmful to our cause:
Irritating the collective-farm peasant by “socialising” dwelling houses, all dairy cattle.
all small livestock and poultry, when the grain problem is still unsolved, when the artel
form of collective farming is not yet consolidated—is it not obvious that such a “pol-
icy” can be to the satisfaction and advantage only of our sworn enemies?

One such overzealous “socialiser” even goes so far as to issue an order to an artel
containing the following instructions: “within three days, register all the poultry of
every household,” establish posts of special “commanders” for registration and super-
vision; “occupy the key positions in the artel”;“command the socialist battle withou
quitting your posts” and—of course—get a tight grip on the whole life of the artel.

What is this—a policy of directing the collective farms, or a policy of disrupting
and discrediting them?

I say nothing of those “revolutionaries”—save the mark!—who begin the work o
organising artels by removing the bells from the churches. Just imagine, removing the
church bells—how r-r-revolutionary!
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How could there have arisen in our midst such block-headed exercises in “so-
cialisation,” such ludicrous attempts to overleap oneself, attempts which aim at by-
passing classes and the class struggle, and which in fact bring grist to the mill of our
class enemies?

They could have arisen only in the atmosphere of our “easy” and “unexpected”
successes on the front of collective-farm development.

They could have arisen only as a result of the block-headed belief of a section of
our Party:“We can achieve anything!”, “There’s nothing we can’t do!”

They could have arisen only because some of our comrades have become dizzy
with success and for the moment have lost clearness of mind and sobriety of vision.

To correct the line of our work in the sphere of collective-farm development, we
must put an end to these sentiments.

That is now one of the immediate tasks of the Party.

The art of leadership 1s a serious matter. One must not lag behind the movement,
because to do so is to lose contact with the masses. But neither must one run too far
ahead, because to run too far ahead is to lose the masses and to isolate oneself. He
who wants to lead a movement and at the same time keep in touch with the vast
masses must wage a fight on two fronts—against those who lag behind and against
those who run too far ahead.

Our Party is strong and invincible because, when leading a movement, it is able
to preserve and multiply its contacts with the vast masses of the workers and peasants.

Pravda, no. 60, March 2, 1930; translated in J.V. Stalin, Works (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing
House, 1955), XII, pp. 197-205.

Lev Kopelev, “The Last Grain Collections”
1933

Kopelev, whom we met before as a young Trotskyist, had become a “true believer” in Stalin
by the time of the “revolution from above.” Without questioning the wisdom of forced requi-
sitioning of grain from hungry, even starving, peasants, he and his comrades swept into the
Ukmnainian countryside at a moment of widespread famine. The famine in Ukraine was one of
the great unplanned misfortunes that followed collectivization and the removal of the most pro-
ductive peasants, the so-called “leulaks.” It is estimated that five million people died from star-
vation. This catastrophe has become an iconic event in Ukrainian national history, and many
historians, most notably Robert Conquest, argue that the famine was a deliberate state policy
designed to eradicate Ukrainian nationalism by weakening Ukraine’s peasants.” The famine
was certainly the result of the state’s absurd caleulations that Ukrainian peasants were sabo-
taging the grain collections and could contribute mote, but it was more the result of government
incompetence than a clear plan to kill ethnic Ukrainians. German, Jewish, and Russian vil-
lages in Ukraine also suffered, and far from Ukraine, in the Volga region, the North Cauca-
sus, and Kazakhstan, similar policies led to horrendous loss of life.

1. Robert Conquest, The Harvest of Sorrow: Soviet Collectivization and the Terror-Famine (New York and Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press. 1986).
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The grain front! Stalin said the struggle for grain was the struggle for socialism. I was
convinced that we were warriors on an invisible front, fighting against kulak sabotage
for the grain which was needed by the country, by the five-year plan. Above all, for
the grain, but also for the souls of these peasants who were mired in unconscien-
tiousness, in ignorance, who succumbed to enemy agitation, who did not understand
the great truth of communism. . . .

We did not consider them opponents or feel like hostile aliens among them. For
in every village we found comrades, like-minded people.

In Petrivtsy our mentor was the head of the village soviet, Vashchenko. He had
served in the German war to the rank of noncommissioned officer and had won two
Saint George decorations, and in the Civil War he had commanded a company.

“It was easier then. Believe it or not, but it was lots easier. Everything was clear
as clear could be. Say right here was your unit, your position. Then there was the
enemy—the Cadets, the Petlyurans, the Makhno rabble. They were bad, the rats, the
counterrevs! So you light ’em up, like from one cigarette to the next. Blast 'em with
machine guns and rifles. And then wiggle like a snake around the side, or rush ’em
head on, one after the other. Hurrah! Stick ’em with the bayonet! Butt em in the
chops! If they don’t raise their hands, pack "em off to the graveyard! And keep going—
march, march! Take the Crimea! Take Warsaw! Clear as clear can be. But now the
enemy, maybe, is sitting next to you, maybe he’s shaking your hand and saying hello.
I've got my Nagan revolver on me, you can be sure, but I got to keep it in my pocket.
You can pull it out only in dire emergency: for self-defense or for show.To shake up
some real rat. But even this ain’t often. And still the front is all around you. I figure
the grain sacked up and buried in Petrivtsy alone must amount to over seventy thou-
sand pounds. Those dirty turkeys hid it. [Individual farmers were derided as “turkeys,
gobblers, hoaxers.”] They themselves eat only makukha. Some of "em got kids with
bloated bellies already. But they don’t open up their underground stores. The hoaxer
hopes he can sit out the grain collection, we’ll give up, and then he’ll dig it up and
stuff himself silly. Or else he’s afraid we’ll find the hoard, take away the grain.And then
his family’ll be hungry again, and he’ll be cooling his heels with the polar bears. What
kind of hayseeds are they, anyway? Cunning as cunning can be, but stupid. I know
them real good. 'm from the same stock. Born here, ten kilometers away. At the age
of six I was already working for the kurkuls. My mother was a farm girl, a widow. 1
was her only son. Hadn’t grown as high as the table, but I tended the master’s geese.
Then I went to school, onct or twict a week. And all the other days and all the morn-
ings and all the evenings I was moiling and toiling with the master’s cows, pigs and
sheep. And I plowed and cut. . . . And only when I was fourteen did I get my first
few coins. Two, then three rubles a month they gave me. Before that everything was
‘natural payment’: grub, living expenses. Summer in the threshing barn, winter in the
hut, keeping one side to the stove, the other to the cowshed. For clothes—the mas-
ter’s worn-out rags. . . . Mama worked herself to death as a farm girl. Caught cold
one spring. She had shoes only for going to church, strolling on a holiday. So in the
winter she wore bast sandals with leg wrappings; the rest of the time, always barefoot.
Through the cut fields, through the forest, through all the sticker bushes . . . Mama
used to say her feet were hard as oak, no worse than hoofs. But the sandals got soaked.
and Mama caught cold. Got a fever. She was like a drunk or someone with typhus—
said all sorts of things, sang songs. Then she died in the cold barn, on the straw. The





