DIMITRGY-

Introduced and Edited by IVO Banﬂ.c




ANNALS OF COMMUNISM

Each volume in the series Annals of Communism will publish selected and
previously inaccessible documents from former Soviet state and party archives
in a narrative that develops a particular topic in the history of Soviet and in-
ternational communism. Separate English and Russian editions will be pre-
pared. Russian and American scholars work together to prepare the docu-
ments for each volume. Documents are chosen not for their support of any
single interpretation but for their particular historical importance or their
general value in deepening understanding and facilitating discussion. The vol-
umes are designed to be useful to students, scholars, and interested general
readers.



EXECUTIVE EDITOR OF THE ANNALS OF COMMUNISM SERIES

Jonathan Brent, Yale University Press

PROJECT MANAGER
Vadim A. Staklo

AMERICAN EDITORIAL COMMITTEE

Ivo Banac, Yale University

William Chase, University of Pittsburgh

Victor Erlich, Yale University

F. 1. Firsov, former head of the Com-
intern research group at RGASPI

Sheila Fitzpatrick, University of Chicago

Gregory Freeze, Brandeis University

John L. Gaddis, Yale University

J. Arch Getty, University of California,
Los Angeles

Jonathan Haslam, Cambridge
University

Robert L. Jackson, Yale University

RUSSIAN EDITORIAL COMMITTEE

K. M. Anderson, director, Russian
State Archive of Social and Political
History (RGASPI)

N. N. Bolkhovitinov, Russian Acad-
emy of Sciences

A. O. Chubaryan, Russian Academy of
Sciences

V. P. Danilov, Russian Academy of
Sciences

A. A. Fursenko, secretary, Department
of History, Russian Academy of Sci-
ences (head of the Russian Editorial
Committee)

Czeslaw Milosz, University of
California, Berkeley

Norman Naimark, Stanford University

Gen. William Odom, Hudson Institute
and Yale University

Daniel Orlovsky, Southern Methodist
University

Mark Steinberg, University of Illinois,
Urbana-Champaign

Strobe Talbott, Brookings Institution

Mark Von Hagen, Columbia
University

Piotr Wandycz, Yale University

V. P. Kozlov, director, Rosarhkiv

N. S. Lebedeva, Russian Academy of
Sciences

S. V. Mironenko, director, State
Archive of the Russian Federation
(GARF)

O. V. Naumov, assistant director,
RGASPI

E. O. Pivovar, Moscow State University

V. V. Shelokhaev, president, Associa-
tion ROSSPEN

Ye. A. Tyurina, director, Russian State
Archive of the Economy (RGAE)



The Diary of
Georgl Dimitrov
1933—=1949

Introduced and edited by
Ivo Banac

German part translated by Jane T. Hedges,
Russian by Timothy D. Sergay, and

Bulgarian by Irina Faion

Yale University Press
New Haven & London



All photographs are courtesy of Boyko Dimitrov.

Copyright © 2003 by Yale University.

All rights reserved.

This book may not be reproduced, in whole or in part, including illustrations, in any form
(beyond that copying permitted by Sections 107 and 108 of the U.S. Copyright Law and
except by reviewers for the public press), without written permission from the publishers.

Designed by James J. Johnson and set in Sabon Roman type by The Composing Room of
Michigan, Inc.
Printed in the United States of America by Vail-Ballou Press.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Dimitrov, Georgi, 1882-1949.

[Diaries. English. Selections]

The diary of Georgi Dimitrov, 1933-1949 / introduced and edited by Ivo Banac
German part translated by Jane T. Hedges, Russian by Timothy D. Sergay, and Bulgarian
by Irina Faion.

p. cm. — (Annals of Communism)

Written in Russian, Bulgarian, and German. Published in Bulgarian in 1997 under the
title: Dnevnik. Some material has been omitted from the English translation.

Includes bibliographical references and index.

ISBN 0-300-09794-8 (alk. paper)

1. Dimitrov, Georgi, 1882—1949—Diaries. 2. Statesmen—Bulgaria—Diaries.
3. Communists—Bulgaria—Diaries. 4. Bulgaria—History—Boris IlI, 1918-1943.
5. Bulgaria—History—1944-1990. 1. Banac,Ivo. II. Title. III. Series.
DR88.D5 A3 2003
949.903'1'092—dc21
[B] 2002190765

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library.
The paper in this book meets the guidelines for permanence and durability of the

Committee on Production Guidelines for Book Longevity of the Council on Library
Resources.

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1



Yale University Press gratefully acknowledges the financial
support given for this publication by the John M. Olin
Foundation, the Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation, the
Historical Research Foundation, Roger Milliken, Lloyd H.
Smith, Keith Young, the William H. Donner Foundation,
Joseph W. Donner, Jeremiah Milbank, the David Woods
Kemper Memorial Foundation, the Daphne Seybolt Culpeper
Foundation, the Milton V. Brown Foundation, the National
Endowment for the Humanities, and the Open Society Fund.



For Wolfgang Leonhard

friend and comrade
with a bottle of vinho verde



Contents

List of Illustrations ix
Preface xiii
Introduction XV
List of Abbreviations xlix
Notes on Transliteration and Usage liii

CHAPTER ONE Germany I

CHAPTER TWO The Soviet Union 9

CHAPTER THREE Bulgaria 388
Biographical Notes 455
Index 481

Hlustrations follow pages 98 and 356






Illustrations

PHOTOGRAPHS

following page 98

Georgi Dimitrov among the agitators and leaders of the miners’ strike,
Pernik, Bulgaria, summer 1906.

Georgi Dimitrov and Dimitir Blagoev among members of the Central
Committee and Control Commission and delegates to the Sixteenth
Congress of the Bulgarian Workers’ Social Democratic Party, Varna,
Bulgaria, July 1909.

Report No. 12889, dated 1 March 1918, to the head of the military-ju-
dicial section of the War Ministry on Dimitrov’s revolutionary activity
during his visit to the front in January 1918.

Dimitrov, delegate to the Third Congress of the Comintern, Moscow,
June—July 1921.

Bulgarian-French dictionary inscribed by Dimitrov to Lenin, “our
beloved teacher and irreplaceable leader of the world’s proletarian rev-
olution,” Moscow, 5§ March 1921.

Dimitrov speaking at the Sixth Congress of the Comintern, Moscow, 25
July 1928.

Georgi Dimitrov.

Dimitrov’s Profintern card, No. 4., Moscow, 192.8.

Dimitrov’s file with the Prussian criminal police, Berlin, to March 1933.

Dimitrov’s police mug shots, 1o March 1933.

Georgi Dimitrov, Vasil Tanev, and Blagoi Popov, police photo, 1o March

1933.



x Illustrations

Dimitrov at the Leipzig trial, 1933.

Photomontage by John Heartfield: “You are scared of my questions, Mr.
Chairman of the Council of Ministers.”

Dimitrov’s final speech at the Leipzig trial, 16 December 1933.

Open letter from the German antifascists to Dimitrov: “Dimitrov! The
Bulgarian working class can be proud of you. Long live world revolu-
tion!” Stuttgart, 20 December 1933.

Stalin and Dimitrov, attending the 1935 May Day parade in Moscow.

following page 356
Dimitrov in the Comintern office, Moscow.

Dimitrov’s membership card for the Executive Committee of the Com-
munist International, Seventh Congress of the Comintern, Moscow,
1935.

Marcel Cachin and Georgi Dimitrov, Moscow, 193 5.

Dimitrov and the Comintern leaders: Palmiro Togliatti, Wilhelm Florin,
Wang Ming, Otto Kuusinen, Klement Gottwald, Wilhelm Pieck, Dmit-
ry Manuilsky, Moscow, 193 5.

Dimitrov with the Kostroma voters, 19 December 1937.
Tito and Dimitrov in Meshcherino, 15 April 1945.

Mikhail Kalinin, chairman of the presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
USSR, awards Dimitrov the Order of Lenin for his struggle against fas-
cism, Moscow, 27 June 1945.

G. Dimitrov, with S. S. Biriuzov and Marshal F. I. Tolbukhin, comman-
der of the Third Ukrainian Front, which entered Bulgaria on 8 Sep-
tember 1944, at the Sofia railway station, 22 February 1946.

Traicho Kostov and Georgi Dimitrov, 26 May 1946.

Dimitrov, chairman of the Council of Ministers of Bulgaria, in his office,
30 April 1948.

Dimitrov, general secretary of the BKP, delivers a report at the fifth party
congress, Sofia, December 1948.

Georgi Dimitrov.

Dimitrov with wife Rosa and children Fania and Boyko in Meshcherino,
1948.

Dimitrov and son Boyko in Barvikha, 1948.

Georgi and Rosa Dimitrov in Barvikha, 18 June 1949.



Hllustrations xi

Inauguration of a monument to Dimitrov (sculpted by K. and M. Mera-
bishvili), Moscow, 16 June 1972.

FACSIMILIES
First pages of entry dated 7 November 1937.  page 63

First pages of entry dated 7 November 1940.  page 131
First page of entry dated 2 September 1946.  page 412






Preface

The editing of this volume has been an arduous task, interrupted by fre-
quent changes in setting—New Haven, Moscow, Budapest, Zagreb,
Dubrovnik—almost a match for Dimitrov’s record. If this task were of-
fered to me again, [ am not certain that I would agree to undertake it. The
reason is not the lack of historical insight to be found in the diary of
Georgi Dimitrov. On the contrary, this is the single most important new
source on the history of the international Communist movement in
Stalin’s time. Rather, the collective character of this effort has been some-
what off-putting to an historian of my solitary disposition.

Dimitrov wrote his diary in nineteen separate notebooks that are now
kept in the former Communist Party archive in Sofia, Bulgaria. A type-
script of eighteen of these was made in 1960 for the purposes of the Cen-
tral Party Archive in Sofia, with a copy for the Marx-Engels-Lenin Insti-
tute in Moscow, currently the Russian State Archive of Social and Political
History (RGASPI). An integral version of the manuscript was published in
Bulgarian in 1997." The Yale University Press Annals of Communism se-
ries obtained access to these materials in 1993, thanks to Boyko Dimitrov,
Dimitrov’s adopted son and literary executor. Since the diary is multilin-
gual, the Press entrusted the translation to three translators—Jane T.
Hedges, Timothy D. Sergay, and Irina Faion. I then significantly reduced
their translation, whereby the text was cut to a third of its original size,
and frequently translated various passages myself, especially in the Bul-
garian part, and equipped it with the requisite introduction, explanatory
footnotes, bibliographies, and abbreviations. It should be noted that the
bibliographies include information on the most significant figures in the
diary, whereas the less prominent figures are accounted for in the foot-
notes.

The reader is entitled to an explanation of the criteria that governed the
reduction of the text. Since the diary is full of mere chronology, simply



xiv Preface

noting the procession of visitors received by Dimitrov, much of this mate-
rial was excluded. The only exceptions, unless otherwise noted, were en-
counters that appear to be meaningful in their own right. I also excluded
various documents that Dimitrov occasionally attached to his diary and
which are otherwise available. This is especially so in the Bulgarian part.
No significant information, however, even when seemingly obscure, was
omitted. In any case, scholars with knowledge of Bulgarian will be able to
double check by comparing the present translation with the Bulgarian vol-
ume, which was enormously helpful to me in various ways, not least of all
in negotiating certain biographical mysteries.

In completing this volume I incurred many debts that I would like to ac-
knowledge. I am grateful to Jonathan Brent, the executive editor of the se-
ries, for inviting me to undertake this project. Thanks are due to the diary
translators, especially Timothy D. Sergay, who facilitated the early work
on the project, and to his successor Vadim Staklo, who brought the project
to a successful conclusion. I am grateful to my former student, Paul Jukig,
for his enormous help in Moscow in 1993, and for his work on reducing
the manuscript and marking the appropriate areas of explanation. I prof-
ited from the valuable advice of Fridrikh Firsov, the former curator at the
RGASPI, with whom I originally hoped to undertake the editorial work.
My Yale colleagues Beatrice S. Bartlett, David Montgomery, and Piotr S.
Wandycz, as well as my student Soner Cagaptay and my colleague from
Southern Connecticut State University John O. Iatrides, were quite helpful
in solving some of the identity problems with the enormous international
cast of characters in the diary. I acknowledge the cooperation of Mr. Panto
Kolev, of the Main Archival Administration at the Bulgarian Council of
Ministers, in obtaining the microfilms of the diary. I am indebted to the
grant from the National Endowment for the Humanities that facilitated
my research at RGASPI in 1993. Tanja Lorkovic, the curator of the Slavic
collection at Yale, and her assistant William J. Larsh, as well as Mr. Wen-
kai Kung of the East Asia collection, are not the least of my creditors. But
there are others, too, that I do not care to mention. As with the dying
debtor in the story by Danilo Ki§, my indebtedness is askew.

I.B.
New Haven, Connecticut,
All Souls Day 2001

NOTE

1. Georgi Dimitrov, Dnevnik (9 mart 1933—6 februari 1949), ed. Dimitlir Sirkov, et
al. (Sofia, 1997), 794 pp-



Introduction
Georgi Dimitrov and His Diary:
The Rise and Decline of the Lion of Leipzig

Christo (Javacheff, Hristo Yavashev) completed his “Wrapped
Reichstag” project, in which some $10 million were expended on
covering the old German Parliament in Berlin with a million square
feet of aluminum-colored fabric, most of the amused commentators
had forgotten the other noted Bulgarian whose name will forever be
tied to the Reichstag—Georgi Dimitrov, who stood at the helm of the
Third (Communist) International (Comintern) in its final years
(1935-1943) and who headed the Bulgarian Communist Party (BKP)
and the government of Bulgaria from 1945 until his death in 1949.
On 27 February 1933, in the midst of a violent election campaign,
the Reichstag building was partially destroyed by fire. The police cap-
tured a Dutch laborer—Marinus van der Lubbe—in the gutted edifice.
On 9 March 1933, ten days after the torching of the Reichstag and in
the sixth week of Adolf Hitler’s chancellorship, the Nazis arrested Di-
mitrov and ultimately charged him with participating in a plot to burn
the Reichstag. The arrest, which was vaunted as a victory against
Communist terrorism, was helpful not only to the Nazi campaign in
the Reichsrat elections of § March 1933, but in initiating a series of
measures that gave full dictatorial powers to the Nazis. After the pas-
sage of the Enabling Act (23 March 1933) they had a mandate to cen-
tralize the German government, impose Nazi control over the civil ad-
ministration and the judiciary, ban or dissolve all political parties
except the Nazi Party (NSDAP), begin a series of anti-Jewish mea-
sures, and outlaw all strikes and free unions.
Meanwhile, Dimitrov, two other Bulgarian Communists (Blagoi

IN THE SUMMER OF 1995, when the expatriate Bulgarian artist
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Popov and Vasil Tanev), as well as the principal defendants—van der
Lubbe and Ernst Torgler, the latter a Communist deputy in the Reich-
stag and the president of the Communist Party of Germany (KPD) par-
liamentary group—awaited trial in a Germany that was in the throes
of Nazi revolution. They became the subjects of a vast defense cam-
paign, whereby the Communists and the other antifascists took up
cudgels for the defendants.

It was this trial—the Leipzig fire trial, which lasted from 21 Septem-
ber to 23 December 1933—that gave Dimitrov the status of an inter-
national celebrity. His audacity in cross-examining and confronting
his accusers and the prosecution witnesses, among them the Nazi lead-
ers Hermann Goring and Joseph Goebbels, anticipated the resistance
to fascism that the Communists squandered in the ultra-leftist atmo-
sphere of the “Third Period” (1928-1935). Now that the Nazis were
entrenched, the slogan “After Hitler, our turn!” lost all of its sectarian
appeal. Dimitrov, himself suspected as a “Right deviationist,”! had
won the day and rescued a party vocation that had been in doubt for a
decade.

Georgi Dimitrov was born on 18 June 1882 (0.s.) in the village of
Kovachevtsi, near Radomir, some sixty-four kilometers west of Bul-
garia’s capital, Sofia. His parents were from Pirin Macedonia—the
northeastern part of Macedonia, which the Ottomans had recognized
in 1878 as part of the autonomous Principality of Bulgaria, under the
Ottoman sovereignty. This concession, part of the Treaty of San Ste-
fano (3 March 1878), was the consequence of a military defeat that
Russia had inflicted on the Ottoman Empire in a war waged in the sup-
port of Bulgarian insurgents (1877-1878). At the ensuing Congress of
Berlin (June—July 1878) the European statesmen reduced Russia’s
gains and the territory of autonomous Bulgaria. Macedonia was re-
stored to the Ottomans, its Pirin area having been subdued after an
uprising centered in the towns of Kresna and Razlog. Many Mace-
donians then fled to the Principality of Bulgaria, among them the
twenty-seven-year-old Dimitur Mikhailov Trenchov of Razlog, who
settled in Kovachevtsi, on a tributary of the Struma River. The family
of the seventeen-year-old Parashkeva Doseva from Bansko, a town on
the Pirin Range, had settled in Kovachevtsi a few years earlier, having
fled, too, from Ottoman repression. Mikhailov and Doseva were mar-
ried three years later. Georgi Dimitrov was their oldest son. The family
soon moved to Radomir and then to Sofia.

Dimittir Mikhailov learned the hat-making trade from his brother-
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in-law, who, like Doseva, belonged to a small group of Bulgarians that
had been won over to Protestantism by American missionaries. The
Protestant ethic evidently determined the life of the hatter’s family,
which drew a modest income from Dimitur’s fur-hat shop. That ethic
also figured in Georgi’s initial rebellion. His mother wanted him to be-
come a pastor and in 1892 had him attend Sunday school classes at the
missionary chapel.? Expelled two years later, Dimitrov then became an
apprentice in the printing house of Ivan Tsutsev. Soon afterward he
printed an anti-religious broadsheet titled Kukurigu (Cock-a-Doodle-
Doo) and distributed it by stealth at the church after the Sunday
service.? Still, an echo of a youthful allegiance remained. After the ac-
quittal at Leipzig, Dimitrov attended the prison Christmas services—
Protestant on Christmas Eve and Catholic on Christmas Day 193 3. “If
I were a believer,” he wrote in his diary, “I would definitely be Prot[es-
tant] rather than Cathol[ic].”

The Dimitrovs, a family of working-class militants, seem to have
had an affinity for printers’ ink. Konstantin, like his older brother
Georgi, was a printer by trade and a union activist. Nikola, who
moved to Russia, was a member of the Bolshevik Odessa organization
and died in exile in Siberia in 1916. Todor, an underground activist of
the BKP Sofia organization, was arrested and killed by the royal police
in 1925. The elder of his two sisters, Magdalina (Lina), was married to
the printer Stefan Hristov Barumov. The younger, Elena (Lena), fol-
lowed Dimitrov into exile, where she married another exiled Bulgarian
Communist, Vilko Chervenkov, Dimitrov’s successor at the helm of
the BKP.

As a young printers’ union activist, whose heroes were Hristo Botev
(1848-1976) and the other principals of the Bulgarian national-revo-
lutionary movement, as well as the self-denying Russian revolutionar-
ies from N. G. Chernyshevsky’s novel What Is to Be Done? (1863),
Dimitrov soon fell under the sway of Bulgarian Social Democracy. He
read the works of Dimittr Blagoev (1856—-1924), the leading Bulgar-
ian Marxist, who as a student at St. Petersburg founded the first Marx-
ist organization in Russia—the Party of Russian Social Democrats, in
1883 —1884. Dimitrov then graduated to G. V. Plekhanov’s The Devel-
opment of the Monist View of History (1895) and the works of Marx
and Engels, Karl Kautsky, and V. I. Lenin.*

The Bulgarian Social Democratic Party, established in 1901, soon
became a battlefield for fractional interests. The pursuit of purely pro-
letarian class politics was difficult in an agrarian country whose mar-
gin of industrial workers would rise to no more than twenty thousand
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by 1909. Yet this was precisely the wish of Dimittr Blagoev’s Narrows
(tesniaks), who confronted the more adaptable Broads (shiroki) of
Yanko Sakuzov. Three issues separated them. First, unlike Sakuzov,
Blagoev distrusted the peasantry as a dangerous petit bourgeois influ-
ence on the party, even when the turbulent countryside brought the So-
cial Democrats some useful electoral support. Mistrust of the peas-
antry in a land of countless peasant smallholders became the mark of
the Narrows—members of the Bulgarian Workers’ Social Democratic
Party (Narrow Socialists), or BRSDP(t.s.)—and of their Communist
successors. Second, Blagoev opposed the idea that the trade unions
could be independent of the party and pursue purely economic goals.
He argued for the political nature of trade union struggle and party
control. Third, Blagoev rejected the idea of coalitions with nonsocial-
ist parties, including the newly formed Bulgarian Agrarian National
Union (BZNS).®> Dimitrov was received into the party in the spring of
1902 and from the beginning identified with the tesniak faction.
Dimitrov’s rise among the Narrow Socialists followed his trade
union career. Dimitrov was a delegate to the BRSDP(t.s.) congress
(July 1904) at Plovdiv, where it was decided to form the party-affili-
ated General Federation of Trade Unions (ORSS). He was a secretary
at the ORSS founding congress, served on its General Workers’ Coun-
cil, and in August 1904 became the secretary of its Sofia council. A
protégé of Georgi Kirkov, Blagoev’s closest associate, who was re-
sponsible for the work of the trade unions, Dimitrov was soon elected
secretary of the BRSDP(t.s.) Sofia organization. Active in the tesniak
operations against the “anarcho-liberals”—the party faction that re-
sisted Blagoev’s “bureaucratic centralism”—he was arrested in the
course of the Pernik miners’ strike (June—July 1906). At this time he
married Ljubica (Ljuba) Ivosevié (1880-1933), a Serbian seamstress,
proletarian poet, and trade union activist, whom Dimitrov met at
Sliven in 1903. She came to Bulgaria after a sojourn in Vienna and in-
troduced him to the German language and various cultural pursuits.
In October 1908 Bulgaria proclaimed its independence from the Ot-
toman Empire. Prince Ferdinand, who used the occasion to assume the
title of tsar, felt threatened by the Young Turk revolutionary regime
that had overthrown the autocracy in July 1908 and established a par-
liament in Istanbul, to which the Bulgarian deputies, too, were invited.
This was the overture to a series of Balkan conflicts that would reflect
the interests of regional mini-imperialisms and their sponsors among
the Powers. In 1912, Serbia and Bulgaria joined Greece and Montene-
gro in a war against the Turks (October 1912—May 1913). The Balkan
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allies scored a convincing victory but then fell out among themselves
over the division of Ottoman possessions in Europe. In the Second
Balkan War (June—July 1913), the bulk of the allies, now joined by
Romania and Turkey, attacked Bulgaria and, after a series of debilitat-
ing defeats, wrested from it portions of newly acquired territories in
Macedonia and Thrace, as well as parts of Bulgarian Dobruja. In these
two wars Bulgaria lost §8,000 soldiers, an additional 105,000 being
wounded. The period is rightly regarded as the first national catastro-
phe. One of the victims was Dimitrov’s brother Konstantin, who per-
ished in 1912 at the approaches to Istanbul.

The tesniaks put up a determined campaign for peace and a Balkan
federation. Their antinationalist attitude stood them in good stead af-
ter the wars, as the Bulgarians settled down to a tranquil assessment of
their losses. Dimitrov, who had been admitted to the BRSDP(t.s.) Cen-
tral Committee (CC) in 1909 and to the secretaryship of the ORSS in
1910, having been subjected to several arrests and a brief prison term
afterward, now entered the parliament along with practically the
whole tesniak leadership in the elections of 1913 and 1914. He served
as the secretary of the tesniak parliamentary group. In May 1914 he
also became a member of the Sofia municipal council. But the greatest
challenges still lay ahead, beginning with the war crisis of 1914.

At the beginning of the First World War the Bulgarian government
carefully weighed the prospects of the warring alliances, in hopes of
siding with the winner and thereby regaining the territories lost in the
Second Balkan War and, if possible, to increasing them. In September
1915 Tsar Ferdinand finally became convinced that the Central Pow-
ers would prevail. Bulgaria mobilized and attacked Serbia within a
month. The BRSDP(t.s.) took a consistently antiwar stance through-
out the hostilities. Dimitrov and the other tesniak deputies repeatedly
voted against the war credits. The party joined the Zimmerwald
movement and sided with Lenin on everything except on demands for
a new International. Dimitrov’s personal commitment to internation-
alism was expressed in his parliamentary speeches in which he con-
demned the Bulgarian army’s savage repression of the Serbian insur-
gents in the Toplica district, west of Nis, in February 1917.¢ During
the summer of 1917, at Turnovo, Dimitrov defended a group of
wounded soldiers, who had been set upon by a raging colonel in an of-
ficers’ railway compartment. Dimitrov was prosecuted for inciting dis-
obedience, stripped of his parliamentary immunity, and imprisoned on
29 August 1918.

The second round of warfare, after a respite of less than twenty-
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seven months, weighed heavily on Bulgaria. The mobilization of able-
bodied men and the significant war losses (101,000 dead and 300,000
wounded), as well as food deliveries to the Central Powers, induced
shortages, price hikes, and war-weariness. Mutinies stirred up by the
tesniaks and members of the Agrarian Union (BZNS) became fre-
quent. By September 1918, as soldiers started agitating for the cessa-
tion of hostilities, the Allies breached the Salonika front and crushed
the Bulgarian defenses in Macedonia. In the ensuing stampede the re-
treating soldiers, calling for peace and a new government, proceeded
to Sofia. Ferdinand called upon the Agrarian leader Aleksandur Stam-
boliski (1879-1923), whom he released from prison, to pacify the ap-
proaching mutineers. Taking on the assignment, Stamboliski neverthe-
less formed a common cause with Blagoev, on the argument that the
tesniaks and the BZNS, the leading Bulgarian opposition party, could
jointly establish a democratic republic. True to his anti-peasant stand,
Blagoev turned down the offer. Stamboliski wavered, proceeded to the
insurgent camp at Radomir, argued for an end to the insurrection, and
then, on 28 September, accepted the presidency of the insurgent repub-
lic and the resumption of the march to Sofia.

The Radomir republic ended almost as soon as it started. On 28 Sep-
tember Bulgaria sued for peace, armistice was signed, and Ferdinand
was obliged to abdicate, to be succeeded by his son, Boris III (1894 —
1943). Within a few days, the loyalist troops, made up largely of pro-
war Macedonians, having inflicted three thousand casualties on the
host of some ten thousand to fifteen thousand men, repelled the insur-
gents in the suburbs of Sofia. The rest simply went home, leaving
Stamboliski in the lurch. The tesniaks, however, who had by then ac-
ceded to Leninism, had a lot of explaining to do.” Their subsequent ex-
planations to effect that their forces were meager and scattered, the
pro-regime side aided by the Germans too strong, and the Entente
troops near, tended to obscure the fundamental anti-peasant prejudice
that had been the trademark of the Narrows.

The imprisoned Dimitrov was uninvolved in these decisions. It was
later claimed that he had transmitted a written recommendation to
the BRSDP(t.s.) CC that favored unwavering involvement in the up-
rising.® Not that the Radomir error hurt the tesniaks. The party re-
named itself the Bulgarian Communist Party (Narrow Socialists), or
BKP(t.s.), in May 1919 and then made its peace with the Comintern.
(Dimitrov was elected to the Communist CC.) The party’s program,
for all its Leninist overtones, remained remarkably Blagoevist—par-
ticularly in its intransigence toward peasant views.”
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In the parliamentary elections of August 1919, the BKP(t.s.)
emerged as the second largest party—immediately after Stamboliski’s
Agrarian Union—with 119,000 votes (18 percent of the total) and
forty-seven deputies. Their showing was better than that of the com-
peting Broad Socialists, who had graduated to the Social Democratic
Party. But the Communists would not agree to Stamboliski’s invitation
to join the coalition government. Nor did they support the Treaty of
Neuilly (27 November 1919), the peace agreement signed by Stam-
boliski that deprived Bulgaria of considerable territory (Thrace, pivots
on the Yugoslav border) and imposed heavy reparations on the coun-
try. Moreover, the Communist-led railway strike of 24 December
1919, which the BKP and ORSS tried to turn into a general strike,
tested the strength of Stamboliski’s cabinet and—after a harsh appli-
cation of repressive measures by Stamboliski—ended in defeat in Jan-
uary 1920. Nevertheless, it helped raise the BKP’s prestige, contributed
to an increase in its membership (36,600 in 1920), and became a fac-
tor in the parliamentary elections of March 1920, in which the Com-
munists won 182,000 votes (20.31 percent of the total) and fifty-one
deputies. Although Stamboliski’s BZNS won the plurality of votes, the
BZNS majority could be reached only by the invalidation of thirteen
opposition deputies, among them nine Communists.

After the strikes of 1919-1920 and Stamboliski’s electoral high-
handedness, the Communists eyed his government with increased dis-
taste. The Agrarian reforms, which included plans for village coopera-
tives and a government grain consortium, were denounced as the
artifice of a grasping village bourgeoisie. Stamboliski, who admittedly
relied on a club-wielding peasant paramilitary force, the Orange
Guard, was called the Balkan Mussolini.'® Nor were his attempts, in
cooperation with the Yugoslav authorities, to curb the Macedonian
guerrillas much appreciated. In short, the Communists hardly differ-
entiated between Stamboliski and the reactionary forces (royalists,
militarists, Macedonian émigrés) that were already plotting against
the Agrarian government. When, on 9 June 1923, the anti-Stamboliski
coalition of right-wing officers moved against the government to over-
throw it and then murdered the prime minister, the Communists
hardly demurred. The BKP CC, in an official proclamation, called the
putsch “an armed struggle ... between the urban and rural bour-
geoisies.” ! Attempts at counteraction with the Agrarians, notably at
Pleven, Plovdiv, and Turnovo, were stopped by the Communist leader-
ship. In fact, the BKP seemed encouraged that the putschist cabinet of
Aleksandur Tsankov, which was persecuting the Agrarians but tacti-
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cally (and briefly) cozying up to the Communists, might strengthen the
constitutionally guaranteed rights and freedoms.!?

Dimitrov’s position on these events was hardly audacious. During
the strike action of 1919—1920 he went underground with the BKP
leadership. In June 1920, together with Vasil Kolarov (1877-1950),
Blagoev’s second-in-command, he attempted to reach the Soviet Union
in a fishing boat that lost its way in a storm and was captured by the
Romanian border guards in Dobruja. Released in July, he made a sec-
ond attempt in December 1920, this time by way of Vienna. Obliged to
wait for passage to Moscow, he went to Livorno, Italy, to attend the
congress of the Italian Socialist Party (15 January 1921), where he ob-
served the Comintern’s splittist strategy against the Socialist leader-
ship. Dimitrov’s colleague Hristo Kabakchiev (1878 -1940), the lead-
ing intellectual of the BKP, represented the Comintern at Livorno. His
efforts and those of the Italian leftists produced a split and the emer-
gence of the Italian Communist Party (PCI).

In February 1921 Dimitrov finally made it to Moscow, where he met
Lenin and represented the BKP at the Fourth All-Russian Trade Union
Congress (May 1921) and the Third Congress of the Comintern
(June—July 1921). Back in Bulgaria in November 1921, he returned to
Moscow a year later for the Second Congress of the (Red) Interna-
tional of Trade Unions (Profintern) in November—December 1922.
Having been elected to the Executive Committee of the Profintern, his
primary preoccupation continued to be the Bulgarian Communist
trade unions, which he helped build to a force of thirty-five thousand
by April 1924. During the June 1923 putsch he shared in the party’s
“historical error” by arguing for neutrality between the “two wings”
of the Bulgarian bourgeoisie. In fact, given Blagoev’s illness and ad-
vanced age and Kolarov’s absence in Moscow, it was Kabakchiev and
Dimitrov who shared the greatest responsibility—together with the
BKP secretary Todor Lukanov—for the neutrality policy of 1923. The
subsequent argument, that Dimitrov’s support of “neutrality” ob-
tained as long as resistance to the putsch failed to develop, is hardly
convincing.!3

The Comintern’s reaction to the BKP’s failure was first disbelief,
then pressure. In his report (23 June 1923) to a plenum of the Execu-
tive Committee of the Communist International (ECCI), Karl Radek
condemned the spinelessness of the BKP that had led to “the greatest
defeat ever suffered by a Communist Party.”'* When the BKP contin-
ued to defend its position,!s the ECCI sent Kolarov to Bulgaria with
orders to effect a change of policy and plan an insurrection. Kolarov
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prevailed at the BKP CC meeting on 5 August 1923, against consider-
able opposition. But that was the extent of his success. With but a few
exceptions, notably among the fringe Agrarian elements, the BKP
failed to win any non-Communist support for a “worker-peasant gov-
ernment” and an uprising. Moreover, after news of the planned insur-
gency was leaked to the Tsankov government, it ordered the arrest, on
12 September, of some two thousand Communist officials, mainly
among the middle cadres. Operating from the underground, Kolarov
and Dimitrov ordered an uprising for 22—23 September (it was ill pre-
pared), and then proceeded to Ferdinand, in the Vratsa district of
northwestern Bulgaria, where they established the supreme military-
revolutionary committee together with their comrade Gavril Genov
and two Left Agrarians.

The uprising ended in disaster. The insurgents succeeded only to an
extent in northwestern Bulgaria (Vratsa district) and in the central dis-
tricts of Stara Zagora and Plovdiv. There were less important stirrings
elsewhere, notably in the Petrich district (Pirin Macedonia). The upris-
ing had a predominantly rural character and was especially notable in
the areas of BZNS strength, the capital, Sofia, having remained largely
dormant and the BKP leaders of Ruse and Burgas having ignored the
call to rise up. The control that the Bulgarian army maintained over
the railroads permitted it to transport troops to the various foci of in-
surgency, as the occasion warranted. The authorities also relied on the
White Russian émigrés (Wrangelites) and the Macedonian irregulars.
By 28 September Kolarov and Dimitrov ordered a retreat into Yu-
goslavia, where they led some two thousand Communist insurgents.
Perhaps as many five thousand perished in the uprising and the
Tsankovite “white terror” that followed in its wake.

The defeat of the September uprising contributed to the growing
fractionalism in the BKP but did not unduly harm Communist stand-
ing in Bulgaria. Moreover, the exiled leadership of Kolarov and Di-
mitrov—the Foreign Committee, which soon removed to Vienna—
gained significant prestige out of this Comintern-managed affair,
which was subsequently dubbed the first organized antifascist upris-
ing. In February 1924 the Comintern endorsed the conduct of Kolarov
and Dimitrov, and in May 1924 the underground BKP conference at
Vitosha seconded the Comintern’s endorsement.

During this period Dimitrov traveled to Moscow on several occa-
sions. He represented the BKP in the ECCI delegation that escorted
Lenin’s coffin from Gorky to Moscow in January 1924. Back in Vi-
enna at the end of February 1924, he headed the émigré BKP appara-
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tus, directed the work of the Balkan Communist Federation (BCF), the
coordinating body of the Comintern Balkan sections that cultivated
the various Balkan national-liberation and minority movements, and
served as the ECCI emissary to the Communist Party of Austria
(KPO). He represented the BKP and the Balkan Communist Federa-
tion at the Fifth Congress of the Comintern and the Third Congress of
the Profintern in Moscow, during the summer of 1924, where he be-
came a candidate-member of the ECCI and a member of the Profin-
tern’s Executive Committee. From 1925 on, he was increasingly in
Moscow, although he attended to assorted Comintern business in Vi-
enna and Berlin.

In April 1925, the BKP underground operatives in Bulgaria, part of
the party’s underground military organization, staged a spectacular
terrorist attack at Sofia’s Sveta Nedelia Cathedral. They detonated a
bomb on the roof of the edifice at a start of a state funeral attended by
Tsar Boris and most of Bulgaria’s leading political figures. The explo-
sion claimed the lives of 123 mourners, among them fourteen generals
and the mayor of Sofia. The authorities responded with great severity,
arresting thousands of suspects, imposing dozens of death sentences,
and murdering hundreds of detained Communists. One of the victims
was Dimitrov’s brother Todor. In one of the trials that followed the ex-
plosion, Dimitrov was tried and sentenced to death in absentia. In fact,
the exiled Communist leader had nothing to do with the Sveta Nedelia
disaster.

The terrorist incident, however unauthorized, demonstrated the
growing desperation of the underground Communists in Bulgaria.
Weakened by the defeat of the September uprising in 1923, isolated
from potential Left Agrarian partners, they were now exposed to
growing repression, which was somewhat mitigated after the Tsankov
dictatorship gave way in January 1926 to a moderate government.
Operating through the legal front party (the Labor Party) they recov-
ered by the early 1930s, precisely at the point when their internal unity
was increasingly challenged by a younger and more leftist generation.

Already in December 1927 and January 1928, at the BKP confer-
ence at Berlin, the delegates of the Young Communist League—Georgi
Lambrev, Iliya Vasilev, and Petur Iskrov—started attacking the 1923
leadership. By May 1929, following the Sixth Congress of the Com-
intern (July—September 1928) with its ultra-leftist line of “class
against class,” the leftist youth leaders started taking over the BKP.
When the Foreign Bureau of the BKP was reconstituted in Moscow, in
August 1930, Dimitrov was effectively demoted, having been ap-
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pointed its candidate-member. Admittedly, Dimitrov and Kolarov bent
with the wind and offered no doctrinal alternative to the new line. As
their influence waned and as their behavior in 1923 came to be at-
tacked as “defeatist,” they stood guard and waited for better times.
Particularly disturbing to Dimitrov was the new leadership’s renuncia-
tion of the whole tesniak heritage.'®

It was under these circumstances that the ECCI sent Dimitrov to
Germany, where he acted as the political secretary of the BCF and, af-
ter April 1929, as the leading member of the Comintern’s West Euro-
pean Bureau. Frequently sent on various Comintern missions from
Berlin to Moscow, throughout Germany, and in many other West Eu-
ropean countries, Dimitrov was in Berlin when Hitler assumed the
chancellorship in January 1933. Paradoxically enough, Popov and
Tanev, who were arrested with Dimitrov in March 1933 in the Reich-
stag fire case, were his factional opponents and belonged to the “left
sectarian” wing of the BKP leadership. It was this arrest and Di-
mitrov’s performance in the dock that revived the influence of the in-
creasingly marginalized revolutionary.

The history of the Communist International is usually divided into
six periods. After the optimistic period of the “red wave,” from the
Comintern’s inaugural congress in March 1919 to the bungled attempt
at uprising in Germany (October 1923), when the Bolsheviks and their
sympathizers expected the imminent victory of world revolution, there
followed a more cautious period of “partial stabilization of capital-
ism” (1923-1928), when the Communists declared a temporary halt
to the revolutionary upsurge in Europe and Asia. This “right turn,” oc-
casioned, too, by the failed September 1923 uprising in Bulgaria, was
evident in the Communist-Guomindang alliance in China (1923-
1927).

By 1926, J. V. Stalin triumphed against the Trotskyist and Zi-
novievist opposition in the USSR. His alliance with N. 1. Bukharin,
who assumed the leadership of the Comintern in November 1926, was
still firm. The latter, under the pressure of oppositionists and the impa-
tient Comintern apparatus, announced “a new, third period” at the
end of 1926, signaling a more militant posture of the Communist move-
ment. But it was Stalin, at the Fifteenth Congress of the All-Union
Communist Party (Bolshevik)—the VKP(b)—in December 1927, who
introduced the idea of a “new revolutionary upsurge.” The Sixth
World Congress of the Comintern (July—September 1928) initiated a
new “left turn” that assumed its familiar Stalinist contours after the
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purge of the Bukharin faction in 1929. During this Third Period,
which coincided with Stalin’s drive for collectivization and industri-
alization—the vaunted Stalinist “second revolution,” “right devia-
tions” were portrayed as the greatest danger to the Communist move-
ment. The Communists carried out a purge of the “right deviationists”
(Heinrich Brandler in Germany, Jay Lovestone in the United States)
and carried out a total break with the Social Democrats, who were
now consistently besmirched as “Social fascists.”1”

The real Fascists, who were decidedly on the rise in the early 1930s,
profited significantly from the new round of Communist—Social Dem-
ocratic warfare on the Left. In 1929, in Berlin and Paris, the Commu-
nists refused to join hands with the Social Democrats even in the tra-
ditional May Day parades. After the September 1930 Reichstag
elections in Germany, in which the Nazis scored significant gains, the
Communist Party of Germany (KPD) declared that the Nazi showing
was a favorable development, because it weakened the Weimar Re-
public. Moreover, the KPD joined the Nazis in undermining the Social
Democratic government of Prussia (summer 1931) and, in November
1932, the Communist trade unionists cooperated with their Nazi
counterparts against the Social Democrats in the Berlin transport
workers’ strike.

The Communist attitude, though indefensible, emerged from the
early Communist view that fascism was evidence of capitalism’s decay
and hence that it was not an entirely unwelcome development. The de-
fense of the capitalist order through terror was evidence of the coming
revolutionary dawn. This policy was pursued even after Hitler banned
the KPD, Communist statements continuing to portray Nazism as a
passing phenomenon well into the fall of 1933. And when armed resis-
tance against fascism commenced—in Austria (February 1934), it was
the Social Democrats, not the Communists, who took up arms against
Chancellor Dollfuss’s fascist dictatorship. In this context, Dimitrov’s
militancy in the Leipzig dock represented a significant departure from
the simplicity of the Third Period and the symbolic inauguration of a
new coalition of forces in the battle against fascism.

Dimitrov’s defense had four important elements. First, despite enor-
mous obstacles placed in his way by the judges, he was consistently on
the offensive, in intimating that the Nazis had set the Reichstag
aflame—or directly accusing them of having done so. Dimitrov re-
peatedly stated that van der Lubbe—“a déclassé worker, a rebellious
member of the scum of society”—was a “miserable Faustus,” while
“Mephistopheles has disappeared” (an allusion to the club-footed
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Goebbels).'® Second, Dimitrov boldly defended “Communist ideol-
ogy, my ideals,” as well as the Communist International and its
program of proletarian dictatorship and the “World Union of Soviet
Republics.”!® Third, he presented himself as a patriotic Bulgarian
Communist who resented the racialist Nazi charge that he hailed from
a “savage and barbarous” country: “It is true that Bulgarian fascism is
savage and barbarous. But the Bulgarian workers and peasants, the
Bulgarian people’s intelligentsia are by no means savage and bar-
barous.”2? Finally, although he criticized the Social Democratic lead-
ers, Dimitrov exacted from Goebbels the admission that the Nazis “do
not share the bourgeois viewpoint that there is a fundamental differ-
ence between the Social Democratic and the Communist parties | . . . |
When, therefore, we accused Marxism in general and its most acute
form—communism, of intellectual instigation, and maybe even of
practical implementation of the Reichstag fire, then this attitude by it-
self meant that our national task was to destroy, to wipe off the face of
the earth the Communist Party and the Social Democratic Party.”?!

The fact that this admission was exacted from Goebbels, that Di-
mitrov paid compliments to the Anarchists (while disclaiming that van
der Lubbe could be a “genuine” Anarchist),?? that he provoked
Goring into making threats once Dimitrov was “out of the court-
room,”?3 still received far greater attention in the West than in the
councils of the Comintern. Despite the obligatory cheers for the
“courageous Bolshevik” Dimitrov, the Thirteenth Plenum of the ECCI
(November—December 1933) paid scant attention to the Leipzig trial
and ignored Dimitrov’s emergence from the courtroom as the most at-
tractive Communist massovik in years, moreover on the crest of a
growing antifascist protest in Western Europe against the Hitler dicta-
torship.?* When the court sentenced van der Lubbe to death on 23 De-
cember 1933, after having simultaneously acquitted Dimitrov, Popov,
Tanev, and Torgler for lack of evidence, it took the Soviet government
another two months to secure the release of the Bulgarians. They were
granted Soviet citizenship after Bulgaria, where Dimitrov could face
execution for the earlier death sentence, refused to recognize them as
Bulgarian subjects.?®

Slowly, however, the Soviet leadership itself started changing its pos-
ture. At the Seventeenth Congress of the VKP(b), known as the Con-
gress of Victors (January 1934), Stalin emerged unchallenged after
two bitter years of famine and disarray. He used the congress podium
to announce the improvement of Soviet relations with France, Poland,
and the United States, these developments having been instigated by
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“certain changes in the policy of Germany which reflect the growth of
revanchist and imperialist sentiments in Germany.”?® Dimitrov’s re-
turn to Moscow on 27 February 1934 came in the wake of the signifi-
cant distancing that Stalin achieved in regard to the Third Period. In
fact, by 1 April Stalin was already encouraging him to strike against
the “incorrect” views of the Comintern leaders on the nature of the
Austrian “insurrection.” By the end of May Dimitrov was nominated
to make a report at the forthcoming Comintern congress. There re-
mained the uneasy task of dispersing, by argument or constraining in-
fluence, the array of reservations among the hardened veterans of the
Third Period about cooperation with the Social Democrats and the
other antifascists.

Germany’s growing strength and aggressiveness—her denunciation
of the disarmament clauses in the Versailles treaty and Hitler’s policy
of remilitarization—prompted departures from the Soviet policy of
unremitting hostility toward the Western democracies. The Franco-
Soviet alliance (May 193 5) and the earlier entrance of the USSR into
the League of Nations represented an important success of M. M.
Litvinov’s Foreign Commissariat over the revolutionary aspirations of
the Comintern. In this decisive change—which increasingly trans-
formed the Communist International from the headquarters of world
revolution to an auxiliary in the struggle against fascism—Dimitrov
played a leading role?”—hence his central function at the Seventh
World Congress of the Comintern (July—August 193 5).

There is little doubt that the Comintern’s about-face of 1935 repre-
sented the most momentous change in the history of Stalinized com-
munism. Still, Dimitrov’s keynote speech, usually titled “The United
Front Against Fascism and War,” was novel in emphasis, not in con-
tent. Dimitrov stressed that fascism was a “substitution of one state
form of class domination of the bourgeoisie—bourgeois democracy—
by another form—open terrorist dictatorship.”?® Hence, it was not
a matter of indifference whether the bourgeois dictatorship took a
democratic or a fascist form. The task at the moment was to create a
“wide anti-fascist Popular Front on the basis of the proletarian united
front.”2° In fact, although Dimitrov proposed new negotiations with
the Social Democrats, his aims (and those of the Soviet leadership and
the Comintern) were significantly broader. He was proposing an open-
ing to all enemies of fascism, beyond the working class and its
parties—including peasants, liberal elements, and the confessional
groups. Nor did he fail to chastise the Communists for their inatten-
tion to the motifs of patriotism and national pride, which became suc-
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cessful recruiting themes for the fascist upsurge in many countries.
Dimitrov dominated the congress so thoroughly that his elevation to
the position of the Comintern’s secretary-general at the end of the
proceedings came as no surprise. Other secretaries of the ECCI elected
at the Seventh Congress were D. Z. Manuilsky, Otto Kuusinen,
Palmiro Togliatti (Ercoli), Wilhelm Pieck, André Marty, and Klement
Gottwald.

Dimitrov’s speech had the effect of cadence breaking on a militant
organization whose rank and file clearly craved some way out of their
isolation. Ironically, the Popular Front strategy, with its stress on com-
bat against fascism and its war preparations, necessarily softened the
struggle against capitalism and hence diluted the Comintern’s raison
d’étre of class war and world revolution: “Dimitrov’s ‘popular front’
was designed to keep the proletarian revolution in abeyance in order to
deal with the pressing emergency of Fascism.”3° But the emergency
was defined in terms of Soviet state interest, not necessarily that of the
Comintern member parties that were now obliged to abandon the
search for revolutionary opportunities. As a result, the Comintern,
never a favorite of Stalin’s, commenced its self-marginalization. The
middle ground between the sectarianism of the Third Period and the
expediency of the Popular Front was exceedingly hard to negotiate, es-
pecially under the circumstances of Stalin’s terror, which was in full
swing more than half a year before the opening speeches at the Hall of
Pillars in Moscow.

One of the curiosities of Georgi Dimitrov’s diary is an enormous hia-
tus that extends from 1 February 1935 to 18 August 1936, that is, the
period of his meteoric rise in the councils of the Comintern, including
his role in the preparations, work, and immediate consequences of the
Seventh World Congress. (There are a number of smaller hiatuses in
the diary, most notably for the period between 18 March and 15 Au-
gust 1938. It is entirely possible that these sections were lost or de-
stroyed.) This is not the only peculiarity in the diary, which generally
requires some explanation.

Diary writing is highly atypical for revolutionaries. Dimitrov was
seemingly an exception. His diary is also unusual because of its struc-
ture and the variety of moods, which mask an array of intentions. He
kept a diary from June 1916 to November 1916,3! apparently during
his imprisonment in Sofia (1918) and perhaps until September 1923,
and certainly while with Kolarov in the military prison in Constanta,
Romania (1920).32 In a certain sense his diaries were associated with



xxx Introduction

his imprisonment. Dimitrov started making diary jottings after his ar-
rest in the Reichstag fire case, his first entry, dated 9 March 1933 —the
day of his arrest—evidently having been written after the event. This
first section, which was written in Dimitrov’s sturdy but inelegant Ger-
man, originally was probably no more than a laconic chronological re-
minder for the purpose of preparing his defense. Although personal
details mounted in due course, the German part of his diary is on the
whole hurried, terse, and structurally vastly different from the rest of
the copious manuscript.

The Russian part, which was penned in Russian beginning 17 Sep-
tember 1934, represents the bulk of the diary—some two thirds of the
text. It is more detailed, provides accounts of conversations, telephone
calls, and meetings, and includes frequent attachments of various doc-
uments, speeches, and proclamations. The focus throughout is on
Stalin, who is unsurprisingly the most important character among the
dramatis personz in the diary. In fact, were it not for a very rare por-
trayal of Stalin’s less admirable side (“Called J. V. [Stalin]. Soon as he
recognized my voice, he hung up!” 21 October 1939), Dimitrov’s di-
ary could be read as a form of private correspondence with Stalin.
Dimitrov certainly expresses all sorts of oblique messages via his jot-
tings. He cajoles and protests. He enters into preventive actions
against possible threats. But most often he praises Stalin. The conclud-
ing part, from 11 November 1945, the day after Dimitrov’s return to
Bulgaria, to the last entry, on 6 February 1949, with exceptions, is
written in a sort of a Russified Bulgarian.

It is important to note that it is possible to detect Dimitrov’s priori-
ties whenever the diary can be corroborated with parallel evidence.
One of the best examples is the account of the Kremlin meeting of 1o
February 1948 at which Stalin lashed out at the Bulgarian and Yu-
goslav delegations over a series of differences on Balkan policy. One of
his points was that the Chinese Communist leaders, too, carried out
policies contrary to Moscow’s wishes, but at least they had the decency
to do so on the sly, without challenging Moscow. Here is how the key
passage emerges in Dimitrov’s diary and in Djilas’s Conversations with
Stalin. Dimitrov quotes Stalin as saying:

I also doubted that the Chinese could succeed, and I advised them to
come to a temporary agreement with Chiang Kai-shek. Officially, they
agreed with us, but in practice they continued mobilizing the Chinese
people. And then they openly put forward the question: Will we go on
with our fight? We have the support of our people. We said: Fine, what
do you need? It turned out that the conditions there were very favor-
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able. The Chinese proved to be right, and we were wrong. Maybe in this
[Balkan] case it can also turn out that we are wrong. But we want to be
certain about what we are doing.

Here is Stalin according to Djilas, by contrast:

Here, when the war with Japan ended, we invited the Chinese comrades
to reach an agreement as to how a modus vivendi with Chiang Kai-shek
might be found. They agreed with us in word, but in deed they did it
their own way when they got home: they mustered their forces and
struck. It has been shown that they were right, and not we. But Greece
is a different case—we should not hesitate, but let us put an end to the
Greek uprising.33

Dimitrov’s account includes the passage where the Chinese ask for
approval after they prepared the ground for the answer they preferred.

Dimitrov’s diary is the history of the demiurge Stalin, the creator
and destroyer. There are several remarkable things about this portrait.
Perhaps most important, Stalin is not lacking in self-awareness. He is
aware that the European workers think that the conflict with Trotsky
is a result of Stalin’s “bad character” (11 February 1937). He is aware
that Trotsky “as we know, was the most popular man in our country
after Lenin” and that “Bukharin, Zinoviev, Rykov, Tomsky were all
popular.” He identifies his group (Stalin, Molotov, Voroshilov, and
Kalinin) as “fieldworkers [praktiki—literally, practical workers] in
Lenin’s time.” But the middle cadres nevertheless supported Stalin and
his friends, whereas “Trotsky completely ignored those cadres” (7 No-
vember 1937).

Nor is Stalin unaware of the Soviet Communist reputation: “It
would be better to create a workers’ party of Poland with a Commu-
nist program. The Commun[ist] Party frightens off not only alien ele-
ments, but even some of our own as well” (27 August 1941). He urges
the leading German Communists from the Soviet Zone of Germany
not to “speak so glowingly of the Sov[iet] Union” (7 June 1945). And
he can be droll about the Soviet hypocrisies: “You are the ‘chairman of
the Clommunist] I[nternational],” you know. We are only a section of
the CI!” (26 April 1939). But that is no safeguard against personal
claims to virtue: “The root of all wisdom: 1) acknowledgement of
one’s own mistakes and deficiencies; 2) correction of those mistakes
and deficiencies” (28 July 1941).

Dimitrov demonstrates the personal nature of Soviet power, which
in the time frame of his diary was Stalin’s dictatorship. Stalin’s ruth-
lessness and extremism belie the Thermidorian interpretation of the
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regime. The revolutionary goal brooked no obstacles. And since all al-
liances were conditional, the vast loneliness of the great dictator was
preordained. It turns out that Soviet aircraft can stay aloft for only
thirty-five minutes, whereas German and British aircraft can stay up
for several hours: “I summoned our designers and asked them if our
aircraft, too, could be made to stay aloft longer. They answered, ‘Yes,
they could, but no one ever set us a task like that!” And now that defi-
ciency is being corrected. Our infantry is being reorganized now; the
cavalry has always been good—now it is time to tackle aviation and
anti-aircraft defense. I am busy at this every day now, meeting with de-
signers and other specialists. But I am the only one dealing with all
these problems. None of you could be bothered with them. I am out
there by myself” (7 November 1940). His entourage offers confirma-
tion of Stalin’s singular qualities. After days of preparations for the
theses on war Zhdanov rebukes Dimitrov: “By this time Com[rade]
Stalin would have written a whole book!” (24 September 1939).

Many vignettes also show the familiar scheming Stalin. He warns
Dimitrov about Manuilsky’s “Trotskyism” and “toadyism”: “Don’t
leave him to his own devices! He could ruin things!” (26 April 1939).
Dimitrov should also watch Rakosi: “All of them wavered at one time
or another. They did not understand our business” (6 November
1940). His mistrust becomes a job description: “An intelligence agent
ought to be like a devil: believing no one, not even himself” (20 Febru-
ary 1941). Or he can rage and threaten: “We have united the state in
such a way that if any part were isolated from the common socialist
state, it would not only inflict harm on the latter but would be unable
to exist independently and would inevitably fall under foreign sub-
jugation. Therefore, whoever attempts to destroy that unity of the
socialist state, whoever seeks the separation of any of its parts or na-
tionalities—that man is an enemy, a sworn enemy of the state and of
the peoples of the USSR. And we will destroy each and every such en-
emy, even if he was an old Bolshevik; we will destroy all his kin, his
family. We will mercilessly destroy anyone who, by his deeds or his
thoughts—yes, his thoughts—threatens the unity of the socialist
state” (7 November 1937). “But I will show you, if I ever lose my pa-
tience. (You know very well how I can do that.) I shall hit the fatsos so
hard that you will hear the crack for miles around” (7 November
1940).

The casuistic side of Stalin was evident in the period of the Soviet-
Finnish war (November 1939-March 1940). Surprised by the vigor of
the Finnish defense, he argued that “Finland was prepared for a major
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war against us” (21 January 1940). To counter the criticisms of the
deputy people’s commissars of defense against the commissar, his fa-
vorite K. Ye. Voroshilov, Stalin argued that the Red Army was superb,
the reversals that it had sustained being attributable to bad officers: “A
good commander can manage even with a weak division; a bad com-
mander can demoralize the best division in the army. [ ... ] We
brought not only the White Finns to their knees, but their instructors,
too—the French, English, Italians, and Germans” (28 March 1940).

Perhaps the most revealing aspect of Dimitrov’s Stalin is the latter’s
belief in Russian exceptionalism. Stalin’s Russia apparently had spe-
cific circumstances and characteristics not relevant to Europe. The So-
viet leader repeatedly expresses the idea that “European workers are
historically linked with parliamentary democracy.” Sometimes this
means that explanations are in order to demonstrate why “parliamen-
tary democracy can no longer have any value for the working class” (7
April 1934). Sometimes it means that for historical reasons the Euro-
pean working class cannot be expected to be engaged in a revolution
against the bourgeoisie. (Stalin’s distance from Lenin is clear in his
statement of 7 November 1939 claiming that Lenin’s First World War
slogan of turning the imperialist war into a civil war was appropriate
only in Russia, and not in the European countries, where the working
class was “clinging” to the democratic reforms.) In any case, the Soviet
form of socialism, although the best, is by no means the only form:
“There may be other forms—the democratic republic and even under
certain conditions the constitutional monarchy” (28 January 1945).
On other occasions Stalin acknowledged Marx and Engels’s idea that
the “best form of the dictatorship of the proletariat” was the “demo-
cratic republic,” which they “saw as embodied in the Paris Com-
mune”: “They meant a democratic republic in which the proletariat
had a dominant role, rather than the republics in America or Switzer-
land.” Moreover, such republics had a “parliamentary form” (6 De-
cember 1948). They were people’s democracies.

As for Russia, its uncritical emulators in the Comintern, Stalin be-
lieved, “do not understand that in fact we had no parliamentarianism.
The Russian workers received absolutely nothing from the Duma [par-
liament]” (7 April 1934). Moreover, the Russian workers were “tied to
the peasants and under tsarist conditions could engage in an assault
on the bourgeoisie” (7 November 1939): “We deprived the kulaks and
the bourgeoisie of the right to vote. In our country, only the working
people had this right. We had to relocate two million kulaks to the
north, and when we abolished the kulaks as a class, we granted suf-
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frage to all people. The capitalists and the landowners fought against
us for four years during the Intervention, whereas in your country they
just fled and surrendered without fight. In our case, there was no other
country that could help us the way we are helping you now. [ . .. ] The
advantage of the Soviet system is that it solves the problems quickly—
by shedding blood” (6 December 1948). In Bulgaria, the transition to
socialism could occur without the dictatorship of the proletariat. In
any event, the “situation since the outbreak of our revolution has
changed radically, and it is necessary to use different methods and
forms, and not copy the Russian Communists, who in their time were
in an entirely different position. Do not be afraid that you might be ac-
cused of opportunism. This is not opportunism, but rather the appli-
cation of Marxism to the present situation” (2 September 1946).

Stalin’s harsh view of Russia was the reverse of Russian touchiness
over Western criticism, but also a pragmatic program—a preventive.
In this context, the much-disparaged concept of people’s democracy,
as practiced in Eastern Europe and several Asian countries, takes on a
somewhat less redundant resonance. Stalin evidently believed that—in
the words of Otto Kuusinen—“it is possible to make the transition
from capitalism to socialism without a direct dictatorship of the work-
ing class. But this is only a possibility, and the possibility is desirable”
(23 October 1948). This was thanks to the protective influence of the
Soviet Union and the strength of the Communist parties in the coun-
tries concerned. But, should “countervailing internal and external
forces” develop, the option of proletarian dictatorship was always
available. According to Stalin, “As long as there are antagonistic
classes, there will be dictatorship of the proletariat. But in your coun-
try it will be a dictatorship of a different type. You can do without a So-
viet regime. However, the regime of the people’s republic can fulfill the
major task of the dictatorship of the proletariat, both in terms of abol-
ishing the classes and in terms of building socialism. The people’s
democracy and the Soviet regime are two forms of the dictatorship of
the proletariat” (6 December 1948). The opposite of Russian excep-
tionalism did not ultimately remove the problem of dictatorship. Or
was Stalin, unlike Mephistopheles, part of that power which ever seeks
the good and ever does evil?

Stalin’s thinking on Russia’s international role, too, was marked by
nationalism. Moreover, the period of the nonaggression pact with Ger-
many, one might say the fifth period in the history of the Comintern,
internalized many of the nationalist sentiments that emanated from
fascist national survivalism. This led to the promotion of “healthy
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national feelings” (Zhdanov, 27 February 1941) and of “healthy na-
tionalism.” According to Zhdanov, “Com|[rade] St[alin] made it clear
that between nationalism properly understood and proletarian inter-
nat[ionalism| there can be no contradictions. Rootless cosmopoli-
tanism that denies national feelings and the notion of a homeland
has nothing in common with prolet[arian]| internat[ionalism]. Such
cosmopolitanism paves the way for the recruitment of spies, enemy
agents” (12 May 19471).

Stalin freely expressed a hierarchy of nationality preferences. He ar-
gued that the destruction of Poland in 1939 was justified because
Poland was a “fascist state” that oppressed the Ukrainians and Belo-
russians (7 September 1939). His Georgian reference point is evident
in his anti-Turkish statements: “We shall drive the Turks into Asia.
What is Turkey? There are two million Georgians there, one and a half
million Armenians, a million Kurds, and so forth. The Turks amount
to only six or seven million” (25 November 1940). After the German
attack on the USSR, when Slavism became an important theme of So-
viet propaganda, he promised to “give East Prussia back to Slavdom,
where it belongs. We’ll settle the whole place with Slavs™ (8 September
1941).

Under the circumstances, it is not unusual to encounter certain lesser
Communists promoting specific national aspirations and territorial
demands. Hungarian leader Matyds Rakosi hoped that after the war
Hungary would retain Transylvania and Carpatho-Ukraine. Czech
Communist Zdenék Nejedly probably was not pleased to learn that
his Polish comrades wanted to retain Tetschen. Nor was it pleasing
that the Czechoslovak leadership evidently wanted to expel the Hun-
garian minority after the war: “The Czechs are really going over-
board,” writes Dimitrov. “Sent Molotov for coordination an encoded
telegram to [Czechoslovak party chief Klement] Gottwald indicating
the need for a different approach to the Hungarian question in
Czechoslovakia” (30 July 1945). In fact, Stalin understood war as an
agency of national homogenization. His remark on Bulgaria’s persis-
tent claims to western Thrace is telling: “Another war is needed to
solve such matters completely” (2 September 1946). It also points to
the Stalinist roots of the recent cases of wartime ethnic cleansing in the
Balkans and the Caucasus.

Dimitrov’s diary also closely chronicles the Comintern’s decline. It
will come as a surprise to many that the decision to dissolve the Com-
intern was taken as early as April 1941, when the USSR was still treaty
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bound to Nazi Germany. In fact, the Comintern was the principal vic-
tim of the “healthy nationalism” that Stalin increasingly promoted af-
ter the passing of the Popular Front. Stalin took advantage of the
CPUSA’s formal withdrawal from the Comintern, whereby the Ameri-
can Communists satisfied US legal requirements while remaining in
close contact with Moscow, to note that the “International was
formed in Marx’s time in the expectation of an imminent international
revolution. The Comintern, too, was formed in such a period in
Lenin’s time. Today the national tasks of the various countries stand in
the forefront. But the position of the Com[munist] parties as sections
of an international organization, subordinated to the Executive Com-
mittee of the CI, is an obstacle” (20 April 19471).

Dimitrov immediately took Stalin’s idea “of discontinuing the activ-
ities of the ECCI as a leadership body for Communist parties for the
immediate future” to Maurice Thorez and Palmiro Togliatti. Both
found the idea “basically correct” (21 April 1941). By 12 May 1941
Zhdanov told Dimitrov that the resolution on discontinuing the activ-
ities of the Comintern, which was being prepared, “must be grounded
in principle,” as hostile interpretations would have to be parried. In
any case, “our argumentation should evoke enthusiasm in the Com-
[munist] parties, rather than create a funereal mood and dismay,” but
again, the “matter is not so urgent: there is no need to rush; instead,
discuss the matter seriously and prepare.”

The German attack on the Soviet Union appeared to give the Com-
intern a new lease on life. In fact, despite the growing demands of
the emergency, the dissolution was merely postponed. Moreover, the
Comintern was marginalized in another way. On the very day of the
attack (22 June 1941) Stalin told Dimitrov that “for now the Com-
intern is not to take any overt action,” but also that the “issue of so-
cialist revolution is not to be raised. The Sov|[iet] people is waging a pa-
triotic war against fascist Germany. It is a matter of routing fascism,
which has enslaved a number of peoples and is bent on enslaving still
more.”

Dimitrov felt these changes quite directly after the removal of the
Comintern staff to Kuibyshev and Ufa in the fall of 1941. He noted
that the Comintern and he himself were not in evidence at public occa-
sions. For the first time in many years he was not on the Moscow
honor presidium on the anniversary of the revolution. Generally, he
accepted that there was “no need to emphasize the Comintern!” (7
November 1941). Meanwhile, the Soviet agencies were taking over
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parts of the Comintern operations, Stalin initially being more worried
about the vanguardism of specific Soviet services (for example, the
Red Army intelligence) than about the subordination of the CI (27 Au-
gust 1941). But by 11 November 1941 Dimitrov agreed to combine
the Comintern operations in Belgium, France, and Switzerland with
Soviet military intelligence. Joint actions with the “neighbors” (the
People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs, the NKVD) also increased.
Yet when Dimitrov tried to use foreign commissariat personnel
abroad, Molotov protested (21 February 1941).

The figure of P. M. Fitin, the chief of the Fifth (Intelligence) Direc-
torate of the NKVD (1940-1946), increasingly loomed large in Com-
intern operations, not only because his network serviced (and con-
trolled) many of the Comintern’s communications. In 1943, when
Stalin finally dissolved the Comintern, Fitin went to see Dimitrov
“about using our [Comintern] radio communications and their techni-
cal base in the future for the needs” of the NKVD (11 June 1943).
Likewise, the Red Army Intelligence Directorate took its cut a day
later. But the unkindest cut of all was the decision to continue the
Comintern operations within the Department of International Infor-
mation (OMI) of the VKP(b) CC: “In order not to let enemies exploit
the fact that this department is headed by Dimitrov, it was decided to
appoint Shcherbakov head of the department and Dimitrov and
Manuilsky his deputies. This decision is not to be announced; rather,
organize and conduct the department’s work internally” (12 June
1943). The Communist International became a secondary department
of the Soviet CC, and Dimitrov a subaltern of Stalin’s chief political
commissar in the armed forces, whom N. S. Khrushchev once charac-
terized as a “poisonous snake.”34

Stalin’s decision to dissolve the Comintern came at the end of the
organization’s steady decline. The purges played an important part,
Dimitrov himself having offered no resistance to Stalin’s suggestions
that he lure the “Trotskyist” Willi Miinzenberg back to Moscow or to
the arrests of Moskvin, Knorin, and the other leading Comintern offi-
cials. In fact, although Dimitrov protected various foreign Commu-
nists after 1939—for example, his secretary Kozovski—he certainly
cooperated with Yezhov and Beria during the purges. Nor was he more
than an intermediary in Spanish policy. As for China, where Stalin sys-
tematically enforced the alliance between the Chinese Communists
and the Guomindang against the wishes of the Chinese Communist
leadership, Dimitrov occasionally protected Mao’s enemy Wang Ming,
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whose daughter he adopted, but he certainly did not encourage Wang’s
opposition (“Intervening from here [Moscow] is for now inexpedi-
ent,” 13 December 1943).

The Comintern’s China policy was to support Chiang Kai-shek’s
Nationalists. During the Xi’an Incident, a disenchanted Nationalist
general kidnapped Chiang in order to compel him to abandon the an-
ticommunist course, so that the Chinese, Nationalist and Communist,
could concentrate on resisting the Japanese invaders. Stalin saw the in-
cident as inimical to the aims of the united front. Moreover, Stalin was
furious at a suggestion, supposedly made by Wang Ming, to kill the
captured Chiang (14 and 16 December 1936). Stalin’s approach is
summed up in his instructions to Wang Ming, Kang Sheng, and Wang
Jiaxiang on 11 November 1937: “1) The fundamental thing for the
Chinese Communist Party at present: to merge with the common na-
tional wave and take a leading part. 2) The main thing now is the war,
not the agrarian revolution, not confiscation of land.” Dimitrov
merely echoed this stand in his warnings to Mao Zedong against the
politically mistaken “tendency to wind down the struggle against
China’s foreign occupiers, along with the evident departure from a
united national-front policy” (22 December 1943). Hence, the con-
stant tension with the policy of the Chinese Communists that it was
necessary to move forward rapidly.

But there was also a bureaucratic pettiness in the Comintern opera-
tions that was more telling than political expediency. The Comintern’s
trade union organization was a “soulless, dead organization” (26 Jan-
uary 1942). Ana Pauker, a leading Romanian Communist, made deci-
sions about abortions for pregnant Romanian students at Comintern
schools. All-important decisions—from financing to cadre changes,
required the approval of Stalin and the VKP(b) Politburo. At the end,
there remained only a pious thought, expressed by Stalin on 11 May
1943: “Experience has shown that one cannot have an internat[ional]
directing center for all countries. This became evident in Marx’s life-
time, in Lenin’s and today. There should perhaps be a transition to re-
gional associations, for example, of South America, of the United
States and Canada, of certain European countries, and so on, but even
this must not be rushed.” This was perhaps the germ of the postwar
Cominform.

As the Comintern declined and acquired new camouflage, Dimitrov
increasingly concentrated on the Balkan questions. Although he did not
return to Bulgaria until November 194 5, more than a year after the So-
viet takeover, he was deeply involved in the affairs of his native land,
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which he would soon dominate as the de facto party leader and prime
minister.

The growing success of Tito’s Partisans in Yugoslavia created new
conditions in the Balkan region, favorable to Yugoslav solutions for
such thorny issues as that of Macedonia. Precisely because under the
Stalinist dispensation nationhood was the decisive element in territo-
rial claims, it was very important to decide whether the Macedonians
were a separate nationality or simply a Bulgarian regional group.

Dimitrov’s approach to this issue went through several phases. In
Dimitrov’s letter to Tito (1 June 1942), Macedonians were not men-
tioned among the Yugoslav peoples, then defined as Serbs, Croats,
Montenegrins, and Slovenes. During the same period, Macedonian
Communists Dimitar Vlahov and Vladimir Poptomov were cited by
Dimitrov among the Bulgarian Communist activists in Moscow (15
June 1942). And after Tito formed the Antifascist Council of People’s
Liberation of Yugoslavia (AVNO]J) at Jajce, Bosnia, Dimitrov in-
structed Tito that the inclusion of Vlahov and Tomov [Poptomov]
among its members was a mistake, although the former was recog-
nized as a “Macedonian publicist” (26 December 1943).3° Soon there-
after Dimitrov discussed “framing the question of Bulgaria’s nation[al]
unification in connection with Macedonia, Thrace, and Dobruja” (14
January 1944). The Foreign Bureau of the BKP took up the question
on 2 March 1944.

In the spring of 1944 Dimitrov maintained that the Macedonians
were a populace (naselenie), an ethnic conglomerate made up of “Bul-
gars, Mac[edonians], Slavs, Greeks, Serbs,” but not a nation (natsiia),
there being no evidence of Macedonian national consciousness (na-
tsional’noe soznanie). Practically, this meant that Macedonia could
not exist as a “separate state,” but only as a unit in a South Slavic fed-
eration made up of “Bulgars, Serbocroats, Montenegrins, Slovenes,
and Macedonians” (22 April 1944). This was Dimitrov’s preferred so-
lution, as evidenced in his negotiations with Tito on the “formation of
a union between Bulgaria and Yugoslavia that actually amounts to a
federation of South Slavs (consisting of Bulgars, Macedonians, Serbs,
Croats, Montenegrins, and Slovenes) extending from the Adriatic to
the Black Sea,” as he formulates it in the entry of 27 September 1944.

Since Dimitrov envisioned the “ethnic” federation only within the
dualist scheme, and since Bulgaria, as a defeated Axis country, really
needed Yugoslavia’s international sponsorship, his thinking on Mace-
donia evolved following 27 October 1944, when he was still entreat-
ing Tito “to explain to the Maced[onian] comrades that to all intents



xl Introduction

and purposes they ought not to raise the question of annexing Bulg[ar-
ian] Macedonia.” By 21 December 1944, he recognized the Macedo-
nians as a people (narod) with full right to self-determination and
argued that in compensation for “annexation of the Macedonian terri-
tories belonging to [Bulgaria] since 1913 to Macedonia within the lim-
its of Yugoslavia if its population desires it,” the districts of Bosilegrad
and Caribrod that had been ceded to Yugoslavia in 1919 by the Treaty
of Neuilly might be restored to Bulgaria.

Stalin, however, was opposed to the “ethnic” federation, which he
saw as a Yugoslav attempt at “absorption of Bulgaria.” He favored a
dualist federation, “something along the lines of the former Austria-
Hungary.” In any case, being increasingly suspicious of Tito’s inten-
tions, he saw Yugoslav policy as excessive: “The Yugoslavs want to
take Greek Macedonia. They want Albania, too, and even parts of
Austria and Hungary. This is unreasonable. I do not like the way they
are acting.” Implicit in this criticism was disapproval of the Yugoslav
position in Greece, where the Communists were pursuing a collision
course with the West that was based on the assumption that the Red
Army would come to their aid. “We cannot do that,” Stalin concluded,
his resentment of Greek “foolishness” being tempered by his growing
irritation with the “inexperienced” Tito (10 January 1945).

The federative schemes soured thereafter. Dimitrov quickly detected
the prevailing mood and remonstrated with Stalin against the “un-
healthy sentiments” of the Yugoslavs, who were subject to a “certain
degree of ‘dizziness with success’ and an inappropriate, condescending
attitude toward Bulgaria and even toward the Bulg[arian] Com[mu-
nist] Party” (8 April 1945). And by the fall of 1945 there were irrita-
tions with the Yugoslav introduction into Pirin Macedonia of the new
Macedonian linguistic standard, which was regarded as “Serbianiza-
tion”—and in part certainly was. The Yugoslavs kept pursuing the ex-
change of Pirin Macedonia for the “western borderlands,” that is, the
Bosilegrad and Caribrod districts (15 and 22 April 1946). But at the
Bled conference, held in Yugoslavia in early August 1947, Dimitrov
and Tito agreed that “we should not work for a dir[ect] joining of the
Pir[in] region to the [Yugoslav] Mac[edonian] republic” (1 August
1947). Ultimately, state interests and Stalin’s interventions prevented
any resolution of the Macedonian question or the attendant issue of
Yugoslav-Bulgarian union. Still, it cannot be argued, as some have at-
tempted to do, that Dimitrov, almost alone among the BKP leaders,
had a particularly pro-Macedonian position.3¢

The Macedonian question was a contributing factor in the early
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stages of the Soviet-Yugoslav rift, as Dimitrov’s diary displays with re-
markable accuracy. Stalin’s problem with Tito had nothing to do with
“revisionism,” as the subsequent ideological smokescreen would have
it. Tito was dangerous because he was providing arguments to the
Western enemies. Hence the great importance of Dimitrov’s entry for
10 February 1948, which provides a detailed account of a meeting at
the Kremlin over which Stalin presided, which important leaders of the
USSR (Molotov, Zhdanov, Malenkov), Bulgaria (Dimitrov, Kolarov,
Kostov), and Yugoslavia (Kardelj, Djilas, Bakari¢) attended, but which
Tito refused to attend.

At the meeting, Dimitrov was the whipping boy in Stalin’s outbursts
against Tito. On 24 January Stalin sent Dimitrov a sharp letter ques-
tioning his statements at a Bucharest press conference, where Dimitrov
had spoken about the inevitability of a federation that would unite all
East European people’s democracies, including Greece. The Soviet
party organ Pravda publicly disavowed Dimitrov’s remarks on 29 Jan-
uary. Stalin now argued, albeit inconsistently, that all schemes for an
Eastern federation—Yugoslav-Bulgarian or otherwise—were harm-
ful; that is, that these measures played into the hands of the “founders
of the Western bloc,” especially because everybody assumed that
Moscow backed the initiatives of Belgrade and Sofia. Worse still, the
Yugoslavs were bringing an army division to a base close to the Greek-
Albanian border. Stalin considered this move tantamount to providing
a pretext for American intervention. Moreover, he was convinced that
the ploy had excited exaggerated hopes in the Greek Communists,
who, in his view, could not win the civil war in their country. Under the
circumstances, the Yugoslavs were duty-bound to “restrict” the Greek
partisan movement. “We are not bound by any ‘categorical impera-
tives,”” Stalin argued. “The key issue is the balance of forces” (1o Feb-
ruary 1948).

Dimitrov certainly smarted from Stalin’s lashes of February 1948.
This was the lowest point in his relations with Moscow. Stalin chided
him for giving too many interviews, for trying to impress the world,
and speaking as if he were still the “general secretary of the Comintern
giving an interview for a Communlist] newspaper.” Taking aim at
Tito, Stalin charged Dimitrov with carrying on “like the Komsomol
activists who fly like butterflies right into the burning flames.” Milovan
Djilas wrote later, in his account of the meeting, that he “glanced side-
long at Dimitrov. His ears were red, and big red blotches cropped up
on his face covering his spots of eczema. His sparse hair straggled and
hung in lifeless strands over his wrinkled neck. I felt sorry for him. The
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lion of the Leipzig Trials, who had defied Goring and fascism from his
trap at the time of their greatest ascendancy, now looked dejected and
dispirited.”3”

Georgi Dimitrov, like Odysseus, was polytropic—a man of many
moves, capable of turning to various expedients. His most obvious hu-
man failing was a curiously discreet sort of vainglory that promoted
his historical accomplishment at Leipzig. He commemorated each
Leipzig anniversary and was evidently delighted when the Evening
Standard included him among “the Great People of 1934” (31 Decem-
ber 1934). He counted the slogans containing his name and the por-
traits of him that appeared in official parades. On May Day 1939 his
portrait was among those of the Politburo members. From the tribune
they sounded the slogan “Long live the helmsman of the Comintern
Dimitrov!”—which he rightly saw as “complete elimination of the
various rumors about D[imitrov], here and abroad!” But on 7 Novem-
ber the same year they were bearing one portrait of Dimitrov and sev-
eral portraits of the German Communist leader Thalmann. In 1941 he
was not elected to the honor presidium on International Women’s Day.
That was no accident—the omission was due to foreign policy consid-
erations and the work of his enemies (8 March 1941). On May Day
1942 his portrait was once again among those of the Politburo mem-
bers. But on his sixty-first birthday he received birthday greetings from
Maurice Thorez, La Passionaria, and Togliatti, from Spaniards, Bul-
garians, Germans, and co-workers—but not from the Soviet leaders
(18 June 1943). Kremlinology was apparently not only a Western art.

Dimitrov could be petty, and he had a talent that was not entirely
negligible at Stalin’s Kremlin: he could read the nuances of statements
and gestures. He detects ambiguity in A. I. Mikoyan’s toast on 7 No-
vember 1938. He fears that he is in disfavor because his name does not
figure as part of the honor presidium at a meeting of musicians in
Moscow (24 April 1939). He resents an upstart like Tito and incites
Stalin against the Yugoslav leader on the day of their meeting in
Moscow. After the meeting he writes a scathing account of Tito: “Gen-
eral impression: underestimation of the complexity of the situation
and the impending difficulties, too arrogant, heavy dose of conceit and
sure signs of ‘dizziness with success.” To hear him talk, of course, you
would think everything was under control” (8 April 1945). He was
also capable of playing the toady, as he did in his toast to Stalin on 7
November 1937, the twentieth anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolu-
tion.



Introduction xliii

Dimitrov was a deeply emotional man. He gloried in natural beauty,
as during his treatments in southern Crimea in 1938. His personal life
was complicated and full of tragedies. His first wife, Ljubica Ivosevic-
Dimitrova, who suffered from incurable mental disease, committed
suicide in Moscow on 27 May 1933, while he was in the Moabit
prison in Berlin. After he visited her resting place at the Moscow cre-
matorium on 28 May 1934, he wrote, in a cri de coeur, that he felt “so
lonely, so terribly personally unhappy” (28 May 193 4). During his in-
carceration he relied on Any Kriger, with whom he evidently had a
personal relationship. Back in Moscow in 193 4, he seems to have bro-
ken up with Kiti Jovanovi¢, an émigré Serbian Communist. During the
same year he married Rosa Fleischmann (Rozi), a Sudeten Jewish
Communist from Boskovice in southern Moravia, whom he had met
in Vienna and courted since 1927. Their only child, Dimittr Dimitrov
(Mitia), named after Georgi Dimitrov’s father, was born in 1936. The
child died on 3 April 1943 from diphtheria, which was diagnosed too
late. Dimitrov was mourning for him precisely at the time when the
Comintern was being dissolved: “Such a remarkable little boy, a future
Bolshevik, reduced to nothing” (5 April 1943).

Illness accompanied Dimitrov in his last decades. He suffered from
diabetes, chronic gastritis, a diseased gall bladder, and a variety of
other ailments. Although he had to go to hospitals and health spas at
some very trying periods of Soviet history, these were no mere political
illnesses—“No luck!” he wrote after another painful bout of illness on
11 October 1943—Dbut his chief malady was the inability to offer resis-
tance to Stalin. Dimitrov was not immune, wrote Milovan Djilas, “to
that typically Communist weakness, the fear of ‘falling out,” of sepa-
rating from the party. Enormously decisive toward the ‘class enemy,’
Dimitrov, like all such true-believing Communists, was fainthearted
and at a loss when facing Stalin, who, through purges and a personal-
ity cult, had come to be the movement incarnate. Yet, since Dimitrov
was no careerist, no apparatchik, but a self-made made man who had
risen through turmoil and pain, his vacillation now must have had
deeper roots. He belonged to that class of Bulgarians—the best of their
race—in whom rebellion and self-confidence fuse in an indestructible
essence. He must at least have suspected that the Soviet attack on Yu-
goslavia would entail the subjugation of Bulgaria, and that the realiza-
tion of his youthful dream of unification with Serbia would be pro-
jected into the misty future, thereby reopening the yawning gulf of
Balkan conflicts, and unleashing a tumultuous flood of Balkan claims.
Today, after so many years, I still think that even though Dimitrov was
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ailing and diabetic, he did not die a natural death in the Borvilo [sic for
Barvikha] clinic outside Moscow. Stalin was wary of self-confident
personalities, especially if they were revolutionaries, and he was far
more interested in Balkan hatreds than in Balkan reconciliations.”38

Djilas’s conclusion is buttressed by Dimitrov’s covert sympathies for
the Yugoslavs in 1948. Djilas recalled that on 11 February 1948, after
the fateful showdown at the Kremlin, Dimitrov hosted the Yugoslavs
at a lunch in his dacha. This was at Meshcherino, but Dimitrov’s diary
notes only the event. Djilas’s version is ampler: “From that lunch em-
anated a closeness we had never before experienced with the Bulgari-
ans—the closeness of the oppressed and tyrannized. It was then that
Dimitrov told us in confidence that the Soviet Union had the atomic
bomb. Kostov made an effort to be friendly toward us, but neither
then nor later did we show any understanding of him—not even when
he was tried and shot [in 1949 . . . ]. As for Dimitrov, without a doubt
he felt as we did. Talking to us in front of the dacha, he said, as if in
passing: ‘Criticism of my statements [by Stalin] is not at issue here;
something else is.” ”3° And on 19 April 1948, before the split became
final, the Bulgarian state delegation, headed by Dimitrov, passed
through Belgrade on the way to Prague. Djilas greeted the Bulgarians
at the Top¢ider railroad station and jumped into Dimitrov’s wagon,
where Dimitrov greeted him in the corridor and, squeezing Djilas’s
“hand in both of his, he said, emotionally, ‘Hold fast! Hold fast!>”40

Yet a terrible event, one of the many in the blood-soaked history of
Balkan politics, mars this somewhat romanticized picture. It is clear
from the diary that it was Dimitrov, more than anybody else, who in-
sisted on the execution of Nikola Petkov, a leader of the Aleksandur
Stamboliski Peasant Union, better known as the Pladne Agrarians, af-
ter their organ Pladne (Noon). Although this group, after two splits,
remained in Bulgaria’s Communist-dominated Fatherland Front (OF)
government, the Petkov faction had became the most important oppo-
sition to the BKP after May 1945. The Communists had proceeded to
shut down Petkov’s newspaper in April 1947 and then, in June, to have
him tried for treason.*!

Dimitrov’s letter to Traicho Kostov and Vasil Kolarov of 17 Septem-
ber 1947 makes it clear that Dimitrov considered the execution of
Petkov a test of strength with the Western powers. Moreover, he was
not swayed by the invidious comparisons between the treatment that
the Nazis had extended to him at Leipzig and his own treatment of
Petkov: “In an attempt to defend Petkov, foreign journalists would
quite often refer to the Leipzig trial and the verdict proclaiming Di-
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mitrov not guilty. It is necessary to find a suitable strategy to do away
with this manipulation of the facts by pointing out the basic difference
between the Leipzig trial and the trial against Petkov. We could do this
when we mark the fourteenth anniversary of the Leipzig trial, Septem-
ber 19337 (24 September 1947). Perhaps Dimitrov’s old Macedonian
adversary Dimitar Vlahov was onto something when he claimed, ar-
guing against the prevailing trend, “Georgi Dimitrov was a man, if it is
permitted to use this term, who was vengeful.”#?

As Bertold Brecht had it in his apologetic poem An die Nachgebore-
nen (To Posterity, 1934-1938), “Ach, wir / Die wir den Boden bereiten
wollten fur Freundlichkeit / Konnten selber nicht freundlich sein”
(Alas, we / Who wished to lay the foundations of kindness / Could not
ourselves be kind).*3 Brecht’s plea that the revolutionary generation
not be judged too harshly should be read in tandem with the letters of
Sofka Petkova, the sister of Nikola Petkov. On 12 January 1949, more
than a year after the hanging of her brother, she wrote the following
from internal exile in Svishtov to a friend in Sofia: “He who was born
and died on the cross out of love for us and for our salvation, He can-
not abandon us. Of that I am certain! If He wishes, with only a little
spark of His love, He can capture human hearts and change the hatred
that rules today into mutual love. In this alone is our genuine salvation,
and the hour has come when He must give us the heart that He did not
give us on the day when He was born. That is our faith and our life.”##

Georgi Dimitrov died in Moscow on 2 July 1949. He was succeeded
in his duties by Vasil Kolarov and, when Kolarov died in 1950, by
Dimitrov’s brother-in-law Viillko Chervenkov, the chief Stalinizer of
Bulgaria. He, in turn, was eased out of office after Stalin’s death by
Todor Zhivkov, with whom the Communist regime ended in 1989.
There were thus forty years from Dimitrov’s death to the transition.
Dimitrov’s embalmed body was removed from his mausoleum in the
center of Sofia in 1990 and cremated, his ashes being laid to rest next
to the graves of his parents in the family plot at the city cemetery. In
August 1999 the new authorities tried to demolish the mausoleum
with explosives. The initial effort failed. The cube-shaped marble
building merely leaned leftward.
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Notes on Transliteration and Usage

In transliterating from Russian and Bulgarian to English, we have used the
modified Library of Congress system—hence, “Trotsky” and not “Trot-
skii,” “Yugov” and not “Iugov.” For individual Russian and Bulgarian
words and titles of books and journals, however, we used the Library of
Congress system. Chinese names, with notable exceptions (Chiang Kai-
shek) are rendered in the pinyin version. All native names in the languages
that use the Roman script were spelled in the respective standard version.
Hence, “Ernd Ger4” and not “Erno Gero.”

We have not attempted to duplicate every peculiarity of the original.
Dimitrov’s punctuation, including ellipses, underlines (represented here as
italics), and breaks between sections of text, is largely reproduced, but not
every indent and line space. Nor, for the sake of convenience, have we
tried to warn the reader where Dimitrov is using German, Russian, or Bul-
garian. Dimitrov’s frequent and irregular abbreviations for the surnames
of his colleagues are filled in. Common and recurring pseudonyms (“Er-
coli” for Palmiro Togliatti, or “Walter” for Josip Broz Tito) are explained
in brackets. The exceptions are pseudonyms that have acquired currency.
Hence, “Moskvin” and not “Moskvin [Trilisser],” “Kang Sheng” and not
“Kang Sheng [Zhang Shaoqing].” In a similar fashion, Dimitrov’s short-
hand renderings of words and phrases, which can nearly always be reli-
ably determined from the context, are simply filled in the brackets:
“advliser|” or “part[isan].”

Common abbreviations for official bodies or bureaucracies (“CP” for
“Communist Party,” “CC” for “Central Committee,” “PB” for Polit-
buro, and so on) are standardized throughout the text and explained ini-



liv Notes on Transliteration and Usage

tially in brackets. Such acronyms also appear in the list of abbreviations in
the front matter to the book. For references to foreign Communist parties,
Dimitrov’s standard usage is usually preserved: “American CP,” “CP of
Germany,” “Yugoslav CP,” “CP of Finland,” and so forth, without regard
to the original English, German, Croatian, Serbian, or Finnish renderings.

Unfamiliar and cumbersome Russian acronyms (such as “Narkomin-
del” or “Narkomvneshtorg,” for the People’s Commissariat for Foreign
Affairs and the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Trade, respectively) are
given in full English translation whenever they occur. The same pattern is
followed for the title “narkom,” which is given simply as “people’s com-
missar”; however, better-known acronyms or abbreviations (such as that
for the dreaded NKVD) are given in their familiar form. Try as we might,
it proved impossible to find dates of birth or death for some of the vast
cast of characters in this book. Like human lives, diaries, even when
edited, can seldom be brought to perfection.



CHAPTER ONE

GERMANY

HE GERMAN portion of Dimitrov’s diary, written in Nazi de-

tention from 9 March 1933 to 28 February 1934, is extremely dry

and elliptical, and occasionally obscure. Dimitrov was well aware
that his jottings would be subject to examination by his captors. Hence the
notes have the character of a bare record—of a chronology that can be
elaborated, if necessary, containing important reminders that could be
useful in his battle of will with the Nazis. The diary begins with his arrest,
early encounters with the investigating magistrates, and a shrewd record
of Nazi thoughts on objectivity (an obstacle in the war against national
enemies), the necessity of serving “national thinking” (der nationale
Gedanke), and fighting against “Marxist criminals and their Jewish intel-
lectual instigators.”

Dimitrov recorded the humiliation of being handcuffed by order of the
investigating magistrate on 5 April 1933 and his almost five-month strug-
gle to have the manacles removed. Thus fettered, he continued recording
various events, confrontations with the witnesses, the receipt of letters and
parcels, correspondence and meetings with his uncooperative lawyers
(“Official counsel for the defense = saboteur of the defense!”), and letters
to and from the investigating magistrates, various relatives, including his
sister Yelena Dimitrova in Moscow, and sister Magdalina Barumova and
mother, Parashkeva, in Sofia, various German friends, journalists, and
foreign Communists, notably the writer Henri Barbusse and Jacques Do-
riot; the latter, ironically, later became the leader of a French fascist fac-
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tion. It was during the early months of uncertainty in detention that he
learned about the death of his wife Ljubica Ivosevi¢-Dimitrova, who com-
mitted suicide in Moscow on 27 May 193 3. The nature of his relationship
with Any Kriiger, a frequent correspondent (15 August 1933: “‘engage-
ment announcement’—she made it herself! Oh, poor, dumb Any!”), and
her daughters is not clear. From August on, he corresponded with Rosa
Fleischmann, a Sudeten Communist, who became his second wife.

Dimitrov was transported to Leipzig on 18 September 1933 for the trial
proceedings that began on 21 September. Portions of the trial that was
held in Berlin, from 1o October to 18 November, included the testimony
of such Nazi chieftains as Goring and Goebbels, with whom Dimitrov
clashed dramatically. The trial was concluded on 23 December 1933 in
Leipzig with the acquittal of Dimitrov, his two Communist Bulgarian fel-
low defendants, Blagoi Popov and Vasil Tanev, and the German Commu-
nist Ernst Torgler. But unlike the other accused Communists, who de-
fended themselves, Dimitrov turned the trial into an attack on Nazism.
(Principal defendant Marinus van der Lubbe was condemned to death and
later executed.) During the trial and after, he had meetings with his mother
and sister Magdalina, who came to visit him from Bulgaria, and he was
encouraged by various defense efforts. Kept in protective custody after the
verdict, Dimitrov attended the 1933 Protestant and Catholic Christmas
services after his acquittal (“If T were a believer, I would definitely be
Prot[estant] rather than Cathol[ic]”) but soon had to contend with the
prolongation of his detention, for Bulgaria refused to acknowledge his cit-
izenship. Finally, on 15 February 1934 the USSR granted citizenship to all
three Bulgarian veterans of the Leipzig trial. Deported from Germany on
17 February, they reached Moscow the same evening, to official greetings.

The excerpts that follow contain only a few fragments that record Di-
mitrov’s changing moods during the ordeal.—1.B.

- § APRIL 1933 -

(WEDNESDAY)

7. Handcuffs, by order of the investigating magistrate!

(Perhaps in response to my request to ease my personal situation in
prison!
—Or—as a method of interrogation?)
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* 6 APRIL 1933 -

(THURSDAY)

1.Wrote to the judge about the handcuffs (if this is a punishment, [I] do
not deserve it; if it is intended as a security measure, then it is not nec-
essary, because as a well-known Bulg[arian] political personality I
think not at all of the responsibility of withdrawing or fleeing, on the
contrary I have my own interest and my political honor, which has
been damaged through this current accusation, to defend and rescue).

[...]
26 APRIL 1933 -

(WEDNESDAY)

1. To the investigating magistrate:

Please allow me to remind you that I still await information about:
1. Discussion with my lawyer
2. Transfer to the cashier of the remand prison the 5 M. of my seized money
that was derequisitioned
3. Letter to Miss Kaiser that was not sent
[in handwriting: “Again no answer.”|
4. German textbook from Mr. Interpreter

In addition, I have just ascertained that I often receive the correspon-
dence addressed to me with great delay.

Only yesterday, for example, I received a letter from Mrs. Kriiger! dated
19 April—that is, on the sixth day!

I understand completely, that some time is needed for inspection, but this
cannot explain, and even less justify, a delay of almost a week.

Mrs. Kriiger also complained that she hadn’t received a letter from me for
an entire week.

I request that you authorize my correspondence, as a prisoner awaiting
trial, to be delivered more regularly whenever possible.

1. Any Kriiger, German sympathizer; friend of Dimitrov.



4 Germany

Finally, I remind you, that I am still handcuffed day and night! With these
handcuffs on, I must write and read, sit and sleep! Isn’t it enough for you
that I have endured this moral and physical torment for almost a month? Is-
n’t it time that this barbaric measure be removed?

-1 MAY 1933 -

(MONDAY) —DAY OF “NATIONAL WORK”

—Moscow— Berlin—two historical antipodes!
And Isit in “Moabit”—handcuffed!
—Dreadful and deplorable!

[...]
"4 MAY 1933 -

(THURSDAY)

1. To the investigating magistrate:

Naturally I do not need to thank you for notifying me that you refuse to
release the money seized from me. And yet by this [action] you have freed
me from a fleeting illusion. I assumed, for a moment, that at least in this
connection I would be treated as a political person who is actually not
guilty of arson and who is in jail only because of his convictions and his ac-
ceptance of his Communist duty, no worse than a robber or murderer, and
that I can count on a few marks from my money for a textbook and news-
paper.

Now I see that this was an illusion. I may not recover any of my money;
I may not receive any visitors and, at the same time, I must be handcuffed
day and night, although the most dangerous murderer in the prison is not
placed in such a position.

Yes, this is just and logical. I mustn’t forget for one minute that [I] am in
the hands of class enemies who also strive to take advantage of justice as a
weapon to exterminate communism, that is, in fact, to destroy its confi-
dent, determined, and reliable representatives, independent of the personal
views of the individual judge. Excuse me please, Mr. Counselor of the
Supreme Court, for openly expressing my opinion, my perception. Unfor-
tunately, I cannot say these things to anyone else.

[...]
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-6 MAY 1933 -

(SATURDAY)

—A day without anything! No letter, no news, no “prison event[”]|—
nothing! not even the usual shave

—T also did not write to anyone, owing to a shortage of postal fees (not
a penny do I have!).

10 MAY 1933 -

(WEDNESDAY)

1. To the lawyer:

With my letters from 27 April and 2 May I have repeatedly requested an
interview. [ am still waiting for this, in my opinion, important interview or
for an answer from you.

In the meantime, I have received a letter from my sister and mother in
Sofia, in which they told me they have undertaken the necessary steps to be
granted a foreign currency authorization and that the money will be sent ‘in
these days’ (the letter is from 25 April). Since, however, various formalities
must be taken care of in this matter, it may be a while before I receive the
money.

At the moment, I have no money even for postage. For this reason, I also
cannot respond to the letter from Sofia. The day before yesterday I was no-
tified that a parcel had arrived for me from Bulgaria (clearly from my sister)
and I could not receive this parcel because I couldn’t pay the duty (sixty-five
Pf.!)! Not to mention that I still cannot order a newspaper or buy some-
thing from the canteen (to smoke, etc.)—Can’t you, Mr. Lawyer, pay the
prison cashier a few marks for me, until the [crossed out: money] promised
money arrives? If that is possible, I would be very, very grateful to you. In
addition, you can expect to receive some money from Sofia, sent directly to
your address.

I believe that you could have such an elementary trust in me and want to
help me.

©9 JULY 1933 -
(SUNDAY)— I §TH SUNDAY HERE

—Difficult, gloomy! Outside—fabulous weather!

[...]
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16 DECEMBER 1933 -

(SATURDAY)

[...]

5. My speech—one is not allowed to speak about the situation in
Ger[many] at the time of the Reichstag fire; not about the legal pro-
ceedings; nor about the actual necessity of the fire for the National
Soclialists]|—and so on. My petitions: 1) not guilty because of insuffi-
cient guilt and not because of insufficient proof; 2) Lubbe as tool mis-
used by the enemies of the working class to present their view of com-
munism; 3) to hold accountable the person responsible for our being
drawn into this trial; 4) damages for the time lost and the harm done to
the health of these people.

After advice of the Senate, decision—further closing remarks from
Dl[imitrov] not allowed—the right to speak withdrawn.

[...]

- § FEBRUARY 1934 -

(MONDAY)

With Detective Superintendent Heller. Almost all officials known
from the “fire commission.” An American correspondent. He wants to
inquire about my “health.”

—The world is very interested. In America a film is even being
made, and so forth. Are you healthy and being treated well?

—I give no interviews, no explanation, for [am not a free man. I am
a prisoner of war; I am a hostage. It is no wonder that my health has
deteriorated—five months of handcuffs, three-month-long trial, two
months—acquitted but not yet released.

—But you aren’t tortured?

—Moral torture, day in, day out! I hold the view that if my destruc-
tion is necessary for the government, then the government should
carry it out, but [the authorities should] give their reasons and accept
the responsibility before the world. And not stage an unworthy game.

—Yes, they do that in Russia.

—Permit me: in Russia it is impossible that innocent persons who
have been acquitted by the court should remain in prison one hour
longer.

—You understand that the government has political considerations.
The campaign abroad; questions of prestige, and so on.

—I do not believe that it is a rational policy to hold us in prison.
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—Do you believe that you will be released?

—To look at the situation in a politically rational way, I should al-
ready have been released. But reason does not always govern the
world.

—Have you given up your Bulg[arian] citizen[ship]?

—No! I will never give it up!

—If you return to Bulg[aria], you will be shot—they say.

—That is a problem for the government.

—1I will live another twenty years and fight for comm[unism] and
then die peacefully.

—You must now be patient. The government cannot capitulate to
foreign countries.

—1I have enough patience, but, if matters should continue, then I
have one last weapon for self-defense—the hunger strike.

—Yes, but you want to live another twenty years.

—That is a matter of opinion.

To conclude: If you are a conscientious correspondent,

—That I am!

—I would like to think so. Then convey to the public my decisive
protest against this barbarity, that I and my Bulg[arian] comrades are
still held in prison, as hostages.

—“Tomorrow visit from Mother and Sister,” Heller announced.

—Suitcases in my cell; money—downstairs. Various other promises . . .

“Have you spoken with Lubbe? What do you think of him?[”]
—No. What an idiot! He remains a riddle as a person.  have already
given my opinion of him in court.

[...]

- 27 FEBRUARY 1934 -
(TUESDAY) —BERLIN—MOSCOW!

—Raben at 5:30 a.m.: “Get up; pack up!” Diels—Written “Release
and deportation.” Accompanied to airport. “We want good relations
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with the S[oviet] U[nion]. If that were not the case, we would not send
you to Moscow!” As far as Konigsberg—Heller, Morovsky, Raben.
Heller: “I hope that you will be objective. And not say such dreadful
things as others have done.” “I hope that I will again come to Ger-
many, but then as a guest of Soviet Germany.” “As long as I am here,
that will not be the case.” With another airplane, direct to Moscow.
At 7 o’clock—at “home.” Manuilsky, Knorin, and others—large
crowds at the airport. Enthusiastic reception. Lux! Kuusinen. Kitty
[Kiti Jovanovi¢].? Conference with foreign correspondents. Questions
by telephone from editors in London, Paris, and Berlin—
—Flowers and greetings from Ulianova® and Krupskaia!*
It is difficult to imagine a more grandiose reception or more sympa-
thy and love.
How everything has changed!
Letter B. Kun!
Radi [Pettir Iskrov]®>—My picture—as a badge . . .

[...]

2. Kiti Jovanovié, Serbian Communist; émigrée to the USSR; friend of Di-
mitrov.

3. Maria Ilinichna Ulianova (1878-1937), Soviet Communist; Lenin’s younger
sister; elected member of the Soviet control commission at the Seventeenth Con-
gress of the VKP(b) (“Congress of Victors”) in 193 4.

4. Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaia (1869-1939), Soviet Communist;
Lenin’s wife; deputy people’s commissar for education (1929) and theoretician of
the Soviet educational system; member of the VKP(b) CC (from 1927 on) and head
of the Library Department of the People’s Commissariat for Education (beginning
in1934).

5. Petur Iskrov (1891-1938), Bulgarian Communist leader. At the second con-
ference of the BKP (Berlin, December 1927-January 1928) he was elected (with
Dimitrov and Vasil Kolarov) to the BKP’s new Foreign Bureau. A member of the
ECCI (beginning in 1928), he represented the BKP in the Comintern during the ul-
tra-leftist Third Period (1928193 5); targeted by Dimitrov in 1934 as a represen-
tative of “leftist sectarianism” in the BKP, he was slowly eased from a position of
leadership before his arrest and execution during the Stalinist purges.



CHAPTER TWO

THE SoviET UNION

quainted with the Soviet Union. From the first triumphal days

packed with interviews, welcome meetings with the Soviet leaders,
and little satisfactions (“Talk with [I. A.] Piatn|itsky]! Finally he is ‘satis-
fied’! Knorin what changed behavior”), he was quickly being drawn into
struggles for a change in the Comintern’s Third Period line, marked by
anti-Social Democratic sectarianism. The Schutzbund “insurrection” (or
“armed resistance,” as Stalin put it), in which the Austrian Social Demo-
cratic armed units fought the fascists, was an issue on which Stalin tested
Dimitrov’s willingness to develop a more flexible policy, Stalin evidently
having decided that the old one was “incorrect.”

On 6 April 1934 Dimitrov became a member of the political commis-
sion of the ECCI, a member of its political secretariat, and the head of the
Anglo-American secretariat. Stalin and Molotov were preparing him to
reject the leadership of the “foursome” (Manuilsky, Piatnitsky, Kuusinen,
Knorin), and on 23 April Stalin put him in charge of the Central European
secretariat, in the process replacing Knorin and weakening Knorin’s ally
Béla Kun. Increasingly the opposing sides had been drawn up. Manuilsky
backed Dimitrov. Piatnitsky and Knorin were the most notable holdouts.
Dimitrov increasingly had Stalin’s ear.

During this period Dimitrov was frequently subjected to various med-
ical treatments. He expressed great personal unhappiness. He mourned
Ljubica Ivosevi¢-Dimitrova, quarreled with Kiti Jovanovié, and carried on

FROM 28 February to 1 September 1934 Dimitrov became reac-
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a long-distance courtship with Rosa Fleischmann by mail. He spent most
of July and the entire month of August 1934 resting in Georgia.—I.B.

[
- 1 APRIL 1934 -

—At the Comintern (with Manuilsky).

Conversation with Stalin ([by] teleph[one]) about the Austrian letter.®
“About your letter to the Aust[rian] wor[kers]. We were outside fight-
ing; nevertheless, we had no luck. I (... )[”]

—You view the fighting in Austria as insurrection. We Bolsheviks have
always understood insurrection to mean an armed struggle for power.
Seizing power in Austria is not the goal. Therefore what is occurring
there is armed resistance or an armed struggle and not an insurrection.
To call it an insurrection is not scientific, not Bolshevik. Think about
this matter, and if you are in agreement with such a correction, then the
other parts of the letter must also be changed, spec|ifically] where you
speak about the rules of insurrection.

—In my letter I have presented the views of the Comintern in this mat-
ter, views that were developed before my arrival.

—These views are incorrect, however.

—You know that Otto Bauer” himself called the Aust[rian] events
armed insurrection.

—Yes, Bauer wants to praise himself for having led an insurrection.
But that is not the case. We must tell the truth and not allow any con-
fusion.

—T ask you to formulate basic corrections yourself, and then I will edit
the entire letter accordingly.

—Good, I will try to do that in the next few days.

6. Dimitrov wrote “Letter to the Austrian Workers” in March 193 4. The pub-
lished version, with the endnote dated April 1934, evidently took into account
Stalin’s criticism. Still, its main point was that the blame for the failure of the Feb-
ruary “armed struggle” in Vienna lay with the Social Democrats, who had “failed
to grasp that it was not enough to resist the attack of fascism, but that they should
have turned their armed resistance into a fight for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie
and for seizure of power by the proletariat.”

7. Otto Bauer (1882-1938), foremost Austrian Social Democrat and leading
theoretician of the Austro-Marxist school. He clashed with the Bolsheviks over his
nationality program, which ruled out secession and called for a democratic federal
state based on ethnic autonomy (Nationalititenbundesstaat); he took an active
part in the work of the Second International and the Vienna-based International
Union of Socialist Parties (“2"/> International,” 1920).
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—It would be good if this matter could be dealt with promptly, be-
cause right now there is a lively discussion among the Social D[emo-
cratic] workers in Aust[ria] and among other Social D[emocratic|
workers. And it is very important to get the letter into their hands
quickly.

—We will try. I will send back the letter tomorrow or the day after to-
MOrrow.

—I will reedit the letter.

—Well, good-bye. Good-bye!

—Thank you very much! Good-bye!

[...]
- 3 APRIL 1934 -

Letter to Stalin. [Notation in margin: Not sent, because he summoned
me himself.]

Dear Com|[rade] Stalin!

In my view, what I managed to achieve in Leipzig constitutes political
capital for the Communist International that ought to be exploited com-
prehensively and entirely rationally, as well as opportunely.

However, all of this is in addition equally connected with my future
work, its arrangement, its nature and form, its scope. Since I formally be-
came a Soviet citizen, the settling of that work no longer appears to be such
a simple matter. Various considerations will probably have to be taken into
account.

I would very much like to consult with you personally concerning a vari-
ety of concrete issues and questions of principle connected with this situa-
tion. I believe that this will undoubtedly be extremely useful in moving
business forward.

I have therefore resolved to request that you find an opportunity to re-
ceive me for at least half an hour for such a personal conversation.

I am still in treatment, but since I am capable of leaving the premises, I
can stop in to see you whenever that would be most convenient for you.

You need only send word here (‘Arkhangelskoe’)® a day in advance con-
cerning the time of meeting, in order to avoid any misunderstandings.

With comradely regards.
Your Gleorgi] Dim[itrov]

8. Arkhangelskoe, country estate some twenty kilometers from Moscow that
had been the property of Princes Golitsyn and Yusupov. In addition to serving as a
museum, it was also a clinic and sanatorium in Soviet times.
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© 6 APRIL 1934 -
[...]

Manuilsky, Piatnitsky:
(“Member of the Political Commission, member of the Political Secre-
tariat, and . . . head of the Anglo-American Secretariat!”)

[
-7 APRIL 1934 -

With St[alin]—(Kremlin)

—About Austr[ian] letter:

Following observations:

1. Shortened!

2. Don’t scold, but explain, persuade. European workers are histori-

cally linked with parliamentary democracy. One must show that the

bourgeoisie has now abandoned democracy and proceeded to fascism

(in one form or another), because it cannot govern otherwise. For the

worker, unlike in the past, to struggle now for parl[iamentary] democ-

racy is nonsense.

3. Armed struggle, not insurrection. Insurrection occurs when the task

of seizing power is posed. In Austria, this was not the case.

4. Do not put a call through directly to the Aus[trian] CP [Communist

Party]. This will be perceived with prejudice by Social D[emocratic]

workers. They will think that in M[oscow] D[imitrov] is compelled to

say so. In addition, to join the CP as an illegal party, that is very dan-

gerous for them. [They] must accept the revolutionary path. We also

had a small party but great following.

5. In the letter, don’t develop the conclusions to the end. The Social

Democr|atic] workers should draw these conclusions themselves.
Don’t speak as mentor to the workers.

It must be patiently and intelligibly explained to the European workers
why parliamentary democracy can no longer have any value for the
working class. Earlier in their struggles with feudalism, the bour-
geoisie brought the working masses along with it through democracy
and made certain concessions to this end. Now that they have con-
quered feudalism and face a new enemy—the proletariat—and must
overcome great difficulties, given the crisis of capitalism, they can no
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longer govern using the methods of parliamentary democracy. They
are on the way to fascism. And in all countries the bourgeoisie will
proceed to fascism. In England also, although in different forms.

Our people in the Comintern apply everything that was right for
Russian workers to European workers. They do not understand that in
fact we had no parliamentarianism. The Russian workers received ab-
solutely nothing from the Duma.® This is not the case in Europe. If our
bourgeoisie had had another thirty years, it would certainly have
linked itself with the masses through parliamentarianism, and then it
would have been much more difficult for us to topple.

Don’t grumble about parliam[entary| democracy, but explain this
development to the working masses!

D[imitrov]: In prison, I thought a lot about why—since our teaching is
correct—millions of workers in decisive moments do not join us but
stay with social democracy, which has behaved so treacherously or, as
in Germany, even become National Socialists.

St[alin]: And your conclusion?

D[imitrov]: 1 believe that the main cause lies in our system of propa-
ganda, in [our] incorrect approach to European workers.

St[alin]: No, this is not the main cause. The main cause lies in historic
development—the historic connection that the European masses have
with bourgeois democracy. Then in Europe’s special situation—Euro-
pean countries do not have enough of their own raw materials, coal,
wool, etc. They are dependent on the colonies. Without colonies, they
could not exist. The workers know this and fear a loss of the colonies.
And in this connection they are inclined to go with their own bour-
geoisie. Internally, they are not in agreement with our anti-imperialist
policy. They are even afraid of this policy. And for just this reason it is
necessary to explain patiently and approach these workers correctly. A
constant struggle for every worker is necessary. We can’t immediately
and so easily win millions of workers in Europe.

The millions of masses have the psychology of the herd. They only
deal through their representatives, through the leaders. When they lose
trust in their leaders, then they feel powerless and as though lost. They
are afraid of losing their leaders. And therefore the Social D[emo-

9. Duma, Russian representative body. In the parliamentary organization of
1906 it constituted the lower house, which was elected by an indirect system of
suffrage.
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cratic] workers, although not satisfied with their leaders, still follow
them. They will abandon these leaders when other, better ones are al-
ready at hand. And this takes time.

M|anuilsky] doesn’t understand this. Each year he prophesies prole-
tar[ian] revolut[ion] and it does not happen. He once reported insur-
rection in a place where there was none . . .

People do not pay attention to the details. And the details usually
clinch matters. They do no Marxist analysis. For my report, I called
[Jend] Varga and demanded numbers on the crisis. Astounded and
shocked, [he] asked me: Which numbers? Such numbers as exist, I said
to him. Correct numbers?

—Yes, of course—correct!

He brought me the numbers. And breathed a sigh of relief. Thank
goodness, he said, there are still people who love the truth!

Just imagine, he was afraid to give the correct numbers in the CI
[Communist International], because [he] would be immediately classi-
fied as [a] right opportunist . . .

He couldn’t decide to publish this report without my approval!
Molot[ov]: Yes, Varga is a good scholar, but a coward!

St[alin]: People do not like Marxist analysis. Big phrases and general
assertions. This is still the legacy from the time of Zinoviev.

Abh, in this connection Ilich [Lenin] was very accurate, and how ac-
curate!

St[alin]: And who there (in CI [Communist International]) is now the
first? Who has prevailed?

D[imitrov]: For me this is now very difficult to ascertain.

Stlalin]: No, don’t dodge!

Dlimitrov]: Earlier, I knew that MJanuilsky] appeared to be the
polit[ical] leader. Now I know (. . . ) only that when P[iatnitsky] is not
there, chaos arises. He is the pillar, so to speak!

Mol[otov]: Yes, we are therefore involved only with Piatn[itsky] the
entire time.

St[alin]: Ku[u]s[inen] is good, but an academic. M[anuilsky]—agita-
tor; Kn[orin]—propagandist. P[iatnitsky]—narrow!

Dl[imitrov]: In prison I often thought that, finally, the administration
of the CI [Communist International] had historically crystallized un-
der their leadership (M[anuilsky], P[iatnitsky], Ku[u]s[inen], Kn[orin]).
Stlalin]: Who says, that this “foursome” must remain so? You speak
about history. But one must sometimes correct history.
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D[imitrov]: 1 believe that, as our first leader, you must indeed bear the
responsibility for leading the CI [Communist International], and al-
though [you are] frightfully busy, you must participate in important
questions.
St[alin]: Yes, here at this table, we have discussed the theses for the
plenum, and what has happened? When they go away from here,
everything remains as before.

You see how we are occupied.

The best of our people go to the construction sites.

... So begin with some comrades—we will help you.
M/olotov]: You have looked the enemy in the face. And after prison
you [should] now take the work into your hands.

D [imitrov]: How will it be with my Soviet citizenship? Won’t that pose
certain obstacles concerning my conduct|?]

St[alin]: You can calmly respond to all questions when necessary. “Af-
ter all,” we do not take responsibility for the behavior of every Soviet
citizen.

(Voroshilov, Kuibyshev, Mikoyan, among others)
[...]

+ 23 APRIL 1934 -

—Man(uilsky] and Piatnitsky with me.
—Stlalin] recommended transferring to me the leadership of the Cen-
tral European Secr|etariat] (Kn[orin]—another job).
Discussion about the Seventh Congress: main question—the revolu-
tionary unity of the proletariat against fascism and war (Man[uilsky]);
Report mass work, struggle against the war Piatn[itsky]
—Man(uilsky’s] proposal—main reporter Diml[itrov]! Oh my God,
what a peculiar lot!

[...]
* 24 APRIL 1934 -

(NONWORKING DAY)

[...]

—Discussion with Man[uilsky]—we have not taken advantage of
the greatest crisis in the world.
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—Isolation from St[alin]. Happened first before Thirteenth
Plenum. Must rely solely on himself. Demanded a member of the PB
[Politburo] with us. Came to nothing. P[iatnitsky] said to St[alin]: “I
have heard that you are not satisfied with our leadership of the CI. I
ask you please to receive us.” St[alin]: “No! It concerned only the
Austr[ian] letter.”

—1I am suffering dreadfully with this situation in the CI—you must
take over the main report. Your situation in public must be brought
into accord with your role in the CI!

[...]

- 25 APRIL 1934 -
[...]

Manluilsky]. “T have thought a lot about your discussion with St/alin].
It is not a chance conversation. Instead [it] has extremely great politi-
cal significance. He should have said that some years ago. Conclusions
must be drawn from this discussion. In the Communist International
we need a “boss.” History has placed you in the forefront through the
Leipz|ig] trial. You have enormous popularity among the masses. Your
voice has colossal resonance. You must take over the leadership. On
my honor, I will help you 120 percent in everything. You must select
people and bring them together. This will not be easy. Many things
must be rearranged. There is horrible routine and bureaucratism here.
For a long time I have tried to change that, but I have lacked the neces-
sary authority. You have this authority. And even if you should be un-
successful, then everything would be as it was before—and I must tell
you, there is no point in working in the CI. . . . Contact with St[alin] is
necessary. That will be easier for you. He will count on you. Get well
and prepare seriously for work . . .

[...]

- 28 APRIL 1934 -
[...]

—Met Fritz [Heckert]: “How are you?[”] “Horrible, horrible!”
Things will get better. Immediately disappeared. Curious! that he has
not yet felt the need to discuss with me in detail (about Germany, trial,
etc.)—completely inexplicable!
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29 APRIL 1934 -
[...]

—At Leninist School—My talk (two threads at the trial—Torgl[er]-
Dim[itrov] opportunist thread and Bolshevik thread. One must draw
the lesson. Especially with regard to the education of our cadres.)!°
—Speech by Manuilsky ( ... You have captured the leading position
in the CI. You are our leader (?!) .. .)

[...]
1 MAY 1934 -

(LAST YEAR AND NOW!)

—On Red Square (with Grand[ma] and Lina).!
—M|aksim] Gorky:'> “We need no compliments, but I must tell you
that your behavior was splendid. There has never been such a trial.

You were actually the judge there. . . . It cannot be compared to the
trial against [name unclear] or the Cologne trial against Marx.!3 This
was something special. . . .”

Stalin, Molotov, Kalinin, Ordzhonikidze, Mikoyan, Zhdanov, and
others on the platform (mausoleum). No one from the CI? T am on the
ground in front of the mausoleum with Grand[ma] and Lina. There
(...), Shvernik, Felix Kohn, and others.

St[alin] calls from above: “Dimitrov!” and gives a sign to come up to

1o. Ernst Torgler (1893-1963), German Communist; member of the KPD CC,
president of the KPD fraction in the Reichstag (1932-1933), expelled from the
party after the Leipzig trial. Dimitrov offered the following harsh verdict of his co-
defendants at a gathering at the Leninist School (Moscow) in 1934: “At the trial
there were three lines: first, treacherous—Torgler; second opportunistic, defend
yourself—Tanev and Popov; and, third, Bolshevik, defend the party—my own.”
Cited in Rodoljub Colakovié, Kazivanja o jednom pokoljenju, vol. 2 (Sarajevo,
1968), pp. 168—69.

11. Parashkeva Dimitrov (Babushka, Grandma, 1861-1944), Dimitrov’s
mother; Magdalina Baruimova (Lina, 1884-1971), Dimitrov’s sister; Bulgarian
Communist activist.

12. Maksim Gorky (real name: A. M. Peshkov, 1868-1936), Russian writer
and playwright; leading representative of critical realism in modern Russian liter-
ature; Bolshevik sympathizer.

13. In February 1849 the public prosecutor in Cologne initiated court proceed-
ings against Karl Marx and two associates, who were charged with incitement to
armed resistance against the Prussian authorities. Marx’s brilliant speech at the
trial swayed the jury to acquit the defendants. The foreman of the jury thanked
Marx for his instructive lecture.
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where he is standing. Greetings from St[alin], Kal[inin], Molotov, and
others—Grandmother and Sister.

Voroshilov—on the platform. The speech, swearing in of the new
Red Army soldiers . . .

Bukharin also on the platform: “You have accomplished an enor-
mous amount. Held the banner aloft in every respect. It was excellent.
And about the pederasts. . . . This was very successful. Your behavior
from beginning to end was completely correct in principle. It was an
enormous success! . . . And Torgl[er]—dirt![”]

I: to St[alin]: “We need to discuss Comintern matters again.”

Stlalin]: “Good, come to see me. When do you want to?”

I: “When it is convenient for you. I have noticed some confusion
among the people in the CI.”

He: “No, this is nothing dreadful. We will settle everything . . . ”

-2 MAY 1934 -

At the Kremlin—with Red Commanders (Stal[in], Molot[ov],
Voroshilov, Kalinin, Ordzhon[ikidze], Mikoyan and others)—Turkish
flyers.

... St[alin]: Relations with Turkey [are] not bad. Now they want to
conclude a military treaty with us. We refuse. We say: Our alliance has
greater significance than a written treaty. Having such an ally (as
Turkey!) is always good. But if Turkey should come into the complica-
tions of war, it is not convenient for us to fight for her.

Bulg[aria]—a little country. What can one do there? The Bulgarians
are building six-thousand-kilowatt electric stations. And we . . .

Vor[oshilov] From the Chekists'* no one has come. Neither Yagoda!s
nor anyone else.

St[alin] Yesterday [ somewhat offended them. They arrested people for
nothing . . .

14. Chekists, members of the Soviet secret police, the Cheka (from the Russian
initials of Chrezvychainaia Komissiia, Extraordinary Commission), the repressive
postrevolutionary agency “for combating counterrevolution and sabotage.”

15. Genrikh Grigorievich Yagoda (1891-1938), Soviet Communist; veteran of
the secret police; people’s commissar for internal affairs and chairman of OGPU
(1934-1936); people’s commissar for information (1936-1938); defendant in the
trial of the “bloc of Rights and Trotskyites” in March 193 8. He was condemned to
death and executed.
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St[alin] to the commanders:
“Leaders are worth nothing without such assistants, co-workers . . .

[”]

St[alin] (in reference to chapter “With Stalin”): T do not agree to your
writing about me in such a way. That also damages your reputation.
Such language between equals is not advisable. . .. Select yourself
where and how to appear and what to write. Don’t let yourself be
talked into anything. Select only the key questions. Things went well
with the Austrian letter. Otherwise, you say: I am busy, sick, or some-
thing like that. T have saved myself in this way. I have had cases where
certain workers from the Donbas have turned to me. I have enlight-
ened them. It turned out, however, that such workers do not even exist

—Speak with the Schutzbundists.'® It is not good to require of them
that they join the Com[munist] Party now. Let them just be honest
workers. And as they finally are convinced that communism is right,
then—into the party!

—[Heinz] Neumann—does not understand Marxism. He is a political
degenerate. He asked me what he should learn in order to be a good
Marxist.

I said to him that Das Kapital—that is an examination of human
thinking. (As Marx taught.)

He was not satisfied. Das Kapital was boring for him. He thought it
would be better to study “Class Struggle in France” and “18 Bru-
maire.”

—Thalm[ann] has not understood the national question. I spoke with
him in 1930. He has not understood . . .

16. Members of the Austrian Socialist Defense League who in February 1934
fought against the forces of the Dollfuss dictatorship and its attempts to overrun
banned socialist organizations. The Schutzbundist uprising was defeated after
four days of intense fighting in the working-class districts of Vienna. Despite the
socialist defeat and the persecution of the Left that ensued, the uprising constituted
the first armed resistance to fascism. Many hundreds of Austrian Schutzbundists
escaped to Czechoslovakia. From there they were invited to the USSR, the first sign
of change in the Comintern line toward the Social Democrats, who had been re-
viled as “social fascists” during the Third Period.



20 The Soviet Union

Proletarian internationalism and nationalism.
Through social liberation—national independence.

[...]
- 17 MAY 1934 -

—Blagoev evening—Bulg|arian] section together with “Old Bolshe-
viks.”

(Ten years since the death of [Dimitur] Blagoev.
—Anton [Ivanov]|'® (reporter); from OIld Bolsh[eviks]: Kab[ak-
chiev],'® Blagoeva,?® and others.

—My appearance: “Three peculiarities of Bl[agoev] (and Narrow So-
cialism [tesniachestvo]).[”]*!

)17

17. Dimitur Blagoev (Diadoto [Grandpa], 1856-1924), founder of the Bulgar-
ian Social Democratic Party, the Bulgarian Workers’ Social Democratic Party
(Narrow Socialists), and the Bulgarian Communist Party (BKP).

18. Anton Ivanov (1884-1942), Bulgarian Communist leader; deputy in the
Bulgarian parliament; member of the BKP CC (beginning in 1922). He headed the
Sofia revolutionary committee during the abortive September 1923 uprising, was
imprisoned from 1923 to 1925, and emigrated to the USSR. Member of the Red
Trade Union International (Profitern) Executive Committee (1928-1930) and
Comintern emissary to France and Spain (after 193 5), he returned to Bulgaria in
1940 as head of the BKP internal organization (as CC secretary). He was arrested
by the police and executed.

19. Hristo Kabakchiev (1878-1940), Bulgarian Communist leader; old Nar-
row Socialist; member of the BKP CC (from 1919 on); Comintern delegate to the
Halle congress of the USPD (October 1920) and the Livorno congress of Italian so-
cialists at which the PCI was founded (January 1921); political secretary of the
BKP (January 1923). Imprisoned from 1923 to 1926, he emigrated to the USSR,
where he served as member of the Comintern’s international control commission
(ICC, 1924—-1928), taught at the Leninist School and worked at the Marx-Engels-
Lenin Institute. He was arrested during the Stalinist purges in 1937 but released in
1938.

20. Stela Blagoeva (1887-1954), Bulgarian Communist; daughter of Dimitur
Blagoev, the founder of the BKP; political émigrée to the USSR from 1926 to 1946.
Starting in 1927, she worked in the ECCI apparatus, the foreign bureau of the
BKP, and the Slavic Committee; after her return to Bulgaria in 1946 she served in
various capacities, including the post of Bulgaria’s ambassador to the USSR from
1949 t0 1954.

21. The Bulgarian Social Democratic Party (1891) split once in 1892, was re-
united in 1894, and split for good in 1903. The orthodox, or “narrow,” faction,
headed by Dimitur Blagoev, determined to build a purely proletarian party in a
peasant country, resisted the peasant support that appealed to the “broad social-
ists” of Yanko Saktizov. The Narrows also wanted to press the nascent trade
unions into political action and resisted joint activities with the nonsocialist par-



1934 21

1. Class irreconcilability with the bourgeoisie and its Menshevik
agen|ts.]

2. Party of the proletariat above all (everything is subjected to the in-
ter[est] of the proletariat).

3. Steadfast belief in the power and the future of the working class.
This is why the Bulg[arian] prolet[ariat] is united as a class; Social
D[emocrats| won the majority of the workers.

—The time spent as Narrow Socialists [tesniaks] not a minus, but a
plus; but boiled in the “Bolshevik cauldron.”

—Bold bearing and struggle—are qualities of Narrow Socialism [zes-
niachestvo].

—As a Narrow Socialist [tesniak] T would have presented myself in
just as dignified and courageous a manner before the Leipzig court, but
I would not have been in a position to wage and win such a battle
against fascism.

—Only Bolshevik methods and Bolshevik heroism provided the op-
portunity for successfully conducting such a battle.

—1In Leipzig, as I held in my left hand the code of criminal procedures
of the German Reich and in my right hand the program of the Com-
munist International and as I took advantage of the weapons in the ar-
senal of Lenin, I was behaving not as a Narrow Socialist, but as a Bol-

shevik.

... T have committed enough errors in my long revolutionary political
activity. Two errors, however, I will never be able to forget and set
aside—9 June “neutrality”?? and the fact that I, like our party, failed
to perceive the fundamental difference between Narrow Socialism and
Bolshevism and to draw, in the years 1918—1923, the necessary conse-

ties. Although Blagoev’s Narrows were more Kautskyite than Leninist, Narrow
Socialism left its mark on the BKP, which viewed itself as continuing the Narrow
Socialist legacy.

22. Conservative officers aided by the Macedonian guerrilla organization over-
threw the Agrarian government of Prime Minister Aleksandur Stamboliski on 9
June 1923. After several days’ fighting, during which Stamboliski was killed, the
putschists established a new regime headed by Aleksandlir Tsankov. Despite the
rightist nature of the coup, the forty-thousand-strong BKP declared its “neutral-
ity” in the struggle. After finishing off the Agrarians, the Tsankov regime turned
against the Communists, a decision that led to the ill-fated September uprising
(r923) and a major defeat for Bulgarian Communists.
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quences in a timely manner. The latter error has, to a certain extent,
made the bolshevization of our party longer and more painful . . .

[...]

- 20 MAY 1934 -
[...]

—Lunch at Kremlin cafeteria (“separate chamber”)—with Mann
[Manuilsky]—then thorough discussion. His letter to P[iatnitsky]| about
reconstituting the leadership of the ECCI—discussion with St[alin]
about the Fren[ch] question (very unsatisfactory!)—in Fran|[ce|—united
front also “from above” . . .

[ ]
- 27 MAY 1934 -

—Piatn[itsky]. Final suggestion about agenda for the congress.
Speak|ers]: Pieck, Dim[itrov], Ercoli [Palmiro Togliatti], Man[uilsky],
Wang Min|[g], Pollitt.

(Commission about my report: Dimlitrov], Piatnl[itsky], Ko[stan-
yan],23 Smeral, Heckert)
—Disagreements with Man[uilsky]. (Austrian presidential election;
(...); Doriot;?* Spanish labor union question, etc.) Sharp disputes in
open session of the political secretariat.
—Letter from Man|uilsky] to Piatn[itsky] (“sad letter!”)—

“I am for collective leadership—decisively against a single leader.”

23. A. A. Kostanyan, secretary of the Armenian CP CC.

24. Jacques Doriot (1898-1945), French Communist leader, later fascist, who
was active in the Communist youth movement; member of the Executive Commit-
tee of the Communist Youth International (KIM) beginning in 1922; secretary-
general of the French organization of young Communists (from 1923 on); member
of the PCF CC (from 1924 on); alternate member of the ECCI (from 1924 on);
parliamentary deputy (1924) and mayor of St.-Denis (1932). After the Parisian ri-
ots of 6 February 1934, following the Stavisky affair, Doriot clashed with Thorez
and refused to heed a summons to Moscow; expelled from the party in June 1934,
he organized the Parti populaire frangaise, which evolved toward fascism. Collab-
orator during the German occupation of France, Doriot was killed in an Allied air
raid, after his withdrawal to Germany with the Nazi forces.
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10 JUNE 1934 -
[...]

—[Jacques] Sadoul?> with me. (Threatening fascism in France. United
front with social democracy [. . .].)

[...]
" I5 JUNE 1934 -

— Piatnitsky—Smoliansky?® (about Point 3 of the agenda for the con-
gress)—with Piatn[itsky].

as though absolutely nothing new had happened! And nothing new to
say!. .. “Some want to change the revolutionaries!” . . . Dreadful.

[...]

- 18 JUNE 1934 -
[...]

—In crematorium!
So lonely and personally unhappy! It’s almost more difficult for me
now than last year in prison.
—Letter to Rozi?” and her mother.
What will come of it? In any case it is impossible to live so alone!

[...]
2T JUNE 1934 -

—Knorin—long talk (Germ[any], Aust[ria], Czechoslov|akia], etc.;
preparations for the congress, my report).

25. Jacques Sadoul (1898-1945), French Communist. As pro-Entente socialist,
he participated in a French military mission to Russia in August 1917; turned
Communist and founded a French Communist group in Russia; attended the
founding congress of the Comintern and participated in the early ECCI; returned
to France in 1924. Although he remained a lifelong member of the PCEF, he never
held any leading positions in the party.

26. Georgy B. Smoliansky (1890-1937), Soviet Communist who served on the
staff of the Profitern and ECCI. He was liquidated in the Stalinist purges.

27. Rosa Fleischmann (Rozi, Roza Yulievna, 1896-1958), Sudeten Jewish
Communist from Boskovice, southern Moravia; journalist in Vienna; second wife
of Georgi Dimitrov. Dimitrov first met her in Vienna on 10 May 1927.
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—Tanev28—with me (returned from Kislov[odsk]).??
—[unclear] (about [unclear])—everything is all wrong!

[...]

29 JUNE 1934 -

—Plenum CC.
St[alin]: I never answered you. I had no time. On this question, there is
still nothing in my head. Something must be prepared!

[...]
- 2 JUNE 1934 -

WITH MOSKV[IN] (TAN[EV])

—DMeeting of the commission about my report.
(Big discussion—Smleral], Piatn[itsky], Loz[ovsky],3° Kn[orin], Kuu-
s[inen], ( ... ), Heckert, Maddalena.)3!

[...]
4 JULY 1934 -

—With Stal[in]—thorough discussion!

[...]

28. Vasil Tanev (1897-1941), Bulgarian Communist; founding member of the
BKP who participated in the September uprising (1923). Subsequently, as a politi-
cal émigré to Yugoslavia and the USSR, he was sent on various secret missions, in-
cluding to Bulgaria. The Comintern sent him to Germany in 1932 to work along-
side Dimitrov in the West European Bureau. Arrested in 1933 with Dimitrov,
Tanev was tried by the Nazis for complicity in the Reichstag fire. Released with
Dimitrov and deported to the USSR, he subsequently had to undergo self-criti-
cism, was barred from the leading positions in the BKP, and was deported to
Kolyma. In 1941 he was parachuted into Bulgaria on an ECCI mission. Appre-
hended by the authorities, he was killed the same year.

29. A spa and rehabilitation center near Stavropol, in the Caucasus area of the
RSFRS, close to the border with Georgia.

30. A. Lozovsky (real name: Solomon Abramovich, 1878-1952), Old Bolshe-
vik, secretary-general of the Profitern until 1937, active afterward in various pub-
lishing ventures, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the Soviet Information Bu-
reau (Sovinformbureau). He was liquidated in 1952.

31. Max Maddalena (1895-1943), leading German Communist and a Reich-
stag deputy. He emigrated to the USSR after the Nazi takeover, worked in the ap-
paratus of the Profitern, and represented the KPD in the ECCI. Designated a mem-
ber of the KPD clandestine leadership, he returned under cover to Germany in
193 5. He was soon arrested and died in Nazi confinement in 1943.
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g I Yhe Russian portion of the Dimitrov diary begins in September 193 4

with his return to Moscow. The only noteworthy development dur-

ing the early fall was his pointed reference to the presence of the
“Class against class!” slogan in the program of the French CP on 17 Sep-
tember: “Before and now!” he writes, evidently disappointed in the sec-
tarian wing of the French party.

After 7 November 1934 Dimitrov started a household with Rosa Fleisch-
mann (Rozi), who had joined him in the USSR. From 21 November to 31
January 1935 Dimitrov and his new wife were recuperating in Crimea,
where he was diagnosed with latent malaria, chronic gastritis, and several
other ailments. During this period he discussed assorted literary themes
with Gorky (for example, Tolstoy as “not a fighter, but a believer!”) and
others. In a conversation with the artist P. D. Korin on 27 November, Di-
mitrov called for “a new Don Quixote (the degenerating bourgeoisie). We
need a Cervantes of our own against fascism.” The Kirov “murder” was
duly noted on 1 December without comment.

There is a hiatus in the diary between 31 January 1935 and 19 August
1936. This period corresponds to the preparations and work for the Sev-
enth Congress of the Comintern (July—August 193 5), as well as to the be-
ginning of the purges.—I.B.

19 AUGUST 1936 -

Evening—Barvikha.
The trial of Zin[oviev,] Kam[enev,] et al. (beginning).3?

+ 20 AUGUST 1936 -

—Man[uilsky]—Moskvin (pasquinade against Man[uilsky]).
—Pritt’s33 letter (requesting a ticket to the trial).

- 2T AUGUST 1936 -

—Letter by Kagan[ovich] on “subversive activities” (anonymous let-
ter against M[anuilsky or Moskvin?]).

32. Reference to the trial of G. Ye. Zinoviev and L. B. Kamenev (“Trotskyite-
Zinovievite Terrorist Center”), which commenced on 19 August 1936.

33. Dennis Noel Pritt (1887-1972), British Labourite; president of the Interna-
tional Committee of Inquiry on the burning of the Reichstag (1933); president of
the British Society for Cultural Ties with the USSR.
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+ 22 AUGUST 1936 -

— Arrival of Smeral (for the peace congress). Man[uilsky] and he at my
place.

+ 23 AUGUST 1936 -

—Arrival of Kuusinen (he and Man|uilsky] at my place).

* 24 AUGUST 1936 -

—Kuusinen—Man[uilsky] (article on the trial and Citrine).3#

—Sentence carried out.3®

+ 25 AUGUST 1936 -

—Council: Kuus[inen], Man[uilsky], Moskv[in], Shvernik, Kolarov,
Smol[yanski], Smeral (principles and directives on the peace congress).

* 26 AUGUST 1936 -

—Man(uilsky]—Moskv|in] (decoding by the enemy—the English of
our encoded communications!).

—Editors of Pravda (concerning the article in Populaire).3°

+ 27 AUGUST 1936 -

—Sent Com|rade] Stalin Manuilsky’s account of Thorez’s statement.

34. Walter McLennan Citrine, first Baron Citrine (1887-1983), British trade
unionist; general secretary of the Electrical Trades Union (1920-1923); general
secretary of the British Trades Union Congress (1926-1946); chairman of the In-
ternational Federation of Trade Unions, the socialist (Amsterdam) trade union in-
ternational (1928-1945); president of the World Federation of Trade Unions
(1945-1946); leader of the conservative wing in the British trade union move-
ment. Close to Clement Attlee during the latter’s ministry, Citrine was made a
baron in 1946.

35. Reference to the execution of Zinoviev and Kamenev.

36. The “French front” was a specifically French version of the Popular Front,
promoted for a while by the French CP (PCF).
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- 28 AUGUST 1936 -

—Ercoli [Togliatti] returned from leave.
—Meeting of the Pol[it]buro.
—Question of aid to the Spanish (poss[ible] organiz[ation] of an in-
ternat[ional] corps).3”
—Subversive work of Kun and others.
—Trial materials in foreign languages.

29 AUGUST 1936 -

—Spiner [Ivan Genchev]—Kon Sin have taken off for Paris.3®

—In the evening—Erc[oli], Man[uilsky], Moskvin.
—Got new dentures.
—Prof. Vinogradov, Dr. Barsky.

* 30 AUGUST 1936 -

—Telegram from Thorez: “I protest against the attempt by the Soviet
embassy to exert pressure on our line concerning the Spanish ques-
tion” (21).

—My article printed in L’Humanité (28 Aug. 36).

(Rozi and Mitia3? came to see me!)

—Sergeev*? and Heimo*! (gave a variety of assignments).

37. In 1936 the Comintern initiated the International Brigades to assist the
Spanish Republic. Made up largely of Communist cadres, especially from the fas-
cist-ruled countries, it brought thousands of volunteers to Spain, an enormous
propaganda victory for the Comintern’s Popular Front.

38. Reference to a meeting of Chinese emigrants resident in Western Europe,
which was held in Paris under Comintern auspices. The principal organizer was
Kang Sheng (pseudonym: Kon Sin).

39. Dimitur Dimitrov (Mitia, 1936-1943), Dimitrov’s son.

40. Svetoslav Kolev (pseudonym: Sergeev, 1889—1950), Bulgarian Communist;
member of the BKP CC (from 1926 on); political émigré to the USSR (1926-
1949); aide to Dimitrov employed in the ECCI apparatus.

41. Mauno Heimo (1894-1937), Finnish Communist who served on the staff
of the ECCI, where he performed numerous services, especially on missions to the
Scandinavian and Central and West European countries. He was liquidated in the
Stalinist purges.
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* 31 AUGUST 1936 -

—Man(uilsky], Moskv[in], Mand[alian],**> Ponomarev (edited the ar-
ticle on the fifteenth anniversary of the Chin[ese] Com[munist] Party).
—M aterials for the journal.

—Heimo’s sent to Norway and Denmark.

—Send Spanish émigrés from Amer[ica] and other countries to Spain
(pilots, material assistance for Spain).

—Opening of the international youth congress in Geneva.

- I SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—Young people’s demonstration (Lukianov’s*3 speech).
—Moskv[in]—Johnson** (].’s trip to America—aid for the Spanish).
—Kuusinen—Ponomarev (materials for the journal).

- 2 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—At the Kremlin (at the PB [Politburo]—Mol[otov], Kag[anovich],
Vor[oshilov], Ordzhonikidze).

—Question of the Spanish government.

A directive was agreed upon (with Stal[in] as well—by tel[ephone]):
“Seek the transformation of the Giral government into a government
of national defense, headed by Giral with a majority of Republicans,
participation of Socialists and two Communists, as well as representa-
tives of the Catalans and Basques.”4®

The question of aid will be additionally discussed in the PB.

[...]
* 3 SEPTEMBER 1936 *

—Wias at the Comintern.

—Situation in Spain critical.

—(Send a special man to Paris to help the French with purchase and
transport of arms and airplanes.)

42. Reference to a member of Dimitrov’s secretariat.

43. V. V. Lukianov, member of the ECCI staff.

44. Johnson, American Communist (identity unclear).

45. Reference to the government of José Giral, a liberal Republican (Izquierda
Republicana) leader; prime minister of Spain July—September 1936.
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—Scandalous article by Thorez in L’Humanité (30 Aug.) on Poland—
occasioned by the arrival of Gen[eral] Rydz-Smigly#® in Paris.

* 4 SEPTEMBER 1936 *

—At the Comintern in the evening (Spain!).
—Meeting about publishing matters ( Janson).
—Eberlein*® (to assist Moskvin!).

—(With Rozi and Mitia.)

47

* § SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—Session of the secretariat.

Got[twald]’s report on the Rom[anian] plenum.

Commission report on Bféla] Kun.

Kun’s statement (repentance!).

Resolved: a) Take the conclusion of the commiss[ion] into account. b)
Grant B[éla] Kun’s request for mitigation of the formula following the
paragraph (delete the word “harmful”). ¢) Relieve Kun of work in the
HCP [Hungarian Communist Party] and in the ECCI [Executive Com-
mittee of the Communist International] apparatus.

[...]

-7 SEPTEMBER 1936 *

AT THE KREMLIN.

—On the Chin[ese| question.

Motion: Consider it possible to agree with the draft plan of the Chi-
nese Communlists] (the direction of Ningxia and Xinjiang)—render
assistance in the form of arms, and so forth.

46. Edward Rydz-Smigly (1886—1941), Polish statesman and close associate of
Marshal Jozef Pitsudski, upon whose death in 1935 Rydz-Smigly became the in-
spector general of the Polish army and virtual dictator of the country.

47. Reference to a German Communist on the publications staff of the ECCL.

48. Hugo Eberlein (1887-1944), German Communist leader who belonged to
the Spartakusbund; founding member of the KPD and member of its leadership
until 1928, when, as one of the five “conciliators,” he supported the removal of
Ernst Thilmann as party leader; member of the ECCI Secretariat (from 1922 on)
and the ICC (1928-1937). Arrested in the Stalinist purges, he was slated for ex-
tradition to Nazi Germany (1940) but fell ill and remained imprisoned in Soviet
custody until his death.
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- 8 SEPTEMBER 1936 -
—Vassart*® arrived. Discussion with him.
—Decided to summon: Thor[ez], Togl[iatti], Gottwald, Marin. [Cu-
ban Communist]
—Postponed the session of the presid[ium].

* 9 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—Clément [Fried]° arrived.
—Discussion with Clément.

10 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—Listened to Goebbels’s speech at the Nuremberg party rally over the
car radio (monstrous incitement!).

1T SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—Our directives concerning Chinese affairs are confirmed:

1. Agree to the Chinese Red Army’s plan of action—namely, occu-
pying the Ningxia region and the western part of Gansu Province, at
the same time categorically ruling out further movement by the Chi-
nese Red Army in the direction of Xinjiang, which could tear the Chi-
nese Red Army away from the basic Chinese regions.

49. Albert Vassart (1898-1958), French Communist leader and trade unionist;
member of the PCF CC (from 1926 on) and its Politburo (from 1929 on); one of the
four PCF CC secretaries (from 1932 on); representative of the PCF to the ECCI
(1934-1935); mayor of Maisons-Alfort (beginning in 193 5). He opposed the So-
viet-German nonaggression pact but was arrested after the beginning of the war.
Freed in 1941, he resumed the mayoralty. As a result, the PCF declared him a traitor
and attempted to assassinate him. He was an active anticommunist after the war.

so. Pseudonym of Eugen Fried (1900-1943), Jewish Communist of Hungarian
culture from Slovakia, who served as a liaison between the Hungarian and Slovak
Council republics in 1919; member of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia
(KSC) from its foundation (1921); member of the KSC CC (from 1923 on) and
Politburo (from 1929 on). He was criticized in 1930 for leftist deviations. He
served as the representative of the Comintern in Germany, Belgium, and France
and as head of the permanent Comintern delegation to the PCF (1931-1939). He
was killed by the Germans in Brussels in August 1943. Some ex-Communists
claimed that he was liquidated on orders from Moscow.
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2. Decide in advance that after the Chinese Red Army takes the
Ningxia region, aid will be rendered in the form of arms on the order
of fifteen-to-twenty thousand rifles, eight cannon, ten mortars and a
commensurate quantity of ammunition of foreign make. Concen-
trate the arms on the southern border of the MPR [Mongolian Peo-
ple’s Republic] by December 1936 and sell them through a certain
Ur[umgqi?] foreign firm, after making provisions to transport them to
Ningxia.

—Meeting of the journal’s editorial staff.
—Kuusinen—politically responsible. (Secret editorial staffs are neces-
sary. Those responsible for the German, French, and English editions.)
—Meeting of the [Bulgarian CP] FB [Foreign Bureau| (Kol[arov],
Iskrov, Spir[idonov],>! Bogdanov).>?

1. Popular Front policy

2. Relations between the CP and the Workers’ Party>3

3. Politburo: Mar[ek],* Radenko,’® Encho Staikov,°® Stamat
Ivanov,®” Kamenov (Damian[ov] is leaving!)®8
—Proposed: Staikov for the Workers’ Party and mass organizations;
Grozdanov®?—to help in organizational work.

12 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—The delegation from Malaga arrived (headed by Communlist]
deputy Bolivar®®>—only three persons) by steamer in Batum (seeking

51. Spiridonov, pseudonym of Traicho Kostov.

52. Bogdanov, pseudonym of Anton Ivanov.

53. The Workers’ Party was the legal front of the Bulgarian CP (BKP).

54. Marek, pseudonym of Stanke Dimitrov.

. Radenko Vidinski (1899-1974), Bulgarian Communist; member of the

BKP PB and the CC secretary (1936-1941).

56. Encho Staikov (1901-1975), Bulgarian Communist; member of the BKP
PB (from 1936 on).

57. Stamat Ivanov (1896-1968), Bulgarian Communist, member of the BKP
PB (1935-1937).

58. Kamenov (Damian[ov]), Bulgarian Communist, identity unclear.

59. Bulgarian Communist, identity unclear.

60. Cayetano Bolivar, Communist deputy from Mdlaga and political commis-
sar for the Malaga sector.
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oil and mainly to request arms). The steamer had a crew of forty-one
(Commun|ists] and Anarch[ists]).

Ercoli [Togliatti] spoke with him. They’re asking for eighteen-to-
twenty thousand rifles, five hundred machine guns and gear.

—Pollitt arrived. Talk with him leaves a disturbing impression (anxi-
ety, confusion, and so forth, in connection with new difficulties with
the United Front in Spain!).

- 13 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

Thorez arrived.

—Discussion. (Com[munist Party] in Spain has not accomplished its
mission. Unorganized and uncoordinated work. [André] Marty gave
orders on his personal authority alone. Conclusion: joint work by
T[horez] and Marty inadvisable.)

—The Socialists want to derail the Popular Front and heap the blame
for it on the Communists. Grounds: the Spanish campaign.

14 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—At the Kremlin.

(Mol[otov], Kag[anovich], Andr[eev]. Yagoda, Slutsk[y],°! Moskv][in],
Uritsk[y].)®?

—Organization of aid to the Spanish (via a smuggling scheme).
—France: We are not seeking to overthrow the Blum®3 government;
we are, however, criticizing Blum (his statement on noninterference:
“No country interferes”).

—The position of the Sov|iet] government and the position of Com-
mun([ists] in France need not be identical!

—Difficulties with the united front; does it follow from this that the

61. Abram A. Slutsky (d. 1938), head of the International section of the NKVD
(1934-1938). He was liquidated in the Stalinist purges.

62. Semyon Petrovich Uritsky (1895-1937), head of the intelligence adminis-
tration of the Red Army who directed Soviet military aid to the Spanish Republic.
He was liquidated in the Stalinist purges.

63. Léon Blum (1872-1950), French Socialist leader; leader of the French Pop-
ular Front, which brought together the Socialists, Communists, and Radicals to
win an electoral victory in 193 6; premier (1936-1937, 1938) and vice premier of
the Popular Front government (1937-1938). Arrested by the Vichy authorities in
1940, he was imprisoned until 1945. In 1946 he served as head of the Socialist cab-
inet. Blum was also a noted writer.
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united front policy is counterproductive? (Mol[otov]: “The answer is
there in your report to the congress.”)®*

15 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—Meeting of the secretariat. (Also participating: Thorez, Pollitt, Ko-
plenig, Hathaway®® (Am[erican]), Clément [Fried], Vassart.) Discus-
sion of the new aspect of the international situation in connection with
Spain, and so forth. Further pursuit of Popular Front policy. Correct-
ing the mistake of the French comrades (the “French Front,” Thorez’s
article on the arrival in France of the Polish general Rydz-Smigly).

16 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—Meeting of the presidium.

Agenda:

1. Information on Spain and on the Popular Front in France

2. On the campaign in connection with the trial of the Trotsky[ite]-
Zinovievite Center and the lessons of these trials for the Communist
parties and the entire workers” movement

3. Information on the peace congress in Geneva and Brussels
—Kosarev gave a report on the Sixth Congress.®® Very satisfactory re-
sults (he proposes among other things convening an international con-
gress of Catholic youth).

—Thorez’s report. Speeches by Florin, Pollitt, Koplenig (meeting ad-
journed to 17 September 1936).

— At Kaganovich’s (with Thorez).

Question of arms smuggled from France to Spain. Everything neces-
sary for that aim will be provided.

“Com|rade]| Stal[in] thinks very highly of Thorez. Affairs are going
well in France, and Thorez is leading the party well. His popularity in
the ranks of our party and in our country is growing rapidly.”

64. Reference to Dimitrov’s report to the Seventh World Congress of the Com-
intern (1935).

65. Clarence Hathaway (1894?-1963), member of the CPUSA CC, editor of
the Daily Worker. Expelled from the CPUSA in 1940.

66. Aleksandr Vasilievich Kosarev (1904-1939), secretary-general of the Kom-
somol, the Soviet youth organization (1929-1939), who was liquidated in the
Stalinist purges. His report was on the Sixth Congress of the Communist Youth In-
ternational (KIM).
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—“The achievements of the Pop[ular] Front, those are thanks to
you. You brought the European spirit with you when you came here.”

17 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—Meeting of the presidium.

Shvernik’s report (on the peace congress).

Codovilla’s®” report (on Spain).

Ercoli’s [Togliatti’s] report (on the trial and campaign).

Motion: creation of two commissions (in the center and in the locali-
ties).

—Thorez left by plane the morning of 17 September 193 6.

18 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—Meeting of the secretariat.

Discussion of the Spanish party’s policy and activities.

Internat[ional] campaign. Material assistance.

Initiative for a foreign conference of internat[ional] prolet[arian] orga-
nizations. (With Smeral’s participation as well.)

(Special discussion of the technical situation with Pollitt, Fried, and
Codovilla.)

—Marty summoned from Madrid.

19 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—Meeting of the secretariat.

(Gottwald also participates.)

—On the Spanish party’s policy.

—On the French party’s line.

—Yugoslav question (leader[ship] of the party within the country,
abroad Gork[i¢]).68

67. Victorio Codovilla (Medina, 1894—1970), Italian Socialist and Argen-
tinean Communist leader who emigrated to Argentina in 1912; founding member
of the Argentinean CP and member of its CC and Politburo (1921-1970); member
of the Comintern apparatus and delegate on various ECCI missions to Latin
America and Spain; secretary-general (1941-1963) and president (1963-1970) of
the Argentinian CP.

68. Milan Gorki¢ (pseudonym: Sommer; real name: Josip Cizinski, 1904—
19387?), preeminent leader of the Yugoslav Communists beginning in 1932, con-



1936 35

—English party issues (prep[aration] for discussion with the Engl[ish]
delegation in early December).
—Publishing sector (Janson and Krebs!).6®

—In the evening at my place (Man|[uilsky], Mosk|[vin], Ercoli [Togli-
atti], Kuu[sinen], Vassart, Pollitt, Fried, Codovilla, Arnott).”®
—Agreed upon with Pollitt—discussion of the English question in
December with the delegation: Pollitt, Kerrigan,”! Campbell,”> Gal-
lacher,”3 Palme Dutt,”* Horner,”® Ferguson!”®

- 20 SEPTEMBER 1936 -

—To the crematorium!
—Conference with Uritsky, Agranov,”” and others on Chinese aid.
(Memorandum to the PB on credit and so forth)

firmed as the secretary-general of the KPJ at this meeting, arrested in 1937 as a spy,
and liquidated in the Stalinist purges. Gorkic¢ was primarily responsible for the or-
ganizational revival of the KPJ in the 1930s.

69. M. Krebs, German Communist, worked in the Comintern’s publishing sec-
tion, along with Janson.

70. Robin Page Arnott (1890-?), British Communist, representative of the
Communist Party of Great Britain (CPGB) on the Presidium of the ECCI starting
in 1928.

71. Peter Kerrigan (1899—1977), British Communist leader active in Glasgow;
political commissar in Spain.

72. John R. Campbell (1894-1969), British Communist leader; Scottish jour-
nalist; member of the CPGB EC (1923 -1964); member of the ECCI (1925-1964);
editor of the Daily Worker (1949-1959).

73. William Gallacher (1881-1965), British Communist leader, member of the
ECCI Presidium from 1926 on, alternate member after 193 5; member of Parlia-
ment (193 5-1950); president of the CPGB (1956-1963).

74. R. Palme Dutt (1896-1974), British Communist leader and publicist;
member of the CPGB EC (1922-1965) alternate member of the ECCI beginning in
1935, editor of the Labour Monthly, the Workers’ Weekly, and, from 1936 to
1938, the Daily Worker.

75. Arthur Horner (1894-1968), British Communist leader; Welsh miner;
president of the South Wales Miners’ Federation (1936-1946); general secretary
National Union of Mine Workers (1946-1959).

76. Aitken Ferguson, British CP leader.

77. Yakov Saulovich Agranov (1893-1938), first deputy people’s commissar
for internal affairs; head of the NKVD for the Saratov region (1937). He was lig-
uidated in the Stalinist purges.
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—Conference with Koplenig and others on Austrian issues (fascist dic-
tatorship in Austria or a reactionary regime preparing for total fascist
dictatorship?).

—With Gottwald on Czech affairs and on the peace movement com-
mission.

—In the evening at 7:55 we left for Kislovodsk!

[...]

rom 21 September 1936 to 22 November 1936, Dimitrov and his
Fwife were on holiday and recuperating in the northern Caucasus.

During that period Dimitrov met with Ordzhonikidze, Kolarov,
Ponomarev, and others at the same retreat. He noted, without comment,
the replacement of Yagoda by Yezhov and the removal of Rykov (27 Sep-
tember). He was increasingly disturbed by the reversals suffered by the
Spanish Republicans, whose “government was moved to Valencia” (8 No-
vember).

Back in Moscow on 24 November 1936, Dimitrov plunged into various
Comintern tasks, connected with the developments in Spain, France,
China, Poland, and the Soviet Union itself. After the Xi’an incident, where
Stalin harnessed the anti—Chiang Kai-shek sentiment of the Chinese
Communists, Dimitrov addressed the recruitment for the International
Brigades in Spain. Stalin was at one point prepared to discontinue recruit-
ment in the United States (2 January 1937), but the recruitment continued
by decision of the Soviet Politburo (7 January 1937).

The year 1937 marked the height of the Stalinist purges, which were
slowly heading in the direction of the Comintern cadres. On 11 January,
Dimitrov noted, without comment, that he had read Radek’s testimony.
He added, “Bukharin’s guilt is beyond doubt.” His comments on the
February—March plenum of the Soviet party, which marked the fall of
Bukharin, are laconic and overoptimistic. He made relatively few diary
entries from 21 March to 21 October 1937. The hiatuses suggest the
pressing weight of the purges. On 26 May 1937, Dimitrov was summoned
to Yezhov’s quarters at 1:00 a.m. He was informed that “the major spies
worked in the Comintern.” Examination of staff members commenced, as
did the arrests. During this period, too, China continued to absorb Dimi-
trov’s interest. On 28 March 1937, Chiang Ching-kuo, Chiang Kai-shek’s
son, en route to China, sent the following telegram from Sverdlovsk:
“Sending you my most heartfelt Bolshevik regards from the road. All your
instructions will be carried out.”—I.B.
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- 24 NOVEMBER 1936 *

—In Moscow!
(Man[uilsky], Moskv|[in], and others.)

- 25 NOVEMBER 1936 -

—Opening of the Extraordinary Congress [of the Supreme Soviet].
—Stalin’s report.

* 26 NOVEMBER 1936 *

—At the Kremlin.
Conversation with Stalin.

... Our stance on Chi[nese] affairs will have to be altered. This ap-
proach with soviets is not going to work. Form a national-revolution-
ary government, a government of national defense, defense of the in-
dependence of the Chin[ese] people. Soviets—only in the cities, but
not as organs of power, rather of organization of the masses. Without
confiscations. Come up with a draft. We’ll take a look!

—With Voroshilov about aid to the Chinese.

* 2 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Received PB resolution (dated 2 December 1936) . .. 1,166 tons of
freight for the “nomads.””8

To the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Trade—trucks and so forth.
Fuel, amm[unition] and so forth.

To the People’s Commissariat for Finance, send a telegram—in addi-
tion to the 2,000,000 Soviet rubles already issued, also: 500 thousand
Aml{erican] dollars, 5,000 thousand Soviet rubles (of the 150,000
Aml{erican] dol[lars] for an airplane of foreign make, which has al-
ready been ordered).

—484 military servicemen with appropriate specialties (drivers, tech-
nicians, comm[anding] officers) to be enlisted in the service of the Xin-
jlang government.

—Head of expedition Com[rade] Col[onel] Monakhov.

78. Reference to the Chinese Communists during the period of the Long
March.
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- 3 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Editorial commission on the constitution [of the USSR].
Stal[in] chairs—
Significant additions.

—Deng Fa’s report (unfinished!).

—Rozenberg”? has already arrived in Moscow.

—Telegram to Thorez: “We advise that in criticizing government pol-
icy and in parliamentary voting you be guided by the fact that in cur-
rent conditions it is not in the interests of the French working class to
force a government crisis, and still less the overthrow of the Blum gov-
ernment.”

—Molotov called.

Concerning Nicoletti’s3? telegram about the funeral for Beimler®!
on Red Square, St[alin] and Mol[otov] recommend that he apply offi-
cially to Shvernik, and then the matter will be favorably resolved.
—Madrid informed of this.

- 4 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Meeting of the CC plenum.

Confirmation of the final draft of the constitution.

—Yezhov’s report on the counterrevolutionary activities of Trotsky-
ites and rightist organiz[ations]. Piatakov, Sokolnikov, Serebriakov,
and others, Uglanov, Kruglikov, Kotov®? (400 arrested in Ukr[aine],
400 in Leningrad, 150 in the Urals, and so forth).

—Speeches by Bukharin and Rykov (tears and protestations of inno-
cence!)

79. M. 1. Rozenberg, Soviet envoy in Spain; liquidated in the Stalinist purges.

80. Pseudonym of Giuseppe Di Vittorio (1892—1957), Italian Communist,
member of the PCI Politburo, political commissar of the First International, the
Eleventh International, and the Garibaldi brigades in Spain; after 1945, trade
union leader and member of most important PCI forums.

81. Hans Beimler (1895-1936), German Communist; member of the KPD
Politburo. Killed near Madrid in December 193 6.

82. Y. L. Piatakov, G. Y. Sokolnikov, and L. P. Serebriakov were among the de-
fendants in the trial of the “anti-Soviet Trotskyite Center” (Moscow, 23 —30 January
1937); N. A. Uglanov, Kruglikov (probably M. M. Kulikov), and V. A. Kotov prof-
fered testimony against Bukharin and Rykov, the leaders of the “Bloc of Rights.”
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—Speech by Stalin—“The word of a former oppositionist cannot be
trusted”; the suicides of Tomsky and others as a final, desperate means
of struggle against the party . . .

—Speeches by Molot[ov] and Kaganovich.

(Molotov cites Bukhar[in]’s letter to Voroshilov, “polit[ical] cow-
ards.”)

* § DECEMBER 1936 -

—Meeting of the secretariat.

—In the evening—the adoption of the new constitution by the Eighth
Extraordinary Congress [of the Supreme Soviet].
Stalin is speaker.

- 6 DECEMBER 1936

—Rally and demonstration on Red Square [in favor of the new consti-
tution].

—In the evening at our place—Lakoba®3 and his wife, Semyonov,
Manuilsky, Damianov.

84

-7 DECEMBER 1936 -

— Meeting of the plenum |of the Soviet party].
—Stalin’s motion not to decide the issue of Bukhar[in]-Rykov, but in-
stead to continue the investigation, since the confrontation between
Piatakov and others with Bukharin and Rykov indicates the necessity
of continuing to investigate the case to the end.

83. Nestor Apolonovich Lakoba (1893 -1936), Old Bolshevik; chairman of the
Council of People’s Commissars of the Abkhazian SSR (from 1922 on); chairman
of the Central Executive Committee of the Abkhazian SSR (1930-1936). He was
posthumously accused of Trotskyite leanings and nationalism.

84. Semyonoyv, secretary of the VKP(b) Crimean committee.
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- 9 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Bogomolov®? to see me.

1. Japanese aggression in China will continue.

2. Nanjing can make no further serious territor[ial] concessions.

3. China will go to war with Japan.

4. The United Front movement is growing quickly.

5. Chiang Kai-shek®® will decide on an agreement with the Commu-
nists only on the brink of war with Japan and in connection with an
agreement with the Sov[iet] Union.

6. In the northwest, Chiang Kai-shek will not persecute the Red Army.

—Soong Qingling (the wife of Sun Yat-sen)8” is almost a Communist.
—Bogomolov brought Rust’s®® son with him.

- 10 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Rozenberg to see me.

1. Political leadership of the Intern[ational] Brigades must be orga-
nized.

2. Strengthen the commanding officer staff.

3. Send new and better workers.

4. Send Mandalian,® too, for the politi[cal]-[organ]izational work.

5. Regard the anarchists as a mass workers’ organization.

6. Strengthen the social aspects in the platform of struggle against the
rebels. [Reaction] of the petty bourgeois strata, of the peasantry;
worker control, and so forth.

85. Aleksandr Yefremovich Bogomolov (1900-1969), Soviet diplomat; general
secretary of the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affairs; envoy to London
(1941-1943) and Paris (1944-1950).

86. Chiang Kai-shek (1888-1975), leader of the Chinese Nationalist Party
(Guomindang) and head of the Guomindang government at Nanjing after 192.8.

87. Sun Yat-sen (1886-1925), Guomindang leader, father of the Chinese re-
publican revolution.

88. Unclear—Riust in Russian original.

89. Mandalian, member of Dimitrov’s staff.
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12 DECEMBER 1936 -

—At the Vakhtangov Theater. Intervention.”?
—With Lakoba and his wife.

13 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Conversation with Cogniot (mem[ber] of the French CP CC).°!
—News of the uprising of Zhang Xueliang’s troops in Shaanxi.
Chiang Kai-shek arrested.”?

—Stomaniakov®? to see me.

—Optimistic, favorable assessment regarding Zhang Xueliang. The
Sovliet] Union needs to be restrained and to respond skillfully to the
anti-Soviet campaign in connection with the events in Xi’an.

14 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Meeting of the secretariat.

—Cogniot’s report on the French situation.

Exchange of opinions—not to force a govern[ment] crisis.

To prepare for a change of govern[ment].

—Conference on Chinese affairs.

—Sent Stalin the report by Deng Fa.

Asked his opinion on the position of our Chinese comrades. Suggested:
“Advise them to adopt an independent position, to come out against
internal internecine strife, to insist on a peaceful resolution of the con-

90. On 12 December 1936 the League of Nations took up the question of for-
eign intervention in Spain.

91. Georges Cogniot (1901-1978), representative of the PCF in the Comintern
(1936-1937); deputy in the French parliament before and after the Second World
War; editor of L’'Humanité; close associate of Maurice Thorez.

92. Reference to the so-called Xi’an Incident. The Manchurian Guomindang
warlord Zhang Xueliang (the “Young Marshal,” 1901-2001), whom Chiang Kai-
shek sent to Shaanxi to fight the Communists, became convinced that the anti-
communist action was not a priority at a time of growing Japanese threat. He kid-
napped Chiang at Xi’an with the aim of forcing him to agree to a common front
with the Communists against Japan. The Communists, represented by Zhou Enlai,
mediated Chiang’s release on Christmas Day 1936, after Chiang gave implicit
agreement to a change in the anticommunist course.

93. Boris Stomaniakov (1882—1941), Bulgarian, Soviet official; deputy peo-
ple’s commissar for foreign affairs. He was liquidated in the Stalinist purges.
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flict, on agreement and joint actions, on a democratic platform for all
parties and groups standing for the integrity and independence of
China, emphasizing the position adopted by the party in its letter to
the Guomindang and in the interview [with] Mao Zedong.”

—Late, at 12 o’clock, a call from Stalin:

“Are these events in China occurring with your sanction? (—No!)
This is the greatest service to Japan that anyone could possibly render.
(—That’s how we’re regarding these events, too!)

“Who is this Wang Ming of yours? A provocateur? He wanted to file
a telegram to have Chiang Kai-shek killed.

—(I haven’t heard anything of the sort!)

Il find you that telegram!”

—Molotov, later:

“Come to Com[rade] St[alin]’s office tomorrow at 3:30; we’ll dis-

cuss Chlinese] affairs. Only you and Man[uilsky], nobody else!”

- 15§ DECEMBER 1936 -

—Conference on the Ch[inese] question.
(Kuus[inen], Man[uilsky], Mosk[vin], Wang Ming, Deng Fa, Ercoli
[Togliatti], Mandalian.)

- 16 DECEMBER 1936 -

—With “the Five” in the Kremlin

(Stal[in], Molot[ov], Kag[anovich], Vor[oshilov], Ordzhonikidze).
Exchange of opinions on Ch[inese]| events.

The following text of a telegram to the Ch[inese] CC agreed upon:

In reply to your telegrams we recommend adopting the following posi-
tion:

1. Zhang Xueliang’s action, whatever his intentions were, objectively can
only harm the consolidation of the Chinese people’s forces into a unified
anti-Japanese front and encourage Japanese aggression with respect to
China.

2. Since this action has been taken and we must reckon with the real facts
of the matter, the Communist Party of China vigorously supports a peace-
ful resolution of the conflict on the following basis:

a) Reorganizing the government through the inclusion of a few represen-
tatives of the anti-Japanese movement, supporters of the integrity and inde-
pendence of China
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(The suggested text in our draft: “reorganizing the government from
among the most conspicuous activists in the anti-Japanese movement, sup-
porters of the integrity and independence of China”)

b) Ensuring the democratic rights of the Chinese people

¢) Discontinuing the policy of destroying the Red Army and establishing
cooperation with it in the struggle against Japanese aggression

d) Establishing cooperation with states sympathetic toward the libera-
tion of the Chinese people from the attack of Japanese imperialism

Finally we advise not bringing out the slogan of alliance with the USSR.

—On the French question:

St[alin]: “We should continue further with our current line: criticiz-
ing Blum, but without leading to his downfall.

—Blum is a charlatan. He’s no [Largo] Caballero.”**

—From the investigation of Piatakov, Sokolnikov, Radek, and oth-
ers:

Interrogation of Sokolnikov, 12 December 1936:

Question: Thus, the investigation concludes that Trotsky abroad
and the center of the bloc within the USSR entered into negotiations
with the Hitlerite and Japanese governments with the following aims:

First, to provoke a war by Germany and Japan against the USSR;

Second, to promote the defeat of the USSR in that war and to take
advantage of that defeat to achieve the transfer of power in the USSR
to [their] government bloc;

Third, on behalf of the future bloc government to guarantee territo-
rial and economic concessions to the Hitlerite and Japanese govern-
ments.

Do you confirm this?

Reply: Yes, I confirm it.

Question: Do you admit that this activity by the bloc is tantamount
to outright treason against the motherland?

Reply: Yes, I admit it.

17 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Meeting of the secretariat.
—Lenski’s? report. Discussion postponed till 20 December.

94. Francisco Largo Caballero (1869-1946), Left Socialist leader and secretary
of the executive of Unién General de Trabajadores (UGT), the Spanish Socialist
trade union federation; prime minister and minister of war of the Spanish Repub-
lican government (September 1936-May 1937).

95. Julian Lefiski (real name: Julian Leszczyfski, 1889-1937), participant in
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- 18 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Feuchtwanger and Maria Osten to see us.”®

On the trial [they say]:
1. It is incomprehensible why the accused committed such crimes.
2. It is incomprehensible why all the accused are admitting everything,
knowing that it will cost them their lives.
3. It is incomprehensible why, apart from the confessions of the
acc[used], no sort of evidence has been produced.
4. It is incomprehensible why such severe punishment is being applied
to political opponents, when the Soviet regime is so powerful that it
has nothing to fear from people sitting in prisons.

The records of the trial are carelessly compiled, full of contradic-
tions, unconvincing.

The trial is conducted monstrously.

- 19 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Conference on Indonesian issues. Musso®” must go to Amsterdam,
discuss the directive on work in Indonesia with the PB and return here
for the final decision.

- 20 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Meeting of the secretariat on the Polish question.

the October Revolution; secretary-general of the Polish CC (1929-1937); and
member of the ECCI presidium from 1929 on. He was liquidated in the Stalinist
purges.

96. Lion Feuchtwanger (real name: Jacob Arje, 1884—1958) and Maria Osten
(real name: GrefShoner, 1908-1942), German antifascist writers. Feuchtwanger’s
booklet Moscow, 1937, which was published in the West after his visit to the
USSR, presented a useful counterpoint to André Gide’s critical Return from the
USSR, published after Gide’s visit to Russia in the summer of 1936. Unlike Gide,
Feuchtwanger wrote sympathetically about the Soviet achievements and took a
pro-Stalinist stand on the issue of Trotskyism and the Moscow trials. His booklet
was published in translation in the USSR in the edition of two hundred thousand
copies, which were snapped up in weeks. Despite its apologist nature, Moscow,
1937 contained unvarnished references to Stalin and the oppositional objections
to his rule. As a result, the booklet was withdrawn from the Soviet libraries a year
after its publication.

97. Musso (pseudonym: Manavar, 18972-1948), Indonesian Communist
leader, member of the ECCI presidium after 1928. In Moscow from 1936 until In-
donesian independence in 1948. Assumed the leadership of the Indonesian CP on
1 September 1948, he was killed by the government troops in October 1948 after
a failed Communist uprising.
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Basic issues:

1. Special forms and methods of the Popular Front movement

2. Organizat[ional] leadership of the party to emphasize resolving
current work issues within the country, rather than abroad

3. Strengthening the party as a Polish party. A commission has been
selected: D[imitrov], L[eriski], Kol[arov], Moskv[in], Ercoli [Togliatti],
Loz[ovsky]
—A conference of fem[ale] Red Army commanding and noncommis-
sioned officers at the Kremlin.
—The following telegram sent to Thorez, Cachin:*®

In view of the extreme intensification of intervention in Spanish affairs by
the fascist states and the increased threat to the proletariat and Republican
Spain, we consider it imperative that you meet in the capacity of Comintern
delegates with de Brouckere®® and advise them to form a coordinating
committee between the Second and Third Internationals to deal with prob-
lems of assisting the Spanish people, such as
1. Taking measures against the transport and landing of German and Ital-
ian troops in Spain
2. Assistance with foodstuffs, medicines, the organization of field hospitals,
evacuation of the civilian population, provision of means of transport
(trucks), technical assistance through qualified forces that will contribute
to the defense of Republican troops, and so forth
3. All manner of assistance to the volunteer movement for the benefit of the
Spanish Republic
4. Sponsorship of the International Brigades
5. Joint political campaigns in defense of the Spanish people

To this end, recommend the formation of a coordinating committee deal-
ing with individual countries.

We are also willing to discuss any other proposal that they may have for
coordinating actions by the two Internationals for the benefit of the Span-
ish people.

- 2T DECEMBER 1936 -

—At Stal[in]’s (fifty-seventh birthday).
Molotov, Vorosh[ilov], Kagan[ovich], Ordzh[onikidze], Andr[eev],

98. Marcel Cachin (1869-1958), French Communist leader, publisher of L’Hu-
manité, and parliamentary deputy; member of the PCF CC (beginning in 1920);
member of the ECCI (1923-1943) and of the ECCI presidium (beginning in 193 5).

99. Louis de Brouckére (1870-1951), Belgian Socialist; one of the leaders of
the Second (Socialist) International.
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Mikoyan, Yezhov, Rudzutak,'?® Shkiriatov,'°! Bubnov,'9? Mezh-
lauk,'3  Liubimov,'°* Khrushchev, Bulganin, Budenny,!®> Bliu-
kher,'%¢ Yegorov,'°”7 Tukhachevsky,!'°® Sovarisian,!®® Gamarnik,!!°
Manuil[sky] and Fr.[?]

100. Jan Ernestovich Rudzutak (1887-1938), Latvian Communist; Bolshevik
organizer in the textile trade union; candidate-member of the Soviet CP PB; peo-
ple’s commissar of transport; chairman of the Soviet CP Central Control Commis-
sion. He was liquidated in the Stalinist purges.

101. Matvei Fyodorovich Shkiriatov (1883-1954), Soviet Communist leader;
deputy head of the Party Control Commission (1939-1952).

102. Andrei Sergeevich Bubnov (1883 -1940), Old Bolshevik, secretary of the
Soviet CP CC (1925); people’s commissar of education (1929-1937) of the Rus-
sian Socialist Federative Soviet Republic (RSFSR). He was liquidated in the Stalin-
ist purges.

103. Valery Ivanovich Mezhlauk (1893-1938), Bolshevik leader in Kharkov
(Ukraine) during the Revolution; member of the VKP(b) CC (from 1934 on);
chairman of the State Planning Commission of the USSR (Gosplan, 1934-1937);
people’s commissar for heavy industry (after 1937). He was liquidated in the Stal-
inist purges.

104. Isidor Yevstinievich Liubimov (1882-1939), Soviet party activist. He was
liquidated in the Stalinist purges.

105. Semyon Mikhailovich Budenny (1883-1973), marshal of the Soviet
Union (1935); first deputy people’s commissar for Defense (from 1940 on); com-
mander of the Red Cavalry.

106. Vasily Konstantinovich Bliukher (1889-1938), marshal of the Soviet
Union (193 5); commander of the Southern Ural Partisan Army and the Perekop
Division in the Civil War; commander-in-chief, war minister, and chairman of the
Military Council of the Far Eastern Republic (1921-1922); Soviet military adviser
in China (1924-1927); commander of the Red Banner Army of the Far East (from
1929 on). He was liquidated in the Stalinist purges.

107. Aleksandr Ilich Yegorov (1883-1939), marshal of the Soviet Union
(1935). He commanded the Kiev and Petrograd military districts, the Caucasian
Red Banner Army, and (from 1927 on) the Belorussian military district. Chief of
general staff of the Soviet Army (193 1-1937); first deputy people’s commissar for
defense (after 1937); candidate-member of the VKP(b) CC (after 1934). He was
liquidated in the Stalinist purges.

108. Mikhail Nikolaevich Tukhachevsky (1893 -1937), marshal of the Soviet
Union (193 5). He held numerous command posts in the Civil War. Member of the
Military-Revolutionary Council (MRC) and commander of the Western Military
District (1924); chief of staff of the Red Army (1925); deputy chairman of the
RMC (19371); deputy people’s commissar for defense (193 5) and first deputy peo-
ple’s commissar (1936). He was liquidated with a number of other Red Army
commanders in the Stalinist purges.

109. Identity unclear.

110. Yan Borisovich Gamarnik (1894-1937), Ukrainian Bolshevik; political
commissar in the armed forces; head of the political administration of the Red



1937 47

(Stalin’s children not there. No one from the Narkomindel [People’s
Commissariat for Foreign Affairs]. Mekhlis!!! not there either.)
—(Till 5:30 in the morning!)

- 22 DECEMBER 1936 -

—Polish commission.

(Dim[itrov], Man[uilsky], Moskv[in], Lefiski, Bronk[owski],1?
Skulski)!13
—Resolution of the secretariat.

—New—the course toward fully fledged leadership in the country!
—Razumova''* and Ger6—on Spanish affairs.
Internat[ional] Brigades—up to 9,500 men have been sent.

[...]
16 JANUARY 1937 -

—Sent Com|[rade] Stalin the draft telegram to the Chin[ese] Com-
m[unist] Party. (Correction of the party line toward joint action with
the Guomindang.)

Army and member of the RMC (1929), editor of the Krasnaia zvezda (1929);
deputy people’s commissar for defense and deputy chairman of the RMC (from
1930 on); member of the Soviet CP CC from 1927 on. He committed suicide dur-
ing the Stalinist purges.

111. Lev Zakharovich Mekhlis (1889-1953), Soviet Communist leader who
worked in the apparatus of the VKP(b) CC and in the party daily Pravda. He
headed the main political directorate of the Red Army (1937-1940). People’s
commissar for state control (1940-19471, 1945-1953); member of the VKP(b) CC
(1939-1953). He did political work for the Red Army during the war.

112. Bronistaw Bortnowski (pseudonym: Bronkowski, 1894-1937), member
of the PPK PB (from 1930 on), member of the ECCI presidium. He was liquidated
in the Stalinist purges.

113. Stefan Skulski (real name: Stanistaw Martens, 1892-1937), Polish Com-
munist leader. In USSR from 1928 on, he studied at the Institute of Red Professors
and worked on the Kuibyshev regional VKP(b) committee. Member of the PPK
CC (from 1923 on) and its PB (from 1935 on). He was liquidated in the Stalinist
purges.

114. Anna Lazarevna Razumova (1899-1973), Soviet Communist on the
ECCI staff.
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17 JANUARY 1937 -

—Instructions for the campaign connected with the coming trial of
Piatakov, Radek, and others.

[ ]
19 JANUARY 1937 -

—At the Kremlin (Stal[in], Molot[ov], Andr[eev], Zhdanov, Yezhov).
—Directive for the Chin[ese] CC—

1. Course in support of all measures taken by the Guomindang and
Nanj[ing] gov[ernment] aimed at cessation of civil war and unification
of all forces of the Chin[ese] people in the struggle against Japanese ag-
gression

2. Inquire of the CC: Does it not now consider it timely to shift from
the soviet system to the popular-revolutionary system of administra-
tion with all its attendant implications?

© 20 JANUARY 1937 -

—Meeting of the secretariat.

Report by Humbert-Droz!!'> (Swiss party).

Information on China (the secretariat directive).

On the campaign connected with the trial of Piatakov, Radek, and oth-
ers.

* 2T JANUARY 1937 -

—Publication of the report by the USSR prosecutor [general] on the
trial of Piatakov-Radek, and the others. (Trial set to begin 23 January.)
—Evening at the Bolshoi Theater.

(Evening in commemoration of the thirteenth anniversary of Lenin’s

death.)

115. Jules Humbert-Droz (1891-1971), Protestant pastor, founding member
of the Swiss CP, member of its CC and PB; member of the ECCI presidium (1921—
1922), ECCI secretary (1921-1929), member of the Comintern’s political secre-
tariat (1926-1928), and head of the Latin secretariat. After the German attack on
the USSR he joined the work of the Soviet espionage network (Rote Kapelle). Ex-
pelled from the Swiss CP in 1943, he joined the Swiss Social Democrats and be-
came their secretary-general (1947-1958).
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* 22 JANUARY 1937 -

—Evening at the Vakhtangov Theater.

Performance of Florisdorf.

(For the most part a favorable impression. A strong piece. Some super-
fluous moralizing and overheated agitation. A number of political ele-
ments rang false.)

- 23 JANUARY 1937 -

—The [Piatakov-Radek] trial began.

—Responsible troika formed for administering information and the
campaign (Ercoli [Togliatti], Shubin,''® Ponomarev).

—Cachin, Gottwald, Linderot,''” Andersen-Nexo,''® and others
summoned.

* 24 JANUARY 1937 -

—FExamination of the defendants.

* 25 JANUARY 1937 -

—Wieden,'!? his wife, Uritsky.

* 26 JANUARY 1937 -

—Conversation with Gottwald and Zapotocky.!20

116. Pyotr Abramovich Shubin (1878-1937), Dimitrov aide in the Comintern
apparatus. He was liquidated in the Stalinist purges.

117. Sven Linderot (1889—1956), founding member of the Swedish CP (SKP);
chairman (secretary) of SKP (1929-1951); member of the ECCI (from 1935 on);
member of the Swedish parliament (1938-1949).

118. Martin Andersen-Nex6 (1869-1954), Danish Communist writer; mem-
ber of the DKP CC.

119. Pseudonym of Ernst Fischer.

120. Antonin Zapotocky (1884-1957), founding member of the Communist
Party of Czechoslovakia (KSC) and member of its CC from 1921 on; head of the
Communist trade unions in Czechoslovakia (1929-1939); candidate-member of
the ECCI from 1924 on. Confined by the Germans in the Sachsenhausen concen-
tration camp during the occupation. After the Communist coup in Czechoslovakia
he became the country’s prime minister (1948—1953) and president (1953-1957).
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- 27 JANUARY 1937 -

—Meeting of the secretariat [of the ECCI] on Czech trade union issues
(formation of a commission).

- 28 JANUARY 1937 -

—Meeting of the commission on the Czech question.
—In the evening Zapotocky departed.
—Conversation with Gottwald.

—Vyshinsky’s'2! indictment.

* 29 JANUARY 1937 -

—Final version of the directive on Czech trade union issues.
—Gottwald departed.
—Final words of the defendants.

* 30 JANUARY 1937 -

—(Morning.)
The sentencing: Radek, Sokolnikov, Arnold, Stroilov—prison terms.
The rest—the death penalty.

* 3T JANUARY 1937 -

—The secretariat (expanded meeting).

On the campaign in connection with the trial of the anti-S[oviet] Trot-
skyite Center. (Cach[in], Cout[urier]-VJ[aillant],'>> Humbert-Droz,
Linderot, Shakhler.123)

121. Andrei Yanuarievich Vyshinsky (1883-1954), Soviet jurist, professor of
law at Moscow State University and rector of the university (1925); procurator-
general of the USSR (1935-1939), prosecutor at the Moscow trials; deputy peo-
ple’s commissar for foreign affairs (1940-1949); foreign minister (1949-1953);
permanent representative to the United Nations (1953-1954).

122. Paul Vaillant-Couturier 1892-1937), jurist and founding member of the
PCF; member of the PCF CC (from 1920 on); member of parliament; editor of
I’Humanité (1926-1937).

123. Shakhler, member of the Comintern staff.
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- T FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Meeting of the commission to work up the resolution [on the trial].

- 2 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Feuchtwanger to see me (Comintern).
(He was accompanied by Maria Osten.)
What had impressed him the most was a) the training of our young
people and their thirst for knowledge, b) the plan for the construction
of Moscow.

On the trial:
1. Diversionary actions, espionage, terror—proved.
2. Also proved: that Trotsky inspired and directed.
3. Trotsky’s agreement with Hess!'24 and the Japanese is based only on
the confessions of the defendants.

—No evidence whatsoever!
4. The fact that Radek and Sokolnikov were not sentenced to be shot
will be exploited abroad as evidence that they furnished such testi-
mony deliberately in order to save their lives.
5. The abuse hurled at the defendants leaves a disturbing impression.
They are enemies, deserving of destruction. But they did not act out of
personal interest, and they should not to have called them scoundrels,
cowards, reptiles, etc.
6. Why such a great fuss over the trial. Incomprehensible. An atmo-
sphere has been created of extreme unrest among the population,
mutual suspicion, denunciations, and so forth. Trotskyism has been
killed—why such a campaign?
—Short pamphlet with factual materials on achievements in the USSR,
without ignoring the deficiencies.
— Antifascist Day with a half-hour strike.

- § FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Reply to teleg[ram] from the CPC [Communist Party of China]
(concerning the Guomindang’s appeal to the plenum).

124. Atthe trial Piatakov and Radek testified that Trotsky had negotiated with
Hitler’s deputy, Rudolf Hess, the transfer of Ukraine to Germany, and of the Amur
and Far Eastern regions to Japan.
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—Molotov (by secure telephone)—the Chinese CC proposal is accept-
able. (He altered the draft of the reply in that sense.)

- 7 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Discussion with Cachin and Vaillant-Couturier on French and
Spanish affairs.
(They departed.)

- 8 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Meeting of the secretariat.
Report by Ulbricht on German affairs and election of commission.

- 10 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—The German commission.

- 11 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—At the Bolshoi Theater tonight. (An evening of Pushkin.)
—Conversation with Stal[in] about the resolution by the presidium [of
the ECCI] on the anti-Trotskyite campaign.

Stal[in]—
1. You are not taking into account that the Europ[ean] workers think
that everything is happening because of some quarrel between me and
Tr[otsky], because of St[alin]’s bad char[acter].
2. It must be pointed out that these people fought against Lenin,
against the party during Lenin’s lifetime.
3. Quote Lenin on the opposition: “Any opposition in the party under
Sovliet] power that insists on is slipping directly toward white-
guardism.”
4. References to the stenographic report of the trial. Quote the defen-
dants’ testimony.
5. Play up their politics and their working for the defeat of the Sov[iet]
Union.

The resolution is nonsense. All of you there in the Comintern are
playing right into the enemy’s hands . . .

There is no point making a resolution; resolutions are binding. A let-
ter to the parties would be better.



1937 53
- 13 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Report by Relecom!2% on Belgium.
Commission has been elected.

- 14 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Discussion with the Italian comrade Boci [?].

—Instructed Razumova (trip to Paris).

—Informational radio communications have been discontinued.
—Discussion with the new diplomatic representative in Spain Raikis

[2].

- 15 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—1Il (at home).
—In the evening: Man[uilsky], Kuus[inen], Ponomarev.

- 16 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Edited the final text of the letter on the Trotskyite Center trial at
home.

- 17 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Discussion of the Belgian resolution (Man[uilsky], Relecom, B[ar-
sky?]).12¢
—Sent Stal[in] the draft letter.

- 18 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Sergo [Ordzhonikidze] is dead! (17:30)
Found out at 12 o’clock.

125. Xavier Relecom (1901-1977), Belgian Communist leader; member of the
Belgian CP CC and PB after 1929; secretary-general (1936—1941). He spent most
of the occupation (1941-1945) in a German concentration camp and was eased
out of the leadership after the war. In 1963 he joined the pro-Chinese faction led by
Jacques Grippa, from which he was expelled in 1967.

126. Barsky, Comintern staff member.
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Wrote the Comintern obituary from the ECCI for Pravda.
—Wias at the Kremlin [to see] the late Sergo. (I found Kag[anovich],
Mikoyan, and others, still there.)

19 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—The secretariat.
(Honor guard for Sergo. The House of Soviets.)

[...]

- 20 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Meeting of the German commission (resolution on political and
practical issues).

[...]
- 22 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—German commission.
—On the political resolution.

- 23 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—German commission on the organizational questions.

—|[Soviet CP] CC plenum in the evening.

Yezhov’s report on the Bukharin and Rykov case.'?
—Bukbarin’s speech (disgusting and pathetic spectacle!)
—During a pause Karakhan tells the following: “Last year I rode in
the same train with Tsar Boris.!?® The Turkish minister introduced

7

127. The February—March Plenum of the Soviet CP CC was entirely devoted to
the case of Bukharin and Rykov. For the documents of the plenum, see J. Arch
Getty and Oleg V. Namov, The Road to Terror: Stalin and the Self-Destruction of
the Bolsheviks, 1932~1939 (New Haven, 1999), pp. 364—419.

128. Lev Mikhailovich Karakhan (real surname: Karakhanian, 1889-1937),
Soviet Communist leader of Armenian nationality; member of the RSDRP(b) from
1917 on; member of the Military-Revolutionary Council in October 1917. He
served as secretary of the Soviet delegation at the Brest-Litovsk peace talks, deputy
people’s commissar for foreign affairs (1918-1920, 1927-1934), and Soviet en-
voy to Poland (1921), China (1923-1926), and Turkey (1934-1937). His ap-
pointment to Ankara annoyed the Turkish government because of his ethnic origin
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us. Tsar Boris announced that ‘we Bulgarians are proud of Dimitrov.’
During [his] trial I was invited to visit Germany. But I stated: ‘I can
make no official visit to Germany until Dimitrov is released. And I
acted to bring about his release.””

—Karakhan: But by doing so you did the Communists a favor,
since Dimitrov is now general secretary of the Comintern.

—Tsar Boris: Despite that, I am glad I stood up for him. There
was an earlier incident, too, when some people in Bulgaria wanted
to kill him, but I did everything to prevent it.

(“Wily” tsar!)

- 24 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Meeting of the plenum (6 o’clock in the evening).
Discussion of the Bukh[arin]-Ryk[ov] case.

- 25 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Two meetings—continuation of the discussion.

- 26 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Discussion. Election of the commission.

- 27 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Discussion with the Danish writer Andersen-Nexo.

—Zhdanov’s report on democracy.

—Resolution on the Bukh[arin]-Ryk[ov] case. (Expulsion from the
party; turn the case over to the NKVD.)

—Marty arrived!

- 28 FEBRUARY 1937 -

—Report by Molotov.
—Report by Kaganovich.
Discussion.

and abrasive style. He was liquidated in the Stalinist purges. Boris III of Saxe-
Coburg and Gotha (1894-1943), tsar of Bulgaria (1918-1943). He established a
personal dictatorship in 193 5.
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T MARCH 1937 -

—Discussion of report.

- 2 MARCH 1937 -
—Report by Yezhov.
Discussion.
- 3 MARCH 1937 -
—Report by Stalin.
(On Point 4.)'2°
—“Things got better after the report!”
- 4 MARCH 1937 -

—Discussion.

—Concluding speech by Stalin (invaluable instructions).

—Closing of the plenum.
(Truly a historic plenum!)

- 6 MARCH 1937 -

—Looked over Molotov’s old dacha (in Meshcherino).

Suitable!

-7 MARCH 1937 -

—Marty’s report on Spain.
—Commission (in the evening).

129. Stalin reported to the February—March CC plenum of the commission on
the affair of Bukharin and Rykov. According to a recently published collection of
sources (]J. Arch Getty and Oleg V. Naumov, The Road to Terror, pp. 409—11), the
report was made on 27 February 1937). Here it is dated 3 March 1937. It is not
clear what Point 4 was, for the resolution of the plenum, which is dated 3 March
1937, has no Point 4, unless the conclusion, calling for the expulsion of Bukharin
and Rykov from candidate-membership in the CC and from the party, and the
turning over of their case to the NKVD for further investigation, is taken as such.
This was ostensibly more lenient treatment than that accorded to the Trotskyite-

Zinovievite opposition.



1937 57

- 8 MARCH 1937 -

—International Women’s Day—the Bolshoi Theater.
—Spanish writers—Alberti and Maria de Le6n.!30
—Manuilsky in the Barvikha.

- 9 MARCH 1937 -

—Commission on German issues.
—(Defense apparatus, etc.)

- 10 MARCH 1937 -

—Chinese affairs.

(Chiang Kai-shek’s son to be summoned and sent to China.)!3!

- 1T MARCH 1937 -

—Discussion with the women’s delegation on raising the women’s
question in the presidium.

—Bogoliubov!32 to see me.

(Vulko [Chervenkov].)

- 12 MARCH 1937 -

— At Manuilsky’s (the Barvikha).
—Evening at our place—Foster,!33 Marty, Ercoli.

130. Rafael Alberti (1902-1999), and his wife, Maria Teresa Leén (1904—
1988), Spanish Communist poets, founders of the review Octubre (October).
They rendered various cultural services to the Republican side in the Civil War,
then lived in exile in France, Argentina, and Italy until their return to Spain in
1977. Alberti was one of the most important twentieth-century Spanish writers—
“bucolic poet of the revolution.”

131. Chiang Ching-kuo (1910-1988), future president of the Republic of
China (1978-1988). He studied at Sun Yat-sen University in Moscow and the mil-
itary academy in Leningrad. In 1936 he referred to his father as an “enemy of the
people.”

132. Bogoliubov, most likely a reference to A. Ye. Bogomolov.

133. William Z. Foster (1881-19671), president of the CPUSA (1929-1938);
member of the Central Council of the Profintern (1922-1937), of the ECCI
(1924-1943), and of its presidium (1935-1943).
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- 13 MARCH 1937 -

—At [M. S.] Andreev’s!34 (with Moskv[in]).

We examined the CI [Communist International] budget.

(A tendency to cut subsidies to the parties—greater reliance on the
masses!)

- 14 MARCH 1937 -
[...]

—Evening at the Kremlin (PB).
Stalin, Voroshilov, Molotov (later Kag[anovich]).
—With Marty and Ercoli [Togliatti].
—Discussion on Spanish affairs.
—Merge the Com[munist] and Socialist parties into a common Social-
ist Workers’ Party. (If the Socialists insist, the combined party is not in-
cluded in the CI, and then it need not be included in the Second Inter-
national either.)
—The slogan “They shall not pass!”—a slogan of resistance!
(An offensive is what is needed!)
—No need to overthrow Caballero.

(There is no more suitable figure to serve as head of government.)
—Get Caballero to renounce the post of minister of war (and appoint
someone else commander in chief).

—During a possible reconstruction the Communists can demand
greater participation by the party in government.

—If there is a decision for foreign forces to leave Spain, the Inter-
nat[ional] Brigades are to be disbanded and left in the rear, as produc-
tion workers, and so forth.

—Continue the recruitment—

(a special Catalonian Internat[ional] Brigade).

(St[alin] motions to gather at his dacha on 16 March 1937.)

- 15 MARCH 1937 -

—Discussion with the departing Chinese (to Shanghai).
—Cogniot departs for Paris on 16 March 1937 (assignment).

134. Soviet Communist; head of the Cadre Department at the ECCL
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- 16 MARCH 1937 -

—At Stalin’s (dacha).
Stal[in], Mol[otov], Kag[anovich], Vor[oshilov], Mikoyan.

(Marty, Ercoli [Togliatti] and I.)

—until 2:30 in the morning.

—Cordially received, especially Marty. St[alin] joked: “All the same,
Ercoli has his detachment, Marty has the organization of the Interna-
tional Brigades, but you do not see any Bulgarians; there aren’t any;
the Academy of Sciences has been told to get to the bottom of it!”

—Several times he made jokes to that effect (not by chance, per-
haps?).

- 17 MARCH 1937 -

—Meeting of the secretariat.

Report by Koplenig.

Report by Hardy!3® on the South African Party.
Browder arrived.

- 18 MARCH 1937 -

—At our place: Manuil[sky], Ercoli [Togliatti], Marty, Browder,
Moskvin.

—Information from Browder—

—Discussion of issues relating to Marty’s trip.

(Watched a film, Paris Dawns.)

- 19 MARCH 1937 -

—Meeting of the Austrian commission.
(Koplenig, Honner,'3¢ Fiirnberg, Wieden [Fischer].)

135. George Hardy (1884-1966), British Communist leader; secretary of the
International Workers of the World (IWW) maritime workers in Canada and the
United States; trade union activist; member of the Central Council of the Profin-
tern (1928-1930). He was in China (1927-1930) on trade union work. Instructor
to the CP of South Africa (1936).

136. Franz Honner (pseudonym: Neudel, 1893-1964), Austrian Communist,
member of the KPO CC from 1927 on; member of the ECCI staff (1939-1943).
He was sent in 1944 to Yugoslavia, where he helped organize an Austrian battal-
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—Party conference in mid-June.
CC—(approximate composition).
—Marty departed.

20 MARCH 1937 -

[...]

—Stalin received the Spanish writers Rafael Alberti and Maria-Teresa
Leodn.

Gopner!'37 translated. As she tells it, the highlights of Stalin’s discus-
sion were
a) The nature of the revolution in Spain—

The people and the whole world must be told the truth—the Span-
ish people are in no condition now to bring about a proletarian revo-
lution—the internal and especially the international situation do not
favor it. (Things were different in Russia in 1917—[geographic| ex-
panses, wartime, squabbles among the capitalist countries, in the
bourgeoisie, and so forth.) In Spain the proclamation of the Soviets—
to unite all capit[alist] states and defeat fascism.

b) On the global scale Spain is now the vanguard. The vanguard is al-
ways inclined to run ahead of events—and herein lies a great danger.
Victory in Spain will loosen fascism’s hold in Italy and Germany.

¢) Communist and Socialist parties must join forces—they now share
the same basic aims—(a democratic republic). Such a union will
strengthen the Popular Front and have a great effect on the anarchists.
d) Caballero has demonstrated his resolute character and his will to
fight against fascism. Caballero must be preserved as head of govern-
ment. It would be better to leave commanding to someone else.

e) The general staff is unreliable.

There has always been betrayal on the eve of an offensive by Repub-
lic[an] units.

The Republican Army wins its offensives when the general staff has no
knowledge of them!

ion within the Partisan army. Undersecretary of the interior in the provisional gov-
ernment of Austria (1945); deputy chairman of the KPO (1945-1951); member of
the Austrian parliament.

137. Serafima Ilinichna Gopner (1880-1966), representative from the Ukrain-
ian CP organization to the Comintern; candidate-member of the ECCI (1928-
1943); member of the ECCI secretariat staff.
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—The battle on the Guadalajara front makes that perfectly clear!!38
f) Madrid must under no circumstances be surrendered. The fall of
Madrid would be followed by recognition of Franco by England,
would cause complete demoralization among the Republic[ans], and
would lead to a final defeat.

g) A fascist coup in France cannot be ruled out. But conditions in
France are different.

—The French bourgeoisie is better armed against fascism.

h) He believes in the victory of the Spanish Republic. After overt inter-
vention by the Italians and Germans, the Spanish Republic will fight
harder, as defenders against foreign conquerors.

[...]

- 26 MAY 1937 -

—At Yezhov’s (1 o’clock in the morning)
(The major spies worked in the Comintern.)

- 27 MAY 1937

—Examination of the apparatus [of the ECCI].

13 JUNE 1937 -

—Manuilsky has taken sick with scarlet fever.

- 17 JUNE 1937 -

—Lenski arrived.
—Rilski, Skulski, and Prochniak®3? have also been summoned.

138. In March 1937 the Republican army defeated Franco’s Italian allies at
Guadalajara, on the outskirts of Madrid.

139. Edward Prochniak (1888-1937), Polish Communist leader; member of
the PPK CC (from 1918 on) and candidate-member of its Politburo (1933-1937);
member of the ECCI (1922-1924, 1928-1935); member of the ICC (1924-
1928); candidate-member of the ECCI (1935-1937). He was liquidated in the
Stalinist purges.
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20 JUNE 1937 -

L[enski] at “Yezhov’s.”

21 JUNE 1937 -

Walecki, too.140

[...]
-7 NOVEMBER 1937 -

—Parade and demonstration.
—From a conversation with Stalin:

Explanations concerning the instances [that have been] uncovered of
counterrevolutionary activities (arrests and so on) in the Soviet CP [VKP(b)]
and the CI will have to wait a bit longer, until all the necessary materials
have been worked up. There’s no point in furnishing piecemeal informa-
tion.

Knorl[in] is a Polish and German spy (for a long time, and until recently).

Rakovsky'1 has been working for the intelligence service (English intel-
ligence) since before the Revolution and until recently. He recruited Bogo-
molov, too, for English intelligence.

Piatnitsky is a Trotskyite. Everyone’s testimony points to him (Knor[in]
and others).

140. Henryk Walecki (real name: Maksymilian Horwitz, 1877-1938), partici-
pant in the Zimmerwald movement during the First World War; founding member
of the PPK and member of the PPK CC (1920-1925); member of the Comintern
apparatus after 192 5; assistant head of the Balkan secretariat (1928-193 5); editor
of Communist International. He was liquidated in the Stalinist purges.

141. Christian Rakovsky (1873-1941); Bulgarian physician from Kotel, Ro-
