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Appendix:

Lecture by Profebsor Peter Benno at
the International Symposium on Soviet
Titerature in the Sixties on September
5, 1963 in Bad Wiessee,

Introduction

In the paper below Professor Peter Benno, an American
expert on Soviet literature, expounds his highly intriguing
view of what happened during the past two years in the Soviet
artistic world., At present his account is unique in that it
relies on a scarcity of documentation and a wealth of "in-
side ¥nowledge". While this fact does not necessarily mean
that it is inaccurate in any particular detall, ¥ does mean
that all of the undocumented and unconfirmed statements and
ijmplications in it should be approached with a healthy de-
gree of scepticism, and should be checked, wherever possible,
against the harder information also available in the West.

The Positions of Kozlov and Suslov

The key statement made by Professor Benno, on the authority
of his own sources,is that Kozlov and Suslov were the "princi-
pal negative spokesmen" within the Presidium on the issue of
whether "One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich"' should be
published, Certainly this allegation tallies with the popular
Western image of Suslov, but not enough is known in the West
for Kozlov's views on literature to be identified with any
degree of certainty. More important, however, is the fact
that Professor Benno himself reports that, after their second
reading of "One Day" Both Suslov and Kozlov approved of pub-
1ication "silently".

In other words the "objections" of these two central figures
in the Presidium were withdrawn after one lecture from Khrush-
chev. Hence the probability would seem to be that they must
have known that the majority in the Presidium would side with
Knrushchev, since otherwise their "objections" need not have
collapsed so quickly. Another possibility, perhaps a proba-
bility in view of the strong vested interest that both of them
geem 1likely to have in destalinization, is that neither of them
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were strongly opposed to "One Day" in the first place. The
key ascertainable fact about Suslov's career is that in 1957
when Khrushchev was in a minority in the Presidium, Suslov
voted with the Party leader against the anti-Party group. It
is worth recalling Suslov's speech to the 22nd Congress:

"In the first years after the 20th Congress the Party
met with bitter opposition from the anti-Party group of
Molotov, Kaganovich, Malenkov, Voroshilov, Bulganin and
others, who tried to push the Party from the Leninist
path and return it to the times of the cult of the indi-
¥idual, As is known this contemptible group of faction-
alists, detached from the people, stubbornly opposed the
implementation of such vitally important measures, warm-
ly approved by all the people, as development of the vir-
#in lands, reorganization of the management of industry,

development of inner-Part democracy, restoration of legail-
it ang others, Nany persons in this group were directly
ﬂ; ty of mass repressions against honest Commun sts in -
the period of the cult of the individual..."
In other words, Suslov was calling, almost openly, for
the trial of the anti-party group. On the overt record, at

least, one can not see clearly why he would oppose "One Day.,."
with much vigor,

Secondly there is the less important question of Kozlov.
Despite Kozlov's greater prominence at the time as unoffi-
cial Second Secretary of the CC, his position, even if it could
be determined with precision, has now become less vital due to
his second serious illness, which bids fair to remove him from
the contemporary scene as a crucial factor in the Presidium.
The major fact about Kozlov's career is that he owes it large-
ly to his close connections with Khrushchev,thirough whom he
obtained the post of First Secretary in Leningrad in 1953.
Under Khrushchev, Kozlov became a candidate member of the
Presidium in February 1957, and his services to his chief b
were such as to warrant promotion to full membership of the
Presidium when the anti-Party group was liquidated. Two years
later (in 1959) Khrushchev personally told Mr. Harriman that
Kozlov had been selected as 8 successor. Would Khrushchev
have passed on such information to a distinguished represen-
tative of what was then still the main enemy of the USSR
had Kozlov been opposed to him on literary matters, which in
the USSR are largely a reflection of politics? It seem impro-
bable,

In fact, a student of politics might ask, in how many coun-
tries, authoritarian, totalitarian or democratic, does the
second in command oppose the leader? Does Pompidou oppose
de Gaulle? Or Liu Shao-chi Mao Tse-tung? Or Butler Macmillan?
Or Shehu Hoxha?

On the whole it seems more prudent to expect that second
secretaries are chosen by Khrushchev because they are loyal
and able executives of his policies. Kozlov's report to the
22nd Congress, like Suslov's, comes to mind:
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m,..Molotov and the others wanted a return to the
days, so painful for our party and country, when the re-
prehensible methods and actions spawned by the ocult of
the individual held sway and when no one was safe from
arbitrary and reépressive acts..."

"And so0 on for ten blazing paragraphs, including a demand
that Molotov, Kaganovich, and Malenkov should be "called to
gtrict account” for their criminal acts.

Certainly none of this proves that Kozlov does not oppose
nIvan Denisoviéh", But it raises the question as to why he
should have done, and as to how resolute he was in his opposi-
tion. If one rereading amd the lecture from his boss were
enough to change his mind, he sounds an improbably pusillani-
mous type to have acquired such high stature.

The Autumn of 1962.

Another segment of Professor Benno's report deals with the
autumn of 1962, when everyone will agree that Khrushchev was
in a state of temporary descendency as a result of his defeat
in the Cuban missiles question. The Professor says:

n,,.Khrushchev was in a certain amount of trouble.
Kozlov, although not being in any way an enemy, out to
remove Khrushechev, certainly acquired, for a time at
least, a right to bridle his master's outbursts of en-
thusiasm somewhat..."

But did he? The only real evidence of the Kozlov-Ehrushchev
relationship available here comes from the incident of the
Mayday slogan on Yugoslavia, which was published in an inoffen-
sive, status quo form while Kozlov was in charge in Moscow,
only to be reversed and made much more offensive (to the Chin-
ese) as a result, presumably, of the intervention of Khrushchev
from his Black Sea resort.

Admittedly this incident applies to a period some five months
later than November 1962, but it scarcely bears out the picture
of a Kozlov able to "bridle his master's outbursts”.

As for the "few rather informed individuals" who were saying
to Professor Benno that "no provision was made" at the November
Plenum for political and ideological control after the split of
the CPo hto industrial and agricultural sections, they them-
selves were simply misinformed. If they had read Khrushchev's
speech at the Plenum, they would have seen that the First Sec-
retary specifically dealt with this point - as was indeed to
be expected..It is over-optimistic %o imagine that the man who
for ten years has led a Party devoted to political and ideolo-
gical control in every sphere of Soviet life would somehow
farget, or omit, to provide for its continuance after his far-
reaching organization. What Khrushchev said was that Party
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organizations would henceforth concentrate their chief atten-

on production and "subordinate all other kinds of work - organi-
zational, ideological and cultural-upbringing work - to the ac-
complishment of the basic task" (Pravda, November 20th, 1962).
It is a far ory from subordinatin 1declogy to economics to
"making no provision for 1%, "

The "Working Class Revolts of 1962

Professor Benno reports that, after the price rises of
June 1962, "there had been a ver; considerable number of
working-class revolts, not all of which we ow about.

We know about such things as Kemerovo and Novocherkassk. We
don't know about such things as Murom and so forth..."

This passage needs examination with a little more detail.
Firstly, if there were revolts which we don't know about, it
seems the better part of valour to exclude them from our cal-
culations, But the Kemerovo and Novocherkassk riots probably,
not certainly, did take place, and the fact that we may know
of two such instances, in a nation of 220,000,000 people, as
a8 result of the massive price rises of 25-35 percent in the
summer, not only should be put in proportion, but also deserves
to be recalled for its centemporary significance.

Bread,grain, flour, maccaroni and groats are all in such
short supply in Mgscow at present that the first two items
are being rationed while the last three have disappeared from
the shops completely (Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 17 Sep-
tember 1963). Inevitably there wilil ge pressure on the black
and grey market prices, and since these foods are even more
fundamental than the meat, butter and milk products affected
last summer, it would be reasonable to expect that at least
some outbreaks of workers' discontent may be experienced in
1963 as well. The possibility that state store prices for
bread will also be affected clearly exists, if the economic
vrattern of shortage and inflationary response seen last year
is followed again, but any such move would be greatly inhibited -
by the visionary promise of free bread under "communism" which
was s0 rashly made in the Party Program. From the point of view
of Khrushchev's image, he would no doubt prefer to deplete
his foreign currency reserves by the current massive purchases
of Canadian wheat rather than be forced to 1lift another basic
food price, and give yet another inflationary twist to the
spiral,

But %o return to Professor Benno, there is no evidence which
would allow Murom to be put in the same class as Novocherkassk
and Kemerovo. Murom was a straightforward attack on a militia
station carried out by six men, of whom three were subsequentl
sentenced to death (see Background Information, 16 August 1963),
It is not known what was the cause of the "outbreak" but it
may just as well have been an error of Justice, or the attempt
of a group of criminals to free an arrested gang-leader, as
anything to do with price rises and "working-class revolts,"
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The Serebryakova-Kozlov "Plot"

One of the most unconvincing passages in Professor Benno's
report is his attempt to link Serebryakova with Kozlov. All
that this lady is actually known to have done is to attack
Ehrenburg for being a favorite of Stalin (which is true), to
have accused him of destroying the other members of the
Jewish anti-fascist committee, an allegation easily made but
entirely unproven (the NKVD was quite capable of destroy-
ing them on its own, with or without Ehrenburg), and finally
40 have said that she learnt this from Poskrebyshev in a
sanatorium.

From this Benno concludes that she was criticizing Khrush-
chev, despite the fact that Khrushchev himself was loudly cri-
ticizing Ehrenburg at the time, and the Professor adds that
she could "only" have done so with the connivance of Kozlov,

A splendid example of the most classical form of non-sequitur.
Tncidentally it is hard to see what Kozlov stood to gain from
these "revelations". The sympathies of Jewish intellectuals?
It seems improbable, The revelation that Poskrebyshev has not
been liquidated although he should have been for his record
under Stalin? But Benno seems to believe that Kozlov heads

the "reactionary Stalinist establishment" (this theory is ex-
pounded most clearly in the middle of p. 8 below), and if so
would he really want Poskrebyshev liquidated?

Conclusion

The outline of the literary struggle given below can scarce-
1y be faulted, even if much documentation is conspicuously lack-
ing (for example was Chakovsky really an NKVD agent?)

But the projection of literature into Presidium politics
is most unconvineing until some much more solid evidence is
forthcoming. Analytically it seems more logical to blame the
many neo-Zhdanovite actions of Khrushchev's Presidium in the
field of literature on Khrushchev himself, and on the men he has
gradually selected to pack the Presidium over the past ten
years, than to suppose that the trouble stemmed from a Suslov-
Kozlov axis in disagreement with the First Secretary. From the
point of view of Western propaganda as well, the former pic-
ture seems likely to be far more rewarding.

Irel'. Lo
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THE BEHIND-THE-SCENES STRUGGLE BETWEEN THE SO-CALLED LIBERAL AND
CONSERVATIVE FORCES IN MOSCOW DURING 1962-1963

Professor Peter Benno at the
International Symposium on Soviet Literature
in the Sixties on September 5, 1963 in Bad Wiessee.

What happened last fall between the time the publication
of Solzhenitsyn's story was authorized and the time, I think,
it was October 21, that Yevtushenko's Nasledniki Stalind. ap-
peared in Pravda? To understand this fully, 1 think we have
to go back to two things. First of all, after the brief thaw
and re-freeze of 1956-1957, the liberals, and again I am using
this term in a very vague and loose sense, in fact regained most
of the ground they had lost in 1957. This is true not only of
literature but of the cinema, musiec, scholarship, anything you
want in Soviet cultural life. Things that were rather roundly
condemned and seemed to put an end to in 1957, by 1962 had -
again become current, What occurred was a slow erosion of the
harsh positions established in 1957, small gains every year
or every six months which, by 1962, added up to a rather con-
siderable - at least, considerable in the Soviet context - re-
conquest of what had been possible in 1956 and early 1957,

On top of this, at the end of 1961, Khrushchev embarked, for
reasons of economic policy, on the modernization of the Party
cadres. This arouses opposition within the Presidium and within
the Party at large. To overcome this opposition he attacks
Stalin and thereby indirectly attacks the people who are opposing
him. Well, he tried this at the XXII nd Party Congress, made a
very melodramatic and impetuous gesture, and I think that im-
petuousness is certainly part of his political style, of remov-
ing the body from the mausoleum. This aroused great hopes among
the liberal intelligentsia, whowented a liberalization; I repeat
not just of culture, but of the whole of Soviet life These
hopes, however, were immediately dashed after the XXiInd Party
Congress. At the ideological conference presided over by Ilyichev U
in November 1961, it was made amply apparent that this time
there was going to be none of the nonsense that had followed
the XXth Congress in 1957. The only gain that the liberals
made on the front of purging Stalinist personnel in the cultur-
al world was to expel Yakob Elzberg from the Writers' Union,
Elzberg was a very minor figure, really, in the Stalinist 1it-
erary establishment, and it was for this reason that he, rather
than someone much more prominent, such as Lesyuchevsky or
Sofronov, was sacrificed.

So, as of the spring of 1962, there was a great feeling

of frustration in the liberal reformist intelligentsia, that

this time nothing would happen. And this feeling of frustra-

tion, I think, explains a good deal of the virulence of what
happened in the fall of 1962, Then, for his own political rea-
sons, which we needn't go into any furtherc, he himself, Nikita
Sergeyevich, in the summer of 1962, at the same time that he

set up the disposition of military forces that led to the Cuban
fiasco, that is, fiasco from the Soviet point of view, of October,
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decided to embark on another campaign of . de-Stalinization,
no doubt to achieve what he had failed to achieve at the XXIInd
Party Congress., And it is for this reason that the story
One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich was published, and we
should not forget that the publication of that story was es-
sentially a political decision. It was not published simply
because Tvardovsky thought it was a good story and ought to
get out., It was published because Nikita Sergeyevich had
expressly authorized its publication.

Well, what can we piece together about how it happened to
get published? It would seem that, as a result of the dis-
appointment provoked by the small results in the way of purging
ex-Stalinist personnel after the XXIInd Party Congress, a group
of liberal writers in the Moscow Writers' Union decided  to
promote this particular story. Now, they had a choice of other
stories., There are quite a few of these things in the Soviet
Union. Before October of last year they did not cihrrulate widely.
A story such as this would be shown only to a very few initimate
riends, This particiilar story was most probably chosen because
is hero was a peasant, a simple man of the people. This would
appeal not only to Nikita Sergeyevich but to an individual through
whom the story had to be got first, namely Tvardovsky, and I
think - well, I know - one can maintain, that Tvardovsky would
react negatively to a story about camp life, the hero of which
was a member of the intelligentsia. In fact he hasé done so. There
is this popular-peasantist element in Tvardovsky, as in Khrush-
chev. This would seem to be the reason why this particular story
was chosen. The story was promoted with Tvardovsky, who espoused
the cause of its publication, who then took it to Adzhubey, who,
for his reasons, which we needn't go into - they're fairly
opportunistic - also bought the idea of publishing this. It
was then transmitted to Khrushchev's secretary, who read bits
of the thing to the old men when he had a free moment, and
then one day the o0ld man caught fire, and asked to hear the
whole thing to the end. He caught fire - why? Not out of humani-
tarian reasons, but because this seemed to him like an ideal
vehicle for unmasking Stalinism. as a system and for attacking
.’ﬂmse individuals in the 'apparat' whom he wanted to get rid
of. He then had tie story multiplied in a number of copies,
distributed to the members of the Presidium., After they had
read it a first time they came back. .It would seem that the
principle negative spokesmen were Kozlov and Suslov with a num-
ber of objections. Nikita Sergeyevich said - 'this, of course,
is a rumor, but it's a rumor fairly close to the horse's mouth -
made one of his scenes, saying'that there's a Stalinist in each
of you, thereé's even some of a Stalinist in me. We must root
this thing out,' and so forth. They were sent back to read it
again, and at a second meeting they approved the publication
of the thing silently. That is, no one opposed him, he was re-
ported, rather reliably, to have said, 'Sto no kampaniya, a poli-
tika.' In other words, and this word got around Moscow, the
fact that it was believed - this is important, as whether or
not Nikita Sergeyevich actually said it - this word got around
Moscow., Indeed,while the battle for the decision to publish
the story was being made, it's fair to say that, oh, a good half
of the upper echelons of literary and political Moscow had read
the thing in manuscript. It was quite widely kmown in September
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and October, although it had not been known, except to a tiny
handful of people, before that,

So, given the contents of the story, the fact that it
unmasked Stalinism-as a system and the various stutterings of
Nikita Sergeyevich - whether true or not - that filtered down
to the intelligentsia, this was taken as a green light to go
ahead and get all those people such as Lesyuchevsky and company,
some of whose activities I mentioned in the part of the report
that is written out. At the same time, and for similar reasons,
Nikita Sergeyevich bought Yevtushenko's Nasledniki Stalina, which
is obviously on the same theme, The trou e 18 no longer Stalin
himself, it's all little Stalins sitting around in intermediate
positions of power in Soviet society. Nasledniki Stalina had
been written shortly after the XXIInd arty Congress, t cir-
culated quite widely in the Soviet Union for almost a year be-
for its publication. I even believe that Yevtushenko read
it on a number of occasions at some diplomatic, or other, recep-'
tion. He passed in an envelope to Khrushchev a letter saying
"Well, you've made the XXth Party Congress, XXIInd Party Congress,
you've destalinized, why is it, then, that my poem, Nesledniki
Stalina, cannot be printed? Why is it, then, that Shostakovich's

rteenth Symphony, to the verses of Babiy Yar, Yumor,...there
were five things, I think Strakhi was one of the poems of Yev-
tushenko for which the symphony had been written - why is it that
this symphony cannot be played?" This also was in September-
October, and Nikita Sergeyevich decided to authorize both the
symphony and the publication of the story as a part of this
new anti-Stalinist campaign. Well, the word go out in mid-October
that the story had been authorized and the verses were published,
if I'm not mistaken, on the 21st October.

Well, all this created, coming after the deep frustration
of the winter and spring of 1961-1962, an immense wave of hope-
ful enthusiasm that at last. the great day had dawned and real
freedom, not as we would understand it, but as the Soviet liber-
als demanded, this real freedom of a sort that a very enlightene
despot would grant, was about to...the day of such freedom was
about to dawn in the Soviet UNion, and more particularly, with
respect to literature, that at last a real honest literature
would be possible,and that’'novatorstvo', experimentation, modern-
ism, also could be possible. This feeling was reinforced because
the "watch-dog" of ideological purity, namely Dmitriy Polikarpov,
g0t into trouble at the same time. Or rather, it became known
in October that he was in trouble. He was in trouble, it would
seem, for the following reasons: Khrushchev 2ot around to read-
ing, or at least looking at Doctor Zhivago only some time in the
spring of 1962, After looking at it he blew up and said that
this book, although it is not terribly pro-Soviet, is so abstruse -
that it could appeal to and be understood only by a handful of
intellectuals, who think badly anyway, it was a great mistake
to make a 'meshdunarodny skandal' out of this and a hero out of
Pasternak, to cause a whole lot of embarrassment and trouble. The
mé&n who made this mistake is Polikarpov, he received a ‘vygovor'
(reprimand) and as of October, &b the same time that it was decdided
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to publish Solzhenitsyn's story and Yevtushenko's verses,

the rumor was going around that - then it was so widely be-
lieved that I think it reflects the truth- that Polikarpov was
to be fired, his 'otdel' (department) of literature and cul-
ture. in other words 'otdel' of consorship, or rather 'big-
outfit' in the Central Committee was to be liquidated and in
its place was to be put a much smaller ideological commission
presided over by Ilyichev., Ilyichev is not exactly a nice man,
however, what impressed the public was that this ideological
commission would be a small affair and therefore could not en-
gage in the massive preliminary censorship that Polikarpov's
much bigger 'otdel' had engaged into, and indeed a few people
with a sense of history and a knowledge of it compared this to
1857, when Alexander II said you could talk about the problem
of how to emancipate the serfs, and this was sort of the green
light to talk about all sorts of things that had been tabu for
30 years, So all these things taken together: produced a tre-
mendous upsurge of optimistic liberal feelings which, I

feel it is not illegitimate to compare with the spirit in Poland
in, let's say, the spring of 1956, not the fall, when the out-
break actually occurred. The main difference of course, between
Russia and Poland is that in Poland in 1956, because of national-
istic reasons, the intelligentsia had the people with them,
whereas in 1962 in Russia the people were quite remote from the
whole thing and, as we'll see in a moment, when the chips were
down, sided with the government and against the intelligentsia.
So this was a wave of optimistic enthusiasm, which, moreover,
had very practical results of two sorts. First of all, a flood
of literature as daring as Solzhenitsyn's story, and often on
the same things, namely the purges, the camps and so forth.

It was stuff that had been sitting around in the bottom of desk
drawers, or it had been shown to five or six, or ten or twelve
very intimate friends, poured into the various 'izdatelstva’
(publishing houses). Very often the people who did this knew
that they didn't have a chance of getting it published, and the
general expectation was that each periodical could take only
one story on the camps, However, and as a matter of act, each
one was supposed to, or at least this was widely believed -
nevertheless, when you send your story into an 'izdatelstvo',

by law it has to be read by, I forget exactly how many people,

something between six and ten comes to mind - these people

show it to their friends, it gets copied, it gets circulated,
and to speak in terms of a concrete case, a story submitted to
Sovetsky Pisatel (The Soviet Writer) presided over by Lesychev-
gky, and this was a deliberate gesture of defiance: to him,

this was done in Mos@ow, Three weeks later the author in ques-
tion found out that the story was already circulating in Lenin-
grad. So, once the stuff gets out, it goes very fast, and

this, submitting a story or poem for publication, is, in fact,
half publication, or crypto-publication, because the people

who do this know full well that the stuff will get circulated;
it will wind up in the KGB files, it might even get abroad, and
so forth. Therefore, when they eémbark on this it's a

very deliberate gesture, and they are expecting, and indeed hoping
for a fair amount of notoriety. Well, an immense flood of liter-
ature that Polikarpov would call 'subversive', in other words,
honest literature about the worst aspects of Soviet 1life, not
only under S;alin but also under the present day, because people
really believe that after Khrushchev had authorized so earth-
shaking an item as Solzhenitsyn's story, that almost anything
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short of a personal attack on him or on communism as such,
could get by.

At the same time, and just as significantly, there were in
all of the cultural organizations, rather dramatic revolts
against the Stalinist establishment when the Stalinist establish-
ment still controlled such an organization. Of course, the
Moscow Writers' Union had for some time passed in the hands of
liberals. However, the Union of Painters was not, the Academy
of Fine Arts was not, and so forth. And so there were revolts
against the organizational leadership in a whole series of
organizations. The revolts were varticularly dramatic in the
Union of Cinema Workers, where it was quite openly said that
all censorship has to be abolished, otherwise you'll never get
any decent cinema in the Soviet Union, and the people who
stand for this must be thrown out. In the Dramatists' and
Actors' Union, and finally, and this is a very important item,
in the Academy of Fine Arts and in the Painters' Union, <
What happened in the Academy of Fine Arts was that Polikar-
pov himself, his position by the time greatly dented, appeared
before the body to present the official Party list of candidates
for the forthcoming elections, and he was whistled off the
stage to hoots and boos and remarks about his past., Well, this
is a real 'bunt’'. This, together:with the outpouring of sube:
versive literature I've already mentioned, obviously created
the deepest sort of alarm and panic among all the Lesyuchev-
skys, Yermilovs in literature, Serovs, Gerasimovs in painting
and various names that come to you in any domain of cultural
activity, also created the deepest alarm in the minds of such
peoplé : at the very top, as Kozlov,

So there was this revolt on a scale that I think 1956, 1957
does not produce, Moreover, one thing that was quite signifi-
cant about this revolt of the autumn, the late autumn of 1962,
was that for the first time the 'vperedovyye liberalnyye intelli-
genty' were followed by a rather large, let's say for want of
a better term, middle-class liberal public of consumers of U
this culture. The word got around rather quickly what was
2oing on in the various painters' and writers' and so forth
unionsy people of "liberal" persuasion obviously approved it.
Then a few other events happened. Khrushchev's Cuba policy
fell through. There is a fair amount of indirect evidence,
which time forbids going into now, that this somewhat shook
his position. It's fair to say that there was a great deal
of "I told you so" talk in higher governmental circles, in the
Presidium, a feeling of wounded national pride and nationalistic
chauvinistic sentiment in the Party 'apparat', the armed forces
at large. In other words he was in a certain amount of i trouble,
Kozlov, although not being in any way an enemy. out to remove
Khrushchev, certainly acquired, for a time at least, a right
to bridle his master's outbursts of enthusiasm somewhat. And
it was.,.this is one thing. Xhrushchev in a very bad humor
and in temporary descendency. The second thing was that at
the November Plenum of the Central Committee the splitting of -
the Party into two divisions, one for agriculture and one for
industry, was announced, And here I'm not Just speculating, I'm
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repeating what a few rather informed individuals were saying.
This threw the whole 'appa®t' into great disarray because, in
the way the split was set up, no provision was made for what
had until then been one of the primary, if not the primary,
functions of any given 'obkom', namely political and ideologi-
cal control. The various 'obkomy' were, essentially, organs
of political administration and the split was designed to turn
them into organs of economic administration, and in the two
new 'obkomy' foreseen for each province, no provision was
made for a local Polikarpov., N,w, whether this was oversight
or deliberate is not clear. At any event, and this is impor-
tant, it was felt as a slighting of the importance of matters
ideological. Moreover, it meant that the average 'apparatchik',
used to political administration and ideological control, was
cast in a new, and to him unfamiliar role, namely that of eco-
nomic administrator, where his responsibility for success or
failure could be pinned down, where he was not at all sure of
‘hisiability to perform. A% the same time, he was dismayed by
gthig revolt of, let's say, liberal-intellectuals, followed by
this, let's say, broad middle-class liberal public, which
seemed to him to menace anarchy,disorder, weakening of Soviet
power, and so forth. We should not forget that all this took
place against a background where in the previous months, after
the price rises of June, there had been a very considerable
number of working-class revolts, not all of which we know
about. We know about such things as Novocherkassk and Kemerovo.
We don't know much about such things as Murom ani so forth,
There were quite a number of such things, which clearly, greatly
preoccupied the average Party 'appamtchik’ and kence increased
their dismay at this revolt, coinciding with a disorganization
of the administrative apparatus. The feeling of disarray
in the Party apparatus strengthened the hand of those in the
Presidium, such as Kozlov, and, it should be assumed, also Sus-
lov, who thought that Nikita Sergeyevich had gone too far in
authorizing this story. Nikita Sergeyevich no doubt was having
after-thoughts himself when he saw the mess that had broken
out. Hence, these people, let's say conservatives, Stalinists,
Owhatever you want, organized what everyone interpreted to be
the provocation of his visit to the Manezh,

Now, the immediate purpose of this provocation, and at least
Polikarpov and Furtseva were in on it inmitially, if not
Kozlov, the immediate purpose of his provocation was touvurndo
what had been done when Polikarpov had been whistled off
the stage when he presented the 1ist of candidates for the
elections to the Academy of Fine Arts, namely, to get the of-
ficial 1ist, headed by Serov, elected. Well, they took Nikita
Sergeyevich in a very bad mood to this thing, showed him ex-
actly the kind of stuff that would make an 'obyvatel' such
as he, see red. He delivered himself of the remarks which
you no doubt read in Encounter. The next day these people, that
is, the conservatives, seized on this as a pretext to launch
a massive campaign in modernism in art. The immediate purpose
of this was to get Serov elected - they won,

Because the party was in such general disarray, however,
and the liberal revolt was of such proportions, the attack
was soon extented to literature, music and so forth, and in
massive quantities. Day after day, obscurantist articles
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of one sort or another poured forth, to the immense dismay

and surprise of the liberal intelligentsia, However, the
liberal intelligentsia did not lose faith in the leader be-
cause of this. They were still not impressed by the, what was
to them, the unheard-of gesture of publishing this gory,

they felt the whole thing was a misunderstanding, he was in

a bad mood, he doesn't understand this sort of art, 'okolpach-
ki starogo duraka,' but this could be undone if only you could
talk to him reasonably. Then it was announced that there

would be & meeting between the heads of government and leaders
of the artistic world, a meeting that finally took place on,

I believe, December 17th, I think that's the right date. This
was interpreted by the liberal intelligentsia as a liberal ges-
ture. Nikita Sergeyevich was inviting them to explain to him
what art was all about, and he would benevolently listen,

Just like he had benevolently listened to the people who had
pleaded the cause of the story Ivan Denisovich. And on the

eve of the December 17th meeting there was an atmosphere in
Mosecow of great hopefulness, The meeting was to take place -
on the Monday. Over the weekend people felt that when this
great Monday dawned the misunderstanding would be cleared up
and the progress begun and the publication of the story would
continue, Well, when the meeting occurred, of course, exactly
the opposite from what the liberal intelligentsia expected,
took place.

. First of all, in Ilyichev's speech, which was by no means
published in full, there is a violent attack on Shostakovich's
Thirteenth Symphony and the verses of Babiy Yar, because this

raises what to Ilyichev was the dead issue of anti-Semitism,
stirred up national animostities in the Soviet Upnion. He re-
quested Shostakovich in very stern terms to withdraw the
symphony, which was to have its premiere the next day, saying
that if you are with the people "you will withdraw this thing.
Nikita Sergeyevich interrupted several times, delivered himself
of a few remarks that could easily be construed as condoning
a certain anti-Semitism, The public, about 400 or 600 writers,
I forget exactly what, was dghast atithis, because it shattered
the image of the enlightened despot they had, and destroyed
let's say, their naive monarchist illusions, The high point

of the meeting, however, was a speech by the biographer of
Marx, a lady named Serebryakova, who, as you probably know,

was the widow of the Minister of Finance in the twenties,
Sokolnikov, former Trotskyite. In order to fully understand
the import of what she said you should remember that she's
Jewish. She spent 21 years in Siberia and, as people said, 'ona
ne stolko sidela, skolko lezhala'., She didn't have too bad

a time in the camps, was the mistress of at least one commandant,
had two children, was eventually brought back and was sort of
the regime's alibi for the whole camp business. She would say,
"Yes, I'm grateful to the Party for having purged me of my
Trotskyite errors, poor old Stalin carried the thing on too
long, therefore I'm grateful to Nikita Sergeyevich for liber-
ating me, Long live Nikita Sergeyevich and the Leninist Cen-
tral Committee of our great and glorious Party!" This sort

of thing, I mean, the alibi for the regime among the returnees
from the camp, here was an ideal person to answer the clique
that had promoted Solzhenitsyn, who obviously implies a
very different picture of the meaning, of the phenomenon of

the camps.
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Well, she got up and exploded a bomb. This, inecidentally,
most of this i® in Le Monde for December twenty-something, I
forget the exact date, by saying that "many comrades are now
shouting about the right to 'novatorstvo', to experimentation,
shouting for more liberty, contact with the West, teaching us
moral lessons., Yet what were they doing under S4alin? Let
us take, for example, the case of Comrade Ehrenburg, who is
now making so much of a noise. He was Stalin's favorite, he
was Stalin's chief propagandist, and indeed it was he who
'pogubil' (destroyed) the other members of the Jewish anti-
fascist comittee. Comrades, how do I know all this? Because
I passed my vacation, 'ya otdykhala', in the same sanatorium
with Poskreybyshev, who was writing his memoirs." 'Well, R SERL
gasps of surprise and indignation, because everyone had S
assumed that Poskrebyshev had long since gone the way of so 'F
much flesh under Stalin. Also, realization that she had £5 9
not made such a remark on her own, because Stalin and Poskreby- s
‘shev are by no means dear people to Khrushchev. She was, in e

gsense, criticizing, quite rightly, criticizing, Khrushchev. R
She could only have done this, only with connivance in the very B
highest places; in other words, in the Presidium, in other + el
words, Frol Kozlov, If you put this together with the way e
Kochetov had dare fire, as I mentioned the other day, Dymshits, k¥
after he himself, namely Khrushchev, had ordered periodicals
to produce reviews of Solzhenitsyn's book; this is what people
did, you have the picture that this misunderstanding at the
Manezh, which at the time, people realizes, went at least to
Furtseva and Polikarpov - went right to the top, to Kozlov -
they were faced with an enormous plot of the reactionary’' Stalin-
ist establishment. Moreover, the injection of the note of anti- 4
Semitism into the whole thing by the attack on Ehrenburg, by! AT
what Serebryakova said, by certain other remarks that were made 3
by influential people at this meeting, resurrected for all those
people the phantom of the xenophobic, intrical-nationalistic,
anti-Semitic ideology of the Zhdanov and Stalinist period down
to 1956, which the liberal intelligentsia feels is, to this
day, a 'harpy ideology of the 'apparat', that they use parti-

.Jularly the anti-Semitic weapon as something to stir up popular
support in favor of the government and against the liberal
intellectuals in the middle. And it should be said that if you
asked any member of the people while all this was going on
what they thought of what Nikita Sergeyevich had said about _
abstract art, what they thought of Ehrenburg, you got 1 ° i
very reactionary 'chernosotensky' (black hundred) expressions e
of opinion,

A R e (e

‘So the December meeting seemed to resurrect the whole |
Zhdanovite, late Stalinist syndrome, and this defintely o4
dashed the naive monarchist illusions of the intelligentsia, -

Well, what happened next is, as one writer put it, the 're-
sult of the meeting of the intellectuals and heads of govern=-
ment, was a Battle of Borodino'. Frightful losses on both
gsides, no victor, both armies were drawn from the field intact
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ready to fight again another day., And this is Just what the
liberal intellectuals did. On the very day after the meeting,

at Tsarskeye Selo, which is where the "pravitelstvennyye

dachi' (mansions cof the leaders) are located on the Lenin

Hills in Mpscow, Yevtushenko and Shostakovich g0 through with
playing the symphony. Shostakovich almost backed out, at
least, as Yevtushenko tells it, and he, Yevtushenko, heroi-
cally saved the day. The choir almost quit at the last minute -
theywere so scared - but Yevtushenko, with the kind of oratory
and rhetoric that you saw the other night on films, talked

them back into it, and the premiere took place. It was an
electric event, people applauded like.,,,I don't know they

must have applauded the first performance of the Marriage of
Figaro in Paris in 1785 or '86, whenever it was. It was a
political event, in other words, the premfre of this symphony.
At the same time, the Moscow Writers' Union, or the Party Bureau
of the Moscow Writers' Union, again the day after the business
between the government and the leaders of the artisitic world -
met, threw out all the last surviving conservatives, elected

an ultra-liberal bureau. I'll spare you the names, they're
vrinted in Literaturnaya Gazeta if you want to get them, and
moreover, reopened,formally reopened the case of Lesyuchevsky.
The case of Lesyuchevsky had been opened once at the time
Elzberg had been expelled from the Writers' Union early in

1962, in effect bringing criminal charges again him. The con-
servatives counterattacked an individual only mildly liberal, o
such as Kosolapov, the editor of Literaturnaya Gpzeta. He's
fired, one - for having printed Babi Yar, which is not .

about German anti-Semitism, but whicﬁ is about the anti-Semi-
tism of the Stalinist post-Zhdanovite establishment, and this

is why it's so significant in the Soviet Union, in spite of

the fact that it's not terribly good poetry., One - for having
printed Babiy Yar in the first place, and two - for having re-
fused one o € more reactionary articles on modern art.
Someone "from Pdikarpov's outfit, maybe it was Polikarpov
himself - incidentally, Polikarpov was reinstated in the midst
of all this and because it was decided that a big 'apparat' -
to conduct censorship was necessary - Ilyichev, who is more
opportunistic than Polikarpov, and had for a moment wavered

in the liberal direction, came resoundingly back into the con-
servative camp, either Polikarpov or one of his henchmen’ went
dowh to Literaturna Gazeta Yo eéxplain to them why Kosolapov
had been fired and 8%EE073E§, who is a former NKVD agent, had
bent put in his place, and he explained for two of the articles
and verses I mentioned, and someone said, "Well, if you fired
Kosolapov you really ought to fire all the rest of us, because
we're just as guilty,' and they were told, "You wait., We will.,"

So what you had after the December meeting were these acts
of defiande;, doubled with repression in the form of firing,
but nothing worse, Obviously it became more difficult to pub=-
lish subversive stuff, although a trickle of it did get through
in the course of the winter. I don't know if any of you noticed
that the December issue of Novy Mir didn't come out until
eardy January. It was about a month late, This was the oné with
Nekrasov's article about his visit to America, and if you look
closely, in certain crucial pages, where he discusses abstract
painting, or simply modern painting in America, and says "It
is not all that bad," it seems that these have been tampered
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with, that they were taken out, somsthing else put in, then
the something else taken out and later put back, At least,
this is what sharp eyes perceive in looking at it,

There was a kind of struggle. Some liberal stuff, but not
too much. Well, the ultimate result of all this was a general
triumph for the Stalinist establishment in all key organiza-
tional positions, except the editorial board of Novy Mir and
the Moscow Writers' Union, a f&ir number of firings. e.whole
thing was more brutal in the provinces than it was in Moscow,
and we know much less about it in the provinces than we do in

Moscow. But the liberals this time, unlike 1957, one - did

not recant, and there were no vociferous recantations, and two -
continued a campaign of active resistance in the sense of de-
fiant talk, They couldn't go out and publish an opposition
sheet, but they could answer Chakovsky or Polikarpov and so

Ona

The regime apparently grew more and more dismayed at this
lack of docility or respect. I think the main evidence for
this is Khrushchev's speech to the second meeting between tle
government and the leaders of the artistic world which was
generally interpreted in the Western press as a very harsh, dog-
matic definition of the line that art belongs to the people,
in other words, to the government, In fact, if you read 1t
closely, it is a rather apologetic affair. Now, what's he
apologizing for? He's apologizing for certain of his own
glips at the...verbal slips, that is...at the December meet-
ing, and against accusations that had continued to be leveled
against him in the party - 'apparat', the issue of anti-Semi-
tism, the question of 'What were you doing under S¢alin?' The
whole thing, and time forbids this, if you go throught ift,

it's © ° best read as a reply to the things that were being

said throughout the winter in this campaign of passive resis-
tance,

Well, to conclude, and I've gone on much longer than I
expected and perhaps much too long in general, by the end of
the spring it would seem that the campaign of passive resis-
tance had borne fruit to the extent that the government gave
up trying to diseipline the intellectuals beyond what it had
already done in the winter, And it would seem that the govern-—
ment decided tacitly to drop the whole thing, of course, not
permitting the kind of 'bardak' that had occurred...this is
a word that a highly placed person used at the December
meeting, that had occurred back in November and December. As
of the late spring or summer of this year there could be
a certain amount of liberalism because after all there is
a big public for this in the Soviet Union, you don't want to
offend them too much, in the interests of national solidarity
and security, but, keeping thhgs much better under control
than last December. And it would seem also that Khrushchev
is now much better established on his feet than he was in the
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 into a period of certain amity

ter, that he has probably had after—thoughts about lgn
~excessively sharp (he's a man given %o impromptu), i
‘dwlq-ra'tiona that he later on reconsiders,

”“-','Fb,phaulﬂ'not look on him as some monolithic block of coﬁu;'

~ sistency. We considered that some of these things that he's
- said really didn't vay, and should be discreétly retracted.
- Moreover, Kozlov had disappeared, Khrushchev was entering
AR w{th the Americans and
~ the West, Bad publicity, all this business of suppressing
~ writers and periodicals, And so, again in the interests of
~his very pragmatic politics, and tke fact that he was now
- much more firmly in command of the whole situation, notu
~ doubt this is the explanation, coupled with the fact that
%he government at last announced it was impressed by this
campaign of passive resistance, that lies behind the much

~ more limited thaw now going on, it's more limited as compared

to the really massive break-up of the ice-~jam last fall.

4% Well, those are roughly the facts as I know then and I'll
Pt ’ja\p-?:@he'ra,

mpetu-




