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THE STORY SO FAR

The last article in this series ended with an account of the controversy surrounding the Young Guard (Molodaya Gvardia) journal in 1968. 'Young Guard' had published two articles evoking a distinctly Russian spirituality in opposition to an 'American' concern with merely material wellbeing. The second of the two articles even spoke in praise of patriotic hermits (Serge of Radonezh, who blessed the Muscovite prince Dmitry Donskoy in his war with the Tatars in the fourteenth century) and patriarchs (Hermogen, who inspired the rising against the Polish occupation in the seventeenth century). 

Solzhenitsyn, in The Oak and the Calf, describes how he turned up at the office of Novy Mir (New World - the journal that supported him and had published Ivan Denisovich) to complain against an article attacking Young Guard. written by Alexander Dementyev. But during his visit he learned that Dementyev's article was also being attacked from a different angle. 

ALEXANDER YANOV AND 'THE RUSSIAN NEW RIGHT'

It isn't clear from Solzhenitsyn's account what the objection to Dementyev's article was but an explanation of sorts is given by Alexander Yanov. The account I gave of the first of the controversial 'Young Guard' articles - Mikhail Lobanov's Educated Shopkeepers - was taken from Yanov's book The Russian New Right which also contained the argument I quoted earlier that Solzhenitsyn's characterisation of the revolutionary Alexander Parvus in August 1914 was antisemitic. 

Yanov had been a free lance journalist writing in the 1960s for the legal, censored press, mainly the Komsomol journal Molodoi Kommunist ('Young Communist' - if these articles should come before the eyes of any Russian readers they will quickly see that I'm not a Russian reader and my transliteration of Russian terms and names is very arbitrary). Yanov left Russia in 1974. Solzhenitsyn in an interview for the BBC broadcast to Russia in 1979 treats him as a typical representative of the 'third emigration', mostly Jewish and mostly leaving Russia because they wanted to. Although he regarded them as generally without significance, he singled out: 

'one dangerous category which perhaps is fulfilling a historical mission. They come here not just as emigres but as full-fledged interpreters and explainers of our country, our people, history, culture, and so on. A typical characteristic is that they very soon sense the fashion and what people want from them. At the same time, their conclusions are always extremely useful for the Communist regime in the USSR. 

'SAPIETS. But can't we assume that they still, to some extent, express their own sincere views and offer their own answers to the crucial issues of Russia's fate? 

'SOLZHENITSYN. I will not guess at the real motivations of this category of emigres. But just consider: those who cooperated for decades with the Communists, who were all steeped in their Little Red Book - these people are welcomed in the West as the best of friends and experts, although the academic level of many of them is that of the barber's shop. With some variations, their general line is this: to do everything they can to reconcile the Americans with Communism in the USSR, on the grounds that it is, for Americans, the least evil and even a positive phenomenon. On the other hand, they try to convince people that a Russian national renaissance, even the national existence of the Russian people, is the greatest danger for the West. 

'There is a whole string of people like this - too numerous to name. For instance, take Yanov. For seventeen years he was a Communist journalist, but he was not well known to anyone. But here in America, he became a university professor. He has already published two books analyzing the USSR and extremely hostile to everything Russian. The Washington Post devoted a whole column to his article declaring that Brezhnev is a peace lover. The message of his books is: hang on to Brezhnev with all your might, support the Communist regime by trade and diplomacy and strengthen it, for it is advantageous to your Americans ...' (pp.4-5)
 

Yanov himself, however, claims that, like Solzhenitsyn, he was expelled. The two books Solzhenitsyn is referring to are Détente after Brezhnev (1977) and The Russian New Right (1978). But in 1976 he produced a selection of translations of essays he had published in the USSR.
 In his introduction ('To my non-Russian reader') he justifies what he was trying to do: 

'But just as the nation began to see things clearly again, the Dissident Movement was divorced from its potential mass base, from the Latent Opposition, as I call it. Having recognized Official Authority for the hostile camp that it was, the Dissidents declared themselves in open warfare with it, in dramatic disregard of two fundamental facts. 

'First, that Official Authority was not a colossus with clay feet. It was powerful and firmly based, not only because it rested on the bayonets of the army and police but also because it was rooted in the age-long political culture of the people; because the barracks-type welfare system of economics it had created in the country was nothing more than the Soviet counter part of the time-honored Russian feudal cultural tradition; and because, despite all its obvious flaws and the state of semi Asiatic penury to which it had condemned its people, that system suited in principle the masses who were unenlightened and who wished to remain so. 

'Second, the Dissident Movement disregarded the fact that to contend with and overthrow such an Official Authority was only possible by creating a countertradition, a counterculture, based on a broad social stratum with a vital interest in changing the political structure and the regime. The origins of every democracy the world has known and the transformation of the Japanese autocracy, the brightest event in modern history, are indisputable proof of this. 

'This social base of the opposition may be called a bourgeosie, a managerial class, a farming class, "kulaks," or simply a "lower elite" - its historical form will vary. But it must be created. Otherwise, all protest will be fruitless, all sacrifice senseless, and all suffering in vain. 

'The real problem of rebuilding Russia today involves not just the rejection and condemnation of Soviet power but the creation of this social base; and once it is created, helping it to view itself as an integral social whole standing in opposition to the tradition-bound, feudal-welfare mentality of the nation, and finally as a political entity in its own right, representing an alternative to the autocratic regime. 

'This social base - and my own existence as its legal representative and advocate is proof of this - exists in Russia today. It is in the process of becoming aware of itself both politically and socially.' (pp.6-7. My emphases - PB)

We might remember the interesting argument of Richard Pipes I gave in the first of these articles, that what Tsarist Russia lacked was a class that had a real material/economic interest in radical change, that the 'intelligentsia' had become a caste that, like the dissidents, were motivated by sheer altruism: 'Thus it happened that in Russia the struggle for political liberty was waged from the beginning exactly in the manner that Burke felt it ought never to be waged: in the name of abstract ideals.'

Yanov says he was expelled after publishing an article in 'The Young Communist' about the repression of the Polish revolt in 1863 in which the analogy between Poland then and Czechoslovakia in 1968, and between the exile of Alexander Herzen then and of Alexander Solzhenitsyn in 1974 was too obvious.

The Washington Post article Solzhenitsyn refers to summarises the argument of Détente after Brezhnev as follows:

'The Yanov model of the Soviet system proceeds from the fact that the gradual development of detente in recent years has given the new class an added interest in maintaining its privileges. Breakdown of detente would lead to the replacement of the present "centrist" Brezhnev leadership by a Communist-nationalist regime, which would follow an isolationist policy and could evolve into a Russian Nazi system. The seeds of some such system were implanted long before the Communists came to power, and have let out a number of clearly discernible new shoots in recent years.' ('Averting a Soviet Drift to Nazism', Washington Post, June 8, 1977)

The theme of the Russian New Right is the emergence of this nationalist and isolationist tendency, continuous with a pre-revolutionary tradition, which could 'evolve into a Russian Nazi system'.The argument is that the tendency exists both in the nomenklatura and in the dissident movement. Among the dissidents, a leading role was played by Vladimir Osipov and his samizdat journal, Veche, which ran from 1971 to 1974 when Osipov was arrested -  he had spent most of the 1960s in prison. But there was, of course, also Solzhenitsyn. Within the nomenklatura this tendency was represented by 'The Young Guard'. Hence Yanov's interest in the dispute between 'Young Guard' and Novy Mir.

'THE BLACK CLOUD OF RUSSOPHILISM'

In 'To my non-Russian readers' he expresses regret at leaving Russia: 'Is it surprising that this "someone" [himself - PB] had to pay for his protest with expulsion from his homeland, so that perhaps he shall never as long as he lives see his native penates, never again inhale his native air?' (p.8). I don't know if Yanov returned to Russia in the 1990s when his hopes seemed to be fulfilled, when the self-serving technocratic class did indeed shake off even the pretence of Socialist public service and turned to the West for guidance as to how to reorganise the economy.

More recently, however, Yanov has been involved with the New York based 'Institute of Modern Russia' - 'a public policy think-tank that strives to establish an intellectual framework for building a democratic Russia governed by the rule of law' according to its website. It is affiliated to Mikhail Khordorkovsky's 'Open Russia' movement, and its President is Khordorkovsky's son, Pavel. In 2013-14 Yanov published an interesting series of articles on Russian nationalism and Slavophilism, arguing that an intellectual development that had occurred in the nineteenth century and ended in disaster was repeated in the Soviet Union and, as he argues in other articles, coming to what he believes will be a catastrophic climax under Vladimir Putin. The account of the Soviet period largely repeats what he says in The New Russian Right but he adds some interesting details. In particular, discussing the Novy Mir/Molodaia Gvardia incident, he declares a personal interest:

' One voice that stood out in the chorus of Marxist voices attacking “Chalmaevshchina” was that of the liberal magazine Novy Mir (New World). For over a decade and a half, it had valiantly opposed the orthodox Stalinist magazine 'October' (the same way today’s radio station 'Echo of Moscow' opposes the pro-Kremlin NTV and other channels). But everything got mixed up once the black cloud of Russophilia appeared on the horizon. Rather than continuing the good old squabble, the irreconcilable opponents suddenly found themselves on the same side of a barricade. The seemingly impossible had happened: Novy Mir, under chief editor Alexander Tvardovsky, started to speak the same language as 'October', under Vsevolod Kochetov (who played a role similar to the one right-wing journalist Dmitry Kiselev publicly plays today).

'Not long before that, Tvardovsky had published Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s novellas One Day In the Life of Ivan Denisovich and Matryona’s Place; printed caustic articles by the dissident Andrei Sinyavsky; and adamantly, like a lone rock of liberalism, stood in the midst of a raging ocean of reactionary forces. And yet in April 1969, Novy Mir came out with a super-orthodox article by Alexander Dementiev (Tvardovsky’s deputy), that Kochetov himself would have gladly published in 'October'.

'Admittedly, my memories of this incident are stained with personal insult. Back then, I wrote an article that was submitted to (and even approved by) Novy Mir. It was an article against “Chalmaevshchina”—calm, ironic, written in the spirit of the debate on the role of Slavophiles in Russian history (I opened this debate with an essay titled “The Riddle of Slavophile Criticism” and finished it with “The Answer to the Opponents”). The thrust of my article for Novy Mir was the following: Slavophilism had previously “sunk” one Russian empire and, given free rein, it would “sink” another. I didn’t feel particularly sorry for the sunken empire, but I knew it could be replaced by something worse. And in any case, in a nuclear age balancing on the verge of self-destruction, “the Byzantine idea of renunciation as the main achievement of a human being” is not the best way to forge a soldier.

'My article could have become a deadly liberal response to “Chalmaevshchina” without getting the magazine in trouble; however, in the end, the management of Novy Mir refused to publish it. Perhaps this was because of the scandal surrounding Andrei Sinyavsky—a favorite author of Novy Mir who served time in Mordovia prisons for anti-Soviet stories published abroad. Or perhaps it was because Dementiev insisted on removing my article. Whatever the reason, Tvardovsky decided to demonstrate his love for the Soviet regime, and instead of my article published the opus by Dementiev, an act he later regretted.

'The opus was revelatory. It contained all the necessary Marxist rhetoric, like “Chalmaev speaks of Russia and the West in the language of Slavophile messianism, rather than in the language of our contemporaries... At the heart of the contemporary struggle between ‘Russia’ and the ‘West’ are not national differences, but social and class differences, the clash between the worlds of socialism and capitalism... Chalmaev’s article is just one step away from the idea of Russian national exclusiveness and the superiority of the Russian nation over the rest, from an ideology that is incompatible with proletarian internationalism... The meaning and purpose of life according to Chalmaev is not in the material, but in the spiritual, which is an impediment on the material and spiritual development of the Soviet people.” And so on, in the same vein.

'This cast-iron phraseology sounded trivial, yet invulnerable. But Dementiev made one seemingly insignificant slip. In a huge article full of standard Marxist mantras, Dementiev included a tiny paragraph that doomed him to slaughter—not Chalmaev, not Young Guard, but himself and Novy Mir. Here is that paragraph:

'“[Victor] Chalmaev and [Michael] Lobanov point to the danger of alien ideological influences. Will we resist, for example, the temptation of ‘bourgeois prosperity’? In modern ideological struggle, the temptation of ‘Americanism’ cannot be understated, says Chalmaev. That’s correct. But it should also not be overstated. The Soviet society, by its very nature, is not vulnerable to bourgeois influences.”'

Yanov goes on to explain why that was problematic:

'In retrospect, the story of the downfall of Novy Mir (New World) magazine, edited by Alexander Tvardovsky, was quite typical for its time. In 1969, in its 30th issue, Ogonyok ['light' or 'spark' - PB] magazine, which was a fundament for the conservatives of the moment, published an article titled “What Does 'New World' Stand Against?” It was a public denouncement of Novy Mir signed by eleven “prominent” writers. More accurately, they were prominent in the realm of socialist realist literature, but hardly anyone remembers the names of Vytaly Zakrutkin or Sergei Malashkin today.

'The public denouncement read, “Despite [Alexander] Dementyev’s persistent appeals to not overestimate the danger of alien ideological influence, we claim again that the pervasion of bourgeois ideology remains the most serious danger and might lead to progressive replacement of concepts of proletarian internationalism with cosmopolitan ideas, which are so dear to some critics and authors who are close to 'New World'”. Collective letters were not favoured in those times—indeed, they were strictly punished. But as an exception, that denouncement was taken into consideration and resulted in a fatal ultimatum for Tvardovsky.

'This outcome came as no surprise. The denouncement had alluded to the magic word “cosmopolitanism,” which had been widely used in Stalin’s times. Anyone familiar with the ways of the Soviet ideological establishment could understand how two people as different as Anatoly Sofronov and Sergei Vikulov—the editors of the conservative pro-Stalin magazine Ogonyok and the nationalist magazine Nash Sovremennik (Our Contemporary) respectively—could unite against “cosmopolitanism.”'

The reader will probably recognise 'cosmopolitanism' as a code word for 'Jew' and Yanov makes much of this, but I think it would be difficult to see anything very distinctively Jewish about Novy Mir. The common enemy of the Russian 'nationalists' and the 'Stalinists' was indeed, literally 'cosmopolitan liberalism' of the type personified by Yanov himself and with the class of technocrats in the Soviet Union which Yanov identified as the most likely allies for what we might call - a little pre-emptively since the term (as a way of characterising the US and its allies) was not yet current - the 'international community.' 

Yanov goes on, in The Russian New Right, to talk about a third controversial article in 'Young Guard', in 1970, after the fall of Tvardovsky - 'On relative and eternal values' by Sergei Semanov: 

'It contained as many odes to the "national spirit" and praises of the "Russian soil" and accusations of "educated shopkeeper mentality" as Chalmaev's article; the October Revolution was described as a Russian national achievement; it asserted that "in our society, services to the country (not to the cause of socialism - AY) are valued more highly than anything else"; and the chief sin of Trotskyism was declared to be "the most profound aversion for our people (again, not for socialism - AY). its ... traditions ... its history." However, the main point was the unprecedented assertion that "the turning point in the struggle with destroyers and nihilists took place in the middle 1930s" and that "it was precisely after the adoption of the new Constitution that ... all honest working people of our country were once and for all welded into a single and monolithic whole." (p.53)

This last phrase, Yanov says, almost did for Molodaya Gvardia what Dementyev had done for Novy Mir: 'A romantic, so to speak, Napoleonic legend about "our Generalissimo" is one thing, and open praise for an epoch of mass murder of the "old guard" is quite another. Semanov reminded people of precisely what should have been forgotten; with one blow he destroyed everything which had been begun so successfully a year ago by Ogonek, and put an end to the Rightist alliance. Thereby he gave the Propaganda Division a trump ace.'

As a result the editor of 'Young Guard', Anatoly Niknov, was dismissed as Tvardovsky had been dismissed from Novy Mir. But as Yanov says in the later article 'Valery Kosolapov, who succeeded Tvardovsky as editor-in-chief of Novy Mir, was also a liberal, and after the resignation of Anatoly Nikonov, 'Young Guard'’s new editor-in-chief, Anatoly Ivanov, was also a nationalist. Such were the ritual and the logic of the Soviet centrist regime: radical representatives of both ideological wings of the opposition were shown their place. So they’d be more careful in the future.'

Also in this later article Yanov quotes from an interview Semanov gave after the fall of the Soviet Union to Nikolay Mitrokhin, published in his book: The Russian Party: Movement of the Russian Nationalists in the USSR, 1953–1985, in which he explains how the world looked from within the 'Young Guard' circle:

'“Young Guard magazine placed its biggest stake on enlightenment of the bosses (or more accurately, the ‘deputy bosses’). The environment was free and friendly: everyone who didn’t marry in Brezhnev’s style—” (Brezhnev’s wife was thought to be Jewish, an assumption that served as an explanation for his absolute indifference to the “Russian cause”) “—and wasn’t under the influence of the ‘wise men,’ seemed rather sensitive to Young Guard’s ideas—and this was the fair majority of the upper ruling class. The ideas of the national character, order, traditionality, and rejection of destructive modernism of any kind—they all matched the beliefs of the fundamental part of the post-Stalin political elite… The majority of Russian intellectuals in the 1970s… remained more or less within the mainstream of cosmopolitan liberalism. At that time, Young Guard’s audience was chosen correctly in terms of political perspectives: dismissing the ‘key circles of intelligentsia,’ the magazine addressed the [Communist] party’s middle class, the army, and the [common] people.”'

Yanov gives the impression that the row over Dementyev's article was directly responsible for Tvardovsky's fall. In fact the immediate occasion was the appearance of Tvardovsky's own autobiographical poem 'By right of memory' in the emigré journal Posev. We may remember that publishing abroad (the practice nicknamed tamizdat) was also behind the problems of Pasternak, Sinyavsky and Daniel, and indeed Solzhenitsyn himself. In contrast though it must have been obvious that the loyal Tvardovsky was not himself responsible for the appearance of the poem in Posev. The incident occurred in the context of Solzhenitsyn's expulsion from the Soviet Writer's Union and his magnificent, but very aggressive protest of November 1969. Owing to the vigilance of the censor, Novy Mir had published nothing of substance by Solzhenitsyn since Matryona's House in 1963, but he was still defended by Tvardovsky and was on the Novy Mir payroll. According to Scammell (p.681) 'Tvardovsky is said to have exploded on being shown a copy of Solzhenitsyn's letter. "He's finished us!" was his first reaction ...'

VADIM KOZHINOV AND NASH SOVREMENNIK

An interesting alternative account of the reaction to Dementyev's article and Tvardovsky's fall (and of Tvardovsky's role in Soviet literature in the 1960s) is given by Vadim Kozhinov.

Kozhinov's main claim to fame is that as a young man, in 1959, he discovered, living in obscurity, the literary theorist and philosopher Mikhail Bakhtin (1895-1985), a survivor, like Boris Pasternak and Anna Akhmatova, of what Berdiaev had called the 'silver age' - the period of aesthetic and philosophical experimentation that was cut short by the Revolution and came to a final end about 1930. Bakhtin has since become very fashionable on an international scale. Kozhinov was one of his two literary executors and, according to Nicholas Rzhevsky: 'It is not an exaggeration to say that without Kozhinov's advocacy, from the early stages of discovery to the active dissemination of works, Bakhtin would have been unlikely to have attained his current stature.'

But Kozhinov is also known as a 'radical slavophile' (Riitta H. Pittman
) and as a 'Stalin apologist' (Sommer and Chodakiewicz
). According to Sommer and Chodakewicz:

'Kozhinov argues that the history of the Great Terror is a record of falsification: both Lenin and Stalin meant well and their only mistake was the lack of control over the secret police apparatus. Moreover, had other leaders, such as Mikhail Tomski or Nikolai Bukharin (who were shot for "right-wing deviationism" in 1936 and 1938, respectively), seized power, the Great Terror would have been much more ruthless. 

'Who is responsible then for the millions of victims of the Soviet purge years? No one. All the bloodletting was the function of impersonal forces of history. In the Russian context, according to Kozhinov, such deaths were the more or less natural result of a Time of Troubles (velikaia smuta) which, "as everyone knows," occur cyclically in Russian history. There are repeated downturns and crises in capitalism that cannot be prevented. Why not in Soviet history as well? 

'But in addition to being the result of the Time of Troubles, the Great Terror, according to Kozhinov, was also a period of imperial restoration for Russia. Is this a shocking logical misfire? No. It is a natural conclusion flowing from Marxist-Leninist dialectics, according to whose formula contradictions complement and pervade each other. Therefore, Kozhinov concludes (in logic recalling the tortured intellectual gymnastics of the Politburo) that restoration is a contradiction of revolution. The latter is utterly alien and damaging to Russia; the former is wholesome and healing. The less revolution occurs, the more the real Russia emerges. In fact, the restoration of Russia consists of countering the revolution in all its stages. Thus Stalin's Great Terror, with its millions of deaths, was actually a counterrevolution ("understandably a very relative one") to restore Russia. 

'While defending Stalin's innocence, Kozhinov also touches upon the so-called "Jewish problem" - from which he also exonerates the Soviet generalissimo. Stalin and his minions have nothing in common with the Black Hundred pogromist legacy of the end of the czar's regime. On the contrary, they really respected Jews. "Why while discussing the phenomenon of 'the year 1937' are so many Jewish names always mentioned?" Kozhinov asks. The explanation is obvious and entails the deployment of Marxist dialectics and social Darwinism. Jews poured into Russia in the wake of the 1917 revolution because the ban on Jewish migrations outside of the Pale of Settlement was abolished. There were officially only 6,400 Jews in Moscow in 1912 and 241,700 in 1933. Their ascent occurred further because members of the traditional Russian elite were exterminated. The Russian Jews replaced them through a "natural selection" process because, on the average, they were better educated than the rest of Russian society. The Jews adapted better to the new circumstances in the Soviet Union, and their "overrepresentation" in Stalin's government and party institutions occurred "naturally," just as the Great Terror did later on. Each was part of a complex social process of historical evolution that had little to do with Stalin himself. If Jews (and others) perished in the Terror, it was simply because of the inexorable forces of history. Jews were more heavily represented at the higher reaches of Soviet power than other groups, so more of them died. 

'Incidentally, Kozhinov is virtually the sole neo-revisionist of 1937 who brings up Soviet Jews. Unlike the National Bolsheviks and neo-Nazis in today's Russia, the "mainstream" revisionists have tended not to play the Jewish card. If anything, they deny that there was Jewish participation (or "overrepresentation") in Communism, which they, for nationalistic reasons, insist was purely a Russian affair.'

Kozhinov discusses Tvardovsky and Novy Mir in an essay published in 1993 on his own relations with the rival magazine Nash Sovremennik ('Our Contemporary')
 According to Riitta Pittman, writing in 1990: 'The most chauvinistic (and anti-semitic) strand of reactionary views is found in Nash Sovremennik whose Chief Editor, Sergei Vikulov, has frequently given space to contributions from the extremist sympathisers of the Pamyat' organisation'

Yanov, in his account of the attack on Dementyev, referred to the coming together of 'two people as different as Anatoly Sofronov and Sergei Vikulov - the editors of the conservative pro-Stalin magazine Ogonyok and the national magazine Nash Sovremennik.' The collective letter was published in Ogonyok but Vikulov was one of the people who signed it. In what could be read as a critique of Yanov's account, Kozhinov elaborates on the role of Nash Sovremennik:

'The slandering of Nash Sovremennik was directly connected to the history of another magazine, Novyi Mir (New World), particularly to the period when Alexander Tvardovsky was editor-in-chief of the latter. It is quite clear from an examination of the pre-1970 issues of Novyi Mir and the post-1970 numbers of Nash Sovremennik that more than half of the contributors to Novyi Mir began publishing their literary works in Nash Sovremennik after Tvardovsky's retirement in early 1970! Some of these writers were: F. Abramov, V. Astafiev, V. Belov, V. Bykov, O. Volkov, K. Vorobyov, S. Zalygin [the man who eventually, as editor of Novy Mir, published The Gulag Archipelago - PB], F. Iskander, Y. Kazakov, A. Kondratovich, V. Likhonosov, E. Nosov, V. Tendryakov, G. Troepolsky, Y. Chernichenko, and V. Shukshin. All had been greatly valued by Tvardovsky (most were "introduced" to readers by him), and after 1970 they became the leading authors of Nash Sovremennik. From this fact alone it is not possible to consider Nash Sovremennik the enemy of Tvardovsky. 

'Another question concerns whether the authors published by Novyi Mir were essentially different. For example, Alexander Dementiev, a critic writing in the vein of socialist realism and famous from the late 1940s to the early 1990s as a fierce fighter against "cosmopolitanism," ultimately became a kind of "party commissar" under Tvardovsky, and in 1969 he published a crushing article in which, from an extremist communist position, he excoriated those writers who searched for the positive beginnings of Russia's historical experience, especially in the history of Russian Christianity. Several writers, including Sergei Vikulov, the editor of Nash Sovremennik, published in July 1969 a letter defending Russian values from the nihilism of Dementiev and other authors of his sort writing for Novyi Mir. In this letter the name Tvardovsky was never even mentioned. It is worth recalling that Alexander Solzhenitsyn, in his book The Oak and the Calf, sharply opposed the article by Dementiev. At the end of the eighties, however, several literary critics, especially on the pages of Ogonek, began to affirm falsely that the letter was aimed against Tvardovsky, and it was that very letter that led Tvardovsky to leave his post of editor-in- chief of Novyi Mir. The charge was an obvious lie. In fact, the Central Committee of the Communist Party forced Tvardovsky out (in 1970), declaring his poem "Po pravu pamiati" (By Right of Memory), which had been published abroad, to be "anti-Soviet"; the case was a repeat (though in "softened" form) of the Doctor Zhivago affair. 

'I would like to assure everyone that Nash Sovremennik always had a profound respect for Tvardovsky; in any case, it could not have been otherwise, for the leading authors began contributing to the magazine following Tvardovsky's resignation - after having written previously for Novyi Mir. The distorted and perverted view of the real situation in the literature of the sixties and seventies which was conveyed by Ogonek and other periodicals of its kind during the period of glasnost' became a manifestation of the impudent policy of people alien to the main foundations of Russia.

'In the seventies and the early eighties Nash Sovremennik was published under most unfavorable conditions, with pressure coming from both the Central Committee and the censors. I myself, for example, as already mentioned, was deprived for six years of the possibility to contribute to the magazine. Almost every issue was "cleared" by the censors and was sharply criticized after publication. During the same period Nash Sovremennik, if I might formulate it in elevated terms, was the place where the heart of Russia was still beating, the authentic Russia whose image had been created by Pushkin and Gogol, Dostoevsky and Tolstoy, Chekhov and Bunin, Pasternak and Sholokhov, Tvardovsky and Shukshin, and not the ideological myth bearing the name "USSR."' (..35)

THE YAKOVLEV AFFAIR

Following his account of the Molodaya Gvardia affair, Yanov goes on to discuss what he calls 'the Yakovlev affair'. He is referring to 'a gigantic article by Yakovlev, taking up two newspaper pages' which appeared on November 15, 1972, in the mainstream Soviet journal Literaturnaia gazeta (to which Yanov himself was also a contributor) under the title Against anti-historicism.
 

Alexander Yakovlev was an important figure in the nomenklatura. Yanov says that he 'fulfilled the function of the head of the Propaganda Division of the Central Committee - that is to say, ideologist of the Party [...] He was performing the functions of a Division Head, but he was not named to the post. He was too far "to the left". His reputation had its obligations, and in order to justify his "leftism", Yakovlev tried to move the centre of gravity of the Brezhnevist faction to the left. The most convenient political lever for doing this was the struggle against Russophilism. As far back as 1968, Yakovlev was trying to transform Russophilism into an object of political struggle "upstairs". He stood behind the critical salvo fired at "Chalmaevism"; he stood behind the article in Kommunist [according to Yanov the authoritative pronouncement which finally ended the controversy over Molodaya gvardia]; he stood behind the session of the Secretariat of the Central Committee at which the fate of the editorial board of Molodaia gvardia was decided.' (p.57)

But Yakovlev's real importance comes later and is reflected in the title of a book devoted to him, written by Richard Pipes: Alexander Yakovlev: the man whose ideas delivered Russia from Communism. The ideas were indicated in a memorandum submitted to Gorbachev in 1985 on 'The imperative of political development'. According to Pipes 'During the six and a half years that Gorbachev served as General Secretary and President he was in almost daily contact with Yakovlev by phone or in person.'

Pipes gives the full texts of both the 1985 Memorandum and the 1972 article, 'Against Anti-Historicism'. They are both written in what the French call 'langue de bois' ('wooden tongue' Soviet jargon), larded with quotes from Lenin. The 'historicism' defended in the first article is of course the march towards the radiant future of humanity proved by the science of dialectical materialism to be historically irresistible:

'the degree to which the eyes of the scholar or artist, capable of perceiving the novelty, are far-seeing; the degree to which the heart generously gladdens at the new; the degree to which the progress of his thought is profound in penetrating the future - on all this depends the social significance and buoyancy of the scientific or literary work. The question is to know how to accurately analyse and inspiringly to dream, or, to speak in Maiakovskii's words, "to pin the day to the paper" and to peer into "the Communist far away"'

The anti-historicism that is attacked is nostalgia for a pre-industrial age when the Russian landscape was studded with pretty onion-domed churches. As with Dementyev, a main target is writers associated with an obviously unreformed Molodaya gvardia, in particular again, Mikhail Lobanov:

'In M. Lobanov’s book [The courage of mankind] we encounter concepts that have long set our teeth on edge: “the enigma of Russia,” “the heavy cross of national consciousness,” the “mystery of the people, its tacit wisdom,” “the call of natural wholeness” and, in contrast, “the corruptors of the national spirit.” These concepts contain not an ounce of concrete historical analysis. There is no understanding of the elementary facts—that “the national feeling", “the national spirit” of the Decembrists and of Nicholas I, of Chernyshevskii and Katkov [Mikhail Katkov, 1818-1887, leading advocate of a conservative, Western-style Russian nationalism - PB], of Plekhanov and Pobedonostsev [Konstantin Pobedonostsev, 1827-1907, Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod, the government department responsible for running the Orthodox Church, and advocate of an absolute Orthodox Christian autocracy - PB] are incompatible, that in a class society there is not and cannot be one and the same “national consciousness” for all.

He quotes Kozhinov:

'"Eating, whether in one's family or in company, has been since time immemorial a genuine religious rite and ceremony. It began and ended with a prayer of thanks," writes V.Kozhinov in the journal Kodry (no 3, 1971), drawing further a picture of "Russian eating" with its abundance, beauty and "spirituality" as something nationally special, something linked to "millennial tradition, to the peoples tradition." Doesn't all this sound abusive? ... Hunger, poverty, shackled peasants, and the lash of serfdom or, speaking in the language of Lenin, "the slave past", "the slave present", "the great servility" - this is what was inextricably associated with the concept of patriarchal Russia, which the protagonists of "eternal morality", people out of step with history, cherish in their imagination.'

By way of contrast:

'Active socially transforming industry shaped in the village the character of the laboring collectivist, the Soviet patriot, a spiritually rich personality, for whom the world is not only the regions beyond the neighborhood, but the mighty and free Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Peasant sons today do not graciously worry about the “self-regeneration of the patriarchal spirit” but they transform the soil, storm outer space!'

And he damns them through association with the appalling Solzhenitsyn and with Vekhi (which I discussed in the last article in this series):

'As is well-known, anti-Communism, in the search for a new means of struggle against the Marxist-Leninist world outlook, attempts to galvanise the ideology of Vekhi, the ideas of Berdiaev and other reactionary, nationalistic, religious-idealist conceptions of the past, which were shattered by V.I.Lenin. A vivid example of this is the stir aroused in the West by the works of Solzhenitsyn, and especially by his most recent novel, August 1914, which follows Vekhi in its philosophy and the Constitutional Democrats in its politics - a novel that foists on the reader a negative attitude to the very ideas of revolution and socialism, denigrates the Russian liberational movement and its intellectual-ethical values [sic - it was of course 'the Russian liberational movement' that gave rise to the Constitutional Democratic Party! - PB]. idealises the life, the mores and the customs of autocratic Russia.

'Of course, Solzhenitsyn's novel is a manifestation of overt hostility to the ideals of revolution and socialism. It goes without saying that for Soviet writers, including those whose erroneous views are criticised in the present article, the behaviour of the latter-day Vekhovite is alien and offensive.'

Although the emphasis is heavily on Russia Yakovlev also, it should be said, criticises manifestations of non-Russian - Georgian, Kirghiz, Moldavian - nationalist writing, including a book of Armenian poetry published by Novy Mir: 

'Sighs for rocks, ruins, monasteries fill the selection of poems 'The Poets of Armenia' (Novy Mir, No 6, 1972). The lyrical hero of one of the verses sits at the window and sees trucks carrying horses "which for thousands of years have hauled and hauled, bearing along the history of mankind on their hardy cruppers, their hoofs hammering out that history" and it seems to him that one must save the past from the present. "How should I save you, horses? All I can do is repress my tears, to give my soul for you ..."'

But what is interesting in all this is that Yakovlev was punished for publishing what appears to be a perfectly conventional defence of the radiant future of humanity against what one would have expected Leninists to see as whining nostalgia for an idealised past. Pipes tells us that ten days after it was published, an article in Pravda praised Yakovlev, saying that the 'broad repercussions this essay produced in society were not by accident. Profoundly argued in a Party manner it clearly and principally asserted the necessity of a precise class and Marxist-Leninist approach to the evaluation of any manifestations of history and decisively refuted attempts at its distortion."'

Nonetheless, Pipes continues:

'After the offending article had been discussed in high party circles, including the Politburo, Yakovlev was dismissed from his position of head [sic. Acting head, according to Yanov - PB] of the Central Committee Propaganda department and told that he would have to choose another post. He asked to be assigned as ambassador to an English language country [he had studied for a year, 1958-9, as a Fulbright scholar in Columbia University, leading to later charges that he was in the pay of the CIA - PB] and was appointed envoy to Canada.'

Pipes, quoting Yakovlev's son, gives a relatively frivolous explanation for this - that Yakovlev 'had spoken out in Communist Party circles against "the excessive glorification of Brezhnev ... the article in Literaturnaia gazeta served as a pretext"' but that hardly explains why it was an effective pretext. For Yanov:

'Like Dement'ev he suffered for a Marxist dogmatic article, for a "refutation" of anti-party ideology. Who was behind this fall of the high-flying ideologist? [...] We can only guess. We know one thing: with his fall the campaign against Russophilism not only ceased to be the arena of political struggle, but was totally closed. One other thing is clear: very powerful forces "upstairs" were concerned not to let the editorial board of Molodaia gvardia go under as did the editorial board of Novy Mir ...' (pp.59-60).

THE POLICY OF 'INCLUSIONARY POLITICS'

Yanov's view is confirmed in more detail in Yitzhak Brudny's book Reinventing Russia, published in 2000.
 According to Brudny:

'Behind the efforts to co-opt the Molodaia gvardia writers stood high-ranking neo-Stalinist members of the party apparat, especially in the Propaganda and Cultural Departments of the Central Committee of the Komsomol.' (p.61)

What he calls 'the policy of inclusionary politics' (a politics that 'included' the non-Soviet Russian patriotic theme) coincided with an attack launched on Novy Mir at the 23rd Congress, March-April 1966, when Tvardovsky was expelled from the central Committee. The immediate occasion was the publication of an article by Andrei Sinyavsky in December 1964 attacking the novel The Louse by Soviet war hero Ivan Shevtsov. But in broader terms it was a reaction to the Khrushchev period, both to the discrediting of Stalin and the attack on the Church, seen as a useful morale booster in the confrontation with the West. At a plenum of the Komosmol Central Committee, Yuri Verchenko, director of the Molodaya gvardia publshing house, had attacked works that raised concerns about prison camps, what happened to Soviet POWs etc. In 1966, the literary journal Volga was founded in Saratov, which published writers associated with Molodaya gvardia, including Lobanov. In 1982, Brudny tells us, Volga published Lobanov's Osvobozhdenie - Liberation - a denunciation of collectivisation and 'the most open Russian nationalist denunciation of Communist ideology and the entire Soviet historical experience to appear in the censored Soviet press' (p.123) resulting (p.135) in the suppression of the issue of the journal that contained the article and the dismissal of its editors). Lobanov's article had been a review of a novel by Mikhail Alekseev. In 1968, Alekseev (characterised by Yanov - 'New Right', p.51 - as a representative of 'the orthodox Stalinist Right') became editor of the journal Moskva which he used to promote 'village prose' and Molodaya gvardia writers. In the same year, Sergei Vikulov became head of Nash Sovremennik. Vikulov, from the Russian North East 'had strong personal ties with many Novy Mir associated village prose writers from the area.' He appointed Viktor Chalmaev as his Deputy Chief. (Brudny, pp.64-5)

Kozhinov has it that this showed a continuity between Nash Sovremennik and Novy Mir, but Brudny sees it as a policy of detaching these writers from the Novy Mir liberal camp. 

While all this was happening, a movement had been launched in May 1964, shortly before Khrushchev's downfall, for the study and preservation of ancient monuments, including churches (VOOPIK). At the 1965 Komsomol plenum, Vasiliy Peskov had condemned the destruction of churches, and in May 1965, Molodaya gvardia published a 'Letter of the Three' (painter Pavel Korin, sculptor Sergei Konnenkov, writer Leonid Leonov), protesting against the destruction of churches and putting forward the slogan 'Preserve our Sacred Place' which from July 1965 became the title of a regular column in the journal which called not just for the preservation of buildings but for the rehabilitation of the Orthodox Church itself. (Brudny, pp.68-9) The movement was supported by Vasiliy Shauro who became head of the Cultural Department of the Central Committee in November 1965. But he was subject to the Propaganda Committee which was split between Vladimir Stepakov, appointed in May 1966, who sympathised with this development, and Yakovlev, who opposed it. (p.63)

But Yakovlev's exile to Canada did not signify a final victory for the patriots. Far from it. The main direction of policy by 1972 was towards détente, which implied a pro-Western orientation. As Yanov put it in 1978 (p.60): 'the true lesson of the "Yakovlev affair" was [...] that someone would not allow the Establishment Right to share the fate of the Establishment Liberals [...] that the editorial board of Molodaia gvardia, which was politically defeated, nonetheless retained its personnel, its position, its ideological ammunition. What for? Only the future can answer - after Brezhnev.' 

WHERE DOES SOLZHENITSYN FIT IN?

In relation to Solzhenitsyn this story is full of irony. In 1972 Solzhenitsyn was still in the Soviet Union. He had lost the support of Novy Mir and all possibility of legal publication and was living in the dacha of the 'cellist Mstislav Rostropovich - 'the biggest present I remember ever receiving ... here in the incomparable peace and quiet of the special zone (where they live there are neither loudspeakers nor tractors to be heard), under the pure trees and the pure stars, it was easy to be firm and keep calm.' (Oak and Calf, p.270). But by 1972 'Rostropovitch had begun to grow weary and to weaken under protracted siege with no hope of relief, with the loss of the post he loved best, his conductorship at the Bolshoi, the banning of his best Moscow concerts, the termination of those trips abroad which had become a habit and used to occupy half his life. The question grew bigger all the time: Was it right for one artist to wither so that another might flourish?' (p.336). 

In the peace and calm of the dacha he was busy with writing The Red Wheel and planning the best circumstances to launch The Gulag Archipelago. He was also working with Shafarevich on From under the rubble. But meanwhile a legal literature existed that expressed ideas very close to his heart - a love of the non-Soviet Russian tradition, of the Russian peasantry and its way of life independent of the kolkhoz and Soviet bureaucracy, a respect for the Church even, a suspicion of industry, a concern with ecological issues. Solzhenitsyn himself had played an important role in this development with Matryona's House when according to Itzhak Brudny, 'he became the first Russian writer in the post Stalin era to combine an open criticism of party politics in the countryside with an equally open challenge to the official cult of modernity and the modern lifestyle. This combination became a distinctive mark of the ideology of the conservative wing of the Village Prose movement in the Brezhnev era.'   

One of Solzhenitsyn's closest friends in the Novy Mir circle, Boris Mozhaev, was a leading member of the Village Prose school and in the Sketches of Exile, he says:

''But the hope that is unquestionably coming to the surface of Soviet life all the same lies with the "ruralists" who, at the present time, under the Soviet yoke, continue the tradition of Russian literature. Shukshin, with his strong personality, is dead, but there is Astafiev, Belov, Mozhaev, Evgeny Nosov. They haven't stumbled, they've kept going. And suddenly the rapid, confident breakthrough of Valentine Rasputin [no relation! - PB] - with the great qualities of his heart and his profound understanding of things (and little by little Soloukhin is toughening up, who got soft moving in the higher literary spheres). Its now more than ten years that the "ruralists' have stayed faithful and write - and despite certain additions imposed by the official canons or certain forced silences, one can see emerging through their books the real authentic language and the life of the people who are humiliated in our time, and the foundations of a morality that owes nothing to conventions of the governing power.' (p.50).

And in his 1979 BBC interview: 

'During these last few years while I have been in exile in the West, I have been impressed and delighted by the Russian literary writings that have been coming out. And this successful writing has been achieved not by the free emigre writers, not through the abundance of so-called self-expression, but back in our Russian homeland where writers are aching [sic - acting? - PB] under enormous pressure. Moreover this success has been achieved in what is the real heart and core of Russian literature - in that area which Soviet literary critics half-contemptuously refer to as the "literature of the countryside." This is in fact the most difficult area attempted in the works of our Russian classic writers. It is in this area that there has been some outstanding Soviet writing in the last few years, despite all the restrictions. I could easily name five or six of these writers and give the titles of their books - some of them have written more than one - and an analysis of their achievements. But speaking as I am from America, I have no right to do that in a broadcast to Russia: the authorities would start reproaching those writers - "It's not for nothing that Solzhenitsyn is praising you," and so on. But I think the authors concerned, and their readers too, will understand of whom I am speaking. It's hard for us to appraise the standard of contemporary literary writing: but such a level in the depiction of peasant life from the inside, how the peasant feels towards the earth around him, towards nature, towards his own labor - such a level of unforced, organic imagery, springing straight from the life of the people - such a level of poetic, rich, popular language - this was the level to which our Russian classic writers aspired, but which they never achieved, not Turgenev, nor Nekrasov, nor even Tolstoy. And the reason why they could not achieve it was that they themselves were not peasants. For the first time, peasant authors are now writing about themselves. And today's readers can now enjoy the subtleties they find on the pages of these authors.'

Yet this movement was not a marginal, barely tolerated phenomenon.  Between 1971 and 1982 a total of 13,737,840 copies of books were published by Astafiev alone. He won the USSR State Prize in 1978 and the Gorky Prize in 1975. Nosov had 6,640,150 copies of books published in the same period, Shuksin 6,537,500 and he was awarded the Lenin Prize, posthumously, in 1976. Belov 4,006,00 copies and the USSR State Prize in 1981, Rasputin 3,478,600 and the USSR State Prize in 1975.
 They were supported within the nomenklatura by what we might call the anti-Khrushchevite , anti-'liberal' tendency, overlapping with surprising ease - despite the implicit, and increasingly explicit anti-collectivisation of the ruralists - with the tendency that wanted to defend the memory of Stalin, being most concerned to maintain a defensive hostility towards the West (while Solzhenitsyn in the US was trying to toughen up the West's defensive hostility to the Soviet Union - they had in common from their different angles an opposition to détente); and to assert a continuity of the 'Russian' tradition through the Stalin era (while Solzhenitsyn insisted that Bolshevism, continuous through Lenin and Stalin, was profoundly in opposition to the Russian tradition).

Indeed, when in 1973 Solzhenitsyn wrote his Letter to the Soviet Leaders advocating something very close to the 'Village prose' ideal of an ecologically conscious Russian patriotism, he may well have had reason to think there were elements among the leaders who would look on it sympathetically - who were already convinced that 'Russia' was a stronger, more motivating idea than Marxism-Leninism. And who may even have had a soft spot for rural Russia. According to William Korey, 'A close study of the top 306 party executives on both national and regional levels (in 1958 and 1962) shows that almost half of them have peasant fathers. Only 6 per cent have white-collar origins, while a little more than a quarter come from the proletariat.'
 

This should also perhaps be borne in mind when considering the apparently extreme hostility Solzhenitsyn experienced from many of the Soviet dissidents.

YAKOVLEV AND THE LIBERAL REVOLUTION

The paradox can perhaps be seen through the subsequent career of Alexander Yakovlev.

It was as ambassador in Canada that Yakovlev met Gorbachev in 1983. Gorbachev was at the time a protégé of the General Secretary, ex-KGB head and a particular enemy of Solzhenitsyn's, Yuri Andropov. According to Pipes: 'On May 20th, the two men [Yakovlev and Gorbachev] were scheduled for a joint visit to the farm of the Canadian Minister of Agriculture, Eugene Whelan. Because of bad weather, the minister was late and they had an opportunity to engage in serious conversation ... Yakovlev later asserted that four fifths of what was to become perestroika had been articulated on this occasion. As he recalled: 'in all these conversations the future contours of the reorganisation of the Soviet Union appeared to take shape.'

Gorbachev brought Yakovlev back to the USSR and put him in charge of the influential Institute of World Economy and International Relations. Gorbachev himself became General Secretary in 1985 and in December of that year Yakovlev submitted his memorandum - The Imperative of Political Development - calling for 'the development of the individual as an independent, creative, conscious force, united with others in its thoughts and actions. The transformation of every human into a genuine master of the country ... the transformation of every human being into a personality (lichnost') who stands consciously on the socialist terrain and is in command of at least the rudiments of the dialectical-materialistic method of thinking (the unchaining of thought!) without which the development of his creative character is unattainable.'

One wonders if Pipes (in his extraordinarily thin and superficial book) has rendered Yakovlev a service by reproducing this.

'In a certain sense socialism and democracy are identical because it is precisely under socialism that democracy, in the broad sense of the word, is concurrently the means and the goal of the movement. In fact we are democratic but in form often anti-democratic [one might have thought it was the other way round - PB] [...]

'Socialism is a more diverse system, providing alternative choices and, in particular, for this reason a system that is by its nature profoundly democratic because democracy is above all the freedom (even in the capacity of realised necessity) of choice. But with us there is the absence of alternative, there is centralisation.'

The job, then, is to provide a 'socialist alternative' so that the people will have a choice: 'There should be freedom of choice but exclusively and fully on a socialist basis. [...]'

'The very process should be directed not only from above but also from below, by the hands of the masses, while the party directs and instructs them in democratic as well as consciously socialist forms of existence and thought. "Democracy ought to become a habit" (Lenin)'

He goes on to make a number of practical proposals, including:

'Liquidation of castes; the state bureaucracy, the party machine, the military, intellectuals, technocracy, writers, artists and others [...] It may be that at a certain stage it will be necessary to carry out a purge of the party in order to be rid of elements who compromise it.'

'"We can govern only when we correctly express what the people are conscious of" (Lenin) [...]'

'"More complete democracy by virtue of less formality, greater ease of election and recall" (Lenin) [...]'

'"the state is strong only when the masses know everything, when they can judge everything and are prepared to do everything consciously" (Lenin)'

Hence Glasnost.

In practical terms, he argues for a functioning legislature independent of the executive, an independent judiciary, elections with more than one candidate - 'one can limit the number of nominated candidates (but no fewer than two)' - a law guaranteeing human rights - 'inviolability of persons, property and residence, about the privacy of correspondence, telephone conversations, private life.'

But perhaps most radically, he proposes turning the Communist Party into a 'Communist Union' which would have a united politburo but would be made up of 'two parties: Socialist and National Democratic', thus giving the people a choice. He slips this in at the end of the memo without elaborating on what is distinctive about the 'National Democratic' party. Is it not 'socialist'? is it perhaps the 'Russian Nationalist' tendency which undoubtedly by this time existed in the Communist Party?
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