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“We are as unknown, and yet well known;
as dying, and behold, we live; as chastened,
and not killed“.

I1. Corinthians, VI, 9.

Raids on Ukrainian Freedom Fighters in Slovakia

Together with Russian and Polish police, Czecho-Slovakian police detachments are
endeavouring to ascertain how various small anti-Communist units, which are
allegedly sent from non-Communist countries, are getting into the Ukrainian S. S. R.
This campaign is being carried out not so much against the said units, but in parti-
cular against persons who help them in Czecho-Slovakia and, above all, in north and
northeast Slovakia. Ukrainians wifo live in Slovakia and do not belong to the circles
that are prominent there today, as well as the members of their families, in parti-
cular in the case of mixed marriages, are under constant surveillance; they are
frequently summoned to interrogations and their person and houses are searched.
Correspondence from abroad is checked most strictly in Slovakia. This is carried out
not in Prague but in the various capitals of the individual provinces, and photostats
arc made of such correspondence.

Reuter Press Agency reports that the former commander of a UPA detadiment,
Oleksander Duber, was sentenced to 15 years’ imprisonment on October 7, 1960, in
Peremisch (West Ukraine). The Polish public prosecutor accused him of having
played a part in the “Kuschtsch-Gang“ under the alias of Sokil (falcon) during the
years 1945 to 1947, namely in his capacity of a detachment commander of the UPA;
he took part in operations in the districts of Jaroslaw, Lescheisk and Perevorsk.
Sokil’8 detadiment fought against Soviet Russian and Polish forces; in addition, he
was also accused of having “murdered innocent persons amongst the Polish and
Ukrainian population®!

This latter statement by the Polish public prosecutor is a gross lie, for Duber
(Sokil) and his soldiers were Ukrainian patriots and disciplined insurgents.

For the past few years O. Duber had lived in Griffin in the district of Stettin
under the name of Josef Nestor and it was here that he was arrested.

Reports about O. Duber were published by the Warsaw paper “Tribuna Ludu“ for
the first time on May 10, 1960, and later on October 7th.
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President Kennedy
For A Firm Policy

During the election campaign in
the United States of America, the
National Chairman of the Ukrainian
Congress Committee (UCCA), Prof.
Dr. Lev Dohriansky, who is also the
chairman of the Captive Nations
Week Committee, submitted a few
questions to the presidential candi-
dates in USA in order to ascertain
what line of policy they will pursue
towards the subjugated peoples oil
assuming the office of U.S. President.
We are publishing below the answer
given by the elected President John
F. Kennedy.

Questions — As the Chief Exe-
cutive, would you take steps to for-

Newly elected US President John F. Kennedy in  mulate and execute a policy toward
conversation with members of AFABN and of the  the freedom of the dozen captive
General Assembly of the Slovak Liberation Com- B ; ; ; 2
mittee, Joseph C. Truhinsky and Viktor Nesnadny. non-Russian nations in the USSR

Kennedy: My many statements

on the freedom of all peoples and
nations should indicate that we cannot afford to overlook any. If you would consult
the Congressional Record as far back as 1953 (Aug. 4), you will find that I have
supported ideas of freedom relating to Lithuania, Latvia, Esthonia, Ukraine, Armenia,
and other captive nations. Then, as now, | have been of the firm conviction that we
must do everything possible to keep alive the spirit of independence and freedom of
these nations.

Moreover, with regard to these non-Russian nations in the USSR, let me stress
again, as | did in my letter to you of October 29 (in which I congratulated one of
your organizations on its 20th anniversary), that | deplore the monolith term often
used by the Republican Administration in Washington, “Soviet nation“, or “Soviet
people“. In essence, it is contrary to the Captive Nations Week Resolution enacted
last year.

Question m-mAre you satisfied with the operations of the United States Information
Agency (USIA) in relation to the captive nations, particularly those ire the USSR?
If not, ivliat changes ivill you propose?

Kennedy: | believe much more could be done to put our message across to all the
captive nations. If I am elected, this problem will be carefully studied and the
necessary changes will be affected.

Question —Are you for a firm policy and action noiv iti regard to Cuba, designed
to stave off the poisonous effects of the coming Khrushchov visit? What specifically
do you propose?

Kennedy: | am for a firm policy in regard to Cuba, and my recent speeches disclose
what we should do now: we can constantly express our friendship for the Cuban
people and our determination that they will again be free; we must firmly resist
further Communist encroachment in this hemisphere, working through a strengthened
organization of the American States to encourage those liberty-loving Cubans who
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are leading the resistance to Castro; and we must make it clear to Mr. Castro once
and for all that we will defend our Naval Base at Guantanamo under all circum-
stances.

Dr. D. Donzov

“Si vis bellum, para pacem*!

This phrase is neither a joke nor a paradox. In our paradoxical times it is indeed
the very truth.

Since the year of the triumph of West European pacifism (1945) the world has
entered upon an era of perpetual “hot“ or “cold“, international or civil wars. In
Eastern Europe this era already began with the Bolshevist revolution in 1917. During
the years 1917-1921 of the “hot* and the “cold“ war of Ukraine with Russia, the
West maintained a pacifist attitude. And if Moscow was prevented in those days
from stretching out its “saving”“ hand to the Communism of Samueli and Bela Kun
(or Kolin) and setting West Europe on fire, then it was thanks to the “warmonger”
Ukraine fighting Russia. And not thanks to the pacifist West (even the Soviet
Russian memoir writers admit this fact). But by looking on passively whilst Ukraine,
which only had its own strength to rely on, was conquered by Moscow, the West, as
it were, opened the sally-port for the future expansion of Russia in West Europe
and in the Balkans. The West wanted to establish peace, instead of which, however,
it helped war. And, reversing the words of Goethe's Mephisto, the West succumbed
to the spirit “who wants to do good but creates evil“.

In 1920 Russia almost succeeded in obtaining a second sally-port for itself (in
Poland); in 1945 it definitely succeeded in doing so, thanks to the triumph of West
European pacifism. Indeed, the latter also made the “cold-hot" civil wars in Poland,
Hungary and East Germany possible in the 1950's. This same pacifism also permitted
Moscow to swallow up the once free Baltic states (and previously Georgia in the
Caucasus, too). The pacifist way in which France played up to Moscow (during the
war and in 1959) resulted in Khrushchov's promise to “liberate* Algeria and tbus
set up a Muscovite Bolshevist (“republican“) sally-base on the southern frontier of
France, as once before in Spain ... Once again, the same spirit “who wants to do
good but creates evil“!

Moreover, the pacifism of the “disunited nations“ has made the war in the Congo
and throughout Africa possible; the pacifism of the United States of America has
led to the existence of the Muscovite satellite in Cuba and to the preparation of the
communization, that is to say the Russification of the whole of South America, —
to its “castration“. And the extremely pacifist and “neutral® Nehru caused the
capture of Tibet by Communist China and Russia. And, lastly, the pacifist coexi-
stence of the West with Russia in the “United Nations" has resulted in the Russian
Hitler demanding that these nations should recognize the domination of Moscow
in the Organization of the United Nations “if the world wants peace and aiot war*.
Another triumph on the part of the spirit “who wants to do good but creates evil*!

But what does all this prove? It proves that the policy which the West has been
pursuing since 1945 and which aims to strengthen peace with Russia at any price
is completely bankrupt. It has only led to never-ending international and civil wars.
Indeed, it looks as though the Western powers actually want war and are acting
according to the motto: “si vis bellum, para pacem®.

What is the solution to this situation? — The West needs a new class of leaders,
a new elite, who are concerned not only about the liberation of the African peoples
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but equally about the liberation of their natural allies, the nations with a thousand-
year old culture and state traditions who have been subjugated by Moscow. In addi-
tion, the West needs persons who will put a stop to the activity of subversive forces
on this side of the Iron Curtain, — forces which spread anti-patriotic, anti-Christian
and pro-Russian propaganda in the press, in literature, on the television, in the
cinemas, in political life and at the universities and thus endeavour to undermine
the morale of youth.

There must be no beating about the bush. The false nimbus with which the hench-
men of the Russian Hitler surround his monstrous realm of slaves must he torn
asunder. And this will he the beginning of the end of the dreadful nightmare from
which the world is suffering. Only when this has heen done, will the free world,
which is at present infested with Russian expansion and Russian propaganda, he
really free.

The Vulnerable Spot of the Soviet Union

The National Union for Peace and Freedom, Bonn, Expresses Noteworthy Opinion
on Khrushchov’s Behaviour in the U.N.

Moscow’s anti-colonialist propaganda offen-
sive has for the time being readied its
climax with Khrnshdiov's behaviour in the
United Nations assembly. The dangerous
nature of this offensive is obvious. Its utterly
mendacious arguments are addressed to
people who have in part too little political
experience to be able to discern clearly bet-
ween truth and falsehood. In addition, some
of these people are strongly prejudiced
against their former colonial rulers. And
some of them think they are acting wisely
in making a pact with the devil of Commu-
nism, as Lumumba said, in order to drive
out the Beelzebub of colonialism. They fail
to realize that Communism and colonialism
are identical. The colonial peoples are thus
at present passing through a political danger
zone, the pitfalls and traps of which they
fail to recognize.

But this is only one side of the process.
The other side contains certain dangers not
for the developing countries and the West,
but for the Soviet Union. And it is essential
to understand all the aspects of this side.

The fight for the “world between“ consti-
tutes the decisive sector in the clash between
East and West. And those who can rely on
the “hinterland“ of the developing countries
have a good chance of winning the fight.

Wherein lies the danger of the liberation
process of the former colonial countries for
the Soviet Union? It lies in the fact that
the Soviet Union itself is a colonial empire.
Its non-Russian constituent parts are striving
for independence in the same ivay as the
former colonial territories of the West have
done. The consequences for the Soviet Union
would be disastrous if it were to be drawn
into the eddy of the liberation movement.

Prime Minister Diefenbakcr of Canada has
undoubtedly defined the colonial character
of the Soviet imperium most aptly and has
thus dealt Moscow a blow in its most vulner-
able spot. And this weak spot in the imperia-
list system of Moscow must be attacked again
and again.

By doing so,
achieved:

a threefold aim can be

1) Moscow can he forced to abandon its
offensive and assume a defensive posi-
tion;

the developing countries can he enlight-
ened as to the colonial and imperialist
aims of Moscow's policy and can to a
large extent he made immune against
Communist propaganda;
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3) the colonial and semi-colonial peoples
of the Soviet imperium can be won over
to resistance against Moscow’s colonial
rule.

By a constant repetition of the truth, by
continually stressing new facts and evidence,
knowledge and realization of the true nature
of the Russian Communist imperium will
gain ground. Colonialism is the vulnerable
spot of the Soviet Union.

In this connection, Khrushchov's behaviour
in the United Nations assembly on Septem-
ber 23, 1960, is most instructive.

He himself robbed his attacks on Western
“colonialism“ of their effectiveness by ad-
mitting that during the past fifteen years
about one and a half milliard people had
gained their freedom — without Moscow's
help — and that the small remainder of
100 million people would also gain their
freedom in the near future.



Khrushchov then continued as follows:

“We have no colonies, just as we have no

capital investments in foreign countries.

But there was a time .when many of the

peoples who inhabit our country were

obliged to bear the heavy yoke of tsarism,
of the bourgeois and landowners’ system.

The status of the border-territories of the

tsarist imperium was practically the same

as that of colonies since they were ruth-
lessly subjugated by autocracy and by
capitalism“.

This is an important admission, even though
it only contains half the truth. With the
expression “border-territories® Khrushchov
resorts to the camouflaged concept used by
tsarism for its colonial territories (nationalnye
okrainy). These modest “border-territories”
at that time included Finland, Esthonia, Lat-
via, Lithuania, Poland, White Ruthenia,
Ukraine, the Caucasus, Central Asia (Turke-
stan), East Siberia, and Manchuria. The
alleged border-territories were thus in reality
vast colonial territories, which without ex-
ception were captured by military force and
held in subjugation by military force. The
so-called *“border-territories® comprised an
area of 15 million sg. kilometres, that is to
say, 70 per cent of the total area of the
imperium, and their population numbering
80 million constituted half the population
of the Muscovite empire. In addition to these
border-territories, there was also a further
area of 2.5 million sg. kilometres comprising
the so-called “internal colonies”, such as, for
example, Bashkir with a population of about
10 million, — a fact which was not mentioned
by Khrushchov, though it was clearly stressed
by Lenin.

Khrushchov also admitted in his speech
before the United Nations assembly that the
metropolis

“regarded the (colonial) peoples of Central

Asia, of Trans-Caucasia and other natio-

nalities, who inhabited the Russian impe-

rium, as a source of acquiring wealth

As regards its colonial territories, the Mos-
cow metropolis pursued a truly -colonial
policy. And this fact was likewise corrobo-
rated by Khrushchov in the said speech,
when he affirmed:

“In the border-territories of Russia (see

above) the tsarist government pursued a

policy which in character was a colonial

policy and only differed very slightly from
what can be observed today in the colonial
countries. The Uzbeks, Kazakhs, Tadzhiks
and the other non-Russian nationalities
were referred to contemptuously as ‘nati-
ves']). They were not regarded as human
beings at all but were ruthlessly exploited

... the tsarist imperium only asserted

itself by means of bayonets and sub-

jugation®.

The admission made by Khrushchov before

the United Nations assembly was amazingly
frank. He thus completely corroborates our
theory that the Muscovite imperium ivas a
continental colonial imperium. It can be
regarded as a point in his favour as a Rus-
sian that he talks about the colonial terri-
tories as “border-territories* and speaks of
“non-Russian nationalities* instead of colo-
nial peoples.

The question now obtrudes itself as to
what happened to the colonial “border-terri-
tories” after the collapse of tsarism and the
seizing of power by Lenin. Were they con-
ceded the right of self-determination so that
they could detach themselves from the metro-
polis and become independent? Obviously
not, for they are still part of the Muscovite
imperium, the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics. They today constitute 14 non-
Russian “Constituent Republics“, 19 “Auto-
nomous Soviet Socialist Republics“, 9 “Auto-
nomous Regions“, and 10 “National Areas"“.
This fact was also mentioned by Khrushchov
in his speech before the UNO, when he said:

“In accordance with the Constitution, each
of our 15 Constituent Republics has the
right to remain in the Union or to secede,
if it wishes to do so. The fact that there
are 19 Autonomous Republics, 9 Auto-
nomous Regions and 10 National Areas
makes it possible to preserve the national
characteristics, the cultural peculiarities
and the independent existence of every
people and every tribe“.

Khrushchov must indeed have taken his
audience on the occasion of the said speech
for extremely naive, since he had the auda-
city to tell them the fairytale about the right
to secede from the Soviet Union of states.
He talks as though the story of Moscow's
wars of colonial conquest from 1918 to 1924
were not known to the world. He talks as
though no one knew that after the collapse
of tsarism in 1917 all the former colonial
territories proclaimed their independence
and detached themselves from Moscow, as for
instance, Finland, Poland, Esthonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Ukraine, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Ar-
menia, Turkestan, and even Siberia. He talks
as though there was never such a thing as
Finland’s war of liberation under Marshal
Mannerlieim, which led to the peace treaty
of October 14, 1920, or Poland’'s war of
liberation under Marshal Pilsudski, in the
course of which Poland achieved its indepen-
dence (the treaty of Riga of March 18, 1921),
or the wars of liberation of Esthonia, Latvia
and Lithuania which finally led to the inde-
pendence of these ancient civilized countries
(the peace treaties of February 22, August 11,
and July 12, 1920). He talks as though
nothing at all is known of the ruthless sub-
jugation of Ukraine (in the autumn of 1920),
of Georgia (in February 1921), and of Central
Asia (1922-24), etc. The alleged “voluntary



union“ of the peoples to form the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics is an idyllic legend
which has not the least connection with the
reality of Muscovite colonialism under Lenin,
Stalin and Khrushchov. Did not the Hun-
garians and Poles in the autumn of 1956
“wish* to detach themselves from Moscow's
colonial empire and become independent?
They suffered the same fate that Uzbekistan,
Georgia, Ukraine, Latvia and Tadzhikistan,
etc., had previously suffered.

Unfortunately, the world is only acquainted
with the events of the years 1917-1924 from
Soviet accounts. It is time it was enlightened
as to the grim facts of the restoration of
Moscow’s colonial rule under Lenin and
Stalin and refused to allow itself to be
deceived any longer by the Communist myths.

Khrushchov naturally cannot deny the fact
that the non-Russian colonial territories still
belong to the compulsory union of the Soviet
imperium. He therefore tries to modify this
fact and endeavours to prove that this is not
so serious since Moscow's colonial policy is
more humane and more progressive than that
of the West. But in trying to prove this, he
corroborates the existence of the colonial
countries.

He chooses Central Asia as an example
since the colonial state of affairs there is
more obvious than elsewhere. Turkish Turke-
stan and lranian Tadzhikistan were not con-
quered by Moscow until the years 1850-1890.
Even before the collapse of tsarism, namely
in 1916, a general revolt broke out there,
which in 1917/18 led to the restoration of
the independence of Central Asia. It was not
until 1920 that the Soviet army after heavy
fighting succeeded in advancing as far as the
Syr Darya (Chiva-Choresm) and occupying
Bokhara in September of the same year.
Under the leadership of Enver Pasha, Tur-
kestan continued its fight for independence
with varying success until 1924 and in the
frontier regions and in Turkmenistan until
1926.

The story of the military subjugation of
Central Asia by the Soviets can be read in
any history book. It is therefore futile to try
to conceal the true facts.

Khrushchov's statements about an alleged
progress in Central Asia under the Soviet
colonial regime are ridiculous. True, there
are 630 times as many tractor and threshing-
machine drivers in Kazakhstan, the largest
colonial territory in Central Asia, today as
there were in 1926, — but what has happen-
ed to the Kazakhs who inhabited the country
in 1926? Their country has been taken from
them by force; Russians have been settled
on their pasture-land (the “campaign for the
cultivation of virgin regions"), and they
themselves are doomed to die out. In 1926
the Kazakhs numbered 4 million, but in 1960
only 3.5 million. Of these 3.5 million, only

2.7 million are still living in Kazakhstan,
whereas 4 million Russians have in the
meantine settled there. Today, the Kazakhs
are already a minority in their own country.
Their future fate is sealed.

They will suffer the same fate as the
Turks on the Crimea. True, there are today
300 times as many tractor drivers on the
Crimea as there were in 1926, — but there
are now 180,000 Turks less. The Turkish
“natives” of the Crimea have been deported
down to the last man and the last child and
are now dying a slow death somewhere in
Siberia. This is a typical example of the
“humanitarian colonialism“ of the Soviet
Union.

Khrushchov's assertion that the colonial
territory of the Komi A.S.S.R. is enjoying a
golden age of prosperity, since the produc-
tion of the big industry of the Komi A.S.S.R.
has “increased to 109 times its previous
capacity” since 1913 (!), is equally ridiculous.
Everyone knows what the true facts are in
this case. The “big industry“ of the Komi
A.S.S.R. has nothing whatever to do with the
Komi Permjaken who are dying out (they
now number only 0.4 million). This industry
consists of the notorious coal mines of Vor-
kuta which were constructed by labour-camp
internees from other colonial territories of
Moscow under the most inhuman conditions.

Or, to quote another example, — the
ancient Turkish country of the Uzbeks with
its capital Tashkent, which today has a popu-
lation of 900,000; and, incidentally, Tashkent
is populated almost exclusively by the Rus-
sian colonial masters, whilst the Uzbeks do
compulsory unpaid labour on the kolkhoz
cotton plantations.

It is futile for Khrushchov to try to excuse
the colonial regime of Moscow with the
“industrial and cultural progress* of its
colonial territories. On the contrary, the
Soviet colonial regime is far more totalitarian,
consistent and ruthless than any other co-
lonial regime. What other reason could there
be for the fact that since the Soviet colonial
regime was established in Central Germany
more than two and a half million persons
have fled to the West and 700 persons con-
tinue to flee there every day. The population
of the Soviet Occupied Zone of Germany
decreases by 170,000 or 1 per cent every
year.

These are hard facts which Khrushchov
cannot obliterate, however angrily and loudly
he may shout.

Colonialist from the outset, Moscoiv is
today as imperialist as it ivas in the days of
lvan, Peter, Catherine, Nicholas, Lenin and
Stalin.

Colonialism is the leit-motiv of Moscow's
policy, and anti-colonialism is nothing but a
diversion manoeuvre on the lines of the
“stop, thief!* method. Today, the colonial
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thieves are to be found, not in London or
Washington, but in Moscoiv.

In one of his essays on the national que-
stion Stalin wrote with incomparable frank-
ness:3?)

“We are in favour of the secession of

India, Arabia, Egypt, Morocco and the

rest of the colonies from the Entente, for

secession in this case means the liberation
of these subjugated countries from impe-
rialism; it means the weakening of the
position of imperialism and the strength-
ening of the position of the revolution.

We are opposed to the secession of the

border-territories from Russia, for seces-

sion in this case means imperialist bondage
for the border-territories; it means the
weakening of the revolutionary power of

Russia and the strengthening of the posi-

tion of imperialism“.

Moscow judges according to two different
standards. It also distinguishes very sharply
between the theoretical right to self-deter-
mination of its colonial peoples and the
practical realization of this right, just as
Lenin, too, does:

“The right to self-determination is one

thing, and the expediency of self-deter-

mination, the secession of some nation or
other in some case or other, is another.

This is a self-evident truth“.

The rulers of the Kremlin have never
considered a liberation of their colonial
peoples and the latter's secession from Mos-
cow, hut only and always the question of
ruling and incorporating new countries and
peoples. Lenin formulates this idea as follows:

“We have always advised and shall always
advise all subjugated classes in all sub-
jugated countries, including the colonies,
too, not to detach themselves from us hut
to cling to us as closely as possible and to
become one with us".

“To become one with us“ naturally means
to subjugate oneself to the dictatorship of
the Communist Party.

“There are cases in which the right to self-
determination is in conflict with another,
higher right, the right of the working
class which has come into power to con-
solidate its power. In such cases — and
one must openly admit this — the right to
self-determination must not be allowed to
become a hindrance which impedes the
realization of the right of the working
class to its dictatorship. The former must
make way for the latter“. (Stalin)

If matters are thus, then the “Declaration
on the Concession of Independence to the
Colonial Countries and Peoples* submitted
to the General Assembly of the United Na-
tions by Khrushchov on September 23, 1960,
should be worded as follows:

“1) To all colonial peoples, dependent and

lion-self-governing territories (as for

example, Ukraine, Turkestan, Poland and
the Soviet Occupied Zone of Germany),
must he conceded without delay com-
plete independence and freedom for the
setting up of their own national states
in keeping with the freely expressed
will and wish of their peoples (the

Ukrainians, Turkestanians, Poles, Ger-
mans, etc.).
The colonial regime, colonial admini-

stration in every form (whether as a
Soviet Socialist Republic, an Autonomous
Soviet Socialist Republic, a People’'s
Republic, or a Democratic Republic,
etc.) must he abolished completely in
order to enable the peoples of these
territories (the Latvians, Tatars, Rou-
manians, Mongols, Germans, etc.) to
decide their fate and the form of their
government themselves.

2) At the same time all the bases of colo-
nialism on foreign territory (and also
the bases of the Soviet Union in Outer
Mongolia, in North Korea, in Central
Germany and in Albania) must be
abolished.

3) The governments of all countries (in
particular the government of the Soviet
Union) are requested in all inter-state
relations to strictly and faithfully ob-
serve the UNO Charter and the Decla-
ration on the Equality and Respect of
the Sovereign Rights and the Territo-
rial Integrity of all states without ex-
ception (in particular of the states in
East Europe and Southeast Europe, in
the Caucasus and in Central Asia). No
aspects of colonialism (nor of Soviet
colonialism) shall be permitted. Nor
shall any special rights and privileges
whatever of any states at the expense
of other states (e. g. special rights and
privileges of Soviet Russia at the ex-
pense of Poland, Germany, Hungary,
Bulgaria, etc.) be permitted.

The time has come to demand the com-
plete and final liquidation of the colo-
nial regime in every form and variation
(whether in the form of the* Council for
Mutual Economic Aid“ of the satellite
states, the “People’s Democracies” etc.,
This disgrace, this barbarism and lack
of culture must definitely cease for
good.

* “lInorodsy“, the real meaning of which
is other or foreign horn.

2 This and the following quotations are
taken from the compiled quotations from
Marx to Khrushchov “Theory, Tactics and
Technique of World Communism* (“Theorie,
Taktik, Technik des Weltkommunismus").
Published by Hans Koch, edited by Eugen
Wieber, Umgauverlag, 1959.



General F. Farkas de Kisbarnak

Hungary — a Russian Colony

In 1945 the Russians occupied Hungary, removed everything of value and impo-
verished the country. Later on they aided Hungary by supplying it with loans and
material but in such a way as to make the country dependent on Soviet Russia
politically and economically.

Hungary was now incorporated into the Soviet Russian economic system, its
production quotas were fixed by Soviet Russia, the entire Hungarian raw material
reserves were exploited and the country’s industry was used to serve the purposes of
Russia’'s world-conquest plans and policy.

All this could of course only be achieved with the assistance of a Hungarian
government which had been chosen not by the Hungarian people but by Soviet
Russian despotism.

From 1945 onwards, Soviet Russia systematically colonized Hungary; and in this
way Hungary’'s national economy became a Russian market-economy.

1) Hungary's agriculture was collectivized. The farmers were deprived of their
private property in order to prevent any possible resistance on their part, which if it
had involved politics might have had unpleasant consequences for the Russians.

A survey of the kolkhoz war against the farmers, published in the Hungarian
Communist paper “Tarsadalmi Het“ in July this year, recently caused a consider-
able stir in the world press. The article describes how the farmers were forced to
accept the kolkhoz system allegedly of their own free will under the slogan — “The
land belongs to us and we are working for ourselves!*

The Russians resorted to force, ruthless terrorism, high taxes and other restrictions
in order to deal with those farmers who still possessed private property. If these
measures failed to achieve the desired result, the farmers in question were beaten
and tortured in other dreadful ways until eventually their resistance was broken.

2) Hungary's industry, too, and its production of raw materials, which has been
strictly fixed in quota by Soviet Russia, likewise serve Soviet Russian purposes. The
latter measure has been introduced by force and is unnatural and dangerous because
it is equal to exploiting to the full Hungary's natural reserves.

Hungary’s uranium deposits are of considerable importance to the European and
also to the Eurasian world. But these, too, have been seized and today constitute
Russia’s largest raw material basis for its atomic strength, that is for its nuclear
policy.

3) Hungary's fuel basis has been changed from Hungarian coal to Soviet oil. For
this purpose a pipeline, 2,500 miles in length, is being built from Kuibyshev to
Hungary and is to he completed by 1962. At the same time, an oil refinery is being
erected on a site of 400 hectares near Ercsi (Hungary). It is to receive 3 million tons
of Russian oil per year. As a result of this transfer from coal to oil, one milliard
kilowatts of electricity will be made available for industrial purposes in Hungary.

Thus, from 1962 onwards, Hungary will be incorporated in the Soviet Russian
power supply system and in this way will be permanently linked up with Soviet
Russia’s national economy.

4) Not only Hungary’s industry, agriculture and raw materials production, etc.,
however, are being colonized, but also spiritual and intellectual values, such as inven-
tions, etc., a fact which the Russians themselves have corroborated. After the thir-
teenth session of the Hungarian-Russian Technical Committee, Moscow affirmed:
“We have been able to use valuable Hungarian technical inventions and experience
in various branches of the Soviet national economy*.



5) In this connection we should also like to mention the ruthless persecution of the
Church and religion and the fight against the Hungarian national character and
mentality.

6) The whole world today knows that Hungary four years ago rose up in revolt
against these Soviet Russian colonial aims and with the greatest sacrifice to itself
fought for its freedom and peace. And it is likewise a known fact that the Russians
subsequently re-established their colonial power in Hungary with the aid of tanks
and cannon.

In the recent UNO debate many speakers mentioned this fact and sharply criticized
the Russians, — but in vain.

The Hungarian government was taken over by the Soviet Russian governor Janos
Kadar, who during the revolution of 1956 refused to allow the secretary-general of
the UNO to enter Hungary. In spite of this fact, however, Kadar took part in the
recent session of the UNO and in the name of the “Hungarian people” supported the
freedom and independence of the Congo, an attitude which is most inconsistent with
his actions.

A Letter from President John F. Kennedy
to the Ukrainian Congress Committee of America

“1 welcome this opportunity to express my congratulations to the Ukrainian Con-
gress Committee of America on the occasion of this 20th anniversary. Ukrainians in
America today have a special reason to treasure freedom. Moreover, there is a
striking parallel between the inspirational struggle for freedom by the 45 million
Ukrainians now held captive in the Communist empire and the struggle for indepen-
dence and freedom of the many other non-Russian nations.

This past summer | had the pleasure of meeting with your Executive Director,
Stephen J. Jarema at Hyannisport. | stated to him at that time that | deplored the
monolith term often used by the Republican Administration in Washington, “Soviet
Nation“ or “Soviet people“. In essence, it is contrary to the captive nations week
resolution enacted last year. Its use implies that we condone the status quo of the
Communist takeover of all the captive nations behind the Iron Curtain. | stated then,
and | do now, that | adhere to the statement as contained in the Democratic Plat-
form: “we will never surrender positions which are essential to the defense of
freedom nor will we abandon people who are now behind the Iron Curtain through
any formal approval of the status quo.“

We can be thankful for organizations such as yours, ever aware of the Communists’
ways of propaganda so that our nation will ever be alert to the dangers of Commu-
nism, whatever form it may take.

With best wishes and kindest regards, Sincerely,

John F. Kennedy.*
XXXXXXXXXXKRXKKKKXKKHKXXXXXXKXKKKKK KKK KRR KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KX
X X
* To all onr friends and readers we send tlje compliments of the *
X X
X season and sincere wishes for a Bright and Prospérons New Year *
X X
X X
X X
X *
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N. Nakashidze

How America Wanted To Annex The Caucasus
As A Colony In 1917 - 1920!

The above title will no doubt come as a shock to the reader, but it is nevertheless
exactly what Moscow’s propaganda affirms allegedly on the strength of “historical
research” ! The Central Committee of the Communist Party of Georgia has published
a hook in Russian entitled “The History of the Policy of the USA from 1917 to 1920
regarding Georgia“. The author is the young Georgian “Party research scholar® Givi
Gambashidze. The statements which this offspring of the Komsomol expresses cer-
tainly make one think he is in need of psychiatrical treatment.

As the book has been published officially, however, it can well serve as a document
to prove that the Communist rulers are not only devoid of all moral feeling and
decency, hut also of all normal reasoning powers. No swindler plans a coup without
first of all considering the chances of success. But the Communist rulers are so
depraved that they are convinced they can fool the whole world.

The above-mentioned hook is regarded as so important by the Communist Party
that it is even reviewed in the organ of the Communist Party of Georgia, “Kommu-
nisti“, by the lecturer in history of the Party College of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, L. Lunev (see “Kominunisti“ of September
7, 1960, No. 208).

It is affirmed in this review: “History has many instances to prove that the
American imperialists are enemies of international collaboration, of the freedom of
the peoples, of national independence and world security”.

The reviewer then adds that the author of the book has succeeded “in exposing
the aggressive plans and policy of the ruling circles in the USA with regard to
Georgia, on the strength of documentary evidence and records*.

What in fact has this Russian agent exposed? This “historical and scientific study*
contains a map which was allegedly published by the State Department of the USA
in January 1919. According to this map, the Americans had the intention “of separa-
ting the present Karelian S. S. R., the territory of Murmansk, Esthonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Ukraine, the Crimea, Trans-Caucasia, Central Asia, as well as the territory

from the Urals to the Pacific from Soviet Russia“.*) — “The American imperialists
planned to inflict the fate of colonial slaves on our peoples” ... The Americans were
interested in the mineral reserves — manganese, ores and naphtha — in Trans-

Caucasia and Georgia; in addition, they regarded this territory as an important
strategical Kkey-position. From the secret document which held good as a guiding
principle for the American delegation at the peace conference in Paris (how the
author managed to obtain this document is not mentioned in the book!), it can be
seen that Georgia for the time being was to remain independent and was later to be
joined with Armenia. Azerbaijan, too, was to be incorporated with Armenia. The
author of the book affirms: “An American colony was to be formed which was to
comprise the entire territory of Trans-Caucasia and Asia Minor“.

This colony was to he divided up into provinces and the governors were allegedly
already appointed. According to the author, the Georgian government at that time,
which consisted of social democrats, was in the pay of the capitalistic aggressors and
imperialists. He then boastfully affirms “... Georgia was however saved by Lenin,
who helped the peoples of Trans-Caucasia and the Georgian people and ‘liberated’

« If this had really been the case, we should have said “ Bravo! America! You certainly had clever poli-
ticians in those days!" But, unfortunately, it was not the case!



them from the danger of being crushed by the imperialists and capitalists!* So much
for the wild ravings of this Communist “research scholar”!

Such publications cannot even be explained on the grounds of Marxist dialectics.
It is simply the immoral Russian Bolshevist dialectic of Lenin. And in the barbarous
state created by the Russians even the state functionaries are immoral in their
attitude and way of thinking.

Apart from the nonsense contained in the said hook, it is also striking proof that
the Russian Communist rulers are suffering from delusions.

As long as Georgia existed as an independent state (from 1917 to 1921), there was
not a single American soldier anywhere in the whole of the Caucasus or in the
neighbouring countries. How then were American troops going to be brought to the
Caucasus, thousands of miles away, in order to occupy that country? In those days
there were no troop transport planes. Would the European major powers have
consented to this advance into the Near East on the part of America? And what
would the English have done in such a case? Great Britain at the time was the
leading major power and the Near East lay in its sphere of influence. The English
troops, which came from Persia, were at that time already in Georgia.

True, there was an American Mission in the Caucasus. It was, however, not a
diplomatic but a welfare mission, which looked after the thousands of Armenians
who had fled from Turkey and supplied them with food. But the author of the said
book now maintains that the members of this generous American mission were
swindlers, spies and agents who had been sent to these countries in order to pillage
them, to stir up hatred amongst the people and to carry out the preparatory work
for the imperialistic aggressors. Yet it was precisely this American organization
(ARA) which helped the starving population, and this at Lenin’'s personal request,
during the terrible years of famine in Russia, when the people were so savage with
hunger that, in some cases, they even ate the flesh of human beings. And now, the
Russians, as is typical, express their gratitude in this way!

Why was this book published by the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of Georgia?

A few years ago, the Russian P. V. Kovanov, was appointed second secretary of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of Georgia by Moscow. He controls
Party activity and propaganda in Georgia, that is to say, he determines the political
trend of the Communist Party of Georgia. In other words he is Moscow’s provincial
governor in Georgia, and the Georgian Communists have no say. The first secretary
of the Central Committee of the Communist Party in Georgia, Mshavanadze, is merely
an administrative functionary and is actually Kovanov’'s subordinate. It is Kovanov
who is responsible for this type of propaganda in Georgia, and by means of the said
book he is trying to make the Georgians believe that Russia has saved them from
capitalistic slavery.

The almighty ruler of all Russians, Nikita S. Khrushchov, who behaved like a
barbarian in the UNO, is a worthy head of the barbarous Russian colonial imperium
as regards his ruthlessness and lack of scruples. It is indeed regrettable that such
despotic states are members of the community of civilized peoples and that such
tyrants are allowed to speak freely to the peoples in the free world. The former
NKVD General Nikita S. Khrushchov, who has murdered thousands of persons, the
Dictator of Yugoslavia, Tito, who looks very elegant in his uniform and who has the
murder of thousands of Croats, Serbs and Germans on his conscience, and other such
persons are received by the Western statesmen as if they were equal to other
statesmen. But are they any better or more decent than, say, Eichmann?!

Nor do the civilized peoples in the free world appear to find anything strange in
the fact that in this community of peoples, the UNO, there are now representatives of
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those states whose peoples but a short time ago emerged from historical obscurity,
whereas our ancient civilized peoples, deprived of all fundamental rights as indi-
viduals and nations, are obliged to suffer under Russian tyranny. By this we do not
wish to question the right of the so-called colonial peoples of Africa to national
independence, but we are merely drawing a comparison which is shaming to the
Western major powers, who do not support but, on the contrary, are completely
indifferent to the idea of national independence for our nations, who possess a
thousand-year old culture and civilization. All this is not only very sad, hut also an
indication that there is something rotten in the Western world. It is indeed tragic
for the Western world that there is in these troubled and fateful times no really
great statesman.

The Russians are becoming more and more arrogant and ruthless. They behave
and act as they think fit, whilst the West looks on resignedly. Indeed, one can say
that this is an era of incompetency and irresolution. Can it be that Oswald Spongier
was right in his “Decline of the West“?

Dr. Baymirza Hayit

Russia — The Most Ruthless Colonial Imperium
In The World

Turkestan — aVictim

Recently certain Soviet functionaries of
Turkestan, as for instance Sharaf Rashidov
and Mirsa Tursunsada, tried to cover up the
blots in Soviet Russian colonial policy in
Turkestan and at the same time endeavoured
to defend the Soviet policy with regard to
Turkestan and the Orient by resorting to
all kinds of fancy phrases. The Soviet Russi-
ans themselves refrained from taking part
in this camouflage manoeuvre and let their
proselytes rave with enthusiasm about Turke-
stan so as to make their statements appear
more credible. Both of them thereupon
began to lie in the manner found in Oriental
fairy-tales, where there are “forty lies in one
lie“. Indeed, every imaginable kind of lie is
to be found in the articles by Rashidov and
Tursunsada, — exaggerations of every type,
hymns of praise to the Soviet Rusians, false-
hoods as regards the question of the national
right of self-determination, misrepresentations
of the true aims of the Soviet Russians in
connection with the problems of the Orient
and, last but not least, hypocrisy towards
their “big brother”.

It is useless to try to analyse this behavi-
our on the part of the Soviet ideologists,
since we know only too well that the Soviets
will never depart from their lying propa-
ganda which has become a dogma. Once a
state like the Soviet Russian state has made
propaganda part of its character and con-
stantly tries to hypnotize the public, and if,
in addition, it knows how to use the propa-

ganda apparatus, then we can hardly expect
to learn the truth — especially not at pre-
sent — about Soviet Russian colonialism.
One must, however, at least examine the
cardinal questions in this respect in order
to ascertain who is the liar and who is the
defamer; in order to recognize the methods
used by the Soviet Russians in Turkestan;
and in order to shed light on the question
as to whether the statements made by the
Soviet Russians are correct.

The questions which obtrude themselves

at this point are:

1) Do sovereign states actually exist in

Turkestan? Is there no Soviet Russian

colonialism there? Is there any national

self-determination right there at all?

2) Is the Soviet regime in Turkestan to be

regarded as a standard pattern for the

peoples of the Orient?

If we examine these two questions, we

shall realize why the Soviet Russians show

certain signs of nervousness.
Sovereignty is merely empty talk and not
reality

Before the Soviet Russians began talking
about the sovereignty of Turkestan, they
invaded this country a second time and
conquered it (the first time it was con-
quered by tsarist Russia). In order to carry
out the second conquest, Soviet Russia set
up a “Turkestanian front*. On October 4,
1919, the commander-in-chief of this front,
Frunse, issued the following order: “It is the
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task of the illustrious troops of the Turke-

stanian front to clear the way for Russia to

gain access to the cotton and the oil.4

(Frunse, Collected Works, Vol. 1, p. 93.) It

is a known fact that cotton and oil, which

one intends to take away from someone
else, are typical colonial aims. This conquest
made the sovietization of Turkestan possible.

And in this connection one of the leading

authorities of Soviet Russian ideology in the

Turkestan question, Brojdo, wrote: 4Ne

know that Turkestan was sovietized by force

with the aid of Russia’'s Red Army4 (“Novyj

Vostok4 1922, No. 2, p. 79).

Numerous Red Russian commanders, such
as Frunse, the Marshals Bodjonnyj, Sokolovs-
kij and Timoshenko and various others,
whom Soviet literature still mentions with
pride, played a leading part in this ons-
laught on Turkestan.

After Turkestan had been subjected to
Russian rule a second time, the Soviet Russi-
ans divided the country into five republics.
They subsequently proclaimed these repub-
lics “sovereign states#t But they do not like
to be reminded of the fact that these “sover-
eign states4l in Turkestan are subordinated
to the Soviet Russian occupation policy. If
they were to admit this fact, they would be
contradicting the Soviet watchwords about
the right of self-determination. And their
hypocrisy would be only too evident. This
occupation policy continues to be applied
today under the designation “the help of the
big brother”, i. e. the Russians. Thus the
following Russians are, for instance, in com-
mand of the Soviet Russian occupation forces
in Turkestan:

Fedjuminsky — General, commander-in-chief
of the military command of Turkestan;
Ljashtshenko — General, deputy commander-
in-chief of the military command of Tur-

kestan;

Prochorov, A. I. — Secretary of the Commu-
nist Party organizations of the military
command of Turkestan;

Lapin, V. — General, commander of the
frontier security forces in Turkestan;

Kovalevsky, E. I. — General, commander of
the frontier security troops on the fron-
tiers of Afghanistan and Iran.

As long as the military command in Turke-
stan is in the hands of the Russians, this
state of affairs can only be regarded as a
continuation of the former occupation po-
licy. Nowhere else in the world would one
designate such a state as “sovereignty”.

One of the arguments put forward by the
Soviet Russians to justify their talk about
sovereignty are the so-called “Soviet socialist
achievements4t in Turkestan. No one will
deny that the outward appearance of Turke-
stan has changed during the period of
Soviet rule. Modern industries and edu-
cational institutions have been set up. But
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no one is likely to believe that these indu-
stries and institutions have made Turkestan
free; on the contrary, they have fettered
Turkestan even more firmly with Soviet
Russian colonial chains. The English, the
French and the Dutch, for instance, also set
up such institutions in their colonies. But
they were never so bold as to affirm that
this process of modernization had brought
national independence to the colonies. In our
opinion, such “achievements”, that is to say
technical and educational progress, can never
be a substitute for national freedom, for
they do not serve the national interests of
Turkestan but are instruments of the Soviet
Russian power policy. If Turkestan had been
independent during the past decades, its
appearance would have changed in quite a
different way!

The Soviet regime is conducting a policy
of economic exploitation in Turkestan. This
can be seen above all from the fact that econo-
mic life in Turkestan is directed and controlled
by Moscow. That Turkestan's economy is
under the direct supervision and control of
Moscow is, incidentally, not affirmed by us
alone, but is also corroborated by the Soviet
leaders themselves (see Khrushchov's speech
in the “Pravda Yostoka“ of February 16,
1956, p. 2). When the Turkestanians, how-
ever, demand that their country should
preserve and develop its special economic
features and that in the first place Turke-
stan itself should derive benefit from the
economic “achievements44 the Soviet func-
tionaries reply heatedly that such an experi-
ment would harm the interests of the state
(that is to say. Soviet Russian rule). Thus
the First Secretary of the Communist Party
of Uzbekistan, Sharaf Rashidov, on August
10, 1959, made the following statement in
Tashkent:

“The nationalist remnants are in evidence

as regards the question of the regional

limitation of economy and in particular in
stressing regional interests instead of the

interests of the entire state. Comrade N. S.

Khrushchov severely reproached our Re-

public in this respect in his speech at the

June plenary assembly (1959).“

(“Qizil Uzbekistan“, August 11, 1959, p. 3.)
Such is the sovereignty of Turkestan!

Let us now examine the internal situations
in this “independent” country. More than 70
per cent of the state and Party posts are in
the hands of the Russians. The Budget of the
allegedly “independent* Republics is deter-
mined by Moscow (see Law on the Budget
Right of the U. S. S. R. and the Union Repub-
lics of October 30, 1959). Of the 134 leading
posts in the military apparatus of the Soviet
Union, 129 are held by Russians and mem-
bers of other non-Turkestanian peoples;
there is not a single representative of the
Turkestanian peoples. All diplomatic missions



are staffed by Russians; the Russian language
has been officially introduced as the second
mother-tongue of the Turkestanians and
children must be taught Russian. The entire
state security service, postal, telephone and
telegraphic service and railway administra-
tion are exclusively in the hands of the
Russians. And, in addition, over 5 million
Russian colonists have been settled in Turke-
stan.

Although such persons as for instance
Moskov, Minister of the Interior of the
“sovereign“ Kirgiz S. S. R., Babkov, Secre-
tary of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet
of the Uzbek S. S. R., Romanov, Head Pub-
lic Prosecutor of the Kirgiz S. S. R., Golonsky,
President of the State Planning Department
of the Turkmen S. S. R., Sadoroshny, Chief
Manager of the Railways of the Kazakh
S. S. R, the deputy chairmen of the Pre-
sidium of the Supreme Soviet (so-called
vice-presidents) and the deputy chairmen of
the Ministerial Council (vice-presidents) are
Russians, Tursunsada and his Soviet fellow-
lienchmen continue to affirm “¥e are inde-
pendent*. But let them try to tell their
Moscow rulers and masters: “We are inde-
pendent and would therefore like to govern
our people independently*, — and they will
see what happens to them! But they are
obliged to keep silent because their “big
brother” is the master in their house. Is this
independence! Where — except in Turke-
stan, of course, — do people in a so-called
sovereign state not even have the right to
form a football team of their own? In 1946
a national Uzbek football team, for instance,
was formed, but it was disbanded in 1948
(“Qizil Uzbekistan“, January 22, 1959, p. 3)
because it allegedly personified nationalism.
We know of no other colonial power in the
world which resorts to such drastic measures
against national customs and traditions as
Soviet Russia.

And another thing, Mr. Tursunsada, about
which the Turkestanians complain! A teacher
in the Andizhan district (Uzbek S. S. R.),
Bachriddin Chalmuhammed (ov), wrote in a
letter to the editor of the paper “Qizil
Uzbekistan“ that some people regard one as
uncivilized if one wears national costume.
The paper thereupon replied that the wear-
ing of national costume (in particular of the
national coat) would in any case cease, since
it was not in keeping with a civilized way of
living, but one could, of course, continue to
wear the national coat for comfortableness
when in one’s own home (“Qizil Uzbekistan“,
November 27, 1959). We can but ask, —
what other rights, if any, have the Turke-
stanians in their own country, if even the
right to wear national costume is objected
to and persons who wear it are regarded as
uncivilized!

All this is nothing but degradation and

humiliation of a civilized people and a
systematic adjustment of their customs and
traditions to the foreign Russian mode of
living. If Choplan, the martyr of the spirit
of freedom, were still alive, he could quote
the following lines from his poem “It Is
Enough“:

“It is enough, — the limits of slavery and

insult have been overstepped,

The measure of humiliation and contempt

is full, is more than full.”

There is a saying in Turkestan — “If one
conceals the illness, then death reveals it.”
And this applies to Soviet Russian colonial-
ism in Turkestan. The Soviet Russians do
their utmost to prove that they are not
colonialists at all, but, on the other hand,
they aim to be genuine colonialists even
though they do try to disguise their plans.
This disguised colonialism has been very
apparent in Turkestan recently.

In May 1959 the Soviets held a “scientific
conference on the significance for progress
of the annexation of Turkestan by Russia“.
At this conference the Soviet ideologists
affirmed that the union of Turkestan with
Russia represented a stage of definite prog-
ress in the history of Turkestan. One must
no longer talk about Russia’'s conquest of
Turkestan, but must say: “Russia has reuni-
ted voluntarily with Turkestan“. Thus, the
tsarism once combatted by the Soviets was
unexpectedly rehabilitated and the “reunion”
swindle became sacrosanct.

In January 1959, the Minister of Culture
of the “sovereign“ Republic of Uzbekistan,
Sarvar Asimov, said when opening the Uzbek
Week of Culture in Moscow: “The Uzbek
people bow in homage before the Creat
Russian people“. Are the Uzbek people to
kiss the feet of the Russians? If equality of
rights holds good for all the peoples in the
Soviet Union, why “bow in homage* ?

On the same page of the paper “Qizil
Uzbekistan“ (of Juni 14, 1959) on whidi
Tursunsada’'s article is published, there is
a poem “Mother Russia“® (ana Rossija) by
Ramis Babadchan, one of the Soviet court
poets in Turkestan. Perhaps the poet Tur-
sunsada would like to hear these verses
once more? Perhaps he has already learnt
them by heart? In any case, here they are:

“0 my Russia, Mother Russia,

I am no stepchild to you,

My beloved!

I am made of your blood and your heart,
I am your child.

When you call me, I am with you,

And | answer,

Yes, my dearest Mother,

I am always ready

To fulfil the tasks you set.”

Unfortunately the national poet of Turke-
stan, Elbek, was prematurely murdered by
the Soviet Russians, otherwise he could have
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compared this poem with his verses “The
Gathering of the Beasts of Prey“ and let the
sheep ask: “Who appointed the beasts of
prey as rulers for us?‘ To begin with, the
Russians described themselves as the people
with the helping hand, then as the *“big
brother”, and now even as a mother. Perhaps
they will adopt the role of father and grand-
father to Turkestan in the near future! In
that case the falsification of the history of
Turkestan will be complete, for no other
colonial power has so far shown as much
hypocrisy.

On August 15, 1959, the Soviet troops in
Turkestan celebrated the 40th anniversary of
the formation of the Turkestanian front, but
in order not to rouse evil memories they
now cautiously refer to it as the foundation
day of the Turkestanian military command.
On the previous day, August 14, 1919, the
formation of the Soviet Russian forces which
were to recapture Turkestan was completed.
To mark this occasion the mighty commissar
and chief of the head political administration
of the Turkestanian military command, the
Russian Malcev, wrote:

“The Turkestanian warriors (and by Tur-

kestanian he does not mean the Turke-

stanians themselves but the Soviet occupa-
tion forces in Turkestan, — author’s note)
will preserve and augment the illustrious
martial tradition of their military com-
mand. Our armies guard the interests of
the state and are standing in readiness to
protect the security of our country.”
(“Pravda Vostoka“, August 14, 1959)

The Soviet Russian forces in Turkestan
thus intend to continue to protect Soviet
Russian interests in this country.

And this is the sense in which the above-
mentioned “scientific conference to corro-
borate the Russian campaigns of conquest,
the statements by the said Minister of Cul-
ture, the poem “Mother Russia“ and the
celebration of the day that was so tragic for
Turkestan must he interpreted, for it is
obvious that the Soviet Russians, with the
aid of their Turkestanian prattlers and pup-
pets, intend to consolidate and perpetuate
their colonial policy.

This, indeed, is a grim equality of rights!
A strange irony of truth and deceit! A
stereotyped right of self-determination for
the peoples! Senseless twaddle about the
freedom of the peoples, and, at the same
time, a grimly realistic picture of Soviet
Russian policy in Turkestan.

We should at this point like to refer again
to a publication by the Soviets in order to
be quite precise and to show how the Turke-
stanians are expected to behave towards the
Russians. On August 14, 1959, the paper
“Qizil Uzbekistan“ wrote as follows:

“One of the remnants of nationalism is

disparagement of the role of the Great
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The Chief representative of the Ser-
bian Liberation Movement in the Cen-
tral Committe of the ABN and member
of ABN Military Commission,

General Svefomir Djnkic

has passed away.

An ardent Serbian patriot, a valiant
soldier during the first and second
World War and a courageous champion
of the right of his native country to
freedom, General Djukic was obliged to
spend the last years of his life in exile
far from his enslaved native country.

But General Svetomir Djukic bore his
lot as an exile with stoicism and dignity
in an exemplary manner. Right up to
his death he was a model of soldierly
self-discipline and was full of hope and
confidence as regards the future.

He allied his activity and the life and
death struggle of his people for free-
dom with us — the ABN — as the
common front of all the peoples sub-
jugated by Russia. He saw in this con-
centration of the resistance forces of an
entire subjugated world the surest
foundation for the annihilation of Com-
munist tyranny and for the restoration
of the rights and the freedom of his
people.

To the very end he remained loyal
to this principle and endeavoured to
serve the common cause to the best of
his ability.

May our loyal comrade rest in peace!

The Central Committee
of the ABN

Russian people in the history of our

country. Non-recognition of the Russian

people as the Big Brother is a remnant
of nationalism!*

We can hut ask, how long are the Turke-
stanians to continue regarding the Russians
as the “big brother“. No doubt they are
forced to do so. For if they do not recognize
the Russians as the “big brother“, they are
branded as nationalists. And the fate which
a nationalist can expect, is better known to
Rashidov and Tursunsada than to us. If the
Turkestanians renounce their dignity as
human beings in favour of the Russian ele-
ment, then all is well. In that case Tursun-
sada, too, for instance can continue writing
and talking. But if he should attempt to
disregard the Russians as the “big brother”,
then he will promptly fall into disfavour
and will be worthless to the latter. And not
only we but also all Turkestanians are fami-
liar with this Soviet rule. (To be continued.)



Dr. M. Anysas

Russia’s Perpetual Imperialistic Aims

In the following historical survey we shall show how the Russian empire from its
earliest beginnings under the Muscovite princes and grand dukes, later under the
tsars and now under the Bolsheviks, in the course of 600 years has developed from
an insignificant Muscovite principality into a mighty imperium by means of constant
wars, predatory invasions, the colonization of Siberia and the occupation of foreign
territory.

This survey further shows how Russian expansion already in the era of the grand
dukes and later under the rule of the tsars was directed above all towards West
Europe and, by constant military aggression against Russia’'s neighbours, in the 19tli
and 20tli centuries influenced the state structure of Europe, in particular to the
disadvantage of Central and Western Europe.

This same political aim was continued in the 20th century by Communist Russia
until, by the end of World War II, it had penetrated to the heart of Central Europe,
had overrun several more independent states in its course, had incorporated them in
the Soviet Union and had completely subjected a large number of states to its
influence as satellites.

The Muscovite princes, grand dukes and tsars conducted their aggression with
armed force under the slogan of the union of the Slav peoples, the expansion of the
Orthodox Church, the protection of the Slav peoples of southeast Europe against
Turkish arbitrariness, and the foundation of a southeast Slav realm under Russian
protection; whilst the present Russian rulers endeavour to realize their world-
conquest plans under the guise of Communism, which allegedly liberates the working
masses from capitalism, and with the support of the huge Red Army which is in the
hands of the Muscovite despots.

Just as in former centuries the federations formed under Moscow’'s influence
undermined the position of the states threatened by Moscow and in several cases
caused their collapse, so Russian Communism today resorts to the means of Commu-
nist propaganda in order to form new Communist cells in foreign countries with the
purpose of undermining the latter from within and surrendering them to the mercy
of Muscovite Communism. For this reason the method of political and military terro-
rism is applied, which stops at nothing, not even at the United States of America
(Khrushchov, the Summit Conference, May 16th, Paris). The Communist regime is
introduced with the aid of the Red Army and the MYD. Although it is alien to the
majority of the population, it asserts itself by means of the bayonets of the Red
Army.

This survey gives the reader an idea of the danger which threatens all the peoples
who listen to Bolshevist propaganda and believe Moscow’s assurances of peace, who
relax in their vigilance and eventually become the victim of Muscovite Communism.

As the past history of Russia shows, Russian imperialism has always pursued a
longsighted policy and since it had no powerful enemies to fear in the east or the
south, Russian imperialist policy was able to devote itself almost entirely to the West.

The aim of the Muscovite despots, princes, grand dukes and tsars was the expan-
sion of Russian rule far into the West, to the Austro-Hungarian and Prussian borders,
and in the south as far as the Black Sea, to the Caucasus and beyond.

It was a Russian principle that the Russian double eagle, incidentally of Byzan-
tine origin, never retreated when it had gained a foothold. And if ever it was forced
by military and political circumstances to relinquish territory, then this was merely
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done with a view to recapturing the same territory at the first opportunity (see the
Russian peace treaties with Esthonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Roumania after

the first world war).

Muscovite Bolshevism has taken over the former tsarist imperialism in an una-
dulterated form, with the sole difference that Muscovite Bolshevism concentrates
entirely on world rule. And it will never abandon this aim, unless, of course, it
involves itself in a third world war and is destroyed in this way, as were former

imperialists.

(Excerpts from a historical and political monograph.)

Rostyslaw Jendyk

Education and Schools in the Russian Prison of Nations

The most important factor of every science
is the method by which one classifies the
individual phenomena in order to arrive at
a connected whole or synthesis. But there is
no one method which can bring omniscience.
Methods differ widely, and for this reason
the reader will perhaps not be surprised if |
now proceed to examine Bolshevism and its
component phenomena like an anthropolo-
gist.

The science of anthropology regards man
as a biological being on the basis of social
processes. This definition contains two diffe-
rent conceptions: man as something relatively
permanent in time and space, and social
processes as something changeable and tran-
sient. It is obvious that a research scholar
will regard man as playing a far more
important role than the said processes.

Let us now consider the phenomenon with
which we are concerned here, namely Bolshe-
vism, from this aspect. | do not intend to
deal with the classification of the races,
since this would lead too far. I should, how-
ever, like to stress that a special group of
ideas is peculiar to man’s conscious thought,
that is to say a group of ideas which origi-
nates from the highest categories of his exi-
stence and is strengthened by natural tenden-
cies. Where Bolshevism originated is not so
important for us; what is very important,
however, is where it developed further, since
in the course of time it was bound to
encounter the old group of ideas and tradi-
tions and either destroy or assimilate them.
To destroy them was impossible, since, as
we have pointed out, the group of ideas is
influenced by natural tendencies. What
remained, therefore, was assimilation, which
is bound to appear all the more realistic to
us as Stalin devised the watchword about the
construction of socialism in one country and
endeavoured to realize it.

What were the fundamental ideas which
prevailed in the pre-Bolshevist state system?
They were orthodoxy, autocracy and the
national element. Every sphere of public life
was subordinated to these ideas and they
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determined its course. If we reduce Bolshe-
vism to generalizations, then we shall find the
same contents under different external forms:
orthodoxy corresponds to Leninism, auto-
cracy to the dictatorship of the proletariat,
and the national element to the same Rus-
sian people. These parallelisms can be identi-
fied more clearly when considering the main
subject of this article, — Bolshevist edu-
cation.

Every social system is concerned with self-
preservation. No one commits suicide of their
own free will. Public education in this case
achieves the same result. The Bolshevist
system differs from all other systems inasmuch
as it intentionally subordinates man’s entire
life to itself. Bolshevist education, one might
say, lasts from the cradle to the grave.
Training and drilling is carried on incessantly,
not only in order to train a new human
being, but also to deprive man of practically
the whole of his spare time and prevent him
from having an opportunity to think.

Lenin affirmed: “We state quite openly
that the school as a thing apart from life
and politics — is all lies and hypocrisy“. In
Lenin’s words the emphasis is not on life
but on politics, and politics, according to his
conception, is the realization of the Party
programme, as one says howadays, — “in the
sense of an active part in establishing Com-
munism, in the sense of Soviet patriotism
and proletarian internationalism“.

Naturally, the present level of national
education was not achieved in one single
attempt. Many experiments were made, but
Lenin’'s conception was never abandoned. In
his article entitled “Establishing Communism
in the Schools“, published in Moscow in 1960,
N. K. Gongarov formulates the aims of edu-
cation as follows:

“The Communist Party always considered
and considers the development of national
education to be one of the most important
factors of the fight for socialism, for the
development of production forces and for
the stabilization of the socialist production



conditions. In its programme, which was
drawn up under the direct guidance of Lenin,
the school is for the first time in the history
of mankind set a noble and worthy task, —
namely to train a generation that will be
capable of establishing Communism ... Or,
in other words, to transform the school as
an instrument of the social class of the
bourgeoisie into the instrument of the
Communist rebirth of society“. Lenin’s doc-
trine, however, is not one of many, but the
only scientific one which undauntedly solves
all problems of this world and the beyond
and fosters a belief in the future, which
must be as unswerving as religious dogmas.
And in this respect Leninism sets itself up as
a religion, which tolerates no other religion.
What is more, the Communist faith combats
the other religions which lead man’s thoughts
into spheres that are strange to him, and
introduces this idea of combatting all other
religions into its system. Religion as a pro-
fession of one’s faith in God raises the que-
stion, — how must man conduct himself in
order to attain the aim of his earthly life,
namely heaven. Bolshevism, as a substitute
for religion, raises a similar question, —
what qualities must man have in order to
attain the aim of human development, namely
Communism. Hence, according to the Bolshe-
vist theoreticians, Bolshevist education is
inseparably bound up with the exposure and
defeat of the reactionary religion in order
to be able to assert itself supreme.

Thus, Bolshevist education is permeated
by pseudo-religious trends. Since Bolshevism
is based on autocracy, that is to say on the
dictatorship of the proletariat, it is obliged
to resort to compulsion. This is formulated
by the periodical “Neue Welt“, East Berlin,
1954, as follows: “In its work which is
devoted to the Communist education of the
working classes, the Soviet state skilfully
combines persuasive power with compulsory
measures. Persuasion alone, as Marxism-
Leninism teaches us, is not enough to gain a
victory in the fight against the remnants of
capitalism in man’s consciousness; compulsory
measures, too, must be applied“. As already
mentioned, the search for new forms of the
educational and school system continued a
long time; although these forms had been
decided in principle in 1934, they were
changed again and again. But the compul-
sory measures as attendant factors remained
and still remain the same. They are in keeping
with the nature of Bolshevist state control.

Public education in the Soviet Union be-
gins in the earliest years of a child's life. It
has two different aims: firstly, to remove
children from the influence of the backward
education of their parents; and, secondly, by
taking care of the children, to relieve mothers
of this burden and thus enable them to work
in the factories and kolkhozes.

If one bears in mind the fact that to foster
“uncompromising hatred towards the enemies
of socialist society” is one of the most im-
portant factors of the “progressive” educa-
tion in the Soviet Union, then it becomes
obvious why the backward education of
parents is regarded as a danger. Children up
to three years are admitted to day nurseries,
which at present can accommodate 2.8 million
children. These day nurseries can be regarded
as the first stage in the Bolshevist educa-
tional system.

In keeping with the watchword that the
education and moulding of a new type of
human being, the future builder of Commu-
nism, can only be achieved by socialist
methods and must commence in the kinder-
garten, children in the second stage of Bol-
shevist education are transferred to the Kkin-
dergartens. In 1955 there were 31,596 kinder-
gartens in the Soviet Union with a total
attendance of 1,730,911 children. Here they
receive meals, are under medical supervision
and are taught by women-teachers who have
been trained in pedagogical institutes with-
out having been obliged to complete a ten
years' course at a secondary school. The
children spend 9 to 12 hours in the kinder-
garten and pass the time with play and les-
sons. And it is here that love of the socialist
fatherland and hatred of all enemies begins
to germinate.

At the age of seven the little Soviet citizens
begin to attend school. School attendance is
compulsory; and there are now practically
no persons in the Soviet Union who cannot
read and write. The schools are all state-
controlled and, like the kindergartens, come
under the competence of the Ministry of
National Education. All private initiative and
religious influence is suppressed in the
schools. Schooling is free of charge and serves
as a means to Bolshevist training. At present
the following types of schools exist in the
Soviet Union:

1) Elementary schools with four classes for

children from 7 to 10;

2) Incomplete secondary schools with seven
or eight classes for children up to 14
or 15 years of age;

3) Complete secondary schools with ten
classes for pupils up to 17 years of age.

The curriculum is planned in such a way
that pupils can transfer from one type of
school to another without difficulty; that is
to say, in the lower classes the curriculum
at every type of school is the same. It was
announced some time ago that a future edu-
cational aim would be a general transition
to the type of secondary school with ten
classes and the institution of boarding-schools.
This plan was to have been realized in 1960,
but two years ago Khrushchov himself said
that the preconditions for such a change
were not yet existent: “As regards the intro-
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duction of the general complete secondary
school as a compulsory form of education,
we are hound to ascertain on the strength
of all the data available that it would at
present he inexpedient to carry out such a
measure”.

But in spite of this fact, 1.4 million pupils
in 1956 passed the school-leaving certificate.
Incidentally, this examination can also be
taken in evening schools for adults and per-
sons engaged in professions. According to
Khrushchov's statements, 80 per cent of the
children in 1958 left the seven-class schools.

A closer study of the incomplete or com-
plete secondary schools reveals that in an
eight-class school, for instance, 1,711 hours
of instruction per year are devoted to human-
istic subjects, 1,565 hours to natural science
subjects and mathematics, 251 hours to art,
and 717 hours to practical work. The fact
that so much time is devoted to humanistic
subjects would come as somewhat of a sur-
prise if one did not know what these indi-
vidual subjects are. They happen to include
not only languages, in particular Russian
with 62 hours of instruction per week, hut
also history and a study of the constitution
of the Soviet Union, which in other words is
obviously political training. Humanistic stu-
dies, that is instruction in the classical
languages, Greek and Latin, as provided in
grammar schools in the West, are non-existent
in the Soviet Union. Thus, there is an
educational deficiency in this respect and
the Bolsheviks even admit this themselves.
Addressing the 13th Congress of the Komso-
mols, Krushchov himself affirmed: “Persons
who are engaged in useful work must be
able, in their spare time, if they wish, to
attend educational institutions where they
can study art, painting, music and the cul-
tural sciences”.

Instead of training the soul, as one might
say, Bolshevist education concentrates mainly
on training the hand. In the above-mentioned
eight-class schools training in work takes up
20 hours per week, work pertaining to the
social order 12 hours, and practical work at
the end of the school-year 2 weeks. That, at
least, is what it looks like in theory, though
in actual practice the hours are far more. In
the spring, the children have to clear the
fields of worms, — that is to say, they are
obliged to do seasonal work. School-children
are also organized as labour-brigades which
are responsible for many hectares of land.
This can undoubtedly be described as a form
of regular juvenile labour!

But to return to the theoretical curriculum,
or, as it is designated nowadays, the “combi-
nation of theory with practice”. Writing in
the “Communist* of October 14, 1958, I. Kai-
rov states as a further reason for Khrush-
chov's demands to the schools: “The school
must train builders of Communist society
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with an all-round ability, who are familiar
with the rudiments of learning and at the
same time are suited for systematic physi-
cal work. The school must arouse in the
young people the aim to be useful to society
and to take anactive part in the values
which are necessary to society“. What is
meant here is the so-called polytedinical
training.

In itself this is a very interesting idea. It
is an attempt to view a general education
from a new aspect and to make the young
people of today familiar with the enormous
development of technical science and thus
adjust them tonew demands. But Soviet
pedagogy deals with this question in too
limited a way. The pupils are obliged to
work in factories, in the kolkhozes, research
stations and inthe school workshops not
only in order to perceive but also to learn
something thoroughly, namely a knowledge
which they should acquire in special voca-
tional schools. The thing which is of most
importance to the Bolshevist leaders is that
young persons should start working in the
factories and kolkhozes immediately upon
leaving school. The logical consequence of
this attitude is that the general development
of the personality of the pupils is neglected.
And in this way the basis of every develop-
ment — namely selection — is excluded. To
rank manual work as equal to theoretical
training and to regard qualifications in one
sphere as holding good for other spheres of
work is to eliminate all distinctions as far
as training for higher professions is concer-
ned. The result is that man becomes a one-
sided automaton and the general cultural
level is lowered.

This same trend prevails in the colleges
and universities. Stalin's watchword was “cad-
res determine everything“. He aimed to
create anew class of Soviet intelligentsia which
could be used more or less as the basic
apparatus in various fields. Khrushchov pur-
sues a different aim in this respect. He would
like to make the intelligentsia one with the
masses and thus prevent the former from
avoiding posts in agriculture and industry.
This, too, is the reason why students are
obliged to do two years practical work
before commencing their studies.

Higher education in the Soviet Union is
divided into two categories, — universities
and institutes of various kinds, as for instance
technical, agricultural, medical, veterinary,
pedagogic, economics, law, art and sports
schools. In 1959 there were in the Soviet
Union 35 universities and 731 institutes, with
a total number of 2.15 million students. In
the Russian Republic there were 441 insti-
tutes with a total of 1,308,100 students, in
the Ukrainian Republic 140 with 385,500
students, in the Uzbek Republic 31 with
90,300 students, in the Kazakh Republic 27



with 75,700 students and in the Byelorussian
Republic 25 with 58,700 students. The uni-
versities have up to 12 faculties; the insti-
tutes, on the other hand, as their name
indicates, are specialized. Halfway between
these institutes of higher education and the
lower secondary schools there are various
central vocational schools.

In keeping with the Bolshevist principle,
the higher educational institutes not only
impart knowledge but also concentrate on
political training. Political economy, Marxism-
Leninism and diamat, that is dialectical
materialism, constitute the general basis of
all courses of study. During recent years
atheism has also been introduced as a com-
pulsory subject for students in their last two
terms. And no student can get round this
regulation.

On the whole, courses at the institutes
last four to five years, at the universities
five to six years. Each student has to attend
about 46 classes a week, which include lec-
tures, advanced classes and practical work in
factories and research stations. After about
45 part-examinations, students take the state
examination. Some of them then continue
their studies as candidates for the post of
assistants and lecturers. Those who aspire to
the post of lecturer spend the next three or
four years engaged in research work or
teaching practice. It is extremely difficult
to obtain a doctor’s degree, which is only
awarded after the candidate has published
numerous scientific theses.

The general trend is technical science. In
1957, 60,000 civil engineers and 70,000 spe-
cialized engineers were trained. It is planned
to train up to 200,000 engineers a year from
1960 onwards.

In 1958 there was much discussion —
arising out of Khrushchov’'s speech — on the
subject of studies at the higher educational
institutes. In the “Pravda“ of August 17,
1958, Eljutin, Minister of Higher Education,
expressed his views on the combination of
theory with practice. According to his con-
ception, the first year of study is to be spent
in industry without any interruption. During
the next two years the student studies theo-
retical subjects and then spends a fairly
long practical period in industry which makes
him familiar with his special field. During
this practical period he continues his theoreti-
cal studies in evening or correspondence
courses. Upon completion of this practical
period he returns to the institute, completes
his studies in his special subject, writes his
diploma theses and takes the state exami-
nation. It is obvious that students who are
constantly forced to interrupt their actual
studies in order to do manual work will
only have the educational level of a semi-
intelligentsia when they pass out of college.

We have already mentioned the fact above

that there is a certain parallel between the
aim of the pre-Bolshevist system to create
a uniform national element and the aim of
the Bolshevist system to train and create a
“Soviet* people. The Bolsheviks try to
achieve this aim by far more cunning, ruth-
less and unnatural measures. In 1876 in
accordance with the Ukas decree, all schools
had to he transformed into schools in which
Russian was the language of instruction. This
led to the closing of hundreds of schools, as
for instance in the regions of the Caucasus;
whilst in Ukraine the printing of Ukrainian
hooks was even prohibited. The Bolsheviks
pursue the Leninist policy with regard to
the national problem. This policy is ex-
pressed in a different way, hut, as in many
other questions, it still has the old traditional
meaning. All textbooks used in the schools
are translations from the Russian. The Bols-
heviks are not in the least concerned about
the fact that this measure detracts from the
national features of the individual peoples.
Just as dictatorship endeavours to create a
uniform type in the social sense, so, too, it
tries to achieve the same result in the spiri-
tual sense. And what is more, — in the ninth
and tenth classes, one hour more a week is
devoted to Russian language and literature
than, for instance, to Ukrainian. This aim is
camouflaged with fine phrases, as for example
by V. A. Dobromyslov, a Russian pedagogue,
who affirms (1960): “Without a complete
knowledge of the Russian language, one can-
not he an active participator in the con-
struction of Communism®. But the height of
hypocrisy is readied in Paragraph 15 of the
law on schools, which pertains to instruction
in the mother-tongue. This law states that
parents have the right to decide to which
sdiool they wish to send their children. This
law has aroused a storm of indignation
amongst emigrants abroad and has led to
much opposition and discussion at home.
What person in the West would ever think
of having to opt in his own country for the
language in which his diild is to be taught,
— in its mother-tongue or in a foreign
language?

This perfidious formulation, which, inciden-
tally, was declared to be most democratic,
led to something else. Our fellow-countrymen
from Canada are now visiting Ukraine and
convincing themselves that an attempt is
being made there on the quiet to transform
all the sdiools into Russian ones. In the
lowest classes in the elementary sdiools
instruction is given in Ukrainian, but in the
higher classes Russian is already being used
as the language of instruction. Since we have
no official information on this subject, we
must of course rate this statement as opinion,
but it is nevertheless an opinion which speaks
for itself.

The Bolsheviks are hoping for the most
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success from their measure of sending young
people to the virgin regions of Asia, where
they are carrying out a unique experiment:
they settle these young persons permanently
in these regions, make them entirely depen-
dent on the Russian language by prohibiting
their own language in all schools, evening
and correspondence courses, and thus plan
to train and create a Soviet people out of the
multi-lingual class of young people who have
been uprooted from their native soil. What
could be more diabolical than this plan to
undermine and destroy the national element
at home by removing the youth of the
country and scattering these young persons

Banu Manta

throughout Asia? Surely this is a genocide
of the peoples which is being effected by
far more cunning measures than even Stalin
resorted to, when he tried to achieve the
same result by famine and murder.

In conclusion it can be said that the curri-
culum and methods of teaching in Bolshevist
education have a double aim, namely to
create blindly servile human beings, who
serve the cause of Communism and at the
same time consider themselves Soviet beings,
that is to say Soviet with the emphasis on
Russian. And herein lies the entire meaning
of so-called progress and pedagogy in the
Soviet Union.

The Author Petre Dimitriu — A Roumanian Boris Pasternak

Under this headline the French paper
“Paris-Presse I'Intransigeante” in its edition
of October 30/31, 1960, published an inter-
view with the “Roumanian® author Dimitriu.
Some months ago Petre Dimitriu “chose free-
dom®“. This step on his part was at the time
regarded as sensational not only by the
literary but also by the political world. And,
in fact, the political consequences seem to
have been more far-reaching than the literary
ones, since he owed the esteem which he en-
joyed not so much to his talent as to official
patronage. Today, Dimitriu is 36 years of age,
but he is already a veteran Communist. Fur-
thermore, according to his own statements,
he was already a member of the Roumanian
Communist Party before Roumania’'s capitu-
lation, that is to say when the Communist
Party was still illegal there. He did now,
however, win his political spurs until after
the Party had seized power. From then on-
wards, the career of this “Roumanian Paster-
nak“ rose to a phenomenal, dizzy height.

Already at the age of 26, this “writer” was
a typical representative of the new, younger
generation of Communist writers. Many of
his works were on display in Roumanian
bookshops and libraries. His most famous
works at that time were “Pasarea Furtunii®
(“The Storm-bird“) and, above all, “The
Family Chronicle* (in three volumes). When
he was barely thirty, he was appointed head
of the state publishing office. No book could
be published in Roumania without his con-
sent. It was rumoured that this young Com-
munist potentate only gave his consent in
such cases after having most carefully exa-
mined the past and the political views of the
author in question.

After the publication of his novel “Drum
fara Pulberg® (“Road Without Dust*), a
glorification of the construction of the Da-
nube — Black Sea Canal, Petre Dimitriu was
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awarded the title of an “official author of
the regime“. This huge project, which he
extrolled in his book and which was popu-
larly known as the “canal of death“, was
abandoned after a couple of years. Thou-
sands of slave-labourers, including not only
countless ideological opponents of the regime
but also thousands of farmers from all over
the country, were forced to sacrifice their
lives in the dust of the “road without dust*
merely for the .illusion and futile ideas
cherished by the Red rulers.

If Petre Dimitriu were really represen-
tative of Roumania’s writers, then the posi-
tion of present-day literature could be des-
cribed as hopeless. The literary standard and
norms of opinion fixed by the Party in
assigning themes actually reveals such a de-
gree of brutality and cynicism that merely
to carry out such a commission faithfully is
sufficient to bring disrepute on the author
in question, both as a literary man and as a
human being, for the rest of his life. But
only very few, including the “pseudo-Paster-
nak“, would have been prepared to sing the
praises of the said project in such a manner.
Even older Communists, as for instance the
writer Zaharia Stancu, avoided accepting the
“commission“ in this case.

Strange to say, the literary products of
Petre Dimitriu were translated into several
languages, in the first place, however, into
the languages of the Eastern sphere of in-
fluence. According to his own statements, he
is the “most well-known Roumanian writer*
in the Soviet Union. His name has even been
included in the Soviet encyclopedia.

From 1957 onwards, Dimitriu was also
allowed to visit Western countries. France,
in particular, became one of his favourite
destinations. Here, too, he signed numerous
contracts regarding the translation and publi-
cation of his books. In various talks and






