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Preface

Hitler and Stalin have been part of my life for far too long. I was interested in them as a precocious schoolboy and have worked on or around the two dictatorships for much of the last thirty years. As a student I was brought up under the old totalitarian school, which explained dictatorial rule as domination through fear by psychopathic tyrants. The two dictators were still treated differently – Hitler as an unmediated monster, Stalin as a man forced by necessity to preserve the 1917 revolution by savage means that were justified by the noble ends that Soviet communism claimed to represent. ‘Did Stalin betray the Revolution?’ was the essay title I was given, a question that suggested this was open to interpretation. No one would have set the question, ‘Did Hitler betray the German people?’ Hitler was a man apart, beyond discussion.

Thirty years on the two men are set in a very different context. This is not because they have been forgiven the terrible things that their systems did to their own and to other peoples, but because the systems were not simply a one-man show. For a long time now it has been possible, and very necessary, to write the history of these two dictatorships from perspectives in which the two dictators at the core play only a small and often distant part. These were large and complex societies whose values, behaviour, aspirations and development owed something to the overblown personality at the centre, but they were obviously constructed of many elements, each with their own trajectories, their own detailed social and political history, their own perpetrators, onlookers and victims. The more we know about the periphery, the clearer it is that the centre succeeded only to the extent that much of the population accepted and worked with the two systems, or constructed their lives in ways that avoided as far as possible direct contact with the dangerous powers of the state, or approved the moral purposes of the dictatorships and applauded their achievements. A life of Hitler and Stalin today has to be a history of life and times, or better still, a history that sets them in the societies that gave rise to them and explores the dynamics that held dictatorship together beyond the simplistic image of omnipotent despot.

The scholarship of the past twenty years has transformed our understanding of both Hitler's Germany and Stalin's Soviet Union because it has in large part focused on the many areas of state, society, culture, science and ideas which make up the history of this as of any other age. This has been a recent process, for several reasons. The opening up of former Soviet archives has provided a stream of Russian and western scholarship that has been challenging, original and informed in ways that were impossible with the rationed sources of the Soviet period. German archives from the Third Reich were, in general, open, but there was a reluctance to engage with much of the material in the long aftermath during which Germans came to terms with Hitler. Much of the best early history was written by non-German historians, but in the last decade or so there has been a veritable explosion of outstanding new research on every aspect of German society – from pre-Hitler to post-Hitler – by German scholars who no longer have any diffidence in confronting the historical truths. This analysis of the two systems would not have been possible without such an outpouring. Even an area so central to the history of the two systems as the story of the concentration camp has only been filled in properly in the last few years, with often surprising results. I would like to record the very great debt that I owe to all the authors whose work I have relied on here in order to supply the many missing parts of the jigsaw around the figures of the two dictators. Reading the many thought-provoking and innovative approaches to dictatorship has been one of the pleasures of writing this book.

I have many other scholarly debts to record. A great many people have listened to me think through the arguments presented here, not least the many students who have taken my Comparing Dictatorships course at King's College, London, with such interest and enthusiasm. Teaching them has been a stimulating experience, and I have modified my views in many places as a direct result of what they have written or said in class. I have many colleagues who have shared their own perspectives with me, sometimes agreeing with what I say but often, and thankfully, disagreeing as well. I would like to thank in particular Albert Axell, Claudia Baldoli, David Cesarani, Patricia Clavin, Gill Coleridge, Ulrike Ehret, Richard Evans, Isabel Heinemann, Geoffrey Hosking, Sergei Kudryashov, Stephen Lovell, Lucy Luck, Jeremy Noakes, Ingrid Rock, Robert Service, Lennart Samuelson, Jill Stephenson, Chris Szejnmann, Mikulas Teich, Alice Teichova, Nicholas Terry, Adam Tooze and Richard Vinen. I would like to give special mention to Olga Kucherenko and Aglaya Snetkov, who have both worked on Russian-language material for me. Finally, the team at Penguin, Simon Winder, Chloe Campbell, Charlotte Ridings and Richard Duguid, all deserve my grateful thanks.

Richard Overy
February 2004



Introduction
Comparing Dictatorships


‘In Russia and in Germany – and wherever totalitarianism penetrated – men were fired by a fanatical faith, by an absolute unquestioning certainty which rejected the critical attitude of modern man. Totalitarianism in Russia and Germany broke the dikes of civilization which the nineteenth century had believed lasting.’

Hans Kohn, 19491



The temptation to compare Hitler and Stalin is a compelling one. They are popularly regarded as the twin demons of the twentieth century, responsible for different reasons and in different ways for more violent deaths than any other men in history. They sit uneasily in comparison with other contemporary dictators or with those in earlier times. To set Stalin and Hitler side by side is to join company with two of the historical giants of the modern age, whose dictatorships met head-to-head in the greatest and costliest of all armed conflicts.

Two questions immediately arise: can the Stalin and Hitler dictatorships be compared? Should they be compared? Tzvetan Todorov, in a recent book on the crisis of the twentieth century, has answered yes to both questions, on the ground that they shared the common characteristics of a single political genus: totalitarianism.2 This is an answer with a long pedigree. In the 1950s, when the West confronted Soviet communism so shortly after fighting Hitler, it was easy to see both men as ‘totalitarian’ leaders, dominating systems that tried to impose an absolute and ruthless authority over the populations under their central control. Western political scientists tried to fathom out how they had defeated one monstrous dictatorship, only to be faced with a second, apparently even more sinister and unyielding than the first. However, the development of a model for the ideal or typical totalitarian regime glossed over very real differences between systems classified as ‘totalitarian’. The term itself came to be regarded as a description of the apparatus of power and repression, ignoring the regime's wider social, cultural and moral ambitions, which is what the term had originally encompassed when it was first coined in the 1920s in Mussolini's Italy. Historians by the 1960s generally turned their back on the idea of a generic ‘totalitarian’ system, preferring to focus on a narrative that emphasized the peculiar character of each national dictatorship, and played down the resemblances.

Since the collapse of European communism in 1989–91, discussion of the two dictatorships has been refocused. A more historically sophisticated definition of totalitarianism has been developed, one that highlights the extent to which the systems were driven by a positive vision of an exclusive social and cultural utopia (often described with the term ‘political religion’), while recognizing that the political and social practices of the regime were often very different from the utopian aspirations. It is no longer necessary to rely on a crude political-science model of ‘totalitarianism’ to define the two dictatorships; over the past dozen years the detailed historical knowledge of both the German and the Soviet regimes has been transformed, thanks on the one hand to the glasnost revelations in the Soviet Union and the successor states, and on the other to a wave of critical scholarship in Germany that has opened up many aspects of the Hitler regime hitherto cloaked in silence. This research allows us to say with confidence, as Todorov does, that the two systems were also ‘significantly different from each other’, while sharing a common totalitarian complexion.3

The revelation of the scale and premeditated nature of Stalinist mass murder has contributed to the view that Stalin was no better than Hitler. ‘Nazism and Communism, equally criminal’ ran the title of an article published in France in 1997 by Alain Besançon. It has even been suggested that a calculus of evil might exist which could make it possible to determine with more scientific precision which of the two men was most wicked, though this was not Besançon's intention.4 The shock to former Marxists and fellow-travellers of Soviet communism to discover that the Stalin regime really was built on blood unscrupulously spilled, and ideals distorted beyond recognition, produced a powerful backlash. The publication in France in 1997 of The Black Book of Communism, by former French Marxists, showed how far the left had moved in recognizing that Stalin's dictatorship was based on a savage criminality.5 A recent study has no doubt that Stalin was a psychopath; studies of Hitler's ‘mind’ focus on the pathology of evil.6 The implicit assumption – that both Stalin and Hitler were cut from the same bloodstained cloth – has blurred any real distinction between them. Yet such a comparison is just as intellectually barren as the earlier attempt to tar all dictatorships with the same brush of undifferentiated totalitarianism. No one doubts the horrors at the heart of the two dictatorships, but it is a futile exercise to compare the violence and criminality of the two regimes simply in order to make them appear more like each other, or to try to discover by statistical reconstruction which was the more murderous. The historian's responsibility is not to prove which of the two men was the more evil or deranged, but to try to understand the differing historical processes and states of mind that led both these dictatorships to murder on such a colossal scale.

This book is a contribution to that understanding. For all the efforts to define the Hitler and Stalin dictatorships as models of a shared totalitarian impulse, or a common moral depravity, equally guilty of unspeakable crimes, there has been remarkably little literature that offers a direct historical, rather than polemical comparison. Here it is necessary to explain what The Dictators is not about. The book is not a twin biography, though Hitler and Stalin feature throughout the narrative. Alan Bullock, in his monumental dual biography Parallel Lives, published in 1991, interwove the personal history of the two dictators, and this approach does not need to be repeated.7 There are now excellent individual lives of both men, which have reconstructed every aspect of their biographies in careful detail.8 Their life histories are among the most closely examined of any historical actors. Nor is The Dictators a straightforward narrative history of the two systems. There are many excellent accounts of both, which again require no reiteration.9 The Dictators has been written with two purposes in mind: first, to supply an empirical foundation on which to construct any discussion of what made the two systems either similar or different; second, to write a comparative ‘operational’ history of the two systems in order to answer the large historical question about how personal dictatorship actually worked. The answer to this question is central to understanding how the two dictatorships emerged and what kept them both in being until the dictators’ deaths.

Some areas of convergence are clearly visible, though the differences are no less striking. Both dictatorships emerged at a particular historical moment and owed something to historical forces which can usefully be compared. Both were representative in an extreme form of the idea of the ‘super-personality’, whose roots are said to lie in the work of the German philosopher-poet Friedrich Nietzsche. Both displayed obvious operational similarities, in the nature of the state security apparatus, the exploitation of the camp on a wide scale, the complete control of cultural production, or the construction of a social utopia on a mountain of corpses. These are not accidental comparisons. Both systems were aware of the other, and reacted to that knowledge. Hitler's dictatorship eventually launched a war of annihilation in order to eradicate Stalin's dictatorship. Both dictators also briefly reflected on what might have been if they had co-operated rather than fought each other. ‘Together with the Germans,’ Stalin is said to have remarked, ‘we would have been invincible.’10 Hitler, in February 1945, assessing the options he might have taken in the past, assumed that ‘in a spirit of implacable realism on both sides’ he and Stalin ‘could have created a situation in which a durable entente would have been possible’.11 Humanity was mercifully saved from this grim partnership because more divided than united the ambitions of the two men.

The dictatorships were not constructed and run by one man alone, however unrestricted the theoretical basis of his power. The recognition that dictatorship flourished on wide complicity, fuelled by a variety of motives from idealism to fear, makes greater sense of their durability and of the horrors both perpetrated. Both were regimes with wide popular backing as well as deliberate victimization. They were systems that in an extraordinarily short period of time transformed the values and social aspirations of their populations. They were both revolutionary systems which released enormous social energies and a terrible violence. The relationship between ruler and ruled was complex and multi-dimensional, not simply based on submission or terror. There is now no doubt that each dictatorship depended on winning the endorsement or co-operation of the majority of the people they ruled, and that they did not survive only from the fear that they inspired. They each developed a powerful sense of their own legitimacy, which was shared by much of the population; this sense of moral certainty can only be comprehended by unravelling the threads of the moral garb in which the two systems were dressed.

During the course of writing The Dictators it became clear how important it was to reconstruct as faithfully as possible the world in which they operated, however alien or fantastical much of it now appears sixty years later. To do this, it has been impossible to overlook the dictators' own words, either written or spoken. For most historical characters this might seem to be stating the obvious, but in these two cases there has been a reluctance to engage with the views of men whose actions appear to speak louder than their words. Hitler's writing is usually dismissed as irrational, muddled or unreadable. Stalin has always been regarded as an intellectual pigmy, with little or nothing to contribute to mainstream Marxism. Yet in each case the dictator said or wrote a great deal, and on an exceptionally wide range of subjects. They both saw themselves as figures on a very large historical canvas. They had views on politics, leadership, law, nature, culture, science, social structures, military strategy, technology, philosophy and history. These ideas have to be understood on their own terms, because they influenced the decisions both men took and shaped their political preferences, and, because of the nature of their authority, influenced in turn the wide circle of politicians and officials around them. They were not intellectuals (for whom neither man had much respect – ‘They are totally useless and detrimental’, Hitler once asserted12), but they did in each case define the parameters of public political discourse and exclude the ideas and attitudes of which they disapproved. Their role in shaping ideology was central, not marginal; so, too, was the role ideology played in shaping the dictatorships.13

These ideas did not develop in a vacuum. Neither dictatorship was imposed from outside like some alien visitation. Neither was a historical aberration, incapable of rational explanation, though they are often treated as if they were special, discrete histories, separated off from what went before and what came afterwards. The dictatorships have to be placed in context to understand the ideas, political behaviour and social ambitions that defined each. That context is both European and, more narrowly, Russian and German. They were the product of political, cultural and intellectual forces that were the common stock of early twentieth-century Europe. They were also, and more directly, the product of particular societies whose earlier histories profoundly shaped the character and direction of the two systems.

The common denominator was the impact of the First World War. Neither dictator would ever have achieved supreme power in two of the largest and most powerful world states without that upheaval. The war was massively traumatic for European society, but a more profound upheaval for German and Russian society than it was for the prosperous and politically stable states of western Europe and North America. Stalin was a creature of the Bolshevik revolution of October 1917, which transformed monarchist Russia in a matter of years; Hitler's radical nationalism was forged from the moral and physical disorder of defeated Germany as the old imperial order fell apart. Both states had much in common. They had both been defeated in the more limited sense that they had sued for an armistice because they could not continue the war effort. Failure in war opened the way in each state to a transformation of the political landscape. Russia went from Tsarist empire to communist republic in nine months; Germany went from authoritarian empire to parliamentary republic in less than a week. These changes provoked widespread political violence and economic crisis. The Bolsheviks only succeeded in consolidating control of the former empire in 1921, after four years of civil war and the establishment of an authoritarian one-party state. Germany experienced two different revolutionary movements, one communist, one nationalist; the second was used to defeat the first in the early years of the German republic, but was then stifled as the victorious Allies helped the republican government briefly to stabilize the new system. Both states experienced a hyper-inflation that destroyed the currency entirely and dispossessed anyone with monetary wealth. In the Soviet Union this served revolutionary purposes by ruining the bourgeoisie; in Germany it ruined a whole generation of German savers whose resentments helped to fuel the later rise of Hitler's brand of nationalism.14 Both states were regarded as pariah states by the rest of the international community, the Soviet Union because it was communist, Germany because it was held responsible for the outbreak of war in 1914. This sense of isolation pushed both states towards a more extreme form of revolutionary politics and the eventual emergence of dictatorship.

Germany and the Soviet Union reacted to the seismic shifts in politics and society ushered in by the Great War in ways that were determined by their different complexion. Germany was a more developed state, with two-thirds of its population working in industry and services, an established bureaucracy, an effective national system of schooling, and a world-class scientific reputation. Russia was predominantly rural, with some four-fifths of its people working in the countryside, though not all as farmers; welfare and education were both under-developed by the standards of the rest of Europe, and regional differences were more marked as a result of great variations in climate and the imperial character of Russian expansion across Asia in the nineteenth century. Yet in some important respects the division between Germany as a ‘modern’ state and Russia as a ‘backward’ state can be exaggerated. Russia had an extensive modern bureaucracy, a highly developed culture (Dostoevsky was particularly popular in Germany before 1914), a rapidly growing industrial and trading economy (which made her the fifth largest by 1914) and a small but high-quality scientific and engineering sector, among whose achievements was the first multi-engined heavy bomber, built in 1914.

In terms of political culture the gap was also less wide than might at first appear. Both were federal systems with a good deal of decentralized administration; neither was a full parliamentary state, though the Tsar enjoyed wider powers than the Kaiser; more important, in neither system did modern political parties enjoy the kind of political responsibility in government that prepared them adequately for what happened after the war. In each state there also existed a sharp polarization in politics, and a language of political exclusion against the radical enemies of the empire; each state, dominated by conservative elites, had political police forces, and each regarded radical nationalism and Marxism as forces to be contained and combated. Though political liberalism of a more western kind existed in Russia and Germany before 1914, it was a powerful force in neither, and was soon swept aside in the 1920s. If the two states that gave rise to dictatorship had anything in common it was an ambivalent attitude to the western model of development. Under the unfavourable conditions of the 1920s important political forces in the Soviet Union and Germany turned their back on the victorious West and pursued a more revolutionary course. Dictatorship was not in either case an inevitable or necessary outcome of that history, but one that is comprehensible in terms of the political culture and moral outlook that preceded them, and of the failure of alternative models of historical development. Circumstances shaped the eventual emergence of dictatorship as much as the ambitions of their central actors. To recognize that the two dictatorships were products of a particular set of historical conditions reduces the temptation to see them only as a monstrous historical caesura, for which historians are obliged to use a special set of surgical instruments when they dissect them.

The structure of The Dictators is narrative in only a loose sense. It begins with the rise to power and ends with war and racism, but the matter in between is explored through a number of central themes essential to understanding how and why dictatorship functioned the way it did. Not everything is given equal weight. There is little here on foreign policy or on the actual course of the military conflict except where this is obviously relevant. Some familiar, and dramatic, episodes are not covered in detail where they do not contribute directly to the explanation. The thematic approach has one particular advantage. It has proved possible to disaggregate some important issues that are usually treated as a unity. For example, the ‘Great Terror’ of 1937–8 in the Soviet Union has many distinct components which have their own origins and trajectories. A coherent ‘Great Terror’ is a historical construct rather than a reality. The terror appears in most of the chapters that follow, a product of a number of distinct pressures and ambitions which combined to produce a deadly conjuncture in the mid-1930 os. The same can be said of the Holocaust. German anti-Semitism also appears in every chapter, but the strands that contributed to genocide – biological politics, the world ‘Jewish conspiracy’, the war with ‘Jewish-Bolshevism’, issues of national definition and identity – become coherent only at the point in late 1941 and early 1942 when the key decisions were finally made to resolve these many different issues through systematic mass murder. Reality is more fractured and less historically clear-cut than much of the conventional narrative of the two dictatorships suggests.

Comparison is not the same as equivalence. Each of the thematic chapters has been structured in ways to make clear the contrasts between the two systems, not only the glaring differences of geographical and social circumstances, but less obtrusive differences in ideas, political practice and institutional development. There are clear differences between the two men: Stalin, obsessed with details of policy and the daily control of those around him; Hitler, a man of grand visions and sporadic, if decisive, interventions. No attempt has been made here to suggest that they were the same kind of personality (which they clearly were not), or that a generic ‘dictator’ or a generic ‘dictatorship’ can be deduced from just these two examples. There are, nonetheless, striking similarities in the ways the dictatorships operated, the way in which popular support was courted and sustained, the way in which state repression was set up and the legal system subverted, in the appropriation and exploitation of culture, in the expression of popular militarism and the waging of total war. For all the differences in historical circumstance, structure and political outlook, the patterns of complicity and resistance, terror and consensus, social organization and social ambition bear clear resemblances and, in some cases, a common European root. They were each the fruit of distinct violent, utopian revolutionary movements which defy neat political categorization.

There remains an essential difference between the two systems that no comparison should overlook. The Stalinist regime, and the Soviet system that produced it, was formally committed to building a communist utopia, and found thousands of communists outside the Soviet Union (whose varieties of Marxism often had little in common with the Soviet version or with Soviet reality) who were willing to endorse it because of their hostility to contemporary capitalism. Hitler and National Socialism hated Marxism, as did a great many Europeans outside Germany. Hitler was unswervingly committed to constructing a new European order based on racial hierarchy and the cultural superiority of Germanic Europe. Despite their common rejection of European liberalism and humanism, their revolutionary social ambitions, their collectivism – both exclusive and discriminatory – and the important role played by science in shaping their social ambitions, the ideologies were distinctively different, which explains the eventual hegemonic war between them. Soviet communism was intended to be an instrument for human progress, however imperfectly crafted it now appears, whereas National Socialism was from its very nature an instrument for the progress of a particular people.

This claim for the social ambitions of the Soviet Union may ring very hollow knowing what has now been revealed about the murderous character of Stalin's rule. Social development under Soviet dictatorship was, as the exiled Soviet writer Viktor Serge observed in his satirical novel of the Stalin years, completely ambiguous: ‘There is sure progress under this barbarism,’ reflects one of Serge's doomed communist characters, ‘progress under this retrogression. We are all dead men under a reprieve, but the face of the earth has been changed.’15 People in both dictatorships had to come to terms with the cost in political freedom or human dignity or truth that had to be paid so they could be included in the new society. Though the ideological destinations were distinctively different, each dictatorship exposed a wide gulf between the stated goal and the social reality. Bridging the gulf was a process that lay at the heart of dictatorship as it distorted reality and terribly abused those who objected. These processes were closely related in the two regimes, Soviet and German; they form the core of the analysis of dictatorship with which this book is chiefly concerned.


I 
Stalin and Hitler: Paths to Dictatorship


‘… for a people's liberation from a great oppression, or for the elimination of a bitter distress, or for the satisfaction of its soul, restless because it has grown insecure – Fate some day bestows upon it the man endowed for this purpose, who finally brings the long yearned-for fulfilment.’
Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf, 19251


It is spring 1924. The plenum of the Communist Party of Russia (Bolsheviks) convened on 18 May a few days before the Thirteenth Congress of the Party. That same day, Lenin's widow handed over to the committee a sealed letter painfully dictated by her invalid husband in December 1922. Five copies were made, each closed with sealing wax. Lenin's instructions to his wife were to hand the letter over to the next congress of the party in 1923, for he was too ill to address the delegates himself, but she waited until after his death a year later on 21 January 1924. The letter contained his political testament. It was opened and read out to select members of the congress delegations, and discussed by the Central Committee. The testament is best remembered for Lenin's condemnation of Stalin: ‘Comrade Stalin, having become General Secretary [in April 1922], has concentrated unlimited power in his hands, and I am not convinced that he will always manage to use that power with sufficient care.’2 Stalin knew the content even before it was opened; one of Lenin's secretaries, worried by the potential impact of the testament, had shown it to Stalin just after Lenin had finished dictating it. After circulating it to a handful of party leaders, Stalin had issued a curt instruction to Lenin's assistant to burn it, not realizing that four more copies had already been locked away.3 What Stalin also did not know was that Lenin dictated an addendum a few days later, which might have ruined his political career. Angered by Stalin's coarseness and arrogance he advised the party ‘to devise a means of removing him’ and to appoint a replacement ‘more tolerant’ and ‘less capricious’.4

Lenin's proposal, which might, so soon after his death, have carried some weight with the party faithful, was not put to congress. It was discussed at a closed meeting of the Central Committee. One eyewitness remembered Stalin sitting on the steps of the committee's rostrum while the testament was read out, looking ‘small and pitiable’; though his expression was outwardly calm ‘it was clearly discernible from his face that his fate was at stake’.5 Grigory Zinoviev, backed up by the committee chairman, Lev Kamenev, who now sat at the table in Lenin's armchair, proposed that the testament be disregarded on the grounds that Lenin was not himself when he wrote it. Stalin, it is alleged, offered to resign, but was overruled by his allies in the party leadership. Some pretence was made at the Congress to encourage Stalin to take Lenin's censure seriously and to behave with greater decorum. Stalin was rescued not only by his own show of false modesty, but also by the realities of the leadership struggle after Lenin's death. Among the obvious successors little love was lost. Zinoviev and Kamenev did not want the flamboyant and gifted commissar for defence, Leon Trotsky, to inherit Lenin's mantle. By supporting Stalin, they thought they had an ally in the contest with their rival. It remains an open question whether a hostile reaction from the Central Committee and the Congress after reading Lenin's letter might have unseated Stalin, but there is no doubt that the decision to ignore Lenin's last request gave Stalin a fortunate political reprieve which he grasped with both hands. Twelve years later Zinoviev and Kamenev were executed after the first of the major Stalinist show trials.6

That same spring in Germany, at a court hearing held in the dilapidated classroom of a former infantry training school in a Munich suburb, Adolf Hitler waited to learn his fate for leading a coup the previous November against the Bavarian government. The Putsch of 9 November was intended as the prelude to an ambitious ‘March on Berlin’ to topple the republic and seize national power. The attempt was quashed in a hail of police bullets. Hitler threatened to shoot himself the following day in the house where he was hiding out, but was alertly disarmed by the mistress of the household, who had recently learned ju-jitsu.7 He was caught that same day, and a few weeks later was sent for trial on a charge of high treason, alongside other leaders of his small National Socialist party and the veteran world war army commander Erich Ludendorff. The former Quartermaster-General of the German army had marched with Hitler towards the lines of policemen and soldiers blocking the path of the procession on 9 November and had not flinched even after the police opened fire and his companion had fled. High treason was a serious offence, which carried a possible prison sentence of twenty years’ hard labour. After threatening a hunger strike, Hitler decided to exploit the trial as a way to publicize his brand of revolutionary nationalism. He was fortunate to be tried before the Munich People's Court (Volksgericht), which was scheduled for closure at the end of March 1924 alongside other emergency courts set up in the immediate post-war era. An extension of a month and a half was granted to allow what became popularly known as the ‘Hitler-Trial’ to take place in Bavaria rather than Berlin.8 The trial lasted twenty-five days, from 26 February to the final judgment on 1 April. Outside the temporary courthouse armed troops stood guard behind rough barbed-wire barricades. Most of the space in court was taken up by three blocks of seats allocated to the press, who came to report the extraordinary political theatre that unfolded within.9

Hitler was allowed to talk at inordinate length in his own defence. He presented himself and his co-defendants as honest German patriots bent on saving Germany from the condition of ‘permanent slavery’ to which she had been betrayed at the end of the war in 1919 by those who had accepted the Versailles settlement. The presiding judge, Georg Neidhardt, was openly sympathetic with the nationalist right in Bavaria, and gave Hitler the oratorical space he needed. On the last morning of the proceedings Hitler dominated the court. The session opened just after nine o'clock and closed at 11.17. Although there were five other defendants, Hitler's final statement took up almost two-thirds of the morning. He ended with a rhetorical flourish on the theme of historical redemption: ‘Might you pronounce your “guilty” a thousand times, this eternal goddess [History] of the eternal court will laughingly tear up the petition of the state prosecutor and laughingly tear up the judgment of the court, for she pronounces us free!’10 Even the prosecutor was seduced into describing Hitler as a man with a ‘calling to be the saviour of Germany’. Neidhardt imposed a prison sentence of five years (three less than the state attorney had demanded) and a fine of 200 gold marks. He ought to have ordered Hitler's deportation since he was not yet a German citizen, but Austrian. Even a five-year sentence might have ended Hitler's political career, but, following a favourable report on Hitler's exemplary behaviour in Landsberg prison (where he was showered with food, drink and flowers from well-wishers, refused to take part in prison sports – ‘A leader cannot afford to be beaten at games’ and dictated Mein Kampf), he was released on 20 December 1924.11 Neidhardt was rewarded more generously than Zinoviev and Kamenev; following Hitler's appointment as Chancellor in January 1933 he was made president of the Bavarian high court, and at the celebration of his retirement in 1937 a letter from Hitler was read out praising the unstinting patriotism the judge had displayed throughout his career.12

Both Stalin and Hitler owed a good deal to luck in surviving the crises of 1924. Had the party leadership decided to honour Lenin's last wishes, Stalin's survival at the very heart of the party apparatus might have become more problematic; had Neidhardt been a less sympathetic jurist, Hitler might have ended up struggling to become Austria's Führer, not Germany‘s. Nevertheless neither man accepted that good fortune had any part to play in their political survival. In an interview with the American journalist Walter Duranty, Stalin reacted sharply to a question about how much his career owed to good luck. Uncharacteristically irritable, he banged his fist on the table: ‘What do you think I am, an old Georgian granny to believe in gods and devils? I'm a Bolshevik and believe in none of that nonsense.’ After a pause, he added: ‘I believe in one thing only, the power of the human will.’ Hitler habitually attributed the course of his career to the unseen hand of Fate. Writing just after the war, Albert Speer observed that Hitler ‘had pieced together a firm conviction that his whole career, with its many unfavourable events and setbacks, was predestined by Providence to take him to the goal which it had set him’. This ‘unshakeable faith’, Speer continued, was Hitler's central, ‘pathological’ characteristic.13 Yet the crises of 1924 are a reminder that the rise of neither man to dictatorship was in any sense preordained or irresistible. Hitler was no more the necessary outcome of German history than Stalin was the inevitable child of Lenin's revolution in 1917. Chance, as well as ambition and opportunity, governed their rise to supreme power.

There can be no doubt that Hitler and Stalin were very different personalities. There are superficial similarities, but any inferences drawn from the coincidence of certain factors in their biography have to be made with great care. Both, it is said, were beaten unmercifully by a tyrannical father: Stalin's a drunken cobbler, Hitler's a petit bourgeois martinet. Each formed a close attachment to their mothers. Both rebelled against an early religious education. Both were outsiders, socially and nationally, from mainstream Russian or German society, Stalin a Georgian, Hitler an Austrian. Each kept a strong accent that helped to identify them as distant from the mainstream. Both embarked on careers in the political underworld as terrorists, Stalin in the Russian Social Democratic Party before 1914, Hitler in the shady world of radical nationalism in Germany after 1918. Each served time in prison for their political beliefs. None of these comparisons was remarkable or unique. Hundreds of Europeans in the early part of the century were imprisoned for their beliefs; many were ‘outsiders’, whether on the left or the right of politics. Most Europeans had some kind of a religious education; few boys in the late nineteenth century avoided a beating, but regular and brutal abuse, which both Stalin and Hitler suffered, was also widespread. On most other comparisons of personality traits, daily habits or routines the two men were unalike.

Stalin's biographer has to overcome two hurdles: on the one hand there exists a wide chasm between the real history of Stalin's revolutionary career and the mendacious life that was constructed in the hagiographies of the 1930s; on the other, the surviving accounts of Stalin's personality gravitate wildly between the image of an implacably cruel despot, devoid of human qualities, and the portrait of a quiet, unassuming, warm human being, the kind of man whose knee, as the American envoy Joseph Davies put it, ‘a child would like to sit on’.14 Stalin was a man with different faces, and those faces changed through time. Capturing the ‘real’ Stalin is to recognize that the fixed points in any description are, in reality, determined by the time and circumstances when the account was made. The quiet, churlish, watchful Stalin that features in many accounts by contemporaries of his political adolescence grew into the avuncular, reserved and capricious statesman of the 1940s. The details of his early life are well known. Born on 6 December 1878 in the small Georgian town of Gori, in the distant Caucasian borderlands of the Russian Empire, the son of a shoemaker and a washerwoman, Stalin's was a remarkably unprepossessing origin for a man who climbed to the pinnacle of power fifty years later. He began life as a proletarian revolutionary should, disadvantaged and unprivileged. He attended a local school, where his remarkable memory struck his teacher as significant enough to get him a place at a seminary school in Georgia's capital, Tiflis. Here the thin-faced young boy, pock-marked from an early bout of smallpox, slightly bandy-legged, with a left arm four centimetres shorter than it should have been thanks to a debilitating ulcer, made his first contact with the Russian social democratic movement.15

He joined the movement aged eighteen and was expelled from the seminary. He was attracted to the uncompromising revolutionary outlook of Russian Marxism and the simple lessons of class warfare. He joined the underground movement and lived in its dimly lit and dangerous catacombs for the next seventeen years of his life. Here he learned to survive by erasing his own person; Josef Dzhugashvili, the name he was given at birth, became first ‘Koba’, then at times ‘David’, ‘Nizhevadze’, ‘Chizhikov’, ‘Ivanovich’, until finally, at some point shortly before the outbreak of war in 1914, he took the Russian word for steel, ‘Stalin’. He was absorbed entirely in the struggle, read widely, wrote more than his later detractors were prepared to admit, and robbed banks to fund the cause. He was arrested at least four times and exiled to Siberia. He escaped, which from Tsarist exile meant little more than boarding a train and heading west. He was a delegate to party conferences abroad, including the Fourth Congress in Stockholm and the Fifth in London, but crucial for his later elevation was his decision to side with the Bolshevik or ‘majority’ faction when the Social Democratic Party split in 1903 over revolutionary tactics. Stalin remained in the branch led by the young lawyer Vladimir Ulyanov, whose nom de révolution was Lenin. In 1912, though in prison, he was appointed to the Bolshevik Central Committee, the governing body of the party, and remained a member, save for a brief sabbatical during the Great War, for the next forty years. In 1913 he began a four-year exile in Turukhansk on a government stipend of 15 roubles a month; here he passed much of his time hunting and fishing. A fellow exile in 1916 recalled the 36-year-old, by now an ageing veteran of the youthful revolutionary struggle: ‘Thick-set, of medium height, a drooping moustache, thick hair, narrow forehead and rather short legs… his speech was dull and dry… a narrow-minded, fanatical man.’ Stalin was disdainful and taciturn, his attitude towards the people around him ‘rude, provocative and cynical’.16 Stalin's personality was now set in terms still recognizable in the later dictator.

The revolution of February 1917 made Stalin. He returned from Siberia to Petrograd and became one of a cohort of experienced activists hoping to use the collapse of the Russian monarchy as a stepping stone to social revolution. The heroic version of Stalin's revolutionary contribution written in the 1930s has Stalin everywhere, in the thick of crisis. He became Lenin's closest collaborator and worked unstintingly to prepare the way for the Bolshevik seizure of power in October.17 The reality was different, though Stalin was not as unobtrusive in the revolutionary year as later revisions of his role suggest. He placed himself behind Lenin's policy, announced in April 1917, of no compromise with the Provisional Government. His articles and speeches show a restless, uncompromising revolutionary, exposing the dangers of counter-revolution by less single-minded or opportunist socialists, and urging the party and the population to seize the initiative by transferring power to the toilers of Russian society. His narrow views on party unity and a single party line, characteristic of the 1930s, were fully developed in the ideological and organizational turmoil between the two revolutions. In the soldiers’ Pravda in May he called for ‘one common opinion’, ‘one common goal’, ‘one common road’.18 It was Stalin who delivered the report of the Central Committee in July 1917 that called for a break with the other socialist parties, the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries, for supporting the ‘bourgeois’ government. His speeches demonstrate a clear grasp of political realities and a consistently revolutionary course. When the final crisis of the Provisional Government arrived in October 1917 Stalin voted with the majority in the Central Committee in favour of a coup. His speech, recorded in a brief minute, ended with the following prescription: ‘we must firmly and resolutely take the path of insurrection’.19

Some of this revolutionary enthusiasm may have been injected later when Stalin's collective works were published in the 1940s. The coup in October 1917 did not need Stalin for it to be successful, but there can be no doubt that in the bright air of politics above ground, Stalin flourished. No one has ever doubted that he was a committed revolutionary who, throughout 1917, saw revolution in terms of transferring power to ordinary men and women and destroying utterly the society of privilege that exploited them. This was his métier, his reason for living. When the first Bolshevik government was formed on 26 October 1917, Stalin was rewarded with the Commissariat of Nationality Affairs. This was, in the context of a disintegrating multi-ethnic state, an important post, which Stalin exploited to prevent the non-Russian borderlands, including his native Georgia, from seceding from the new revolutionary community. His firm policy brought him into major conflict with Lenin in 1921, who preferred a looser federation, and contributed to the unflattering references in the testament. Stalin was one of a dozen or so who formed the Bolshevik leadership corps. In October 1917 he was chosen as a member of a seven-man ‘Political Bureau’ of the Central Committee, forerunner of the formal Politburo set up in 1919, which Stalin also joined. In November he was named as one of four party leaders, together with Lenin, Trotsky and Yakov Sverdlov, who could decide on emergency issues without wider reference.20 His office was close to Lenin's, and he worked for him as a political chief-of-staff in the critical early years of a regime confronting civil war and economic collapse. In 1919 he was given the additional post of Commissar for the Workers' and Peasants' Inspectorate (Rabkrin) to try to ensure that the state apparatus functioned effectively and to field the complaints of ordinary people. These many responsibilities made him an unsurprising choice as General Secretary of the party in April 1922, when it was decided that the apparatus that serviced and supported the Central Committee should be strengthened.

There are many conflicting accounts of Stalin during the early period of his public career, but most of them focus on Stalin as a political nonentity or lightweight. The origin of this damning judgement lies in the memoirs of a non-Bolshevik, Nikolai Sukhanov, published in 1922, who famously defined Stalin as a ‘grey blur’; it was sealed by Trotsky's later waspish description of Stalin as the party's ‘outstanding mediocrity’.21 The view that Stalin's personality was flat and colourless and his mental powers limited was widespread. In exile together in Siberia during the war, Kamenev dismissed what Stalin had to say with ‘brief, almost contemptuous remarks’.22 Lenin, it was said, justified appointing Stalin to a government post in October 1917 because ‘no intelligence is needed’; Stalin's name came last on the list of twelve recommended commissars drafted by Lenin.23 The image of the dull bureaucratic time-server was captured in an early nickname, ‘Comrade filing cabinet’, ‘tovarishch kartotekov’.24 Stalin's own behaviour and personality lent weight to this image. He was outwardly modest and unassuming, lacking the flamboyance and intellectual confidence of many of his colleagues. His voice was remembered as ‘toneless’; his oratorical skills were feeble, reading slowly from prepared scripts, with occasional pauses and stutters and just sufficient inflection to add emphasis where needed to texts that were methodical or formulaic. Later critics found that he talked like yesterday's Pravda editorial, which he had probably written.25 At meetings he was often observed sitting to one side, saying little or nothing, smoking cigarettes or a pipe filled with foul-smelling tobacco, but watchful and attentive.

It is easy to see why so many of his peers underestimated the man sheltering behind the mask of awkward modesty and intellectual diffidence. Stalin was a master at dissimulation. Where some saw only a blank mind, there existed a shrewd, informed, cautious and organized intelligence. Stalin was not stupid. He read voraciously and critically, marking his books with queries, comments and underlining. In the 1930s his library counted 40,000 volumes.26 He wrote extensively both before 1917 and in the 1920s, works and speeches that ran to thirteen volumes when they were published. His Marxism was thought out carefully and presented in apparently clear, logical, consistent and measured arguments. His prose, though later held up as a model of socialist clarity, was pedestrian and unimaginative, though just occasionally spiced with an arresting metaphor, made more so by the turgid passages that surround it. He favoured what he called in 1917 a ‘creative Marxism’, and the body of his own political thought shows a mind willing to adapt Marx to existing realities as readily as Lenin had done.27 From the central issue of creating a communist society he never wavered. His view of communism was single-minded rather than narrow-minded. Early on in his public career he saw communism as a historical necessity, even though the real history confronted by the Bolsheviks in the 1920s made communism look simply utopian.

If Stalin was not stupid, neither was he an ‘intellectual’, a term that he turned into one of abuse. His personality in the 1920s was, by the standards of a Lenin or a Trotsky, more obviously plebeian. He was coarse and direct; he swore often, even at Lenin's wife, which occasioned the damaging addendum to the testament. Swearing separated off the real underclass in the movement from the educated and genteel Bolshevik intelligentsia, and became endemic to the new ruling group that Stalin surrounded himself with in the 1930s. Unable to suffer politeness, quite ungroomed socially (at an inter-Allied dinner in 1943 he had to ask in embarrassment how to use the array of cutlery besieging his plate), with little physical presence, Stalin resorted instead to a brusque, even autocratic manner.28 Unassuming to those he wished to beguile, he could be irascible, vulgar, aloof or overbearing to subordinates, and implacably cruel to those he regarded for his own reasons as enemies. Stalin may have been by nature vengeful and insecure; he may have borrowed the culture of vendetta from his native Georgia; he was said by Kamenev to have read and re-read Machiavelli during his Siberian exile – nothing is quite certain about the origin of his view of political relationships.29 But as a politician he brought to a high art the use and misuse of men.

There is a telling anecdote, which may have been embellished (since its source was Trotsky), that after a dinner in 1924 Stalin, Kamenev and the head of the security service, Felix Dzerzhinsky, challenged each other to say what they most liked. Stalin chose the following: ‘The sweetest thing in life is to mark a victim, prepare the blow carefully, strike hard, and then go to bed and sleep peacefully.’30 True or not, the story reveals a central element in Stalin's political make-up. His view of other people was cynical and opportunistic: those who were useful to him he indulged as long as he needed them, those in his way he did not confront but outmanoeuvred. His habit of watching was the habit of a predator understanding its prey. Stalin was secretive and disloyal, though quite capable of winning trust from the same individual he was in the process of bringing down. ‘Watch Stalin carefully’ Lenin was said to have repeated. ‘He is always ready to betray you.’31 Stalin made few close friends, though he could be jovial and comradely when he chose to be so. Throughout his career he carried a profound distrust of other people that bordered later in life on the pathological. His instincts were, as a consequence, vengeful and capricious, even if his public persona in the 1930s radiated the image, according to one of many foreign visitors charmed by Stalin, of ‘a pleasant, earnest ageing man’.32

Stalin was an evident product of the long years of underground politics, where trust was hard to establish, police spies and provocateurs everywhere, secrecy and self-reliance a second nature, and betrayal a daily fact of life. He absorbed the values of the underworld and brought them, honed by the harsh experiences of the civil war, to the practice of high politics. In the 1930s and 1940s, as the Soviet Union's dictator, he behaved as if infiltration, concealment, betrayal and bitter, party-splitting arguments over ideology and tactics – the material world of underground politics – somehow functioned still in the mature environment of a one-party state. Nonetheless the older Stalin became a more effective and settled personality than the angry young man of the underground. He exploited the limitation of his personality. His glumness became imperturbability; his awkward diffidence was transformed into unaffected modesty; his stilted speechmaking evolved into a slow, deliberate, wry presentation, which could last for three or four hours. His facial expressions gave few clues to the state of mind beneath. Only his yellowish-brown eyes, which never lost the habit of darting to and fro, as though searching for the vulnerabilities of those he met, revealed to guests the alertness of the mind behind the outward calm.33

His working methods evolved with his personality. He was never the mild party clerk of popular myth, the bureaucrat-turned-dictator. Nikolai Bukharin, the editor of Pravda in the 1920s and a principal victim of Stalin's later purges, picked out ‘laziness’ as Stalin's chief trait, a view that fits ill with the image of a tireless official outdistancing his rivals by dint of administrative stamina.34 Stalin worked tirelessly, but politics was his work. He neglected his commissarial duties to such an extent that he was publicly censured by Lenin. He disliked bureaucracy and in 1924 withdrew from both his commissariats. The routine work of the party secretariat was carried out by a large team of officials and assistants assembled by Stalin after 1922. Stalin was an activist and a revolutionary, and remained so as long as he was able. His personal routine in the 1930s has often been contrasted with that of Hitler, but there were resemblances. He rose late and retired late; meetings and correspondence punctuated most days, but he could also be absent at his dachas and in the 1930s took long vacations. The evenings might involve a dinner, perhaps a film in the Kremlin cinema, and late-night discussions. He drank little, usually a light Georgian wine, but enjoyed watching the inebriation of his guests. He welcomed the company of women, to whom he could be charming to the point of gallantry. Otherwise he would eat simply in the modestly furnished three-room apartment set up for him in the Kremlin. He married twice, but the suicide of his second wife in 1931, which deeply affected him, left him alone for the period of his dictatorship, though seldom celibate.35 He never used his power for ostentation, which he disliked and ridiculed in others. His hatred of privilege remained with him, though the elder statesman and world politician of the years after 1945 dressed more formally and displayed a greater dignity than the party politician of the 1930s.

Any account of Stalin's life raises the question of what it was that impelled him forward. His first post-glasnost Russian biographer, Dmitri Volkogonov, assumed, as common sense might dictate, that it was power: ‘the more power he accumulated and kept in his hands, the more power he wanted’.36 Robert Tucker, in his classic biography, assumed that what Stalin wanted was not only power, but fame: ‘Glory… remained his aim.’37 Bukharin and Trotsky saw Stalin driven by profound defects of personality: envy, jealousy, petty ambitions.38 Stalin left almost no account of his own motives. He once remarked during the civil war, at the successful defence of the Volga city of Tsaritsyn, that he would willingly sacrifice 49 per cent if he could ‘save the 51 per cent, that is, save the revolution’.39 He may have been driven by envy to ruin more successful or ambitious men around him, he may have liked the plaudits of dictatorship (though there is much evidence that he deprecated his extravagant glorification), but the one consistent strand in all his activity was the survival of the revolution and the defence of the first socialist state. Power with Stalin seems to have been power to preserve and enlarge the revolution and the state that represented it, not power simply for its own sake. The ambition to save the revolution became for Stalin a personal ambition, for at some point in the 1920s, perhaps after Lenin's death, Stalin came to see himself as the one Bolshevik leader who could steer the way with sufficient ruthlessness and singleness of purpose. His instinct for survival, his unfeeling destruction of thousands of his party comrades, his Machiavellian politics, point not to a personality warped by self-centred sadism, but to a man who used the weapons he understood to achieve the central purpose to which his life had been devoted since he was a teenager. The consequences of that singleness of purpose for Soviet society were profound and harrowing, but for Stalin they must have seemed justified by the one overriding historical imperative to construct communism.

Hitler's biography is a more open one. The details of his life are better known and his views on a great many issues have survived in his writing and recorded conversations. The Hitler legend elaborated in the 1930s was closer to the truth than the official version of Stalin's past. Yet the innermost thoughts, which might have been poured out in a diary or a regular private correspondence, remain as sealed with Hitler as they do with Stalin. Understanding Hitler's personality is an extraordinary challenge. The gulf between the awkward, undistinguished, very private individual and the public political Hitler, demagogue and prophet, seems all but unbridgeable, whereas in Stalin private character was reflected in public persona. So remarkable is the contrast in Hitler's case that there has always been speculation that he possessed some rare, scarcely understood psychological or physical element that fascinated and entranced both those in his direct physical orbit and the crowds he began to harangue from the early 1920s. Not even the supernatural was ruled out. Two British guests at a Hitler rally in Berlin in 1934, seated in the stadium just feet behind him, watched him captivate his listeners with the familiar rising passion and jarring voice. ‘Then an amazing thing happened,’ continued the account: ‘[we] both saw a blue flash of lightning come out of Hitler's back… We were surprised that those of us close behind Hitler had not all been struck dead.’ The two men afterwards discussed whether Hitler was actually possessed at certain moments by the Devil: ‘We came to the conclusion that he was.’40

Adolf Hitler was born on 20 April 1889 in the small Austrian town of Braunau am Inn, the fourth child of his father's third marriage, though his three older siblings all died in infancy. His father was a customs official, and the family solidly lower middle class. He died in 1900, and Hitler's mother, Klara, in 1907. He attended local schools, where he showed some aptitude, but at his senior school in Linz he lost interest in learning. Like Stalin, Hitler was blessed with an exceptional memory. He left school at sixteen and moved from Linz to Vienna, where he hoped to become an artist or an architect. He was not, as he later claimed, in poverty, but lived from a sizeable legacy, and from the sale of his pictures, mostly townscapes, which were displayed in local galleries. In 1907 he was rejected by the Vienna Academy of Arts. His days were spent with an assortment of Viennese drifters, and his evenings at concerts, where he heard Wagner operas interpreted by the composer Gustav Mahler.41 There are few clues to the later politician in the five years he spent as an adolescent in Vienna; he was interested in popular politics and attracted to Pan-German nationalism, but it is not clear at this early stage that his nationalism was also explicitly anti-Semitic. Yet the shy, polite, socially gauche young man, who could at other times be rudely opinionated, devious, self-centred and insensitive towards his friends, was recognizably the divided self of the 1930s.

In May 1913 Hitler fled from Vienna to Munich to avoid Austrian military service. The authorities caught up with him, but for almost a year he managed to avoid deportation until, in February 1914, the 24-year-old artist was forced to return to Salzburg, where the medical inspectors pronounced him ‘unfit for military or auxiliary service’ and free to return to Germany.42 In August that year Hitler heard the announcement of the outbreak of the First World War standing in the Odeonplatz in Munich. Two days later he volunteered to fight with the German army, which found him fully fit. After a brief two months of training Hitler was sent to the campaign in Belgium and northern France. Like thousands of other young Europeans who flocked to fight, Hitler confessed to being ‘tremendously excited’.43 The war made Hitler, as revolution made Stalin. Hitler was promoted to corporal after a month, and won the Iron Cross, Second Class after two (‘The happiest day of my life,’ wrote Hitler to his Munich landlord). The Iron Cross, First Class, was finally awarded in August 1918. He was personally courageous and exhilarated by the extreme nature of the demands conflict made of every soldier: ‘risking my life every day, looking Death straight in the eye’.44 That he survived for four years, while he watched thousands of his colleagues killed, was mere chance. The war was a far more formative influence than the years in Vienna. In Mein Kampf Hitler called it ‘the greatest and most unforgettable time of my earthly existence’.45 He merged himself psychologically with the struggle; he inured himself, on his own confession, to the demobilizing fear of death. There is no reason to doubt that as a young soldier who had experienced relentless years under the abnormal and brutalizing conditions of the front, the fact of defeat was unendurable. Hitler may have embroidered his description when he recalled the armistice night in which was born a fiery hatred for those who had surrendered Germany to the Allies, but throughout his subsequent career his political behaviour suggests a complete inability to separate his own psychological state from the historical reality he was trying to confront. He understood national defeat as if it were a direct personal humiliation. He bore within him an uncontrollable lust for vengeance that bordered at times on the deranged.46

Hitler began post-war life as an army agitator in Munich, employed to inform on radical politics and give the occasional talk about the dangers of Marxism and the Jews. In September 1919 he joined a small Munich political party founded on 9 January that year by a watchmaker, Anton Drexler, who had previously been a member of the Fatherland Party set up in 1917 by a cross-section of radical nationalist and Pan-German politicians to rally support for war. Hitler was member number 555 of the German Workers' Party (enrolment began with number 501); in November 1919 he was appointed its propaganda leader. In February 1920 the party changed its name to the National Socialist German Workers' Party, and the twenty-five-point party programme was published. The following year, on 29 July 1921, he was elected chairman of the party and in this capacity launched the Putsch that landed him in 1924 in Landsberg fortress, turning him overnight into a national political figure. Impressions of the young politician vary widely. Those who heard him speak, or were drawn to his circle, described him in terms that might have been applied to a popular preacher with the power of revelation. ‘There was an unknown fire that burned inside him,’ recalled his close friend Max Amann.47 But much of the testimony suggests that Hitler was regarded as a misfit; his appearance and behaviour when he was not in performance were dull and unremarkable, and his attempts to pose as the tribune of a betrayed people often ludicrous. The hallmark scruffy raincoat, the narrow dark moustache, the floppy fringe of hair, the pale and slightly puffy face, even the grey-blue eyes that could look vacant and expressionless, all made Hitler easily recognizable, but no less unprepossessing.

There is a revealing recollection of a meeting with Hitler in 1920 at the Munich villa of the composer Clemens von Franckenstein which captures the mixture of social insecurity and strident demagogue exactly. Hitler came with other theatrical and artistic guests. He wore gaiters and a floppy hat, carried a riding whip, though he could not ride, which he used as a prop by intermittently cracking it against his boots. He also brought his dog. He looked ‘the stereotype of a headwaiter’; he sat with awkward reserve in the presence of his aristocratic host. In the end he snatched at a cue and began a political monologue in a style that stayed with him all his political life. ‘He went on at us like a division chaplain in the army,’ recalled another guest. ‘I got the impression of basic stupidity.’ Uninterrupted, Hitler began to shout instead of preach. Servants rushed in to protect their master. When he had left, the guests sat, so it was recorded, like a group of railway passengers who had suddenly realized they were ‘sharing a compartment with a psychotic’.48 The sence of profound awkwardness or embarrassment that Hitler could produce in anyone not captivated by the display made it difficult to silence him once a discourse was under way. Hitler learned to use this as a form of defence against contradiction or objection, battering his interlocutor into submission. Hermann Rauschning, a party leader in Danzig, observed later, in 1933, that Hitler's tirades represented ‘a conquest of inhibitions’, which explained ‘how necessary to his eloquence were shouting and a feverish tempo’.49

Somehow, in the 1920s, Hitler succeeded in turning the unattractive private rant into the triumphant public oratory that became his most striking attribute as leader of the party and, later, as dictator. He was conscious of the impression he left, and had too little humour to brook criticism, inattention or laughter. According to Heinrich Hoffmann, his photographer, who was never allowed to picture Hitler wearing glasses, or in swimwear, Hitler ‘had a horror of appearing ridiculous’.50 The speeches were carefully rehearsed and choreographed. At first he wrote them himself, as Stalin did, but later dictated them. He would perform the speech as he intended his audience to hear it and expected his secretaries to reproduce it as he spoke, without notes. His speech for the tenth anniversary of the dictatorship was written this way. His secretary strained to hear the first minutes as Hitler began to talk slowly and quietly, pacing up and down. By the end he was shouting at the wall, his back turned, but completely audible.51 He went over his speeches until he was satisfied that the total performance worked. From very early in his career he recognized the power of his thick, rasping voice with its strong Austrian accent, one moment deliberate and even-paced, next moment strident, noisy and indignant, occasionally, but just briefly, hysterical. He thought that speaking always outdid writing in politics: ‘the power which has always started rolling the greatest religious and political avalanches in history,’ he wrote in Mein Kampf, ‘has from time immemorial been the magic power of the spoken word.’ Political passions could be aroused only ‘by the firebrand of the word hurled among the masses’.52

Among the many historical perspectives on Hitler, there is a widespread assumption that the content of his speeches mattered less than the form in which they were delivered. Hitler's ideas are conventionally treated as derivative and ill-thought out, the product of a lazy intelligence and dilettante tastes. Mein Kampf is widely regarded as a mixture of self-serving and mendacious biography and the turgid plagiarism of ideas other than his own. ‘Hitler was the type of the half-educated,’ wrote his former Economics Minister in 1945. ‘He had read a tremendous lot but had interpreted all that he had read according to his own lights… without improving his knowledge.’53 This is only a half-truth. Hitler did read to support his own ideas; his surviving library shows that he read widely in modern popular philosophy, political science and economics and carefully underlined or indicated in the margin passages that he liked or disliked. He read Schopenhauer; he read Lenin; he read Paul de Lagarde, the nineteenth-century apostle of the ‘leader principle’; he read Houston Stewart Chamberlain, perhaps the most widely known of the generation of late nineteenth-century race theorists.54 But it is evidently the case that Hitler thought out from these many sources his own world view, and his own ideas about political practice and behaviour. These became in most cases ideés fixes, and they coloured his later political career as much as Stalin's creative Marxism governed his. That Hitler was narrow-minded and selective, blind to rational or critical objections, intellectually naïve or banal does not reduce the value of his ideas as a historical source in understanding his rise to power and the dictatorship that followed. Mein Kampf remains an invaluable source for understanding Hitler's window on the world.

The world view is quickly sketched. He clung to its major contours all his life, though the details changed through time. Hitler believed that he was witnessing one of the periodic upheavals of world history, prompted by the French Revolution and the age of unbridled individualism and economic egoism which followed it. The division of European society into classes, which suited the interests of the bourgeoisie, created class envy and the worship of money, alienated the working classes from the nation and encouraged a revolutionary internationalism that threatened to undermine European civilization. The key to survival was to recognize that history progressed through racial rather than class struggle, and that a proper understanding of the importance of race (or nation) was the key to transcending the age of class and ushering in the national revolution.55 The race, and the culture and social institutions that the racial community generated, had to be preserved above all. This was, in Hitler's view, the central task of politics. His radical nationalism went beyond simply reasserting the national interest, which was common to nationalists of all descriptions. Hitler wanted the nation to represent a particular kind of community, with ‘race comrades’ instead of classes, an economy controlled in the name of the people, and common blood as the defining form of allegiance, a combination deliberately captured in the term ‘national socialist’, which owed as much to Hitler's Austrian heritage as it did to the German milieu of radical nationalism.56 The enemy of these ambitions was, principally, the Jew. At some point at the end of the war Hitler absorbed the popular anti-Semitic argument that the Jews were to blame for German defeat: either as Marxists preaching an ideology of festering social decomposition, or as capitalists pulling the strings of the world market, or as a biological challenge to the purity of blood, Jews and Jewishness became for Hitler a historical metaphor explaining Germany's crisis.57

His view of political practice was cynical and manipulative. The crowds moved by his rhetoric mattered only to the extent that they would give a revolutionary momentum to the political movement. Hermann Rauschning remembered a conversation with Hitler on the secret of his success with the crowd: ‘The masses are like an animal that obeys its instincts. They do not reach conclusions by reasoning… At a mass meeting, thought is eliminated.’58 Hitler saw human relationships in terms of a struggle of personality: ‘Mastery always means the transmission of a stronger will to a weaker one,’ which followed, he believed, ‘something in the nature of a physical or biological process’.59 His view of race was narrowly exclusive, rejecting any human material that did not qualify. ‘All who are not of good race in this world,’ he wrote in Mein Kampf, ‘are chaff.’60 The contempt for much of humankind mingled with a deep hatred for anyone defined as the enemy. Hitler's language was always peppered with expressions that reflected the absolute quality of these obsessive animosities: ‘eradicate’, ‘annihilate’, ‘destroy’. Anyone who crossed him became an outcast; like Stalin he had a long and vengeful memory. In Hitler's politics other people were either to be seduced and mastered, or excluded and eliminated.

These were the views and attitudes that Hitler carried with him as he was transformed from radical nationalist agitator into head of state and dictator. The mature politician displayed greater decorum and a self-conscious gravitas, though his outbursts of fierce temper persisted. The rages came to be used as a political instrument, turned on and off deliberately for the effect they had in negotiations, though Hitler continued to be capable of a complete loss of self-control that was quite unfeigned. He exhibited a profound nervous tension, which manifested itself in numerous medical conditions, both real and imagined.61 Though he applauded decisiveness as a political virtue, he was observed often to be in a state of indecision and nervous uncertainty. He was equally capable of sudden moments of certainty and ‘iron resolution’ arrived at abruptly after days of hesitation or summoned up with an impulsive energy, but in either case rendered incontrovertible once they were pronounced. The appearance of a profound capacity for intuitive judgement was one of the techniques Hitler developed to reinforce popular perceptions of him as Germany's messiah. In his daily intercourse Hitler played on the distinction between his outward ordinariness and the exceptional nature claimed for his personality. Modestly but smartly dressed, Hitler would disarm guests and visitors with an apparently placid normality. His smiled greeting, followed by a handshake, ‘the arm held straight and low’, would then be followed by a silence both disconcerting and unexpected. This was the moment when Hitler would gaze fixedly into the eyes in front of him with a searching intensity. The effect could be hypnotic, as though a rabbit had been transfixed by the stare of a snake. The eyes remained, observed one of Hitler's interpreters, ‘fixed steadfastly’ on the victim; ‘those who could withstand this gaze were accepted’, those who wilted or were indifferent dismissed.62

The gap between the messianic pretensions of the dictator and the humdrum nature of the personality grew wider with time. The Hitler who could overturn the Versailles settlement, revive German military power, declare war on half the world and annihilate millions was incomprehensibly different from the small-minded, moralistic, petit bourgeois Hitler, whose favourite meal of the day was afternoon tea. The ordinary Hitler was fussy and fastidious, his cultural tastes limited and safe, his personal regime prim and ascetic, and became more so during the war. After 1933 Hitler led a life that was bound by banal routine. He became more isolated and his lifestyle habitual and carefully, even obsessively, controlled. After the suicide of his niece, Geli Raubal, in 1931, to whom he had a deep attachment, he kept women at a distance. The contrast with Stalin, earthy, coarse and gregarious, is striking. Hitler loathed smoking; Stalin smoked all his life. At Hitler's residences – the chancellery in Berlin and the alpine retreat in the Bavarian township of Berchtesgaden – there were separate rooms for smokers and non-smokers to retire to after meals. No one dared smoke comfortably in his presence. Hitler was almost a teetotaller (he allowed himself a little brandy in milk to help him sleep, and was observed with a glass of champagne the morning Japan attacked the United States at Pearl Harbor); he preferred mineral water at meals, infusions of camomile or lime flowers at other times.63 Hitler was a vegetarian who hated hunting; Stalin ate generous quantities of meat, drank wine or vodka, and was said to be at his most relaxed with a shotgun or a fishing rod.64 Hitler could be obsequiously polite, a gentleman with the opposite sex, and swore so seldom that when he cursed the Italians for surrendering to the Allies in September 1943 a secretary could still recall it in her post-war memoirs.65 Though Hitler saw himself as an artist turned politician, his tastes were anything but bohemian. His favourite opera, despite Wagner, was Franz Lehár's The Merry Widow; he enjoyed the Wild West stories of the German author Karl May; among Hitler's cultural possessions discovered hidden in a salt mine in 1945 was a copy of the song ‘I'm the Captain in my Bathtub’.66

Some explanation for the wide gulf between the dull private self and lowbrow tastes and the strenuous public life lived self-consciously in the midst of world history can be found by interpreting the motives for power. Hitler, like Stalin, did not pursue power simply for its own sake. The trappings of power seem to have meant very little; Hitler's brittle personality may have been psychologically buttressed by power after years of resentful failure, but it was power for a particular purpose. Hitler regarded the power he enjoyed as a gift of Providence for the German people, to be exploited only to rescue Germany from her state of debilitation and shame. ‘This is the miracle of our times,’ he told a party rally in November 1937, ‘that you have found me, that you have found me among so many millions. And I have found you. That is Germany's fortune.’67 Hitler saw himself as Germany's saviour; his personal power was a power assigned by world history, his humble beginnings and simple life merely a reflection of the fact that Hitler was chosen for his mission by a discriminating Providence from among the masses themselves. Shortly after the crisis that led to the purge of Ernst Röhm in June 1934, he made a grave claim in the Reichstag: ‘in this hour I was responsible for the fate of the German people…’68 Hitler was as single-minded about the salvation of the German nation as Stalin was about the survival of the revolution. He came to the conviction that he was the instrument of history to secure that salvation, as Stalin was convinced that he was indispensable for building communism. This profound sense of a destiny fulfilled is consistent with Hitler's whole political career, from the early post-war years when his speeches and writing betray an unsophisticated but unconventional mind wrestling with the lessons of world history, to the final testament dictated in 1945 in which Hitler claimed his place in that history: ‘I have sown the good seed. I have made the German people realize the significance of the struggle they are waging for their very existence…’69

Hitler and Stalin were neither of them normal. They were not, as far as can be judged, mentally unbalanced in any clinical sense, however tempting it has been to assume that monstrous acts and madness should go hand-in-hand. They were men with exceptional personalities and an extraordinary political energy. They were driven in each case by a profound commitment to a single cause, for which, and for differing reasons, they saw themselves as the historical executor. In the face of such a destiny, both men developed an exaggerated morbidity. Stalin had a profound fear of death, and as he got older feared what his loss might mean for the revolution he thought to protect. Hitler, too, became consumed by a fear that he would not live long enough. ‘Oppressed by a terror of time,’ observed the Hamburg party leader Albert Krebs, ‘he wanted to compress a century's development into two decades.’70 Each was ruthless, opportunistic and tactically flexible, their political practice focused uncompromisingly on their personal survival. Both were underestimated by colleagues and rivals, who failed to see that personalities so unobtrusive and modest when at rest disguised a hard core of ambition, political ruthlessness and amoral disregard for others when engaged in the work of politics. They were both absorbed by the daily challenges of political life; both had to construct their road to dictatorship through their own efforts, and in the face of resistance. The singleness of purpose and powerful will displayed by both men in the 1920s did not automatically bring them to the position of unrestricted authority each enjoyed by the 1930s. Dictatorship was not preordained. It is unclear exactly when Stalin realized that his personal power might be a more certain route to secure the revolution than collective leadership – perhaps in the final months of Lenin's life. Only during the sojourn in prison in 1924 did Hitler come to identify himself, tentatively at first, as the figure sent to save Germany. Such self-images took time to evolve, and even longer to communicate convincingly to wider circles of party or public. The starting point for both Stalin and Hitler was to master their own parties before they could make any wider claim to power.

‘We are against questions of Party leadership being decided by one person,’ wrote Nikolai Bukharin in 1929. ‘We are against the replacement of control by a collective with control by a person…’71 The Bolshevik Party in the 1920s after Lenin's death was intended to be a party run by its central caucus. In the first few years after 1924 no one figure dominated in the Central Committee or the Politburo. Decisions on policy were taken after discussion in the central institutions of the party. Stalin's voice was one among many. The core of the central leadership consisted of Zinoviev, Kamenev, Bukharin, Trotsky and the premier appointed to succeed Lenin after his death in 1924, Alexei Rykov. Yet by 1930 all of them had been driven out of the party's top rank and Stalin was widely regarded as the ‘boss’, the single most important figure in the leadership. ‘When he makes his entry,’ claimed an early biography, published in 1931, ‘backs straighten, attentiveness concentrates: the audience is in the presence of the great leader…’72

The five years between 1924 and 1929 were decisive in Stalin's career. During this period he exploited his position as General Secretary to outmanoeuvre and outdistance his colleagues. His first weapon was to appropriate the legacy of the dead Lenin. In October 1923, as Lenin's health slowly declined, Stalin suggested to other party leaders that Lenin's body should be embalmed after his death, but was ridiculed by Trotsky and patronized by Bukharin, who rejected the idea as ‘an insult to his memory’.73 However, by the time of Lenin's death four months later Stalin had succeeded in winning over a majority in the Politburo for the idea. Lenin's preservation was supervised by a Stalin ally, Felix Dzerzhinsky. Stalin was one of the two principal pall-bearers at Lenin's funeral. Three months later, at the Sverdlov party university in Moscow, he gave a series of lectures on Lenin's contribution to Marxist theory. Published as Foundations of Leninism, the work gave coherent shape to Lenin's thought and displayed Stalin as the one party leader who claimed to understand it fully. The book was dedicated to the generation of new young communists who were entering the party since the revolution, for whom a single, clear guide to the Leninist foundations of the revolutionary state was essential. Stalin succeeded in identifying himself in the popular mind as the single authentic executor of revolutionary theory.74

Stalin needed Lenin's legacy to underscore the importance of party unity and of party leadership. Stalin made the attack on factions and splitters a central plank in securing his primacy in the party. In his address to the Congress of Soviets, which met just two days after Lenin's death, Stalin gave pride of place to uncompromising solidarity: ‘Departing from us, Comrade Lenin enjoined us to guard the unity of ourparty as the apple of our eye.’75 In Foundations of Leninism Stalin powerfully reiterated Lenin's resolution passed at the Tenth Congress of the party in 1921 ‘On Party Unity’, though his own writings from the revolutionary period were also full of exhortations for a single party line. The party required ‘unity of will’ and ‘absolute unity of action’; this united will, wrote Stalin, ‘precludes all factionalism and division of authority in the Party’.76 Stalin almost certainly believed that this was the cornerstone of political strategy, but it also suited his own political interests to present himself as the apostle of unity. All those whose authority in the party he undermined in the 1920s were charged with factionalism, an accusation that Stalin introduced insidiously into his speeches and articles to isolate his rivals and to undermine the ground of their resistance.

Above all, Stalin identified himself with the wider interests of the party rank-and-file. Stalin had the advantage of his genuinely plebeian past. He always defined the party as an organization of workers and poor peasants, though much of its leadership was drawn from the more advantaged intelligentsia. His speech on Lenin's death began with the statement ‘We communists are people of a special mould’, but went on to define the ideal party members as ‘the sons of the working class, the sons of want and struggle, the sons of incredible privation’.77 In the Sverdlov lectures he gave notice that intellectuals and other petit bourgeois elements who entered the party as opportunists bent on ideological fragmentation should be expelled by true proletarians through ‘ruthless struggle’, a strategy that he pursued relentlessly against the party's intellectual elite in the years that followed.78 Stalin was able to promote the proletarianization of the party partly through his growing control of personnel appointments in the party apparatus. Stalin's supporters were placed in the offices of the Central Committee and the secretariat responsible for organization and the allocation of appointments. Stalin was always alive to the details of the balance of power in committees and assemblies, although the extent to which this produced a tame Stalin party machine can be exaggerated. Most office-holders were formally appointed by the Central Committee, not by Stalin. A surer explanation for his success with the new party faithful lay in his ability to appear to be the one leader who consistently put the party first before political self-interest or ambition. In committee he developed a tactic that allowed him to have the final say, but to appear to be the spokesman of the party line. ‘At meetings Stalin never took part in a discussion until it was ended,’ reported Boris Bazhanov, who worked with Stalin in the Kremlin. ‘Then when all had spoken, he would get up and say in a few words what was in effect the opinion of the majority.’79 In larger congresses he posed as the voice of party common sense, and parodied, ridiculed and insulted any hint of deviation from a party line that was, in reality, capable of creative distortion when it suited him. Stalin came to be regarded by much of the rest of the party as the loyal representative of the party line and the most reliable champion of party unity.

There were, nonetheless, real issues of revolutionary strategy that divided the party leadership. Well before Lenin's death Trotsky, who had led Soviet forces during the civil war as Commissar for the Workers' and Peasants' Army, became identified with political pos-tions that put him outside the Leninist mainstream. He remained wedded to a greater degree of party democracy and genuine debate over the party line; he was hostile to the New Economic Policy introduced in 1921 as a means to restore a functioning market economy in agriculture and small-scale trade, and instead favoured socialized food production and rapid, large-scale industrialization; finally Trotsky believed that the international work of the revolutionary movement (‘waiting for the world revolution, by giving it a push’) was essential to the task of building socialism in the Soviet Union, whose system would otherwise be merely ‘temporary’.80 Trotsky was an ambitious protagonist who, during 1924, began to distance himself from Leninism and reduce the legend of Lenin's role in 1917, at just the time that Stalin was cementing his own claim as Lenin's successor. Zinoviev and Kamenev, who had supported Stalin over Lenin's testament, also began to turn against him as they came to realize he might undermine their own prospect of leadership. However, by late 1924 Stalin felt strong enough to launch a savage public attack. In a lecture on ‘Trotskyism or Leninism?’ he accused Trotsky of founding a centre for the ‘non-proletarian elements’ in the party committed to destroying the proletarian revolution.81 A month later Stalin published in Pravda a letter written by Trotsky in 1913, which had been discovered in old police files. The letter, to a Georgian Menshevik, was dismissive of Lenin: ‘the whole edifice of Leninism at the present time is built on lying and falsification.’82 The letter severely damaged Trotsky's moral authority in the party, and in January Trotsky asked to be relieved from his post as defence commissar.

For the following two years Stalin relentlessly pursued both Trotsky and his erstwhile allies Zinoviev and Kamenev. They came to be identified by Stalin and his supporters in the party as a ‘United Opposition’, bent on splitting the party by trying to push the pace of economic change and denying the ability of the Soviet Union to build an independent socialist system. Stalin's tactical skill lay in his close attention to details and the slow and deliberate way in which he allowed those details to gnaw away the reputation of his victims. In 1924, for example, he arranged that no further towns, farms or factories should be named after Trotsky. He ordered Trotsky's name to be removed from army political education pamphlets that described him as the leader of the Red Army.83 Anonymous rumours and street libels were spread about Trotsky that played on the fact that he had been a Menshevik for most of his career, joining the party only in 1917. The same tactics were employed with Zinoviev and Kamenev, whose failure to endorse the party's call for an insurrection in October 1917 was turned by Stalin into an example of revolutionary sabotage. By the time of the Fourteenth Party Congress in December 1925 Stalin's rivals had been forced into a position of self-defence, which was weakened by the tendency of all three men to attack Stalin personally, where Stalin always appeared to attack them in the more abstract terms of their threat to the revolution. When Kamenev began a speech condemning Stalin as a party leader, he was shouted down by the congress delegates chanting ‘Stalin! Stalin!’.84 In a speech a year later Stalin opened with the disarming comment that he would try as far as he could ‘to avoid the personal element in my polemic’, and then launched into a savage personal attack on his target.85 Stalin employed crude but effective rhetorical devices to avoid the appearance that this was simply a squabble amongst unruly aspirants for Lenin's throne. During speeches he often spoke of himself in the third person, as if he represented the party even against his own interests.

The opposition grasped one more desperate opportunity to try to outflank Stalin, though it was scarcely the ‘cross-roads in history’ later described by Trotsky in his autobiography.86 In October 1927, already expelled from the Politburo and denied any state office, a Central Committee plenum convened to expel Trotsky and Zinoviev from among their number. Trotsky used the occasion to circulate a long letter on party history, in which he exposed those parts of Lenin's testament that damned Stalin and called for his removal. Copies were reprinted and distributed secretly. On 23 October 1927 there occurred a last dramatic confrontation on the floor of the plenum. Trotsky rose to denounce Stalin in passionate terms as the real danger to the party, a centralizing, bureaucratic ogre who should have been shed by the movement when Lenin had invited it to do so. He was interrupted by regular shouts of ‘slander!’, ‘factionalist!’; others listened with little attention. Stalin, angry and defensive, aware that there had already been awkward questions about why Lenin's testament had been suppressed from wider circulation, gave a reply which, for all Trotsky's accusations that he could not articulate his thoughts or sustain an argument, displayed a controlled resentment of such power that he entirely outbid Trotsky's final plea. He welcomed the attacks on his person: ‘I think it would be strange and offensive,’ he told delegates, ‘if the opposition, which is trying to wreck the Party, were to praise Stalin, who is defending the fundamentals of the Leninist party principle.’87 He accepted unequivocally that he fitted the description from Lenin that he was ‘too rude’, but turned the argument on its head: ‘Yes, comrades, I am rude to those who grossly and perfidiously wreck and split the party.' Stalin urged the plenum to accept that ‘rudeness' was a necessary attribute, not a vice. He called for the expulsion of those who had denounced him, and asked the plenum to rebuke him for his earlier mildness towards them. To amused shouts of ‘That's right, we rebuke you!’ and stormy applause, Stalin carried the day.88 The opposition was expelled from the Central Committee, and the following month from the party. In January 1928 Trotsky was exiled to central Asia and, a year later, to Turkey.

For much of the period of struggle against the so-called ‘left opposition’ Stalin had relied for support in the Politburo and Central Committee from a cohort of leaders around the party economist and editor of Pravda, Nikolai Bukharin. He was a popular figure in the party and the very opposite of Stalin. Unaffected, sociable, open-minded, polite, distinguished by his red hair, trim moustache and goatee beard, Bukharin had a remarkable intelligence and encyclo-paedic knowledge. A teacher's son who studied economics at Moscow University, he joined the party in 1906, fled abroad in 1910 and returned to Russia after the revolution. A party radical in 1917 and during the civil war, in favour of revolutionary war to spread communism in Europe and a rigid and coercive economic mobilization, he changed in the years 1922–3 into a party moderate, in favour of the New Economic Policy and modest industrial development at a pace that the petit bourgeois tradesmen and peasant farmers could accept, a balance captured by his insistence that ‘the city should not rob the village’.89 He was politically inept and guileless, but during the mid-1920s Bukharin was widely regarded as the foremost thinker in the new Soviet system and a likely successor to Lenin. He was on friendly terms with Stalin, but had also been a close intellectual companion of Trotsky. His circle included the Moscow city party leader Nikolai Uglanov, the trade union chairman Mikhail Tomsky and the premier, Alexei Rykov. They did not constitute a clear faction or platform, but they shared a commitment to balanced economic growth and a stable post-revolutionary society, which has come to be seen as the acceptable face of Russian communism and a desirable alternative to Stalinist dictatorship.90

It may be that Stalin had always intended to bring down Bukharin because he saw him as a threat with his reputation as a popular and PATHS TO DICTATORSHIP

likeable figurehead, but the issue that divided them was doctrinal as much as personal. Stalin had never been happy with the implications of the change in economic direction made necessary in 1921. In a long conversation with Bukharin in 1925 on economic prospects, Stalin had stressed that the New Economic Policy would ‘stifle the socialist elements and resurrect capitalism’.91 Stalin favoured faster growth of industry to build a proper proletarian state, but in the contest with Trotsky's ideas on ‘super-industrialization’ he had to play a cautious middle position. In the winter of 1927/8, with the United Opposition defeated, Stalin was able to move towards the position of rapid industrial development for which he had always harboured a strong preference. This meant exacting a greater surplus from the peasantry; in the spring of 1928 Stalin finally pushed through emergency measures of grain collection that formed the first stage of the revolution in the countryside with which Stalin has always been associated. This was the point at issue with Bukharin, and it led to his elimination and the destruction of the remaining group of national leaders around him.

Stalin played a game of political chess with his new victim. Gradually Stalin dropped hints into his speeches to indicate that a new opposition faction was forming, opposed to the economic revolution. Lacking any broad power base or appeal to the more proletarian elements of the movement, Bukharin and his allies found themselves isolated. In Moscow, where Bukharin did have support, Stalin manipulated the city committee elections to gain a majority, and the city's leader, Uglanov, was sacked in November. In January 1929 Stalin finally defined Bukharin as the representative of a platform ‘in opposition to party policy’.92 That same month Bukharin made the mistake of reminding Stalin once again of Lenin's unflattering judgement. In a Pravda article titled ‘Lenin's Political Testament’, Bukharin outlined what he saw as true Leninism, and he accused Stalin of undermining Lenin's commitment to party democracy. In a statement issued on 30 January Bukharin boldly stated that the ‘Stalinist regime is no longer tolerable in our party’.93 Stalin worked to achieve a majority in the Central Committee and then demolished remaining resistance. At a Central Committee plenum in April Bukharin's supporters attacked Stalin and his record in the party. To each personal slight Stalin remarked ‘this is trivial’, but then concluded in his own defence by citing Lenin's damning indictment of Bukharin in the testament, that his Marxism was scholastic and unorthodox. The committee voted to remove the ‘right opposition’ from their posts. Bukharin lost his Politburo seat in November 1929 and the editorship of Pravda. He, Rykov and Tomsky were forced to write an obsequious letter confessing their errors. Tomsky was removed from the chairmanship of the trade unions, and Rykov's place as premier was taken by Stalin's close ally Vyacheslav Molotov, in December 1930. The ‘right opposition’ as an organized platform was largely a fiction, but there did exist real differences of opinion over political strategy. Stalin did not believe that Bukharin really understood the revolutionary drive at the core of Leninism. In an angry exchange on the eve of Bukharin's expulsion Stalin snarled at him: ‘Your lot are not Marxists, you're witch-doctors. Not one of you understood Lenin!’94

In December 1929 Stalin's fiftieth birthday was celebrated country-wide; the list of Politburo members, which had always been given in Pravda in alphabetical order as an indication of the collective leadership of the party, was changed to distinguish Stalin as ‘Lenin's first pupil' and the party's guide. This was a first and necessary step to establishing the personal rule of the 1930s.95

Hitler's mastery of his party took place in a very different context. There was no question that he was prepared to tolerate ‘collective leadership’ in any formal sense. When he emerged from Landsberg jail in December 1924 his object was to restore his position as undisputed party leader forfeited during his incarceration. Hitler, unlike Stalin, had to master a restless party far from any prospect of power, while Stalin was a senior member of a governing party. The period in prison left Hitler in a difficult position. His party was banned in all German provinces except Thuringia.96 In July 1924 he gave up political activity altogether until his release at the end of the year. Outside, the small groups of National Socialists split into different factions, some joining a radical nationalist umbrella organization in northern Germany, others a small pan-German association in Bavaria. The first group, the National Socialist Freedom Party, chose the elderly General Ludendorff as a substitute leader in Hitler's absence, but the Bavarian wing would not accept him. The movement that greeted Hitler when he returned to politics in 1925 was tiny and divided; the party publishing house in Munich, the Eher-Verlag, employed only three people.97 Hitler reorganized the party largely around allegiance to his own person. His first public address on 27 February 1925 was in the same beer cellar in Munich where the Putsch had been launched. Thousands surrounded the hall, unable to get seats. Inside he called for loyalty to his personal authority. Local nationalist leaders, who clustered around Hitler when he had finished, ‘reached out the hand of reconciliation’, one witness observed, by placing themselves under him ‘unconditionally’.98

The following two years were a watershed in Hitler's career. He began his renewed ascent to party domination from unpromising foothills. The radical nationalist wing of German politics was small and fractured. Hitler enjoyed the unqualified support of a few thousand Bavarian nationalists; the northern German organization was dominated by revolutionary nationalists who were less enthusiastic about Hitler's authoritarianism; Ludendorff was still a large personality on the fringes of the movement; and there existed the looming figure of an ambitious young pharmacist, Gregor Strasser, who, during Hitler's absence, had begun to act as the ‘trustee’ for the imprisoned Führer. Strasser was Bukharin to Hitler's Stalin. Though he is often portrayed as representing a ‘northern’ wing of the party, Strasser was a Bavarian, born in 1892 into a devoutly Catholic family. His father was a minor civil servant. Strasser, like Hitler, fought throughout the war, also winning the Iron Cross First and Second Class; like Hitler he regarded the war as the central experience of his life. His personality was, in many ways, the antithesis of Hitler's. Strasser was naturally gregarious, cheerful, open and humorous; his large frame and strong voice, his ready smile and air of unforced authority made him a born leader and a popular figure both inside and outside the party. His view of politics was shaped by the trench experience: a powerful revolutionary nationalism that rejected the old imperial order entirely in favour of an organic national community, based not on class divisions and privileges but on common labour for the nation. ‘Because we had become nationalists in the trenches,’ he told an audience in 1924, ‘we could not help becoming socialists in the trenches.’99 Hitler's movement was a natural home for Strasser. He joined the party in 1922, and in March 1923 took over a Bavarian regiment of the party's paramilitary organization, the Sturm-Abteilung (SA). When Hitler was in prison Strasser emerged as one of the leading members of the radical nationalist bloc set up to contest elections in the absence of the banned National Socialist party, and was elected to the Reichstag in December 1924. Unlike a number of prominent right-wing radicals, Strasser decided to rejoin Hitler in February 1925, but to do so as ‘a colleague’ not a ‘follower’.100

Hitler accepted Strasser's collaboration in rebuilding the emaciated party, but he remained unambiguously committed to the idea that he alone could lead it to future triumphs. This conviction had hardened in the months in prison, fed by the sycophantic attentions of his secretary and amanuensis Rudolf Hess, who shared prison with a leader whom he dubbed ‘the Tribune’. After the re-founding meeting, Hess noted his master's ‘unshakeable belief in his own destiny’.101 Hitler's view of party organization rejected ideas of party democracy favoured by some party officials; his conception of the movement was based entirely on the idea that he was the potential saviour of Germany whose ideas and political behaviour should not be subject to the will or advice of others. On 14 February 1926 Hitler summoned the senior party leadership to a conference in the northern Bavarian city of Bamberg. Among the leaders sat party radicals who preferred a revolutionary path to power. These were loosely organized in a work group set up the previous July by Strasser to co-ordinate the strategy of the party outside Bavaria; Strasser had also drawn up a modified version of the party programme of 1920, which he hoped the party might adopt. Hitler spoke relentlessly for five hours. He insisted that the party programme was unalterable (‘the foundation of our religion, our ideology’); he rejected a path of revolutionary struggle in favour of a parliamentary path to power; above all, he made it clear that he was indispensable to the success of the movement.102 Five months later, at the first congress since the party was re-founded, held on 4 July in the city of Weimar, Hitler's personal authority in the party was accepted by the majority and his position as party Führer, a title formally approved at Weimar, rendered for the moment unassailable.

There is no doubt that Hitler exploited his personal appeal and charismatic image ruthlessly in order to clear away any possible challenges to his leadership and to simplify the process of working out party strategy. Nonetheless there existed real differences in the party over major issues of doctrine and tactics. Strasser represented the party circles who favoured an assertive ‘Germanic’ form of socialism: ‘We are socialists,’ he wrote in 1926 in a pamphlet setting out the future tasks of the movement, ‘[and] are enemies, deadly enemies of the present capitalist economic system.’103 There were circles equally hostile to the idea that the party should focus all its efforts on becoming the nationalist representative of the urban working classes. This difference was reflected in a disagreement over tactics: the ‘socialist’ wing favoured more uncompromising hostility to parliament, the moderates argued for the legal path to power. It is tempting to compare Hitler's approach to the argument with Stalin's tactics in the debate on Soviet industrialization. Both men opposed the radical option because it was associated with party circles that represented a possible threat to their own political position. Hitler largely shared, and continued to promote in the 1930s, the Strasserite view that the old economic order was bankrupt and unjust, and should be replaced by an economic system based on ‘achievement’ for the nation.104 But he recognized that uncompromising revolutionism would alienate electors and might, in the end, sweep him away as well.

The strength or coherence of the opposition Hitler faced can be overstated. There was no equivalent of the ‘United Opposition’, since most party leaders came to accept that without Hitler the party would look indistinguishable from the other radical nationalist splinter groups jostling for survival. The evident differences in political outlook and ideology reflected the heterogeneous origin of the many nationalist groups and associations that were absorbed into the party. Such differences could be overcome only through uncritical allegiance to Hitler, just as the no-less-diverse ideological positions in the Soviet communist party of the 1920s were eventually united by reliance on Stalin's party line. Both parties were broad ideological, political and social coalitions, not monolithic movements. Hitler devoted a large part of his political energy before 1933 to the task of managing the party, smoothing over differences, expelling dissidents, binding local party leaders with a constant round of conciliatory visits, face-to-face encounters and uplifting talks. There were, nevertheless, objections to the idea that a party could rely chiefly on the manufactured myth of a German messiah. Artur Dinter, a consistent opponent of a Hitler-centred movement, and former party leader in Thuringia, introduced a resolution at a major party conference on organizational reform in August 1928 intended to limit Hitler's authority with the appointment of a party senate. In the subsequent vote Dinter was the only one to register approval. In October he was expelled from the party, and Hitler sent a circular letter for all party leaders to sign, confirming their rejection of any limitations on his authority. All returned their signatures.105

Other serious challenges were provoked by the revolutionary wing of the movement, whose views were reinforced when the 1928 Reichstag elections showed that the legal path to power had achieved strikingly little. The National Socialists won only twelve seats, and polled fewer votes than the nationalist bloc had done in 1924. Party policy shifted from the struggle to win the workers away from Marxism to a search for votes among farmers and small-town middle classes. The urban strategy was not abandoned, but the socialism became less obtrusive. This raised particular problems with the paramilitary wing of the movement, since the SA was predominantly urban and had a large proportion of manual workers in its ranks. It was re-founded later than the party, in autumn 1926, and led by a former Freikorps leader, Franz Pfeffer von Salomon. He became a champion of an SA organization independent of the central party apparatus, and he shared the uneasiness of many SA leaders about the overblown personal leadership imposed on the movement by Hitler.106 In 1930 that resentment boiled over into an open rupture. In July 1930 Gregor Strasser's brother Otto, who represented a small group of uncompromising anti-capitalist revolutionaries, seceded from the party with a formal announcement that ‘the socialists leave the NSDAP’.107 In August von Salomon resigned in protest at the failure of the party to support the aspirations of the SA to become a proto-army to rival the established armed forces. Hitler calmed the subsequent crisis by declaring that he would take over the SA himself, and offering some small concessions. However, the following spring a full-blown rebellion broke out among the SA in eastern Germany, led by Walther Stennes, who briefly overturned the party leadership in Berlin on 1 April and declared the SA in control, only to be swept aside after an emotional appeal by Hitler on the absolute necessity for loyalty. A subsequent purge suspended all SA members, subject to political vetting. Hitler centralized control over SA appointments in the party headquarters, and forced all SA leaders to swear a personal oath of obedience to him. The SA was finally taken under the control of another former Freikorps leader, Ernst Rohm, who had been Hitler's superior officer in 1919, and a fellow defendant in 1924.108

Hitler faced one remaining obstacle before he was offered the chancellorship in January 1933. Though Gregor Strasser never denied his personal loyalty to Hitler, he remained a colleague rather than an assistant. In 1928 he was made Organization Leader of the party, and rationalized and streamlined its structure and procedures to cope with the large increase in party members provoked by the economic crisis after 1929. He was a popular and widely respected politician and the party's most effective and notorious parliamentary figure. From 1930 onwards he began to shift away from the more socialist elements in his thinking to focus on the need for real political power. He explored contacts with other political parties and their spokesmen; unlike Hitler, who would brook no compromise coalitions that failed to deliver him the chancellorship, Strasser feared that Hitler's stubbornness would lose the party any opportunity of power, shared or otherwise. In the summer of 1932 failure loomed as large as success and Strasser became impatient. In October he advocated a bloc with the trade unions and other nationalist parties: ‘whoever wants to go along with us is welcome’.109 He negotiated with the Catholic Centre Party; he negotiated with army leaders, and became an ally of Kurt von Schleicher, the defence minister and an advocate of a broad national-social alliance to which leaders other than Strasser were also attracted. When the election of November 1932 showed a sharp slump in the National Socialist vote, Strasser moved towards an open rupture, hopeful that he could bring important elements of the party with him, or persuade Hitler to accept a coalition and collective leadership. On 3 December Schleicher offered Strasser the vice-chancellorship in a coalition government; after ten years in opposition there was evident temptation. In a tense face-to-face confrontation in the Kaiserhof Hotel in Berlin, Hitler ordered Strasser to stop any further negotiations. Instead of splitting the party and joining the government, on 8 December Strasser abruptly resigned and withdrew almost entirely from politics, unable himself, at the last moment, to deny the importance of Hitler to the national revolution he wanted to see fulfilled in Germany.110

Strasser and Bukharin have both come to be regarded as genuine historical alternatives to the dictatorships that swept them both aside. Had Strasser succeeded in reducing Hitler's authority, or replacing him altogether in a nationalist coalition early in 1933, the personal dictatorship might perhaps have been averted. Had Bukharin exploited the position described in Lenin's testament as ‘the favourite of the entire party’ to promote his own version of the revolution successfully, then Stalin might have been unseated or forced to accept a partnership.111 There can be no doubt in either case that the history of Germany and the Soviet Union would have been different if they had won their parties' confidence. But it is important not to see either alternative as the acceptable face of communism or National Socialism, moderate shadows of the fanatical reality. Strasser was an extreme anti-Semite, a bitter opponent of Marxism, a revisionist in foreign policy and an anti-parliamentarian in his politics. Bukharin began his Soviet career on the extreme revolutionary wing, and his commitment to economic caution did not make him any more of a democrat; as a senior member of the Politburo he gave his support to the full range of authoritarian provisions introduced in the 1920s. They were not so much alternatives to Hitler or Stalin as varieties.

In the event neither Bukharin nor Strasser was a strong enough personality to overcome the grave weaknesses confronting all opposition to the future dictators. Both men were direct and uncomplicated personalities, whose straightforwardness was a handicap in dealing with the covert or devious political manoeuvrings they confronted in Stalin and Hitler, both of whom relished the art of politics and were ruthless in its practice. Neither had the ambition or singleness of purpose or willpower to seize the leadership, as they demonstrated through their limp reaction to the confrontation when it eventually came. Their doctrinal differences with their dominant rivals have been exaggerated by historians keen to highlight other possible outcomes to the crises of the 1920s.112 Above all, neither man succeeded in convincing either the party mass or the wider population that they could deliver key political pledges more effectively. Hitler and Stalin both appealed over the heads of the cohort of party leaders to the mass of ordinary members who came to identify them as indispensable to the party's future. Strasser and Bukharin were condemned to a grisly fate, nonetheless, for representing a genuine sentiment in both parties critical of the style of leadership adopted by Hitler and Stalin. Strasser was arrested at his home on 30 June 1934 on the pretext that he was conspiring to overturn the state, and was shot by an SS captain a few hours later in a cell in the secret police headquarters in Berlin. Bukharin clung on to a limited career in the party, humiliated by Stalin for eight years until he was finally made to stand trial in March 1938 as a counter-revolutionary terrorist. Condemned to death, he wrote a brief note to Stalin on the night he was shot, 15 March 1938: ‘Koba, why do you need me to die?’113

Mastery of the party was not enough to explain the coming of dictatorship, though it was an essential precondition. The transition to personal dictatorship can best be explained as a product of two periods of intense crisis, one in the Soviet Union, one in Germany. The crises were historically distinct but both were revolutionary in character. In the Soviet Union the years from 1928 witnessed an exceptional social upheaval with the onset of collectivization, the Five-Year Plans and a prolonged assault on the culture, ideas and expertise defined as ‘bourgeois’ which the regime had tolerated or exploited in the 1920s. The so-called ‘second revolution’ returned to the radical trajectory and social conflicts of the early post-revolutionary years of civil war so as to speed up the creation of socialism. In Germany the exceptional social and political crisis ushered in by the slump in 1929 spawned a nationalist revolution which rejected entirely the political system, culture and social values of the republic and sought an authentic ‘German’ national community. This revolution was also hostile to ‘bourgeois’ values, which were regarded as western, cosmopolitan and divisive. National regeneration was regarded as a return to the trajectory of national self-assertion interrupted by war and defeat.

Hitler and Stalin emerged from the political in-fighting of the 1920 as the supreme representatives of the two revolutions and of the circles in both populations that endorsed and participated in them. Neither upheaval was simply orchestrated by Stalin or Hitler, though both played important roles in promoting crisis and exploiting the political opportunities that it offered. The revolutions were the result of social forces and historical circumstances that were difficult to predict or to control; they generated violence and political conflict on a wide scale. The instability of both societies, deep in the throes of crisis, encouraged the search for figures of political stature who could be trusted to end the disorder, while, at the same time, securing the revolutionary outcome. Stalin and Hitler relied in the passage to full dictatorship on popular support and a widespread perception, even among those who were not eager converts, that they might be a source of political stability, a representation of revolutionary order. Neither man could usurp power in any crude or direct way. The dictatorships were the fruit of a unique historical conjuncture in which the pretensions of the two leaders matched, if imperfectly, the aspirations of those they sought to represent.

The ‘second revolution’ in the Soviet Union was the product of the evident paradox at the heart of the post-revolutionary settlement in 1921, when Lenin pushed through the New Economic Policy. The decision to permit private agriculture and private trade had obvious repercussions in a society where four-fifths still worked the land and many ‘workers’ were still craftsmen and small shopkeepers. The decision in the same year to end factionalism and stamp out any alternative political forces left a predominantly urban revolutionary party, formally committed to building a modern workers' state and large-scale industry, in charge of a community where modernizing socialism was difficult to impose. This contradiction was unavoidable once it was recognized by much of the party that revolutions were not going to occur elsewhere in Europe in the 1920s. The battles between Trotsky and Stalin were about the implications to be drawn from this reality. Trotsky represented a narrow constituency that saw the revolution ultimately doomed if it could not spread; Stalin was the leading spokesman of the rest of the party, which came to accept that the exemplary construction of socialism in the Soviet Union was the prelude to encouraging revolution elsewhere. Trotsky's defeat left the party to face the logic of its own position. Social and economic conditions had to be radically and swiftly transformed if the Soviet Union alone were to demonstrate what a socialist society looked like. In a speech to industrial managers in February 1931, echoing comments he had already made at the Central Committee in November 1929, Stalin presented economic transformation as a fundamental question of revolutionary survival: ‘We are fifty or a hundred years behind the advanced countries. We must make good this distance in ten years. Either we do it, or we shall go under.’114 Stalin reminded his listeners that the transformation of the Soviet Union was the model for the world proletariat, who would look at the modernized state and declare, ‘There you have my advanced detachment, my shock brigade, my working-class state power, my fatherland!’115

The process of constructing the model socialist state was in reality violent, socially destructive and often chaotically supervised. The turning point came in the years 1927 and 1928. During the winter of 1927 grain supplies to the cities fell sharply. In November and December they were half the levels of 1926.116 The grain crisis was caused partly by the failure of industry to supply enough consumer goods; peasants held on to their grain to increase their bargaining power with the state. Yet at the same time the state economic planners had produced the outlines of what became the First Five-Year Plan to try to raise overall levels of industrial production, particularly heavy industry, more rapidly. The grain crisis compromised the industrial plan; it also demonstrated that the market forces at the heart of the New Economic Policy threatened to shift the balance in Soviet society to the large segments engaged in private trade and production. By the spring of 1928 there was a rising tide of party opinion against peasant speculators, or kulaks, and in favour of more rapid industrial growth. In January extraordinary measures had been introduced under Article 107 of the Criminal Code on speculation, in order to extort more grain from the peasantry and punish those who held on to it. During 1928 the Five-Year Plan was begun with an emphasis on heavy industry rather than consumer goods; party agents were sent out to the villages to reduce the threat of hoarding from farmers resentful at the lack of things to buy. ‘We cannot allow our industry,’ Stalin announced early in 1928, ‘to be dependent on the caprice of the kulaks.’117

The result was an end to the social collaboration and moderate economics of the 1920s. In the countryside party activists, resentful of a peasantry that might hold the revolution to ransom, launched a new class war against any peasant who was defined as a capitalist, often on the most slender evidence. The poorer peasantry and rural workers were mobilized to push through a social revolution in the countryside. The traditional village assembly, or skhod, was exploited as an instrument to isolate the ‘rich’ peasants and opponents of state policy, and increase their quota of state supplies to levels that would eliminate their market power. Traditional carnival and rituals of humiliation were encouraged against kulaks, who were paraded through the village streets, made to wear tar collars, or publicly beaten.118 The strategy to use the peasantry itself to push through what the party wanted - called by Stalin the ‘Urals-Siberian method’, where it was first successfully practised – produced a revolutionary momentum that opened out in 1929 into open and violent class warfare and, by the end of the year, a formal policy of ‘dekulakization’. During the year the party moved in favour of collectivized agriculture – large state-organized farms in place of small private peasant plots, and the destruction of the independent market in agricultural products. Mass collectivization began in October; a month later Stalin announced what he called ‘the Great Turn’ in the process of building a modern, socialized agriculture. He saw the crisis as central to revolutionary survival: ‘Either we succeed,’ he told the Central Committee plenum, ‘or we go under.’119 On 27 December 1929 Stalin finally called for an uncompromising policy of ‘liquidating the kulaks as a class’. The language of violent class warfare permeated all rural policy.

The renewal of revolutionary class war moved forward on other fronts, encouraged by those party leaders who, like Stalin, feared that the era of the New Economic Policy would lead to a slow revival of capitalist society. In March 1929 the maximum industrial plan was confirmed by the Supreme Soviet, marking the onset of a programme that physically transformed the Soviet Union and led to a mass exodus from the countryside into the new industrial centres. The party used the social upheaval to launch an aggressive proletarianization of Soviet society. Hundreds of thousands of new party members were drafted in from the factories, swamping the older generation of pre-revolutionary Bolsheviks. Cultural production was controlled to exclude more experimental forms of expression, which were defined as formalist or bourgeois, and authentic proletarian art patronized. The cultural revolution was one facet of a sustained war against the remnants of the bourgeois class and bourgeois values, which was signalled in March 1928 with a show trial of engineers from the Shakhty coal mines in the southern Ukraine. The fifty-three engineers were accused of deliberate sabotage and counter-revolutionary ‘wrecking’ activities. Most were found guilty and five were executed. The trial marked an end to the period in which so-called bourgeois experts were regarded as welcome collaborators. In April 1928 Stalin argued that the trial exposed a new form of bourgeois counter-revolution ‘against proletarian dictatorship’. The fear of renewed ‘offensives against Soviet power’ from domestic capitalist forces was used as the excuse to harass, arrest, imprison or execute thousands of the old intelligentsia at work in industry and bureaucracy, including a number of the country's top economists and statisticians who had made possible the industrial planning of the late 1920s.120

The effects of the renewed revolutionary class war were, in the short term, disastrous. The old generation of experts was replaced by hastily trained cadres of proletarian substitutes. Industry expanded, but in a frenzy of half-finished projects, unfulfilled quotas and poor-quality output, which encouraged successive waves of persecutions for wrecking. The most damaging consequences were felt in the countryside, where millions of peasants resisted the sudden transformation of their existence violently, turning parts of the rural Soviet Union into a state of undeclared civil war. Equipment and buildings were destroyed or burned down. Farmers destroyed their livestock rather than let them fall into the hands of the state: between 1928 and 1933 the stock of cattle fell 44 per cent, the number of sheep by 65 per cent, the number of horses, vital for ploughing in a pre-tractor age, by more than half. Grain output fell, but central procurement rose, leaving much of the countryside desperately short of food.121 Peasant resistance provoked a spiralling violence as communist party members, officials and policemen fanned out into the provinces from the cities to combat peasant sabotage. Violent clashes and acts of terrorism rose from a little over 1,000 incidents in 1928 to reach 13,794 by 1930. That year there were 1,198 murders and 5,720 attempted murders and serious assaults, most directed at party activists and peasants who voluntarily joined the collectives. Riots and demonstrations multiplied as well, reaching more than 13,000 in 1930, involving, according to official estimates, an aggregate of more than 2.4 million peasants.122 The authorities wilted under the assault and in March 1930 Stalin announced a temporary pause, blaming communist activists for being ‘dizzy with success’ in the countryside. By October the proportion of collectivized farms in Russia dropped from 59 per cent to 22 per cent.123 The regime regrouped, and the following year collectivization was pushed through by force: more than 2 million farmers were deported to the labour camps of the north and east, and 2 million more deported within their own region.124

In 1932 the crisis finally produced massive famine. In a vast swathe of population from Kazakhstan through the northern Caucasus to the Ukraine, as a consequence of excessive procurement levels, loss of manpower and horses, peasant demoralization and resistance, an estimated 4–5 million died of malnutrition and hunger-induced disease in the winter of 1932/3. That year the crisis ushered in by the second revolution reached its peak. Industrial output slowed and inflation rose. A strike movement broke out among the Moscow industrial workforce in April in reaction to food shortages. The situation in the Ukraine, where the party insisted on extracting the maximum quotas as a punishment for peasant resistance, was so desperate that it prompted Stalin to remark, in an urgent letter written in August 1932, ‘we may lose the Ukraine’, though his reaction was, characteristically, to insist on tougher measures against saboteurs and criminals.125 In March 1932 a group of communists grouped around Martem'ian Ryutin, a Central Committee candidate, produced a 200-page document titled ‘Stalin and the Crisis of the Proletarian Dictatorship’, which analysed in detail the failures of the second revolution. In September the so-called Ryutin platform circulated to the Central Committee a ‘Letter of the Eighteen Bolsheviks', which called on all party members to get the country ‘out of the crisis and dead end’ through ‘the liquidation of the dictatorship of Stalin and his clique’.126 They were all expelled from the party in October 1932, though their views reflected a broader anxiety in the party about the rural crisis. Though Stalin called for Ryutin's execution, the Politburo demurred. Stalin had to accept a prison sentence for him instead.

The regime kept control during the crisis of the second revolution partly because of the popular support given to what was widely regarded as a real effort at last to bring the revolution back to its essential socialist principles. Mass resistance in the countryside was also accompanied by greater enthusiasm from poorer or landless rural workers, who co-operated in denouncing those alleged to be kulaks. The new cadres of more proletarian party members, who formed brigades of revolutionary ‘shock workers’ in the factories, or toured the villages bearing revolutionary good tidings, welcomed the new direction because of the advantages it promised to a working class that had seen little benefit from the New Economic Policy. Molotov, who became premier in 1930, encouraged the ‘unleashing of the revolutionary forces of the working class and poor and middle peasants’.127 The chief beneficiary of this movement was Stalin himself, who deliberately threw his weight behind the new wave of class war. He came to be seen as a figure indispensable to the party and the country during the critical years of revolutionary reconstruction. ‘It happened,’ complained Bukharin in 1936, ‘that he became a kind of symbol of the party, and the lower ranks, the workers, the people believe in him.’128 Even those who disliked what Stalin represented were drawn to support his revolutionary activism. ‘I cannot bear inaction,’ wrote Ivan Smirnov, a former Trotsky supporter. ‘I must build!’129 Stalin succeeded in establishing his authority as a symbol of solidity in a changing world. Even in 1932, at the height of the crisis, this sense that he was necessary outbid Ryutin's belief that he was not. ‘Loyalty to Stalin,’ wrote Alexander Barmin later, ‘was based principally on the conviction that there was no one to take his place… to stop now or attempt a retreat would mean the loss of everything.’130 The first revolution was identified with Lenin; the second revolution was a broad movement forward to complete the processes unleashed by the first. It came to be identified as Stalin's revolution, and his claim to supreme authority grew with the crisis itself.

The ‘national revolution’ in Germany has always been identified with Hitler and National Socialism, since the end product was a Hitler dictatorship; hence the efforts made by historians to identify the reasons for the party's electoral success and the precise nature of its social constituency as explanations for its rise to power. Yet in reality Hitler became the representative of a much broader movement of political nationalism, which emerged well before the National Socialist party became electorally significant, and which collaborated with National Socialism after it became a mass movement. Significant numbers of Germans who were not convinced party members or voters welcomed the end of the Weimar Republic and the rebirth of Germany; the early years of Hitler's government were years of nationalist coalition. Hitler came to power only because a group of conservative nationalists around the ageing president, Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg, elected as a symbol of the nation in 1925, judged, reluctantly, that Hitler was essential to carry the broader national revolution through to its conclusion. The years of crisis after 1929 were exploited by National Socialism more successfully than any other nationalist movement, but in the main that success rested on the ability of the party to speak a language of social revival and national assertion that enjoyed a wide popular resonance. Hitler depended for his ultimate political authority on the representativeness of his appeal.

The economic crisis can only ineffectively be conveyed as a series of sharply falling graphs. In the course of four years the world's second industrial power saw trade fall by more than half, two-fifths of the workforce jobless, the rest on short time or falling wages, shopkeepers and small businesses impoverished, the state near the point of declaring its bankruptcy.131 Most Germans had experienced only two or three years since 1919 in which economic growth reached pre-war levels, and the sudden economic collapse that followed produced profound shock waves of social hardship and political crisis. The Reichstag coalition, made up of liberals and social-democrats, fell apart in 1930 in arguments about social security payments, and from then until 1933 government was based on emergency presidential decree and administrative action by the Chancellor. Reichstag elections in 1930 and in the summer of 1932 only illustrated the decline in the electoral fortunes of moderate opinion and the rise of parties committed to anti-parliamentary and extra-parliamentary activity: the combined share of the vote taken by National Socialism and the German Communist Party rose from 31 to 52 per cent between the two elections. The revival of communism played an important part in rekindling popular memories of the post-war German revolution; the economic collapse inspired wide fears that the end of capitalism might mean social disintegration and civil war. ‘It was depressingly familiar,’ wrote one witness, ‘[it] had the smell of 1919 or 1920.1132 Politics was perceived to be about fundamental issues concerning the future of Germany. The political violence and rising crime that marked the years after 1929 were viewed as symptoms of a profound moral crisis. In 1932 alone 155 people were killed in political clashes, including 55 National Socialists and 54 communists.133 Thousands more were wounded or threatened. Gregor Strasser was suspended from parliament for assaulting a fellow deputy. The police system struggled to contain the violence. Guns were regularly used to settle disputes. At times Hitler himself carried a loaded pistol. Political sentiment degenerated into expressions of deep resentment and violent hatreds.

Nationalist forces in Germany often spoke about the need for ‘revolution’. It was a word frequently used by Hitler to describe the destruction of the existing order and the party's plans to build a new Germany.134 However, nationalism was divided in the 1920s, not only by personality, but by differing versions of the nation. Until 1929 National Socialism was a small part of the nationalist political establishment, distrusted by other nationalists. ‘Most people looked upon us as immature hotheads,’ explained an SA man in an essay for the social researcher Theodore Abel written in 1934, ‘sacrificing their time and money for a chimerical cause.’135 Hitler, recalled another witness, ‘was still widely regarded as a somewhat embarrassing figure with a dismal past’.136 The nationalist constituency included the German National People's Party, led from 1928 by the press baron Alfred Hugenberg, the German People's Party and a fringe of smaller parties and lobby-groups that shared much of the outlook of German nationalists. There were paramilitary and veterans’ organizations numbered in millions, the largest of which was the Stahlhelm, or Steel Helmet, led by Franz Seldte. There were trade associations and unions, like the large German-national Commercial Employees Association, whose views were broadly nationalist. There was an influential radical nationalist intelligentsia whose spokesmen shaped the expectations for national regeneration and social reform, very few of whom were National Socialists. These many groups were united by hostility to republican politics, an enthusiasm for authoritarianism, militarism and treaty revision and, in some, though by no means all cases, the desire to construct a new social order.

This was the diverse nationalist constituency that struggled to find a political solution after 1929 that would avoid a return to parliamentary rule, and could protect the nation from communism, while reviving Germany's economy and power. In the summer of 1929 a national ‘Reich Committee’ was established, combining Hugenberg's nationalists, Seldte's veterans and the conservative nationalist Pan-German League under Heinrich Class. Hitler's movement was also linked to it, but during the course of 1930 and 1931 National Socialism sought to outbid its allies by promoting a more strident and radical nationalist message. Many of the smaller movements merged with Hitler's party, or instructed their members to vote for National Socialist candidates. By 1932 National Socialism, by dint of its effective propaganda and organization, had become the largest element of the nationalist movement. The central appeal rested on the projection of Hitler as the man Germany had been looking for. In November 1932 the election posters declared: ‘Hitler, Our Last Hope’. The drop in the National Socialist vote in those elections did not necessarily reflect the ebbing of enthusiasm for a national rebirth, only in the ability of Hitler to deliver it.

Hitler was rescued by the growing fear among conservative nationalists, many of whom were repelled by the street violence and populism of the movement, that the unresolved political crisis of 1932 would open the way further to communism and civil war. He was invited to form a ‘Cabinet of National Unity’ on 30 January 1933, in which National Socialists would have only three seats. Hitler's appointment did not usher in dictatorship, but it did signal the point at which a national revolution moved from aspiration to reality. During the following year and a half a process that was described as ‘co-ordination’ (Gleichschaltung) took place across Germany; thousands were removed from their posts because they had not been part of the national revolutionary struggle, and thousands more ended up in prisons and camps, victims of a wave of unrestricted brutality and intimidation. The civil war mentality distinguished not between National Socialists and others, but between nationalists and others, and the violence that scarred the first months of the regime was directed at the alleged enemies of the nation, principally socialists, Jews and Christians who actively opposed the movement. The national revolution was driven forward by a broad coalition of nationalist forces that began to crystallize into a more specifically National Socialist version of the revolution only with the abolition of all other political parties in the summer of 1933. Even after this, the coalition with conservative nationalists persisted. The nationalist banker Hjalmar Schacht held the important economics ministry, Seldte became Minister of Labour, and the finance minister was a career bureaucrat. None was a member of the party.

Hitler was evidently the chief beneficiary of the nationalist revolution. The development of a mass following for the party legitimized his claim to represent that revolution. Hitler's popularity with around one-third of the electorate in 1932 gave him a stronger claim to political leadership than any other figure in the nationalist movements. Strasser's hesitancy in challenging Hitler in 1932 stemmed from his private belief that he would damage the prospects for Germany's future if he split the party. Like Stalin, Hitler played on fears of class war to enhance his claim. The more he preached the threat from communism, a tactic that peaked in the spring of 1933 when he won the legal means to destroy the communist movement, the more Hitler emerged in the popular mind as the man who would save Germany. Crisis was essential to that purpose. In 1929 Strasser had recognized this reality when he said ‘we want catastrophe… because only catastrophe… will clear the way for those new tasks which we National Socialists name’.137 Even those who distrusted Hitler, like the Catholic politician Franz von Papen, who was instrumental in persuading the President to appoint Hitler to the chancellorship, thought that only Hitler held the key to the rallying of the fractured nationalist forces in 1933. In the March 1933 election the National Socialists won 44 per cent of the vote, but the nationalist parties together won a majority – 52 per cent. Many nationalists retained their distaste for the social radicalism and racial violence of Hitler's followers, but very few wanted Germany to return to the economic chaos and political civil wars of the early 1930s.138 In this sense Hitler's widening authority, like Stalin's, rested on evaluations that were both positive and negative. For those who endorsed dictatorship, some did so with enthusiasm, some with reluctant and calculated complicity, from fear that the alternative might plunge the system backwards, losing the gains of the second revolution or undermining the salvation of the nation. Prolonged crisis was inseparable from this process; in each case the ambitions or the sense of destiny that drove Hitler and Stalin forward allowed them at the critical juncture to pose as the representative of all those who hankered for change with stability. Without crisis it is more difficult to believe that either politician could have been transformed into the larger person of dictator.

When did they become dictators? This is a question that has no clear historical answer. Stalin's dictatorship is conventionally dated from the point in December 1929 when his birthday was extravagantly celebrated in the pages of Pravda. This point certainly marked his mastery of the party machine, but he was still regarded among the public as one among a number of party figures, perhaps primus inter pares but not yet the unrestricted authority of the later 1930s. When one of the porters at a Moscow university was asked in 1929 whom he meant when he talked about the ‘new Tsar’, he named the Soviet president, Mikhail Kalinin.139 The projection of Stalin as the figure who would build the new socialist community evolved during the second revolution, but he was never called ‘dictator’ except by his detractors. Hitler's dictatorship, by contrast, appears to rest on more solid ground. His appointment as Chancellor on 30 January 1933 is often taken as the starting date of a ‘Hitler dictatorship’, even though he was chancellor in a cabinet composed largely of non-National Socialist nationalists, under a President who retained emergency powers to overrule his chancellor, or to prorogue parliament if he had good cause to do so. Hitler's government was granted emergency powers to make laws under an enabling act passed in March 1933, but it was unclear whether this was a right to be exercised by Hitler alone or by the government as a collective body.140 Hitler's personal unrestricted authority, which he had long exercised in his party, also evolved in the course of the national revolution. Historians have plucked at different dates to define the moment of dictatorial power for both men, but the choice clearly rests on the definition of personal dictatorship.

A good case can be made for the year 1934 as the turning point. Ten years after the crises which might have spelt the end of their political careers, Stalin and Hitler dominated the congresses of their respective parties. Both occasions were used as opportunities to sum up the recent revolutionary past. The communist party's Seventeenth Congress, the ‘Congress of Victors’, which assembled in January 1934 in Moscow, heard Stalin announce that anti-Leninism was over: ‘there is nothing left to prove and, it seems, no one to fight. Everyone can see that the line of the party has triumphed.’141 In a bizarre charade Stalin permitted all his former enemies, including Zinoviev and Bukharin, to make speeches filled with fawning praise for Stalin (‘our leader and commander’, insisted Kamenev).142 In September 1934 the National Socialists celebrated the ‘Congress of Unity, Congress of Power’. Hitler's triumphant address was read out by the party leader of Bavaria, Adolf Wagner, to an ecstatic crowd in the Zeppelin Field in Nuremberg. ‘The German form of life,’ intoned Wagner, ‘is definitely determined for the next thousand years. For us, the unsettled nineteenth century has finally ended.’143

Yet it was not the two congresses in 1934 that signalled the coming of personal dictatorship, but two murders. The first was the murder of Ernst Rohm, the head of the SA, who, on Hitler's orders, was shot in a cell in Stadelheim prison in Munich on the afternoon of 1 July 1934. The second was the assassination of the popular secretary of the Leningrad communist party, Sergei Kirov, on 1 December 1934, as he walked to his office in the Smolny Institute. In each case, Hitler and Stalin used the deaths as an opportunity to demonstrate that they were now above the law; this expression of unrestricted personal power was the essential element that defined the authority of the two men as dictatorial.

The appointment of Rohm to head the SA in 1930 had been made to reward an old party fighter and to end the mutinous grumbling of the revolutionary elements in SA ranks. The result was quite the reverse. Rohm built up a much larger and more militarized organization, and saw himself, like Strasser, as a colleague rather than a mere lieutenant. In 1933 the SA was unleashed in a wave of official and unofficial violence against the enemies of the movement. SA men expected the national revolution to reward them with office or employment, but many remained unemployed; there was talk of the SA taking over police functions, even the role of the German army, which, with only the 100,000 men permitted under the Versailles settlement, was now only one-twentieth the size of the party militia. Hitler hesitated to alienate his conservative allies in the national coalition and reined back the SA in the summer of 1933. But over the following year, Rohm's ambitions for a greater national revolution expanded. He openly courted the idea of an SA army and SA air force to take over the Reich's defence; SA men began to applaud the cult of their own leader rather than Hitler. By the summer of 1934 the mood of much of the SA was one of resentful radicalism.144

Hitler faced a difficult choice, since the SA had grown up with the movement and symbolized its long and bloody struggle for power. Threats from the army leadership in June 1934 that they would act if he did not, pushed him reluctantly to accept that he should eliminate Rohm. The secret police had a thick dossier on the flamboyant homo-sexuality of the SA leadership, and of Rohm's contacts with von Schleicher, the conspirator who had tried to lure Strasser into government in December 1932. Hitler, supported by the rest of the inner leadership, planned a coup for a day late in June 1934 on the pretext that Rohm was about to overthrow the government and deliver Germany into the hands of foreign powers (an accusation worthy of the Stalin purge trials). On 30 June, amidst scenes of extraordinary drama, SA leaders were dragged to prisons in Berlin, Munich and other cities and there shot by men of the Schutzstaffel (SS), Hitler's bodyguard. Schleicher, Strasser and a host of other prominent critics and opponents were murdered on the same day on the pretext that they too were part of the plot. A total of eighty-five murders have been identified, but the number was almost certainly greater as party leaders settled old scores.145

Hitler himself arrested Rohm. He dashed by plane to Munich and by car to Bad Wiessee, to the hotel where Rohm and Edmund Heines, SA leader from Breslau, were staying. Hitler burst into the SA chief's bedroom brandishing a revolver and screamed at him, ‘You are under arrest, you pig.’ The startled Rohm was handed to two SS men, who thrust clothes at him and bundled him into a waiting coach for a journey to Munich's Stadelheim prison. He was among the last to die. Hitler found it difficult, now in colder blood, to order the death of a very old comrade. He remembered the time ten years before when he and Röhm were on trial together in Munich for high treason: ‘He once stood next to me in the People's Court,’ he complained to Hess.146 The following day he decided to allow Röhm to shoot himself. A gun was left in his cell and he was given ten minutes to decide. Hearing no shot, the SS commandant of the local Dachau concentration camp, Theodor Eicke, entered the cell and shot the bare-chested Rohm at point-blank range. That day the army leader, Colonel Werner von Blomberg, announced to the army that Hitler had saved the nation from treachery ‘with soldierly decisiveness’.147 At a cabinet sitting on 3 July a law was agreed that the murders without trial were ‘lawful for the necessary defence of the state’. The Justice Minister, Franz Gürtner, an elderly lawyer and a non-National Socialist, confirmed that what Hitler had done was unquestionably legitimate.148 In the Reichstag on 13 July Hitler explained the fantastic dimensions of what was, in reality, a non-existent plot. He announced that everyone should know ‘for all time’, that whoever raises a hand against the state ‘his fate is a certain death’. The Reichstag president, Hermann Goring, who had organized the purge of the SA in Berlin, told the assembled delegates that ‘We all approve, always, whatever our Führer does.’149 Hitler was publicly and explicitly above the law, able, without restriction, to order life or death.

Kirov may have been murdered on Stalin's orders, but the weight of evidence so far assembled suggests that he was the victim of a lone assassin. The significance of Kirov's death, like that of Rohm, is that he represented the last possible barrier to Stalin's unrestricted exercise of authority. Sergei Kostrikov, a clerk's son, who chose the name Kirov as his Bolshevik pseudonym, was a little younger than Stalin, with a long and respectable revolutionary career that brought him to head the Leningrad party in February 1926 as Stalin's emissary to root out the left opposition. He was an inspiring leader, hard-living (and drinking), energetic, good-looking with a wide, boyish face, and a speaker who was, according to one who heard him in his early days in Leningrad, ‘passionate, convincing, inspiring’.150 During the 1930s he was regarded as a loyal Stalin supporter, and, like Rohm, made extravagant displays of that loyalty in public. His private view was more critical. Before the Congress of Victors, it is claimed that a group of senior Bolsheviks tried to encourage him to compete for Stalin's post, but he refused. At the Congress, however, he sat not on the stage, which his office allowed, but with the Leningrad delegation. When he gave his speech, laced with the usual hyperbole about Stalin, it was without notes, fiery and exciting, whereas Stalin's was solid and unglamorous. Kirov received a tumultuous standing ovation. After the votes for the Central Committee elections had been cast, it was announced that Stalin had received 1,056 out of 1,059 votes, and Kirov 1,055. But later testimony revealed that perhaps as many as 289 ballots with Stalin's name erased and Kirov's approved were destroyed, which would have left Kirov as a clear winner, and Stalin's authority challenged, though not overturned. Stalin never put himself up for election again as General Secretary, and from then on neither party nor state documents referred to him by this title.151

During 1934 Stalin became more wary of Kirov. The ovation he had received at the congress was normally reserved only for Stalin. A few weeks later Stalin invited Kirov to come to Moscow to join the Central Committee secretariat there, under closer scrutiny. Kirov bravely refused, and his decision was supported by others in the Politburo. Kirov seems to have had little fear of Stalin. In 1932 he had argued in defence of Ryutin, when Stalin had wanted him executed. He disagreed at times with Politburo decisions. He was incautious in his private remarks about Stalin.152 During the year Kirov was overburdened with assignments from Moscow. Stalin insisted on seeing him regularly, and in August, against Kirov's inclinations, he had to accompany Stalin for a long holiday at Stalin's dacha at Sochi. Kirov's health declined. When he returned from supervising the harvest in Kazakhstan in October 1934, he found that his office on the third floor in the party headquarters in the Smolny Institute had suddenly been moved, without his knowledge, from the main corridor to a room around the corner at the far end of a long passageway, next to a small side-staircase.153 It was here, just after 4.30 in the afternoon, that Kirov was shot in the neck at close range by Leonid Nikolaev an unemployed party member with a poor record of discipline and a starving family, who had tried to get Kirov to re-employ him without success. He was a shabby and desperate assassin, whose diary entries showed him wrestling for weeks with the idea of assassination in terms reminiscent of Dostoevsky. The truth may never be known, but no evidence has emerged that links Stalin directly with Kirov's death. That same evening Stalin rushed by train to Leningrad, and the following day took the unusual step of interviewing Nikolaev on his own, ostensibly to get him to confess the names of his accomplices. Three weeks later Nikolaev was executed.154

Stalin used the Kirov murder to force through an extraordinary decree. That same day, without the usual discussion in the Politburo, or the ratification by the Supreme Soviet, as the constitution required, Stalin hastily drafted and signed a law that allowed the secret police to arrest terrorist suspects, try them in secret and in absentia, without defence or right of appeal, and to execute them at once.155 The so-called ‘Kirov Law’, like the law pushed through by Hitler two days after the murder of Rohm, was used by Stalin to put himself effectively above the law. It became the instrument for destroying thousands of party members unmasked as enemies of the people over the following three years. More than 1,100 of the delegates who had applauded Kirov with such unguarded enthusiasm at the Congress of Victors were dead or imprisoned four years later. Ryutin, languishing in prison already, was executed in 1937. A close colleague of Stalin later recalled his leader's reaction at a Politburo meeting when news of the Rohm purge arrived in Moscow: ‘Hitler, what a great man! This is the way to deal with your political opponents.’156

The path to dictatorship travelled by both men was unpredictable and unplanned. Both were driven by a remarkable determination to fulfil what they saw as a necessary place in history, but that remorseless will was married to an obsession with the tactical details of political struggle, an unnatural resentment towards anyone who compromised or obstructed their political ambitions, and an unprincipled pursuit of public esteem. This was a merciless combination. It is easy to deplore the weakness of the opposition that they confronted, but it is impossible not to recognize how difficult it was to find ways to obstruct or outmanoeuvre men who felt they carried the weight of history on their backs and were willing to use it, if they could, to crush the men or circumstances in their path. Though unforeseen opportunities and straightforward chance played a part in explaining their personal histories, Stalin and Hitler were not accidental dictators.
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Tuva ASSR.

Komi A.S.S.R.
Yakut A.S.S.R.

R Ay

bidzhai

F® meon T

National Regions
Nenets N.R.

Komi-Permyak N.R.

Ostyak-Vogul N.R.
Yamal-Nenets N.R.
Taimyr N.R.
Evenki N.R.
Chukot N.R.
Koryak N.R.

&

EXC I

Autonomous Provinces
Oirot A.P.

Khakass A.P.

Jewish AP,

Adygei A.P.
Cherkess A.P.
Karachai A.P.

Nagorno Karabakh A.P.
South Ossetian A.P.
Gorno Badakhshan A.P.
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