
by "brushing aside comrades" and "handling them rough
ly." Marxists at that time could not believe Stalin capable 
of ordering the executions of innocent people, for they 
could not conceive of themselves committing such <:rimes. 

Before the eyes of the entire world there stood the 
incontestable historic achievements of socialism under 
Stalin's leadership: the great strides in science and educa
tion and the undeniable love and loyalty of the majority 
of the Soviet people to their leader. The existence of a 
cesspool of crime in this society seemed most unlikely. 

It would be false, therefore, to claim that Communists 
did not approve of any rough handling of enemies who, 
as Stalin warned, "threatened us with bullets," or that 
Communists were wholly unaware of excesses in regard 
to the "enemies of the people." "Toughness" was sanc
tioned. Doubts were rejected disdainfully as "softness." 
Reports of violations of justice in the Soviet Union were 
rejected as anti-Soviet fabrications. 

There were theoretical justifications for this closemind
edness. But this one-sided rationalization did not develop 
in a vacuum. It was shaped by the events of that period. 

THE ORIGIN OF REVOLUTIONARY VIOLENCE 

Many people have been asking recently whether the 
Stalinist excesses were not inherent in the first stage of 
socialism or in Lenin's conception of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, according to which the state power was 
centralized in the party. These questions cannot be dis
cussed except in relation to the larger question of the 
origin of revolutionary violence in general. Every social 
transformation in the past has been accompanied by ex
cesses and periods of bloodshed. In slave, feudal and 
capitalist societies, the propertied classes have naturally 
put the onus for such excesses on the rising revolutionary 
forces, pointing to the graceless, rude behaviour of the 
revolutionaries, their intolerance, fanaticism and defiance 
of established law and order. 

Actually, it is the old, the vested and entrenched which 
determines whether social change can proceed peacefully 
or violently. The old always regards itself as capable of 
destroying the new and is always the initiator of violence. 
(For thirty-eight years most capitalist leaders planned for 

and believed in their capacity to destroy the USSR.) 

Revolutionary violence is kindled by the bitter resistance 
of the old. to forward movement. The kind of revolution
ary struggle a people has conducted has always been 
determined by the degree of suffering, humiliation and 
violence it experienced at the hands of its oppressors. It 
is not the progressive but the reactionary which is the 
source of social violence. 

Thus in a recent speech Dr. Sukarno, President of 
Indonesia, declared: "The postwar violence in Asia was 
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