
Of course, it has been revealed that Stalin intensified 
its worst features. He reenforced the cult by assuming 
sole credit for victories achieved by the party and the 
people as a whole. But the fact remains that the cult 
began developing long before socialism achieved its signal 
victories, indeed during the years of its greatest trials. 
Having just emerged from semi-feudalism, steeped in 
religious superstitions, the vast majority of the people and 
especially the peasantry, were not fully conscious of their 
role in the building of the new society. During this phase, 
it is understandable that the words and plans of the leader 
were received with awe. Marxist-Leninist concepts were 
still too vague to replace the vestigial but concrete image 
of an all-powerful, all-wise leader. Stalin's successful fore­
casts and effective plans aroused adulation, particularly 
because they had initially met with doubt and opposition. 

The Krushchev report explains how Stalin utilized 
objective circumstances for building himself into an 
exalted, omniscient hero. However, it was the interaction 
between Stalin's personality and the circumstances that 
gradually set in motion the chain of events which finally 
made his removal or the correction of his mistakes im­
possible. The grimness of the tragedy consisted not only 
in the commission of errors and excesses, unavoidable in 
times of revolutionary upheavals. Even more tragic was 
the apparent impossibility of rectifying them. Any such 
attempt would have required the separation of the 
Siamese-twin - Stalin and Soviet power - an operation 
whose outcome could not be foreseen. Indeed, during 
that period there seemed no way of shattering the one 
without the other. 
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THE QUESTION OF CO-RESPONSIBILITY 

In a statement following the Krushchev report, To­
gliatti asked: "What made such grave errors possible? 
and why was it that around them should have been 
created an atmosphere of consent and acceptance which 
almost imply co-responsibility on the part of those who 
today denounce the errors?" "Acceptance," of course, 
does not equal "co-responsibility," as Togliatti noted in 
the words "almost imply." The question whether the 
Soviet Communist Party as a whole can be absolved of 
all co-responsibility requires further discussion. It is 
important to recall that after Stalin was "deposed" by 
death, the Central Committee found it necessary to issue 
a warning against "disarray and panic." The de-Stalin­
ization program thereafter proceeded over the course of 
three years in a gradual, step-by-step manner. Even so, it 
created widespread confusion. It seems clear that any 
organized attempt on the part of the present leadership 
to remove Stalin would not only have risked failure 
but also would have probably led to civil war and to the 
grave weakening if not the overthrow of Soviet power. 
It was precisely such an upheaval that western military 
leaders were hoping and planning for. Only unprincipled 
adventurers could have undertaken such a gamble. 

Indeed the resurgence of domestic and foreign counter­
revolutionary forces in Hungary following the de-Stalin­
izatiori program attests the correctness of this judgment. 

Entailing as it does a profound social transformation, 
a revamping of legal and administrative principles, the 
removal of countless "little Stalins" and a reappraisal 

29 








