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notion of ‘partiinost® of literature’ as there are scholars

writing on this topic," one Soviet critic conceded in 19707
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and its source of inspiration. Even a more recent Soviet
critic has reemphasized partiinost® as the path to truth:
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Today literature, even that published "legally"

can he nine-tenths party literature. It must

become party literature. 1In contradistinction to
bourgecis customs, to the profit-making, commercialised
hourgeois press, to hourgeois literary careerism and
individualism, "aristocratic anarchism" and drive for
profit, the socialist proletariat must put forward the
principle of party literature, must develop this
principle and put it into practice as fully as
completely as possible.*®

Uncommitted literature, that which was not consciously and
explicitly devoted to the proletarian, was supertluous.

What is the principle of party literature? It is not
simply that, for the spcialist proletariat, literature
cannot be a means of enriching individuals or groups:
it canneot, in fact, be an individual undertaking,
independent of the common cause of the proletariat.
Down with non-partisan writers! Down with literary
supermen! Literature must become part of the common
cause of the proletariat, "a cog and & screw" of one
single great Social-Democratic mechanism set in motion
by the entire politically-conscious vanguard of the
ertire working class. Literature must become a
component of organized, planned and integrated Social-
Democratic Party work.*® - s EY e ] 2sed

Aware that Bolshevik victory was not imminent R 1905
and, at the same time, unable to suppress Menshevik and
dissident Bolshevik views, Lenin served rnotice in his
article that such deviations ought to be periodically
cleansed. As Lenin anticipated, the possibility of
widespread literary controls angered the Russian
intelligentsia. He sought to assuage this opposition:

"All cohparisons are lame," says a German proverb. So

is my comparison of literature with a cog, of a living

movement with a mechanism. And 1 daresay there will
ever be hysterical intellectuals to raise a howl about

such a comparison, which degrade, deadens, i

"hureaucratises" the free battle of ideas, freedom of
criticism, freedom of literary creation, etc., etc.

12 y 1, Lenin, Collected Works, (Moscow: Foreign hﬁﬂ@@ﬁﬁp@v
Fublishing House, 1962), 10:435. " T L
13 Iphid., p. 45.
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and produces to satisfy the bored, ‘upper ten thousand® and

not the millions of workers. "The freedom of the bourgeois
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Art belongs to the people. Its roots should be deeply
implanted in the very thick of the labouring masses.
1t should be understood and loved by these masses.

must unite and elevate their feelings, t’hu.ughts and
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1
did not foresee in 1905 that his party would soon be in a
position to suppress the opposition. His principle of
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1905. Lenin could tolerate a coexistence between the writer

and the revolutionary:

These last words may sound paradoxical, or an

affront to the reader. What! some intellectual, an
ardent champion of liberty, may shout. Nhgt, you want
to impose collective control on such a delicate,
individual matter as literary work! You want workmen
to decide questions of sCience, philosophy, or
aesthetics by a majority of votes! You deny the
absolute freedom of absolutely individual ideclogical
work!

Calm yourselves, gentlemen! First of all, we are
discussing party literature and its subordination to
party control. Everyone is free to write and say
whatever he likes, without any restrictions.=4

In the next passage, he continues his devaluation of

literary freedom: that this means the freedom to denigrate.,

to disrupt and to write irresponsibly:

I am bound to accord you, in the name of free speech,
the full right to shout, lie and write to your heart’s
content. But you are bound to grant men, in the name
of freedom of assepciation, the right to enter into, or
withdraw from, association with people advocating this
or that point of view. The party is a voluntary
association, which would inevitably break up, first
ideologically and then physically, if it did not
cleanse itself of people advocating anti-party views.=%

Freedom in literature, Lenin asserted, is circumscribed by

the greater freedom of “voluntary association.® Each

association, including the party, has the right to expel and
to ostracize those who voice anti;party sentiments. Thus,
the freedom that would be granted to the dissident, non-
party writer (if any) is marginal and very precarious.

The meaning of the term literatura, which incorporates

both imaginative literature and party writings, has shrouded

24 Y. 1. Lenin, Collected Works, (Moscow: Fureign LénganEE
Fublishing House, 1962), 10:147.
=% Tbhid., p-47. h




Lenin’s article in a capacious ambiguity. Modern Soviet
critics, of course, have resoundingly declared that
partiinost® is the vital principle of all literature: "V.I.
Lenin®s article... is a theoretical document that has

fundamental significance for the entire period of the

socialist revolution and the buibd@mgw@%mﬂ@mﬁﬂﬂiSm.9”’
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14
But while initiating and supporting the party’s
absolute jurisdiction over literature, Lenin never sought to
convert his conservative preferences into official policy.
During his leadership, he never legislated measures that
would have controlled the literary work éf'npnfﬁbmmunist

writers. At a later period, the amb D'ﬁf;mgggwqf Lenin®s
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tangential comments and Lenin’s expansive principle of
partiinost®, the concept of "proletarian culture" lacked
clear definition and, nost of all, reality. Froletkult
(Proletarian Cultural and Educational Organization), founded
an the eve of the October revolution (1917), attempted to be
the vanguard of "proletarian culture." Describing their
organization as "a laboratory of pure proletarian culture,"
Aleksander Bogdanov and his followers sought to jettison the
heritage of the past, battling against residual bnurgeuis'
elements and demanding working-class hegemony throughout the
new society.®' Labor and industry were venerated as
transcendent activities, as suggested by these evocative
titles of Froletkult®s journalB&q@@tnpilhexémrnace), Budki
(The Whistles) and Eroletarskaya Kultura (The Proletarian
Culture). The emergence of Prgketkuitfsigﬂified the ongoing
division in Soviet artistic circles between those who would
conserve the Russian past and those wﬁa imagined a cultural
tabula rasa on which to form a distinct and exclusive
"proletarian culture." 8V

A recurrent problem with the concept of “"proletarian
cqlture," however, was that most of its advocates during the
1920 s were not themselves of proletarian origin.: Real
proletarian membership among the intelligentsia ﬁﬂmé*mﬁQWl‘
later as a result of the cultural revolution beginmﬁng?ﬁﬁ:

1928, Intellectuals concerned about the creation 5

31 Herman Ermolaev, Soviet L
University of California
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class background, certainly not factory workers or peasants.
In this context, the term "proletarian," whether used to
describe a particular culture, literary organization or

writer, was often misappliadi-‘~ff ‘tlbg:said af the
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past incompatible with the rising proletarian epoch. 1In the

Savonarala-like words of Vladimir Kirillov, another leader
of the movement:

Let us set fire to Raphael in the name of our
Tomorrow, / Destroy the museums, trample underfoot the
flowers of art.™=2

Froletkult, expressed similar disdain for the old culture as

in "Tooc Scon To Rejoice! (1918):

I you catch a White officer/to the wall with him. But
have you forgotten Raphagl? Have you forgotten
Rastrelli?...And why/is Fushkin not attacked? And what
about the other White generals among the classics?

Buick! Dver the Winter Falace-raise the smoke/ of a
macaronl factory.==

A new class culture was essential, not only to embody the

v
!

glorious proletarian ideals and aspirations, but also to
agrganize and to mobilize the cuii@ctive wiil of the workers
towards specitic goals. ‘Bogdan;v and his gﬂher&nts believed
that literature, which was still ﬁredominaﬁély bourgeci s,
had to be transformed into a class'a?t; ﬁew +brms of
proletarién expression had.tm be created in‘DFdEF for the
proletarian cﬁngciausness to trigmphu Hén:e, throughout the
civil war, Froletkult founded netwdrks'o{ artist studios
that would instill thé pfoper proletarian viéw in

literature. With just a:few lessons the semi—-literate

wor ker, Bogdanov thought, couwld became an artist. The First

=2 RBoris Thomson, The Fremature Revolution,
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1972), p. B2.

== Y.V, Mayakovsky, Scbranie Sochinenii, 8 vols.
1968), 1:248--249.

{London:

(Moscows
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ALl-Russian Conference of the Froletkult passed the
following pedagogical resolutions
a) In order to acquaint (the members) with the literary
heritage of past epochs couwrses should be given in
ancient and modern literature, Russian and
foreign... and in the history of culture, and at the
same time all these courses should be given from the
viewpoint of the working class.
5) ... The writer and working-class reader should
hecome acquainted with the technique, with the
practical skills and habits of literary creation, and
for this purpose theoretical courses and practical
exercises should be given in metrics, rhythm, and the

general theory of versification, in the theory of
dramatuwrgy, artistic prose, and criticism.=4

Despite this, the tendency of Froletkult was to
disregard the vast educational problems of the population
and bestow upon a few the honorable title of “proletarian,’
the infallible artistic credential. Thousands of Froletkult
followers——factory workers, soldiers, sailors and peasants——
were nurturing the flower of "proletarian culture"” when most
of the country, Lenin reminded them, was still illiterate.
(According to one recent study of this period, "two out of
five adults in the newly established socialist state could
be reached by the printed word."®%) MWriters who captured
that supreme proletarian ethos were considered goods such

was the idealization of labor. At the Second Congress of
the Third International in 1920, a bureaulof the Inter-
national Froletkult was established and received members
from most of the European countries and the United States.

The Russian Froletkult claimed 400,000 members, 80,000 of

=4 Edward J. Brown, Russian Literature Since the Revolution,
(Cambridge: Harvard University Fress, 1982), p. 107.

=% Poter Kenez, The Birth of the Fropaganda State,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University FPress, 1983), p. 73,

18



whom were attending its artistic studios.®® Enormous and
self-assertive, Froletkult saw itself as the literary

movemnent carresponding to the ‘dictatorship of the

proletariat.’

The foremost leaders of the party opposed the

Froletkult movement. In Lenin’s case, Froletkult undermined

the principle of partiinost’ and, therefore, hindered

sovereignty over culture. Hogdanov's assertion that his
organization would develop independent and autonomous of the
political apparatus, with its own literary theories and
methods, was antithetical to the supreme role of the party
envisioned by Lenin himself. Moreaover, Lenin favored
selective assimilation of the cultural past, not the
iconoclastic, if not vandalistic, destruction encouraged by
the Froletkult movement. "Proletarian culture has not
leaped into being from no-one knows Qhere," Lenin believed,
"rmor is it the invention'oF.peaple who call themselves
specialists on proletarian culture."®” He even equated the
process of selective assimilation (cultural continuity) with
the evolution of Marxism:
Marxism has won its universal significance as the
ideology of the proletariat by the fact, far from
rejecting the most valuable conguests of the bourgeocis
epoch, it has acquired and reworked everything of value
that has been evolved by human thought and culture over
more than two thouwsand years. Only further work on
this foundation and along the same lines, inspired by

the practical experience of the dictatorship of the
prolaetariat as the final stage of the struggle against

=& Robert A. Maguire, Red Virgin Soil: Soviet Literature In
The 1920°s, (Frinceton: Frinceton University Fress)s, p.
157.

=7 Y, 1. Lenin, Sgbranie Sochinenii. (Moscow, i?bZ), 40}304h
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all forms of expleitation, can be regarded as the
development of a truly proletarian culture.as
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method of political indoctrination.®® “Every expe

t must be

treasured as being the only vehicle of technole
culture," Lenin stated before the Congress of
Transport Workers in 1920, "without whmm‘thé,
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forever with class culture," Trotsky elaborated, “"and to
make way for human culture. "% Unlike all other ruling
classes in history, the proletariat would dissolve itself as
a class during its transition phase, later metamorphosing
into a socialist society. Another reason for Trotsky’s
rejection of "formless talk about proletarian culture” was
his personal regard for the independent and supreme value of
art in itsel$.4% p york of art should, in the first place,
be judged by its own law, that is, by the law of art," he

observed in his essay Literature and Revolution.4®  Thus,

unlike Lenin and the Froletkult movement, Trotsky was able
"to disengage literature’s ideological content from its
artistic value."4? puthentic and honorable culture-building
did not reside in thé planned destrdction of the inherited

culture, nor in the creation of a specifically proletarian

literature; the task was more complex:

The main task of the proletarian intelligentsia in the
immediate future is not the abstract formation of a new
culture regardless of the absence of a basis for it,
but definite cultural-bearing, that is, a systematic,
planful and, of course, critical imparting to the '
backward masses of the essential elements of the
culture which already exists.4®

]

44 Paul N. Siegel, ed., Leon Trotsky on Literature and Art,

(New Jersey: Humanities Press Limited, 1977), p. 42.
4% Ibid., p. 42.
44 Thid s P 37
47 Margaret M. Bullitt, "Toward a Marxist Theory of
fAesthetics: The Development of Socialist Realism in the
Soviet Union," The Russian Review 35 (January 197&6): &Z.
Faul N. Siegel, ed., Leon Trotsky on Literature and Art,
(New York: Pathfinder Fress, INC., 1970), pp. 4B8-49.
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class."4?

The conflict between the party and F

In late 1920 a resolution (the rough.dra;

0y ]

written by Lenin) was approved demanding

Russia Froletkult Congress rejects in
manner, as theoretically unsound and
culture..."®°  The party,
Commissariat of EducatigﬁgﬁA
culture. Furthermore,utﬁa
Froletkult’s claim tha%gv

independent of the‘#éd

Froletkult organizat
duty bound to act as al

establishments under t

g
Education, and to a 1
guidance of the 8Sc

organization subor

compelled to accept Ler _ : .

assimilation 9¥ ¥F

‘Mistorid




thousand years of the development of human tho

culture. "S2 Gelective appropriation and as
‘hourgeois culture,’ according to this reso
enable "the development of a genuine p
Thus, this resolution, which echoes
Organization and Farty Literature’
government authority, formed th

Communist Farty’s intervention &

over Proletkult. Already we

group of proletarian poets

renouncing its central pri

ornly as a nominal literary

measures enacted
March 1%921. Peasﬁﬂtf:
confiscating s

order to feed

its most ext

Lenin was

such as t

sell
p




and an active petty bourgeoisie was clearly resurgent.

Although fostering these indispensable domestic improvements
and, thus, preserving Bolshevik rule, NEF was seen by some
members of the intelligentsia as a retreat from total
nationalization of the economy and, worse, a collaboration
between the classes. In explaining the apparent relapse
into capitalism, Lenin considered the moderate NEF period as
a necessary prelude to the final transformation of society
inte socialism. The principles of NEF, however, were not
confined to the economy, but, as the twenties progressed,
expanded to include social and cultural_pnlieywm Thus, the
sudden flexibility within the state and tHa atmosphere of
excitement generated by both the romance and disillusionment

of the revolutionary period produced a vibrant and factious

literary revival .=2

During the comparatively liberal years of NEF the
confrontation between communist intellectuals and bourgeois
specialists did not abate but intensified. The emergence of

a Soviet bowrgeoisie-—bureaucrats, scientists, technicians,

Nepmen, rich kulaks, and non—communist members of the

literary and artistic intelligentsia--all symbolized the
acceptance of privilege and inequality and, ultimately, the

surrender of communist ideals. Genuwine proletarian hegemony

throughout the new state was retarded, many commnunists

thought, by the party’s dependency upon bourgeois

=4 Marc Slonim, Seviet Russian Literature:
Froblems, (New York:
41-52.
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specialists, its policy of conciliation with non-communist
writers (fellow travelers) . and its tacit support of
increased class gradations. tine eftfect of NEF was to center
hostility on the more educated and prosperous segment of the
population., the specialists who had comppsed the old
intelligentsia. As Bheila Fitzpatrick’s detailed studies of
this period have shown, members of the old intelligentsia

were resilient enough to emerge later as the bourgeois

specialists, entrusted with crucial responsibilities in the

Soviet system.

With some exceptions, the intelligentsia rose guickly
from the poverty of the Civil War years. By the mid-
twenties, the old intelligentsia of the capitals clear
ly constituted a privileged group that, in material
terms, was part of an emerging "Soviet bourgecisie.”
Specialists employed by government agencies earned very
high salaries. Frofessors, despite their vociferous
complaints of ill treatment, had high salaries and a
number of special privileges in areas 1like housing '
priority and access to higher education for their

children. White-collar workers as a group earned more
than industrial workers, were less 11

able to unemploy
ment, and were better housed.=S® . i

For many communists, especially those who were not

benefiting as visibly as the specialists, NEF reconstruction

caused acute bitterness and disappointment. The revolution

that was supposed to create the Eommunist society, they
thought., was endangered by a protected and flourishing
"Soviet Bourgeoisie.’

FProletarian writers and fellow travelers continued to

express diametrically opposed opinions an the nature,

®% cheila Fitzpatrick, ed.,
1928-1931,
pp. 19-20.

Cultural Revolution in Russias
(Blopmingtons Indiana University Press, 1984),




function and place of theinew culture.gy Despite the party’s
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| militant concept of partiinost®. Now partiinost® was held
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although partiinost® formed a cardinal prec E&Qﬁﬁ'?ﬁ#

proletarian literary theory, we must consider tF
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both direct continuwity and
First, reiterating Lenin®s e\
digtinct class phenomenon,

Today's literature is bef
fierce class battle.
UNConsciouws warriors
ideological front. The
fortresses and the b
literature.=®

At the same time,
3

first issue of their
: P U

call for a single .
Lok

indefatigably on
yroang

ideology in prole

Aol AT

that would
B TR
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explicitly claimed: "We shall also stand on guard over the
arganizational structure of the All-Russian Association of

Froletarian Writers and fight for its unification and

H&HO

c o : “
consolidation. October®s reaction, as we will see,

to

ewtra-artistic circumstances, particularly the NEP inspired

petty—bGUVQEOiSie resurgence, caused them to radicalize

partiinost® and to gnact a militant, *hard line® strategy
favoring exclusive communist control of literature.®?
The most significant extra-artistic circumstance was

the expansion into the literary field of the New Economic

Folicy. New publishing houses, private and official,

blossomed until by 1925 there were 3 times as many cperating

as in 1923, with 220 in Moscow alone. New literary
movements, schools, factions and groups formed, with their

own manifestos, adherents and journals, such as the Smiths,

Serapion Brothers, Futurists and October. Hence, far from

beirng one-sided, with the proletarian writers dictating
literary norms and practices, cultural policy allowed a

middle-ground for the intelligentsia. Alarmed by the

party’s ‘soft line® policy, which tolerated a diverse range
of literary positions and, thus, undermined centralized
proletarian control, October launched an offensive that

would "strengthen the communist line in proletarian

literature and strengthen organizationally the All-Russian

©® lerman Ermolaev, Soviet Literary Theories,
University of California Fress, 1963), p.Z29.

Sheila Fitzpatrick, "The "Soft® Line on Culture and Its

Enemies: Soviet Cultural Folicy, 1922-1927," Slavic

Review 33 (June 1974): 267-287.

(Rerkeley:

&H1



such an offensive, communist writers saw thems

purifying and restoring aoriginal revolutionary

Frominent fellow travelers, bourgeois speci

CARRAE oy Se
d Soviet professions, and wealth

o g
countryside allﬁobguﬁﬂ

dominate

rthemselves in the

communist social structure. For ma

therefore, only by DppDSinQ‘NER
: S TAPFIRES

rightful proletarian dominance.
i R

MHostility against NEF shaua

another extra-artistic featur

to supplant the older gener

were extremely young and ha@

Civil War. Hence, October h

mandates guaranteeing their F

fAs zealous defenders of
and partially educated you

October sought a polic

tion

S



pleksander Voraonsky, editor of the “thick® journal ‘Red
Virgin Soil," has left this insightful portrait of October,

his most implacable rival: A o pan i

They had passed through the cruel trainir
war and had acquired wide knowledge fi
file of the Communist Farty, but they
with the life of the workmen... While
waged they had no time to study
they are doing it Now. This gen
arms, and from its midst came t
regimental commancderss it fou
Fetersburg, Orel, and Rostov .
nomadic life... Now, howeve
heavy rifle these youths b
are strong, hardy ... a9
resolutely self-reliant. =
everything by stormi; s 9
schools, science, and art.

their own strength soberl
limits. ... Rather unmann
they spit, and they talk

Disillusicned by the absence

| their favor and increasingly
| comnunist writers, D:tnbéff$
by the proletariat in the
corellary, direct party

travelers.®S o 00 ﬁ'
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changing attitude on literature. Betwe

therefore, we S8 proletarian hagemo:%ﬁ

unity for October and the partymuﬁn
Soviet literature, which had prec

N L e
fellow travelers during NEF, was

: R
The party’s response to Oct

Lettres" (1925). Each +
fellow traveler, was able
defeat for the other. 0O
reflected throuwghout

First, the party p

is not, nor can th
statement, of
Organization a

inherent i é of



proletarian writers in their development. But party aid

that even tremporarily included NEF principles of tolerance

and free competition was repugnant to October. Supporting

the fellow travelers’ position, the document stated:

the party should declare itself in favor of the
free competition of various groups and tendencies in
this province. Any other solution of the problem would
bhe an official, pureaucratic pseudo-resolution. In the
same way it is inadmissible to legalize by a decree the
monopoly of the literary printing business by any other
group or literary organization. While morally and
materiallly supporting proletarian and proletarian—
peasant literature, and aiding fellow-travelers, the
party cannot offer a monopoly to any of these groups,
even the one most proletarian in'its:ideclogy.®®’

Fellow travelers could also delight in the party®s implicit
cersure of October for its alienating ‘communist conceit”.
"Marxist criticism," the document stated, "should once and
for all drive out of its midst all pretentious, halt-
literate, and self-satisfied cammunist conceit."®? Thus,
the party’s arbitration of literary conflicts, which had
been demanded by October, was unclear. Monopolistic control
of literature was not endorsed and no competing faction was
granted leadership authority, but the ideal of proletarian
hegemony was affirmed, pursuant to further development under
party guidance. Fellow travelers, protected by the revived
principle of free competition, were given . some breathing
space, & new immunity against October’s attacks.
The 1925 document was carefully constructed not to

alienate any faction and, as such, appeared a continuation

8 Edward J. Brown, The Proletarian Episode in Russian
Literature, 1928-1932, (New York: Columbia University
Fress, 1933), p. 239.

&% Tpid., p. 238.

s
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of NEF themes on culture. But despite its liberal facade as

the "Magna Charta Libertatu" for all Soviet writers, the

document specifically advanced the interests of October,
lready the controlling group of VAFF (All-Russian

alirea g

ion of Froletarian Writers) .7

: Two fundamental
fzsociat

objectives af October WEEE fulfilled: the Central Committee
recognized the principle of proletarian hegemony and, by
virtue of its arbitration, reasserted the right of party
interferrence in cultural matters. Leopold Averbakh,
leading spokesman for October, did not exaggerate when he

stated that only proletarian writers accepted the document

completely. With proletarian hegemony enshrined and the

party bound, at least in spirit, to communist literary

movements, the very context of Soviet literature favored

proletarian writers. The harm of proletarian dominance was

chvious to fellow travelers and there is evidence that they

were very disappointed by the document. ‘According to one,
Marietta Shaginyan, "a number of writers cherished hopes for

fresdom of the press."”7* Voronsky, who had been under

attack by October for publishing the works of fellow

travelers and for criticizing young proletarian writers,

rew, in his own words, " as silent as a stone," seldom
o :

replying to October’s insinuwations and charges that he had

7¢ Marc Slonim, Soviet Russian Literature:

Writers and

Froblems, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1977), p.
H50.
72 Herman Ermolaev, Soviet Literary Theories, (Berkeley:

University of California Press, 1963), p. 49.
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1 7R
Yed CcOmMMUl Sm. HEHCEB

betl’a

the Position of fellow
travelers could only weaken while October, galvanized by the

1925 document, strengthened their offensive,

cultural policy during this period, it

_eenphasiz®; Was generated by both the party

-
jiterary movements.

As Sheila Fitzpa
i11umir‘u.-_ﬂ;echI neither the party

;pppeed doctrine upon one anothe : AL s | Lot

and pelow, these two interact | , v ) e b e
Pmletarian hegemony.?®  And altho “ el 1925, “
proletarian hegemony shoul atkby ] Ly J“;j
jevelopment for Soviet lit ati e because t ek i v

aroused opposition and‘flfm :

ctill persisted, albeit in

enegmies, the bol

and purged.
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comrades, given them such rights and privilegesﬁthat»they

have lost all sense of proportion, lost humility..."74

Unleashing the cultural revolution, as Vormnsmyqﬁg“

i o
i e

FR e SERLCY

already moving relentlessly in;thgﬂg

hasis for complete proletarianizat T ‘ L

pourgeois intelligentsia,
even greater zeal after t
by the absence of explic
member, including Trots
October group pressed
imstitutions, demandi
travelers. Thus,

revolution in 1928 . right assault . A it hi ; .|

bourgeois intelligents
communist writel
clearing the w
construct of

by a pre

writers.,
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The class—-war conce
proletariat and bou
rensions betwee
privileged,

Eéagf confrontation between

M the ma;51? reflected real social

The antib erially disadvantaged and the
revolution——often v tbureaucratic drive of cultural
authority per It erging on an attack on established
/.ln'er :pﬁl .f? reflected real grievances of the
yD; ﬁ. ﬂg_~eraﬁ10n. Within the professions Communists
and Non-Communists tended to gather in potentially
antagonistic camps: the appeal for " ro?etarian
hegemony” in scholarship and the arts did ot
originally come from the party leadership, but from
groups within the professions and scholariy
1n5t}tutlon5' The specific forms that cultural
revmlUElon took in different areas were largely
determined by existing tensions and conflicts.”®

The class war was very much a trend pushed from below and
only fully supported by the party in 1928« =
Froletarian hegemony was being encouraged before the

1928 upheavel in another important way. @ At tﬁe same time

that the October group was aszailing the ‘soft line’ in

culture and demanding that one ideological program of

literature be endorsed by the partys it also dealt with

literature in a dictatorial and dogmatic manner.. Calm and

reasonable advancement of its position, an approach that

never attracted Dctober even during the permissiveness of

NEF, was neither accepted nor practiced. October®s mode of

operation consisted of imposing its own literary orthodoxy

and, hence, limiting the opportunities for dissident

opinions. October also initiated the style, repeated by

other proletraian groups, of supporting its doctrinal claims

with statements from the party.”® October®s ritualistic

Cultural Revolution in Russia:z

7% gheila Fitzpatrick, ed..
Indiana University Fress, 1984),

. 1928-1931, (Bloomington:
~ pp. 17-18. ;

> Herman Ermolaev, Soviet Lit
University of California Press,

'

erary Theories,‘iﬂérkeleyﬁni.
1963) , pp. 35—3b.




xtolling of the party as the Delphic Oracle of literature
further accustomed the party to both judicial and
legislative roles in Soviet culture. The overall effect of
chtnber’s dictatorial style was to delimit the context in
which Soviet literature could develop and to make the party
increasingly aware of its own greater capanity”ﬁ@ﬂﬁaﬂ%iﬁ

cultuwral policy. October’s effort to raducgfﬁﬁﬁgﬁgﬁ,ﬁ§"@ﬁ

one proletarian model foreshadowed in fund

soncialist realist model of 1934.77

1
>,
et
"
| g

The official sponsorship of class
revolution in the Soviet Union began

(summer 1928). Fifty—five mining eng:

abroad. All at once, the Shakhty inci

militant communist hostility against

war as a proletarian battle "against b
which are supported by the remnants an

influence, traditions and customs of the

e
77 Herman Ermolaev, Soviet Litera

University of California Fress,
78 Sheila Fitzpatrick, ed., Cultura
1228-1931, (Bloomington: Indiana
P e '
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an art, their own theatre and cinema, trying to use the
tate apparatus for that purpose."?® Thus, the Shakhty

incident exemplified the danger of continuing a tolerant

‘soft line’ policy towards the intelligentsia.
time, the Soviet government ended its reli

CLON
whom it portrayed as dup11c1tous bourg

calling for v1q11ance in the»face‘;ﬁh'
Mo longer allies, nor eventual
 Lunacharsky sympathet1cally sawi
had to be purged from the entire soc
new class of loyal ‘red speciali
The ascendancy of thelﬁharﬂ‘
culture was a victory for Stalin. .
the NEF cultural policy, such key p
Trotsky, Bukharin, Rykov, and Tom
with aspects of his program of i
and collectivization. Implicatbmn&&&

advocate, contrary evidence notwit

bourgenis wreckers and saboteurs cons
capitalist powers, the most‘effectiwe*mﬁﬁhﬁ
party members. Stalin’s role in in A
cultural revolution is not clear, butﬁh&ﬁi_

did use the new policy to remove rlvﬁ%gg

7% Gheila Fitzpatrick, ed., Cultural
1928-3%1, (Bloomington: Indiana Uni
p. 10 .

80 Oheila Fitspatrick, "The "Soft?
Enemies: Soviet Cultural Pwllmy,‘
Review (June 1974): E7Q.
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soft line® and, hence, to solidify their control within the

arty. Was the cultural revolution a master plot

orchestrated by Stalin as some Western historians have

suggested?®?r o KR E R

The victory of the "hard" line of cultural
over the "soft" line of conciliation coi
with Stalin®s victory over his opponent
leadership. Should we conclude that th
class war was Stalin®s own? 1 think
evidence to suggest that Stalin had
on cultural policy in the twenties

tions in cultuwral or educational dﬂb&,
remarkably few.®8=

R R R

What Professor Sheila Fitzpatrick has ar
used these class war policies as a dual
marimum force against his main party ene
new class of cadres into industrial, gov

positions.®® Embodied in the cultural r

proletarian hegemony, long delayed by the

Economic Folicy. Proletarian hegemony,

Writers, VAFF under the control of Dctnbar’ﬁi
reorganized and became RAPF (Russian Assoc

r

Froletarian Writers). Also during this Co

81 Gleb Struve, Russian Literature unde
1917-1953%, {(Norman: University of Ok
D we2dE

82 Gheila Fitzpatrick, "The "Spft?
Enemies: Soviet Cultural Policy,
Review (June 1974): 2864.

®% Oheijila Fitzpatrick, "Stalin and the
Flite," Slavic Review (September
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proletarians received official approval with speeches fraom
Lunacharsky, still Commissar for Enlightenment, Krinitsky
and Lazian, secretary of the Moscow party Committee.
Although the party’s endorsement was not explicitly for

RAFF, but again for the general conceptng#ﬂgﬁm&@iﬁfién'

literature, RAFF's subsequent behavior it saw

itselt as the chief interpreter and
literary policy. Between the begin
Year Flan in late 1928 and the cre
Writers in 1932, RAFP acted as the 1
Communist Farty. The relatinnship,.m
harmonious, represented an integra

of partiinost®. Lenins principle

accepted and promoted by RAFF.
fs early as 1925, the poet Ma
verse as an instrument of the Sovi
I want/ the Gosplan to sweat
aszignment of my year’s' tasks
be put on the same footing wi
Stalin, in the name of the po ‘ ! ,
reports on the production of ver h reports ] e, |
on pig iron and steel.®4 # '

With the announcement of the First

November 1928, Mayakovsky's belief

84 V. V. Ma\ﬁfa‘;@kaYFr bt an ie
Fravda, 1?&3} " 4:396.
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and

To

development of industry. It must now gouFQEWSWdﬁéh & faster

industrialization, collectlvxzation

ultimately, for the heroic dawn of

goals. RAFF declared that “the depic

'Five-Year Plan of Art."®® “The Soviet Union," Averbakh

stated, "has entered an epoch of constructive Socialism
according to a definite plan, and it is advancingrat a

furious rate. literature is lagging behind the gﬁﬂéral

PR3 o

y problem of Soviet literature...
itical power," Averbakh proclaimed ;
‘rule’ in the realm of culture.
... we must fight for proletaria
cultural revolution. All of our
measures have a class character.

peasant masses on the tracks of p

RAFF the Five-Year Flan was an exhila

ke

L 2

Harriet Borland, Soviet Literary
during the First Five-Year Flan,
Greenwood Fress, 1969), p. 23.
feorge Reavey and Marc Slonim,
frnthology. (New York: Covici IN
Harriet Borland, Soviet Li

during the First Five Yea
Fress, 196%9), p. 22.
Ibid.; p. 222

Ibid., p. 23,

Ibid., pp. 23-24.
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at last be put into effect. The death of capitalism and the

birth of socialism would be, as the poet Semyon Kirsanov

generation.

To Five-Year Flan forests/ go. peo
into depths/ of a thousand lands

stress,/ in smoke,/ in drone,/

will come,/ Russia/ socialist.

b 03 "_'t“!

An intense campaign was imple

2 LR RS -

literature for the success of the

Tl &

Lunacharsky’s departure from the

Enlightenment in the spring of 19

repeatedly denounced by RAFF for

lost its will and power to protect

intelligentsia.®® RAFF exercised
over literature and criticism duri

writers were often.denied the rigﬁﬁr
conducted the “literary equivalent®

through the persecution of prominent

and Evgeni Zamyatin on false chaﬁgeﬁfwT
i
the foreign press. In propagandizing
RAFF* e grandiloguent slogans gave tﬁééu
guality: "For A Great Aftvof ﬁclshavgg

Varnishers of Reality! For the Hegemon

?2 Timothy E. 0°Col
Anotolii | |
1983, pp.
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iterature! Ligquidate Backwardness!"sx "For Coal! For
Iron! For Machines! Each Literary Group should Work For

hese."®% Gpecial "literary shock-workers® and ‘worker-—

correspondents’ were assigned tasks of | km@wﬁggut'

factories, collectives and new constru as
;Dnieprostroy and Magnitostroy, a jou that
:the Central Committee actively enc 3

We must educate a type of liter , who can write

for the newspapers, who can give
descriptions of our socialist cc
gigantic achievements, and all o
need a fighting literature on
which will react to the burning ¢
construction and which will daily
around the task of carrying out
party.?2 ; el
The social command method, that is ass
of contemporary relevance to its we
response to the need for generating
socialist construction. In order tn'
these "agit-prop® writers, thousands of work
peasants, who had demonstrated some 1i
ushered into the ranks of RAFF, which also, _""
gndowed Five-Year Flan literature with a
proletarian voice. Here, moreover, thwqugmﬁ

PRI

*% Edward J. Brown, The Froletarian Ep
Literature, 1928-1932, (New York:
Fress, 1953)w punl7i,

e }aterlna Clark. "L1tt1e Heroes and B

hevolutlon in Russia, 1928-1931,
University Fress, 1984), p. 194.
B Edward Js Brawn, : i, ¢

Fress, 19‘3);‘ﬁm ﬁic:
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g% the worker-writers was the dramatic reality of

"proletarianization,”

3

R A A e A
Without an official mandate. but deemed closest to a
AR B A L e
central party line, RAFP mellltEd lite for the great

"

Moreover, the party’s call for “col

forces” in late 1929 encnuragéd

ranks around RAFF. By crusadlng &
’ & !
and absorblng cmmmun1st llterary”

as a 1eader of the cultural revol

i Pt

aasorted the independence o+ the
life®, was labelled a Trutskyxfe &l
"Red Virgin Soil." Even tﬁe‘very
Mavakoveky had to come to té;ms ;

el
joining that group in February 193

finally answering the call for

i

satirical plays produced, Bedbug
(1920, he acquiesced to the RAPP
differ. You know me; I, you. I am jo

know that outside of your arganlzatlan %
L T
further."?® In March MayaPovsky raad for
b tW¥$y
the Top of My Voice," the prelude to a poe
| : Lal B km

Flan, in which he declared: =
P

I*m fed/ to the tegt /

Hgd .Ql‘ff‘ .

?e Harriet Bor
during the
Fress, 196
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and pay guite a lot./ But 1/ mastered myself,/ and
crushed under foot/ the throat/ of my very own songs. G

On April 14, 1930 Naya}ovsly shot hlmself thraugh the heart.

Ladti } L\'
what prec1p1tated Mayalovsky s suwicide will never be
e B 5 :L:' S50
known, but undoubtedly hlS dismal eypérie e with RAFP: to

4 f“,m m' h:f &
~ whom he enclnsed cheerful greetlngs

de nota. was

one source of severe innner turmoi.
Brown®s biography: "From the mom
suicide the "secretariat"

itself with ‘re-educating® him
idenlogy and literature, a truly
' 7l

Some people recalled that on the

sessions with the talentless dog L
e

tyrants whose organization he had
b o mgmm

Mayakovsky's death, RAFF had attaCkEd h:mjf

\r“ 5 3" 4w

closeness to the masses and demanded public dis

SIS Eo T T

former allegiances; and, afterwards, it preven

pubilication of his works. postponed the apenzn“
S

museun, and erased his name frnm the schoﬂ&ch

g Uiy

casual remark, however, by Stalin an 1935 tun&m
Mayakovsky was "the best and most talented

. 3 -.s‘ss;‘
Soviet epoch’ resulted in a complete reha 1

Estranged from his previous literary grouw

*7 Y.V, Hayakovsky, &
Fravda, 1968), 8:1

?8 pdward J. Brown
(PFrinceton: Frinc
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mong the hostile RAFF community, who humiliated him as a

have seemed to Mayakovsky, "no other
To the astonishment of its lead

by the party on April 23, 1932 an

Union of Soviet Writers. The ‘ﬁ

= had mobilized literature for the !

Year Flan was abolished by the Cen

document entitled "On the Reforma

Organizations.” As in 1921 with

Economic Folicy, in 1932 the party

militancy. Incessant disputes and

purges of the bourgeois and commun

by the end, a chaotic effect upon

intelligentsia, as Stalin observed in hlﬁ
ek 4

19731, was supporting the Soviet ragiméa 4
e a4 B

About two years ago (mid=-1929) things

with us in such a way that the most qua

the old technical intelligentsia was
sickness of wrecking... That was a

Can we say that we now have just exactlv
conditions? No, this cannot be said.

we now have entirely different cond:

during the F
Fress, 19269), |
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reover, wreckers, the omnipresent saboteurs of Five-Year

lan industrialization, were working along side the

w, %

roletariat; with the redemptive consequence that . ¢

it would be incorrect and undialectic

to change our attitude towards the ;
technical forces of the old scho m more
attention and care, to attract t

work--such are the tasks.2©°

Although in Stalin®s view the
vas more cooperative, RAFF continuec
ultimatum: "With the agents of the b

kulakdom in literature, or with proli

s L5

travelers."'®* RAFF's persecution an
: E URIARRE
travelers, during a time of renewed

acconmodate these writers, could on Ve

cur e ot

 ‘hard line® behavior detrimental to the
process, but obviously pointless given the

intelligentsia®s change of heart. Worse's

tendency toward ‘neo-proletkultism.®
indirect literary arm of the party,‘RAP&ﬂnuﬁﬁ ‘

particular interpretation of the nature and

100 Harriet Rorland, Soviet Literary
during the First Five-Year Flan,
Greenwood Fress, 1969), p. 138,

101 Thid., p. 136.
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bstacles to the new period, and RAFP, uncompromising and

£i {‘”‘f’ ..!.:(‘F; &y

_ﬁhEmaw

1 of RAFF,

PLcides its cutdated hostility acsin
i

psychological characterization and

RS B
SN A8 AN

Man."*®2 0Only through truthful e

. 1 o A R
itz slogan "Tear Off the Masks",
@y

¥

discovered and the masked psycho

capitalism finally revealed and e

g

would RAFF tear off? Such unspeci

Favel Iudin, a Central Committee sp

In ouw condition what does the
the masks" mean? First of al
proletarian state? But our pr
conceal ite class character...
slogan without indicating from
removed is inadmissible.®%

Among the most glaring mistakes o
is the insistence on individual ps)
g

102 fdward J. Brown, The Froletarian
Literature, 1928-1932, (New York:
Fress, 1953). p. 208.

103 Thid., p. 207.

104 Thid., p. 207.




bgs;s of this was evolved the idealistic theory of the
living man, more fully formulated in the thesis: "The
world is man." The conclusion was closely bound up
with the following methodogical formulation: "The

analysis of individual ps * :
psychology" (Averbakh, O
Zadachakh Proletarskoi Literatury)...>©S ,

RAFF*s literary method, based upon complex

&

psychological portraiture and verisimiltude, was potentially
. 3 !Em.'“ By

negative, repellent features of Sovie
preference of the party, however, clear
years later, was for a positive, varni

literature.
et
The decision to arrest the momentu

i

hegemony and cultural revolution opened
, ' A

future promised more tolerance and litera
T8 M'W
mary factions there was a general sense o

atter ROFF's demise. During the two yearéﬁb
i v Lo 5 <

meeting of the First Congress of the Writ

Organizing Committee, composed of nine fellﬁ'
B

to create guide lines amenable to all fact
i
Union. It was in this climate that the

realism was introduced at the First Wri

JLi

105 | awrence H. Schwartz, Marxism a
Fennikat Fress Corp., 1980), p. &



pugust 1934.  Socialist realism was expressed mainly as &b

abstract method that all writers, communist and fellow
graveler, could accept. As Sheila Fitzpatrick explains:

When the period of “proletarian hegemony" ended in 1932
with the dissolution of RAPP, a decis:an was made to
organize an all-inclusive Union of &
which literary factions would be d:
"bourgeois" non-Communists adm;t
the Communists. Even the bour:
whose reputations as trouble
of the proletarians, were adm
not attacked. The formula
the Union adopted was not or
"party line," anymore than t
an instrument of total con
were initially intended tc
of proletarian and communist
room for literary diver
came later, with the mounti
193558 6t R ;

terms with
dists,
valed that
ew years
ism" which
as a
,Agd as

The liberalization tendency of th

visitors. Each spoke guardedly

tolerance. *®”
At the same time, huwevar%
partiinost® achieved 1t5 mnst auq;

1934, No longer under theflnﬂlrﬁQ
writers were placed under the dire

b DO o
founded Union of Soviet Writers.

'°® Gheila Flt‘patrlck, souk
3 A Reappraisal," 81 :
197 Rufus Mathewson.
i Lpok," Literat
a2, (New York: L
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terary facti
3 Y 10Ns who had established Soviet literature

1917 = A
ween 1917 and 1934 were united in one central

dministration.  Party contrel from that point on was, of
ourse, direct and immediate, Thﬁb&gﬂ@ﬁh#guﬁéw'StructurEs

iterature could become an effect '

rganized, planned and integrat as Lenin had

insisted in his 1905 article ™ on and Farty

Literature, o8 ; Siwiapl

Even more potentially co
ethod of socialist realisme
he Central Committee and St
First Writers® Congress, defi
speech. Soviet literature mu

herolc and serve the cause of Only

ane method, he declared, can g

We say that socialist real
Soviet literature and liter
presupposes that revolut1mn
into literary creation as a co
whole life of our party, the.
class and its struggle con
nost stern and sober practi
spirit of heroic deeds and magnifi
prospects. Our Communist Party ha
Ly v1rfup of the fact that it»has

broad vision, with a constant
struggle for the building of co
literature should be able to p
should be able to glimpse ow
no utopian dream, for our tomo
prepared today by CONSClOWsE, |

108 y 1, Lenin., Collected
. Fublishing Howse, 1962),
- '°% andrey Zhdanov, Lit
York: International P
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Cial]%t l"(-':‘alism was the dEPiCtiDn of rEality in ltg

fevulutinnary development. Mareover, the truthfulness and

historical concreteness of jte reality merged with the party

imperative of "ideological remolding and education of the

working class people in the spirit of socialism."i?® The

educative role of socialist realism coincided with Lenin’s
belief that literature must be an instrument of political

¥

indoctrination and ultimately "must become party .

t |

literature. "1

But socialist realism went far
’Lenin’E article. The new method fﬁ
irevalutionary romanticism, reality a
| reality as it should be. Socialist
reality that sustained the promise

"magnificent future.” "We represen

method by 1934,
Can we imagine the institution c
1934 without the principle of parti

legacy of literature’s service to

110 fndrey Zhdanov, Literature
York: International Publishers

143 y,1, Lenin, Collected Works
Fublishing House, 1962) ‘

YRR Andrei Sinyaveky,
Fantheon Books, 196K
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rinally dominated Sovi et literary thought and activity-

dhat pcowrred between 1905 ang 1934 was the institutional-

zation of partiinpst:, After the Qart11nost’ 04 11terature

was established, many of those who had oppmsed or defended

hartiinmst’-~varnnsky,

Averhakh, Eabel, Dlesha, P11 nak;
oy ¥ k

- of official policies and po51tlnns

over and over agaxn the mean1ng of
] DORRSEA A
to "party literature,"213

et

LA Lehin;
Fublishing
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