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USSR ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE, 1930S

In the absence of private property, all institutions in the USSR were technically part of the state. A key exception was the
Communist party, which officially was a voluntary public (obshchestvennaia ) organization. The party maintained a "cell" in every
institution, and party administrations at all levels had departments paralleling those of the state. The USSR was thus a dualist
party-state.

At the same time, the state structure was multiple. As a result, although all lower-level organizations were subordinated to
upper ones in a pyramid, the parallelism of the party-state pyramids and the multiplicity of the state itself created overlapping
jurisidictions. It also needs to be borne in mind that the Soviet Union was nominally a federation, with Magnitogorsk located in
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the Russian republic (RSFSR). Only all-union bodies bore the designation "USSR."

Party Pyramid

All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks)

All-Union Party Congress. Irregularly convened. Formally the highest body of the party. Served between sessions by a
Central Committee.

USSR Central Committee (CC). Dominated by its nominally subordinate political bureau (politbureau) and administrative
secretariat. Headed in the 1930s by General Secretary Joseph Stalin.

Urals provincial party committee (obkom ). Divided in three in 1934.

Cheliabinsk provincial party committee (obkom ). Formed out of the Urals oblast in 1934. Headed by the obkom bureau.

— XX —
Magnitogorsk city party committee (gorkom ). Headed by the gorkom bureau.

Urban-district party committees (raikom ).
Primary party organizations (PPOs). The lowest level of party organization. Called "cells" before 1934.
Communist party youth league (Komsomol). The apprentice organization for the party.

The RSFSR did not have its own Communist party structure; obkoms in the RSFSR were subordinated directly to the USSR
Central Committee .

State Pyramid

Legislative and Executive

All-Union Congress of Soviets. Biannual congress of representatives of local soviets. Replaced in 1936 by the Supreme
Soviet.

USSR Supreme Soviet. Permament body of elected representatives.

All-Union Congress of Soviets/USSR Supreme Soviet Central Executive Committee (TsIK).
RSFSR All-Union Congress of Soviets/Supreme Soviet and Central Executive Committee.
Cheliabinsk provincial soviet and soviet executive committee.

Magnitogorsk city soviet and soviet executive committee.

Urban-district soviets.

Soviet sections (volunteers).

City-soviet planning commission.

At all levels, the full soviet, consisting of popularly elected representatives, was nominally charged with policy formation;
executive committees, elected by the soviets, were responsible for implementation. Thus, soviets technically had both legislative
and executive power. The head of the USSR Supreme Soviet was the head of state .

Government and Bureaucracy

USSR Council of People's Commissars (Sovnarkom). Coordinating body of the bureaucracy, made up of the heads of each
commissariat. Essentially the Soviet government. The chairman of Sovnarkom held a rank equivalent to prime minister.

Council of Labor and Defense (STO). High-level special government com-

— XXi —
mission, technically subordinate to Sovnarkom but in practice above it. Temporarily abolished in 1937.

RSFSR Sovnarkom. Because the Magnitogorsk factory had all-union status, it was subordinated directly to the USSR, not the
Russian republic.
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People's Commissariat of Heavy Industry (NKTP). One of the commissariats represented on the USSR Sovnarkom. It owned
and supervised most of the economy. Replaced the Supreme Council of the National Economy (Vesenkha) in 1932.

Main Administration of the Metallurgical Industry (GUMP). A subdivision of the Commissariat of Heavy Industry. Converted to
the Commissariat of Ferrous Metallurgy (NKChM) when NKTP was divided into several commissariats in 1939.

Magnitogorsk Metallurgical Complex (MMK). Factory and mine. Under the Main Administration of Metal Industry.

Everyday-Life Administration (KBU). A division of the Magnitogorsk Metallurgical Complex. Renamed Municipal Economy
Administration (UKKh) in 1938.

People's Commissariat of Internal Affairs (NKVD). Security police. Represented on the USSR Sovnarkom; in practice
subordinated directly to the Communist party secretariat. For most of the 1930s, the regular police, called the militia, were
attached to the NKVD. Prior to 1934, the security police was organized as an independent commission called the Main Political
Administration (GPU). Both the NKVD and the GPU were colloquially referred to by the acronym for their predecessor
organization, the "Cheka."

Provincial NKVD.

Magnitogorsk NKVD. Controlled the administrations of the Magnitogorsk Corrective Labor Colony (ITK) and Special Labor
Settlement (Spetstrudposelok).

NKVD boards and troika . Summary sentencing bodies for crimes deemed to involve counterrevolution.
People's Commissariat of Justice (Narkomiust). Headed by USSR general procurator.

Provincial procurator.

Magnitogorsk procurator.

USSR Supreme Court.

— XXii —
Provincial court.

Magnitogorsk people's courts.
Comrade courts.

Narkomiust had jurisdiction only over non-counterrevolutionary crimes. The procurator technically had supervisory power
over the NKVD, but the NKVD effectively resisted outside supervision of its operation. Railroads and waterways had a separate
procurator and court system .

People's Commissariat of Municipal Economy (Narkomkhoz). Represented on USSR Sovnarkom. Completely eclipsed in
Magnitogorsk by NKTP.

People's Commissariat of Trade (Narkomtorg). Represented on USSR Sovnarkom. Responsible for urban supply.
Provincial trade (Obltorg).

Magnitgorsk trade (Magnittorg).

Central Workers' Cooperative (TsRK). Reorganized and renamed the Department of Workers' Supply (ORS) in 1933.
City dining trust (Narpit).

City food processing complex.

Cooperatives.

State Planning Commission (Gosplan). Important for industrial operation and supply, parallel to NKTP

State Institute for the Design of Metallurgical Factories (Gipromez), in Leningrad. Small role in the design of the
Magnitogorsk factory.

Urals branch of Gipromez. Renamed Magnitostroi in 1927

Magnitostroi. Design and construction trust (also the name for the construction site). Subordinated to GUMP. Merged with
MMK in 1934; reinstituted as a separate trust in 1936.

Koksostroi. Coke plant construction, merged with Magnitostroi in 1933.

Mining Administration (GRU). Merged with Magnitostroi in 1933.

"Subcontracting” trusts (Stalstroi, etc.). Abolished in 1932 with the formation of GUMP.

State Institute for the Planning of Cities (Giprogor). Organization that employed the German architect Ernst May.

Oblast urban planning (Oblproekt).
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City urban planning (Gorproekt).

— XXiii —
Social Welfare

All-Union Central Council of Trade Unions (VTsSPS). Trade unions were responsible for access to recreation facilities,
accident insurance, pensions and other benefits.

USSR Metal Workers Union.
Provincial branch of the Metal Workers Union.

Magnitogorsk branch of the Metal Workers Union.

Combined Party and State Agency

Central Control Commission and Workers' and Peasants' Inspectorate (TsKK-RKI). Combined party control commission and
state commissariat (Rabkrin) with wide investigatory powers. Parallel to the GPU. Abolished in 1934 when the GPU was
reorganized into the NKVD. In 1935 separate party and state control commissions were created.

Oblast control commission (ObIKK). Abolished in 1934.

City control commission (GorKK). Abolished in 1934.

— XXV —

NOTE ON TRANSLATION

All translations are the author's, unless otherwise indicated. For Russian words and names, the Library of Congress
transliteration system has been used, with the exception that diacritical marks for soft signs have been suppressed.

INTRODUCTION—
UNDERSTANDING THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION

-1

To remake everything: to organize things so that everything should be new, so that our false, filthy, boring, hideous life should become a just, pure,
merry, and beautiful life.
Aleksandr Blok, on the meaning of the Russian revolution[*]

About forty miles east of the southern tip of the Ural mountains lies a semicircular group of five low hills, two of which contained
some of the richest and most accessible iron ore in the world. The existence of the ore had been known since at least the middle
of the eighteenth century, when the area was settled with a small Cossack fort, or stanitsa , and the settlers noticed that their
compassefzti:ehaved strangely. No doubt for this reason the outcrop came to be called Magnitnaia gora , or Magnetic

Mountain.

For centuries the sparsely populated area surrounding Magnetic Mountain led a tranquil existence. True, in the late
eighteenth century the leader of a peasant-Cossack rebellion, Yemilian Pugachev, while gathering his forces, bathed near the
mountain in the Iaik River, thereby marking it as a symbol of defiance. But the rebellion that had momentarily paused to draw
its forces near the iron-ore deposits was put down, and the Empress Catherine renamed the river the Ural, so as to dissociate
the site from the deeds of Pugachev. From that point, aside from the small quantities of ore that were carted by horse to a tiny
factory in nearby Beloretsk in the late nineteenth century, the iron-ore mountain, touched only by the icy arctic winds sweeping
down across the steppe, stood majestically undisturbed— until 1929, when the Bolshevik leadership decided to initiate an
assault.

Nowhere was it inscribed in stone that the Bolsheviks had to turn this bump in the earth into a gigantic steel plant with a
sprawling settlement of 200,000 people. Nor was it preordained that they would build everything the way they did. The
Bolsheviks brought along their banners and slogans, their agitprop newspapers and circles for the liquidation of illiteracy, their
bread factories and mass dining rooms. They brought along the Communist party and the portraits of the Father of All Peoples,
bourgeois specialists and young Red engineers, peasant prisoners and peasants turned shock
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workers. And they brought along foreign designs and equipment for state-of-the-art blast furnaces, open-hearth ovens, and
roiling mills. In short, to that group of semicircular hills the Bolsheviks brought "the revolution." This book attempts to tell the
story of how the revolution came to Magnetic Mountain, and how the inhabitants of the resultant urban center— "Magnetic
Mountain City," or Magnitogorsk—took part in the creation of what would come to be known as Stalinism.

Among the most widely observed phenomena in history, Stalinism is rightly infamous as a despotic political system. A close
look at Magnitogorsk in the 1930s, however, will demonstrate that the distinctiveness of Stalinism lay not in the formation of a
mammoth state by means of the destruction of society but in the creation, along with such a state, of a new society—manifest in
property relations, social structure, the organization of the economy, political practice, and language. Stalinism signified the
advent of a specifically socialist civilization based on the rejection of capitalism, the appreciation of which is perhaps best
approached through a sharply focused case study.[®]

Approaches on the Study of Stalinism

Whereas the early public debate in the United States on Stalinism was dominated by informative journalistic treatments and less
informative travelers' accounts (along the lines of either "the country with a plan" or "how I escaped the Soviets"), the first
professional research agenda for the study of the Stalin era developed in the aftermath of World War II around the so-called
totalitarian model. This approach focused on the issue of state control and its extension over more and more areas of thought
and action—as exemplified by Merle Fainsod's estimable case study of Smolensk province, which was based on documents
captured during the war.[*1 In what amounted to a replication of Stalinism's self-presentation (with the values inverted), political
structure and ideology loomed large in the totalitarian model, while power was conceived in terms of the pronouncement and
implementation of an organized political will. As far as Soviet society was concerned, in the absence of "independent institutions"
or "autonomous actors" it seemed unclear what to investigate, or even whether there was a society per se. When it came to
interpreting popular attitudes, great skepticism was shown toward published Soviet sources. Instead, disaffected émigrés were
interviewed in depth for clues to the suppressed feelings assumed to lie behind propaganda and censorship.[®]

At the same time, however, Fainsod and others could not deny that the

— 3 —
USSR had managed to beat back the Nazi onslaught in a total war requiring enormous sacrifices by nearly the whole population,
and that both before and after the war there was surprisingly little evidence of organized opposition to what was thought to be a
sinister and illegitimate regime comparable only to that of the Nazis. Struggling to account for these ostensible anomalies, as
well as for the Soviet Union's evident stability, these scholars predictably pointed to the state's use of mass repression. But on
this crucial point, they became increasingly vulnerable, for not only did overt repression abate after Stalin's death, instability did
not follow. Thus, despite the]prolific and high-quality research they carried out, the result of these scholars' work was something
of an analytical cul-de-sac.[®

With good reason, the early analysts of Stalinism came under attack from a subse1uent generation of self-proclaimed
revisionists, who were led by an outsider, the transplanted Australian Sheila Fitzpatrick. 71 The scholars who rallied around
Fitzpatrick came of age during the Vietnam War and the domestic convulsions that shook America's postwar sense of
complacency and superiority. More inclined to the methods of social history, and using a far wider range of Soviet sources,
including some archival materials, this group asserted plausibly that Stalinism could not be explained by coercion alone and set
out to demonstrate that many people had accepted the values and ideals of the Stalin revolution.[®] Fitzpatrick in particular
singled out the sizable stratum of educated, upwardly mobile managers/engineers, who, she argued, supported the Stalinist
regime precisely because the regime had created them.[®]

The new elite, which lasted into the 1980s, began its trajectory to the top in 1929 during what Fitzpatrick called the
"Cultural Revolution," by which she meant the mobilization of class-based radicalism when higher education was thrown open to
the children of workers and peasants. This electrifying episode ended abruptly, however, in 1932, the point at which Fitzpatrick
claimed that the momentum of the revolution was checked.[*®1 What followed as the upwardly mobile cadres were graduated
and promoted to high positions, she argued, was a version of what Nicholas Timasheff had called the "Great Retreat" (a variant
of Trotsky's thesis on the revolution's "betrayal"). Born of Stalin's revolution from above, the new elite supposedly turned around
and repudiated further revolutionary mobilization in favor of stability and the revival of familiar patterns.[*1]

Fitzpatrick traced the humble origins and rapid rise of the new elite, or what she alternately called the new "middle class,"
in terms of culture, purporting to explain its philistine tastes, puritanism, acceptance of pervasive state intervention, and loyalty
to the system. She also noted, however, that

— 4 —
its main education was in technical subjects, making it well suited to the demands of managing an industrial society. By
characterizing the new Soviet elite as culturally conservative yet technically literate, she sought, in effect, to make Trotsky's
assertion that Stalinism had a "social basis" in the bureaucracy less conspiratorial and pejorative. Exploring Trotsky's insights on
the revolution far more deeply than he himself had, Fitzpatrick shared little of his disapproval with the revolution's outcome.[*2]

Yet whereas even in his most condemnatory outbursts Trotsky had refused to disavow the socialist nature of the USSR,
Fitzpatrick never seemed to decide whether her explorations into the social history of the Soviet elite revealed a socialist society
or a traditionally Russian one, with a socialist veneer. She claimed that the Civil War mentality of the 1920s, although
temporarily revived during the first Five-Year Plan, was eventually supplanted in the second half of the 1930s by a conservative,
antimodern "Soviet" mentality. But she appears to have left intentionally unresolved the key issue of whether the resultant
Soviet society was socialist, advocating more research.[*3

Meanwhile, a parallel drive for a revisionist understanding of Stalinism in the American academy was carried out by another
outsider, Moshe Lewin.[*41 Also taking up the Trotskyite framework, Lewin focused on the formation and character of the Soviet
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bureaucracy as a key to explaining the revolution's supposed demise under Stalin. In a series of highly influential books and
essays, he argued that the predominantly peasant nature of Russia ended up overwhelming the process of modernization
embarked on by the socialist regime, particularly because the regime had difficulty understanding its options vis-a-vis the
peasantry and also because the peasantry supposedly underwent a process of "archaization" in the prolonged dislocation
following the downfall of the old regime.

In Lewin's view, a delicate situation calling for forbearance and farsightedness was whimsically destabilized in 1929 with the
drive to coerce the peasantry into "collectivization." That such a decision could be taken at all, Lewin argued, was a consequence
of the "degeneration" of the Bolshevik party into a bureaucratic, hierarchical administrative body to which such a strong-armed
developmental policy held a certain appeal. Predictably, the more the Stalinist clique insisted that the country rush to overcome
its agrarian nature, the greater the chaos that resulted—and the more the regime felt a need to resort to coercion. The
"backwardness" of the rural social structure, in the hands of a group of poorly comprehending and impetuous leaders,
culminated ironically in the establishment of a "backward" and "demonized" authoritarian political system.[*€]

— 5 —
Elaborating the "social background" to the formation of the Stalinist political order, Lewin in turn underscored society's
penetration by the state. During what he called the descent into a "quicksand society" and the "ruralization of the cities" that
supposedly occurred during the initial stages of the Stalin revolution, he wrote that "the whole social structure" was "sucked into
the state mechanism, as if entirely assimilated by it."[171 Highlighting this process of statization, however, he continued to lay
great emphasis on societal influences, offering the maxim, "the quicker you break and change, the more of the old you
recreate."[8] He employed the term "the Soviet system" to describe the outcome whereby the state bureaucratized the society
and yet the social patterns of the village reasserted themselves within this enormous statism.[*°1 what the Soviet system
amounted to, he argued, was a paradoxical, backward form of modernization, with peculiarly jerky rhythms, a tendency toward
frenzied immoderation, and an in-built sense of permanent crisis. A self-proclaimed socialist, Lewin vehemently denied that such
a "system" could in any way be equated with socialism, in effect scorning the self-perception not only of the Soviet regime but of
millions of Soviet inhabitants.[2°]

Both Fitzpatrick and Lewin directed their explorations in social history at the totalitarian paradigm's premise that the
Stalinist state could do whatever it wanted. Whereas Fitzpatrick and her followers have attempted to analyze the supposed role
social groups played in the state's policy decisions and ethos, Lewin has treated society more or less as an aggregate "force"
akin to gravity, that exerted an almost invisible pull on the course of events. Ultimately, however, these varying approaches
converged on the bottom-line proposition that the Stalinist state was permeated throughout by social influences, a notable
modification of the then prevailing one-sided view on state-society relations in the Stalin era.

Lewin and Fitzpatrick have rarely admitted the existence of common ground between them, yet it is striking that in carrying
out their respective projects of revisionism, both have tended to view Stalinism as an end to the revolution and something of a
return, under conditions of great stress, to nonrevolutionary traditions. To be sure, Lewin's abandoned revolution was the
compromise known as the New Economic Policy, or NEP, while Fitzpatrick's was the so-called Cultural Revolution, a revival of the
Civil War's anticompromise spirit. She has emphasized, furthermore, this reversal's apparently logical development, essentially
benign nature, and long-term stability, while he has argued, by contrast, that the Stalinist modernization was far from
inevitable,[?*1 highly "pathological” and yet in dialectical fashion contained the means for its own "cure" (in the long-

— 6 —
term process of urbanization, whereby an urban social structure replaced the rural one).[22] Despite these differences, however,
in terms of what each has determined "the revolution" to be, Lewin and Fitzpatrick have both argued that Stalinism constituted a
reversal. In the end, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the turn to social history has led to the replacement of the
manifestly flawed totalitarian thesis by the basic perspective laid down by Leon Trotsky, the revolution's greatest loser.[23]

Such a perspective ignores the fact that at no time did the Soviet regime declare or seek to effect a counterrevolution—a
turn of affairs that would not, in any case, have been tolerated by the Soviet population. To the vast majority of those who lived
it, and even to most of its enemies, Stalinism, far from being a partial retreat let alone a throwback to the Russian past,
remained forward-looking and progressive throughout. This was particularly so in light of the Great Depression that overtook the
leading capitalist countries, and the commensurate rise and spread of fascism, whose overt militarism cast a pall over Europe. By
virtue of its rejection of capitalism and its dramatic internal development, the USSR assumed the role of anti-fascist bulwark
during a time when elsewhere reaction or indecisiveness appeared to be the order of the day.[24] More than that, Stalinism
exerted a powerful influence over the entire world because what happened in the USSR during the 1930s seemed to be an
implausible achievement in the forward march of European (universal) history.[25]

Science, Utopia, and Revolutionary Politics

It is impossible to comprehend Stalinism without reference to the eighteenth-century European Enlightenment, an outpouring of
impassioned public discussion that took as its point of departure the seventeenth-century innovation of modern "science."
Applying the new models of nature to the political world, many thinkers during the Enlightenment embarked on a quest for an
explicitly "rational social order," a well-regulated organization of human beings independent of the "arbitrary" authority of a
sovereign. Arguably it was the French philosophe Condorcet—the first to give wide currency to the expression "science of
society"—who conferred the prestige of Newtonian science on the search for a rational social order. For Condorcet, among
others, science offered "the means to transform the social world" at the same time as it "suggested the model of the rational
social organization to be implemented." Above all, science promised not

— 7 —
simply the possibility of immediate improvement but "a vision of constant progress.[ze]
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What gave this worldview tremendous force was, of course, the French revolution, which appeared to offer a mechanism for
realizing the vision of a rational social order. To be sure, the revolution brought forth a variety of applications, including the
ideas and practices of liberalism, a "radical" strand of republicanism rooted in notions of equality, and Bonapartist dictatorship.
But each of these different traditions emerged from the common source of what came to be called "revolutionary politics." This
innovation signaled a simple yet profound discovery: that politics could be used to direct and possibly even remake society.[27]

Many of the Russian revolutionaries were guided by a highly developed awareness of the bewitching French experience and
conceived of their own actions as an elaboration of that great chain of events, in the direction of what they imagined to be a
more genuine version of radical democracy. Rather than a democratic order in the name of the nation, which allegedly concealed
the class rule of the bourgeoisie, the Russian revolutionaries envisioned what was supposed to be a more inclusive order founded
on the putative universality of the proletariat. Paradoxically, the goal of greater inclusiveness was to be reached by means of
fierce class warfare and exclusion. Nonetheless, in the reinvention of revolutionary politics on the basis of class, the Russian
revolutionaries were still following the central vision of the Enlightenment. The Russian revolution, too, was about using politics
as a means for creating a rational, and therefore just, social order.

Not only did the revolution in the Russian empire partake of the most highly valued traditions in European history, but even
the revolution's ostensibly exotic class character was quintessentially European, an effect of the nineteenth-century fossil-fuel
industrialization that had swept England and the continent and rendered problematic the universalism of the Enlightenment's
vision. Indeed, far from beginning with the Russian revolution, the task of reconstituting "the nation" by alleviating, or somehow
overcoming, deep class divisions had been a central preoccupation throughout Europe for nearly a century—especially in the
great "kingdom of the ideal" German-speaking Central Europe, where the inspiration for a specifically proletarian revolution
originated.

It was, of course, Karl Marx who combined the Enlightenment's application of scientific rationality to society with the French
revolution's discovery of the magic of politics and proclaimed the definitive science of society aimed at bringing about the
ultimate political revolution that would eliminate the class divisions wrought by industrialization. Profoundly in-
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fluenced by the great elaborator of the French revolution, Georg W. F. Hegel, who had articulated a dynamic vision of the
progressive movement of history, Marx named his design for a future, classless society "socialism"—a term already in wide use
that signified either the amelioration or , more often, the complete transcendence of what were the truly appalling living
conditions of Europe's working majority.[zg]

Emphasizing transcendence, Marx and his followers believed his conception of socialism to be new. In a famous essay
entitled "Socialism: Utopian and Scientific" (1880), Friedrich Engels argued that if with Hegel the world began to be viewed as a
developmental process, with the onset of industrialization and the rise of the working class in the 1830s socialism had ceased to
be "an accidental discovery of this or that ingenious brain" and had become instead "the necessary outcome" of a larger
historical struggle governed by scientific laws. Accordingly, the task for critical analysis was no longer to imagine a society as
perfect as possible but to lay bare the present pattern of socioeconomic relations in which the next "stage" of historical
development was already nascent. Marx, according to Engels, had done just that for the "capitalist mode of production" and thus
with Marx "socialism had become scientific."[?°]

Engels's distinction between utopian and scientific socialism, which was embraced by the Soviet state, has been dismissed
by philosophers who argue that Marxian socialism was in fact no less utopian than the unattainable visions of Fourier or Owen.
Far from having been "science," the argument goes, Marxism was nothing more than a bogus religion claiming falsely to be
science.[391 But the historian should not so quickly dismiss Marxism's claim to be scientific. This claim inspired millions of
people, both inside and outside the Soviet Union, and informed the thinking of much of what went on under Stalin (and after),
from the establishment of economic planning and school curricula to the capacity for opposition to the regime.

If the scientificity of Marxian socialism needs to be taken seriously, however, so does its utopian aspect. Like the
Enlightenment mentality out of which it grew, Marxian socialism was an attractive schema for realizing the kingdom of heaven
on earth. Of course, as a supreme rationalist of the nineteenth-century type, Marx himself never wrote a utopia. But he asserted
that a utopian society would—indeed must—come about for the sake of humankind, and his voluminous, often esoteric writings
inspired the most extensive effort ever to realize just such an outcome in the eastern fringes of Europe. That the scientific
utopianism of Marx found an appreciative audience in the Russian empire was due to the specificities of Rus-

— 9 —
sian history, especially to certain intensely felt aspirations that predated the 1917 revolution and found expression in the
revolutionary process.

Revolution in the Russian Empire

If in hindsight the French revolution appeared as "so inevitable yet completely unforeseen,"[3] the double revolution in the
Russian empire was by contrast long foreseen yet hardly inevitable. Decades before the upheaval in 1905 that accompanied a
humiliating defeat by Japan, there was widespread talk of the coming revolution. Various groups devoted themselves to its
realization, while successive government ministers undertook large-scale reforms of the sociopolitical order, in large part to
prevent just such a contingency. All of this might make revolution in Russia seem a foregone conclusion. But had it not been for
the severe strain brought by the folly of the Great War, which triggered the autocracy's sudden, total collapse, increased the
politicization of the populace geometrically, and rendered impossible the situation of the short-lived Provisional Government, the
improbable seizure of power by conspiratorial revolutionaries would scarcely have been possible.[32]

The debacle of the Great War and the ensuing changes in power of February and October 1917 stemmed from the
great-power pursuits of the Russian state. Russia's need to adapt to changing circumstances could scarcely be denied. Yet the
stakes of internal reform were fatefully increased, in part by the autocracy's resistance over many decades to any moves to limit
its power, but even more so by the grandiosity of the autocracy's ambitions regarding the preeminent place Russia ought to
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occupy in the international state system—in the context of the empire's enormous size, primarily agricultural population, and
multinational character.[33] That the autocracy proved inept in meeting its self-assigned task of leading a robust Russia became
a source of general disillusionment, as well as a clarion call to action for others who imagined they could do better.[34]

A sense of the despised autocracy's abject failure, a desire to stave off further disintegration, and a belief that they could
take matters into their own hands were among the chief motivations behind the upper class's critical abandonment of the
autocracy, the soldiers' mutiny against the war, the peasants' expropriation of the land, the workers' assumption of control over
the factories, and the series of national uprisings against the politically centralized empire. These far-reaching actions reinforced
the prevailing sense of fantastic possibility that accompanied the abdication of the tsar, but they also contributed to a rising
trepidation and calls to avoid further

breakdown and potential chaos. It was as a result of a search for a new order that the disparate events of the revolution came to
be united into a vehicle for the elite aspiration to see the country become supremely powerful while at the same time remaining
true to itf&l)i; and the higher ideals it supposedly represented. This was the task that the phenomenon of Bolshevism came to
embody.

Bolshevism arose in the repressive conditions of tsarist Russia not as a political party in the parliamentary sense but as a
conspiracy within a diverse revolutionary underground dedicated to the overthrow of the autocracy. Comparable Carbonarist
conspiracies, also penetrated by police agents and informants, had existed elsewhere in Europe, presenting no more plausible
alternative to the existing order than did the Bolsheviks, the most energetic of whom spent extended periods in Siberian or
foreign exile.[38] In February 1917 however, when the tsarist regime gave way under the pressure of mounting military fiascos,
the so-called Provisional Government had little choice but to sanction the release of persons imprisoned or exiled for political
reasons by the now fallen autocracy. Bolshevik leaders began making their way to the capital. These included Vladimir Lenin,
who was able to reach Petrograd from the unofficial Bolshevik headquarters in Zurich, Switzerland, only through the
mal-intentioned assistance of Russia's wartime enemy, Germany.

Suddenly and unexpectedly, when the Russian empire became in effect the freest country in the world, Bolshevism was
transformed into an above-ground and essentially unobstructed conspiracy.[37] Finding themselves in a position to fill the
political and symbolic vacuum occasioned by the autocracy's absolute collapse and the Provisional Government's uncertain
legitimacy, the Bolsheviks put forth an engaging long-term vision of Russia's future in the form of a supremely confident
narrative of the laws of history and all-purpose explanation of the present—a vision that was calculatingly enhanced by
expedient borrowings from the programs of other political parties. Dynamic leadership, not just a Marxist revolutionary
worldview, helped make possible such a turn of events and proved to be one of the Bolsheviks principal assets.[38]

Divided and quarrelsome, the Bolsheviks suffered from a series of bungled efforts to take charge of events, such as the
embarrassing confusion of July 1917 when they vacillated over whether to stage an uprising that occurred without them and
failed.[3°1 But following the attempt in August 1917 by the commander of the army to organize an immediate march on
Petrograd to oust the leftist revolutionaries, which also failed, the Bolsheviks managed spectacularly to ride the waves of popular
upheaval.[#01 They

came to power during mass seizures of land by the peasantry, a revolution in its own right (without parallel in the French
revolution) and one that liberal political groups believing in private property could not readily sanction but that the Bolsheviks
supported perhaps even more vocally than the great peasant party, the Socialist Revolutionaries.[**] And the Bolsheviks took
charge while the country was at war—another revolutionizing process to which they gave the utmost attention, sanctioning an
immediate end to hostilities, without explaining how the Germans were to be stopped.[42]

What strikes one about the Bolshevik triumph in 1917, however, is less their opportunism than their reckless sense of a
world-historical mission, which made possible such opportunism amid the mind-boggling swirl of events. As products of the
nineteenth-century intelligentsia, the Bolsheviks were inclined to that tradition's obdurate sense of righteousness and
paternalism. They claimed to be able to speak and act for the people with tyrannical assurance, yet they saw no contradiction in
staunchly championing the use of centralized authority to achieve their aims. In fact, it was this amalgam of raw raison d'état
and beneficent devotion to the commonweal that characterized the Bolsheviks and became the main dynamic of the
revolutionary process following the October coup.

The importance of the revolutionary process, particularly of the year 1918, needs to be emphasized.[43] No account of the
revolution that stops in 1917 can explain the triumph of Bolshevism, an outcome for which the Civil War, not the October seizure
of power in the capital, proved decisive.[**1 Indeed, rather than the "spread of the October revolution,"[,45] we should think in
terms of the transmutation of the October coup into both a social and supranational cause during the Civil war.[#6] This
transpired under the banner of class war, which permitted; indeed necessitated, territorial reconquest in areas controlled by
"bourgeois nationalists," as well as the merciless application of terror against the "bourgeoisie" and their apparent accomplices,
who could include unwittingly or even consciously "traitorous" socialists.[47]

The desperate need to mobilize for the Civil War provided the Bolsheviks with a vehicle for rescuing the Russian empire
from oblivion and themselves from the virtual collapse that seemed to have overcome them by the summer of 1918, when,
among other developments, the leader of the Bolshevik security police, Feliks Dzierzynski[*] , was captured and Lenin wondered
whether the new regime would survive until the morning.[48] Not long after this episode, the "October revolution" began in
earnest, as chaotic institutions, such as the Red Guards, the Military Revolution Com-

mittee, and the Communist party, began to be transformed into regularized components of a new central administration.[49]

The Bolsheviks' desire to build a mighty state was fueled not only by the pressures of the moment but also by the
longer-term urge to match the achievements of the European powers and the United States, and this made their efforts widely
appreciated, even among many military officers and functionaries of the old regime. Although the Bolsheviks' methods and much
of their rhetoric may have seemed bizarre or extreme, many declared enemies of socialism still came to recognize that the
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country's new rulers, notwithstanding their complete repudiation of the past, were implicitly building on Russia's state-led,
survival-oriented social engineering tradition. That tradition had been inaugurated by Peter the Great and resorted to most
recently by Sergei Witte and Petr Stolypin in what seemed to be a never-ending cycle of perceived external challenge and

wrenching internal response.

Russia's obsession with socialism can also be understood in this light, for along with the desire for a strong country there
existed—well before the Bolsheviks came to power—a widespread feeling that Russia had, or ought to have, a special mission.
Within educated society, people disagreed on how closely Russia, in achieving its "rightful place," ought to imitate the so-called
advanced countries, a concern that gave rise to the schism between Slavophiles and Westernizers. But even the strongest
advocates of Westernization felt that, while modernizing, Russia must somehow maintain its distinctiveness. Socialism promised
to allow just that. Through socialism, Russia would industrialize, matching and eventually superseding the great powers
economically and militarily while retaining a supposed moral superiority. Moreover, by so doing Russia would give Europe and
the United States a taste of their own medicine, confronting them with something of a challenge.[5*]

For achieving these formidable aims the Bolsheviks and their supporters imagined Marxist class analysis to be an almost
supernatural device, but it was the depth of Russian ambitions that gave Marxist developmentalism its importance and made it
appear to be a trump-card method for reaching the coveted goal of modernity. In the end, the remarkable fact about the Russian
revolution was that although the desire to exalt the might and standing of Russia had proved a heavy burden and brought down
the old regime, far from being shunned, this aspiration was embraced by the country's new rulers. More than that, it turned out
to hold the key to their longevity and became the source of their identity. The Bolsheviks were not simply makers but also
instruments of history.[52

Just by their survival, let alone their remarkable recovery of most of the empire, the Bolsheviks shocked the world, and no doubt
each other. Having imperiously placed themselves at the forefront of the politicized masses and at Lenin's urging adopted a
seemingly dubious revolutionary scenario, this fractious caste of self-styled professional insurrectionists managed to capture and
hold the reins of an imperial state. Notwithstanding the image of iron resoluteness which the Bolsheviks zealously sought to
project (and which their enemies readily accepted), they were not sorcerers who could turn over all of Russia with a few
decrees.[52] Rather, their success in wielding the powerful lever of the state depended on an impressive ability to create
effective new institutions, such as the Red Army (successor to the Red Guards) and the Cheka (successor to the Military
Revolutionary Committee). That ability, in turn, derived from their assiduous assertion of dominance over the ensemble of
concepts and practices that together made up the experience of the revolution.

In the months leading up to the February 1917 assumption of power by a Provisional Government there had been mass
demonstrations and strikes, but "the revolution" did not so much bring down the tsar as the fall of the tsar opened up "the
revolution" a participatory and millenarian cause for which millions of people were ready to give up their lives. This multifaceted
revolution, which was molded into an elite-sponsored dream of a mighty Russia, was propelled by notions of popular
sovereignty, or "all power to the soviets," and the feeling that the needs of "the people," from housing to wages to schooling to
medical care, should be attended to. It was this sensibility that gave such force to the slogan "peace, land, and bread" (and the
less frequently cited "national self-determination") and with which the Bolsheviks' class language and view of the world remained
in partial overlap even after their almost immediate betrayal of the 1917 slogans in the all-out struggles for political supremacy.

To be sure, the Bolsheviks' apparent betrayal of one of the revolution's core principles—popular sovereignty—induced
various groups of revolutionaries to take up arms against them in defense of the revolution. But the efforts by White armies to
restore landowner rights, and the misguided intervention and half-hearted support for the Whites by the "imperialist powers"
(ostensibly to force Russia back into the war), pushed much of the mass of everyday revolutionaries into the Bolshevik camp.
The place to look for the "social support" of the "October revolution" is less in the radicalization of 1917 and the supposed
feelings of the workers toward the seizure of power than in the formation and operation (in 1918 and after) of
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the Red Army,[54] and even more so, in the staffing of the rapidly expanding, new state institutions by tens of thousands of
white-collar functionaries.[5°]

In sum, the Civil War not only gave the daring, opportunistic Bolsheviks a modus operandi and helped solidify their still
amorphous identity as the consummate builders of a socially oriented, powerful state; it also furthered the process whereby the
Bolsheviks' being in power came to be identified with the cause of "the revolution." In elections immediately following the seizure
of power, the Bolsheviks garnered little support among the peasantry (the overwhelminﬁ bulk of the population) and failed to
win the allegiance of many workers—the groups in whose name they had seized power.[5¢1 But whatever their difficulties in
these and subsequent elections—which could be and were dismissed as a bourgeois institution—the Bolsheviks did assert an
effective claim, backed by a willingness and a capacity to use force, to protect "the revolution" against the threat of
"counterrevolution."[571 Although the struggle over who had the right to define "the revolution" continued for several years (in
Kronstadt and elsewherel>8] ), the Bolsheviks, by leading the defense of "the revolution" were able to take advantage of the
emotions and hopes unleashed by the overthrow of the old regime and consolidate their precarious rule.

More than simply a battle for political power culminating in the Bolshevik dictatorship, however, the revolution constantly
announced itself as being about values, behavior, and beliefs. This cultural dimension is critical. Our understanding of the
revolution must not be reduced to the onset of the Bolshevik political monopoly and its internal debates, even though almost all
expression of revolutionary values and beliefs was eventually forced within the confines of Bolshevism. Put another way, any
explanation for the establishment of the Bolshevik monopoly requires a cultural dimension. Bolshevism itself, including its
evolution, must be seen not merely as a set of institutions, a group of personalities, or an ideology but as a cluster of powerful
symbols and attitudes, a language and new forms of speech, new ways of behaving in public and private, even new styles of
dress—in short, as an ongoing experience through which it was possible to imagine and strive to bring about a new civilization
called socialism.[5
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The Stalin Revolution

To its legions of proponents, the revolution in the Russian empire marked the dawn of a new era. In the first history of the
Russian utopian novel—published, appropriately enough, in 1922—the author, Vladimir Sviatlovskii, enthusiastically acclaimed
the revolution itself as "the first great uto-

pia in modern history.[6°] Such testimony to the revolution's millenarian character later acquired a host of dubious associations,
as people warned about the supposed perils of allowing "utopianism" to influence politics. Mention of utopianism in the Russian
context became a way to assail the revolution, socialism, and political nonconformism more generally.[el] In 1989, however, an
American historian of the revolution, Richard Stites, sought to revive Sviatlovskii's apt characterization—not to malign the
revolution, but again to celebrate it.

Stites argued that in Russia utopianism was not some peculiar and supposedly dangerous proclivity of the revolutionary
intelligentsia, but a widely shared and legitimate aspiration with a long history that was finally given free reign in 1917. For
Stites, the multifarious attempts following October to "live the revolution" in daily life, from revolutionary festivals and
"Communist" birth and death rituals to housing communes and science fiction writing, demonstrated "that almost the entire
culture of the revolution in the early years was 'utopian'." By unashamedly adopting such an idealistic approach, Stites was able
to reclaim much of the revolution's captivating power.

Stites's panoply of everyday revolutionaries recalled that of the gifted eyewitness, René Fllép-Miller, a Hungarian
philosopher whose unorthodox record of "the mind and face of Bolshevism" appeared in 1926. 621 |ike Fllop-Miller, Stites
highlighted the supposed variety, spontaneity, and autonomy of this early experimentalism and evoked a broad-based
revolutionary celebration involving "not a handful of cranks, but whole communities of intellectuals, political figures, economic
planners, architects, musicians, . . . workers and peasants." Going further than even the enthusiastic Flilop-Miller had, Stites
granted the experimenters the status of a "movement," and moreover one that was uniformly predicated on egalitarianism. In a
range of d|$f>arate and often unfocused activities he saw the noble dream of a just community founded on equality, sharing, and
fairness.[

In contrast to this image of early revolutionary utopias as inherently broad-minded, tolerant, and egalitarian—and thus
"true" utopias—Stites presented the Stalin revolution as "a rejection of 'revolutionary' utopian-ism in favor of a single utopian
vision and plan, drawn up at the pinnacle of power and imposed on an entire society without allowance for autonomous life
experiments." Stites obviously sought to distance what he regarded as the laudatory utopian impulse from any complicity in
Stalinist authoritarianism. But even as he denied the Stalin revolution a "genuine" utopian quality, Stites conceded that Stalin's
"administrative utopia" was

radical and dxnamlc although he stopped short of acknowledging that genuine enthusiasm and widespread coercion
coexisted.

Stalinism in fact revived the revolutionary utopianism that had been so encouraged during the Civil War but that had
suffered a blow in 1921 when the "Peasant Brest-Litovsk" policy of replacing grain requisitioning by a tax-in-kind was extended
beyond Tambov province.[®%] The extension of the tax-in-kind was followed by other measures that together coalesced into
what was dubbed the New Economic Policy (NEP), which partially legalized the anathema of private trade and the market,
reversed much of the holy-grail policy of nationalization of urban property and industry, yet failed to generate convincing signs
of the anticipated new world associated with socialism.[®€] During the NEP, the dictatorship of the proletariat was beset by high
unemployment, rising prostitution, millions of orphaned children (many of whom roamed the country engaging in criminal
activities and forming gangs), and an explosion of Emvate trade. The authorities were largely at a loss as to what to do about
these ills and the disappointment they fostered.[

Back at the Tenth Party Congress in March 1921, when the hesitant steps that led to the NEP were taken over strenuous
objections, Lenin had asked apologetically, "How could one start a socialist revolution in a country like ours without
dreamers?"[68] As the 1920s wore on, many people had begun to wonder just what had happened to the great dream of a new
Russia and to the powerful class rhetoric of haves versus have-nots, oppressors versus oppressed, for not only had industrial
production barely managed to climb back to 1914 levels, but the most striking results of the revolution seemed to be the
formation of a new urban bourgeoisie, the Nepmen, and an |nC|p|ent alliance (smychka !) between what few party officials there
were in the countryside and a new rural bourgeoisie, the kulaks.[

To be sure, the NEP had a constituency, which stretched beyond the so-called Nepmen and kulaks to embrace elements of
the exFandlng state bureaucracy (largely the Commissariats of Finance and Agriculture) and certain sections of the Communist
party.L”®1 The country had recovered. But even to many of those who supported the NEP, the socialist revolution seemed to
have lost much of its momentum. Proposals for putting the revolutlon back on track, either largely within or even outside the
NEP framework, were hotly debated throughout the decade 1 but it was unclear what, if anything, might come of them—until
1929, when the country was suddenly launched on what was called the Great Break (velikii perelom ).

The precipitating factor behind this colossal improvisation may have been the grain crises of the late 1920s. But the Great
Break's significance

extended well beyond the regime's self-inflicted showdown with the peasantry, a confrontation that, it needs to be recalled, took
place against the background of deep-seated anxieties about capitalist encirclement and the Red Army's inability to fight a war
against the advanced European countries. In the context of this perceived vulnerability, the Great Break promised not only to
secure the regime's political control over the countryside but also to bring about in the shortest possible time what Russia had
not been able to achieve in several centuries: to become an undls]puted great power and, what was more, an example for the
rest of the world to admire and emulate, by building socialism.[

That the initial launching of this remarkable turn of events could have been determined essentially by one man turned out
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to be another of the unforeseen yet central developments of the revolution during the 1920s. Lenin, the socialist revolution's
undisputed moral and political leader and the symbol of the new Russia, fell ill and died (exerting virtually no influence on policy
matters during the last two years of his life). After a nasty struggle, Stalin emerged as Lenin's successor, filling a role already
created by his predecessor but then remaking it into a personal despotism.[73] This Stalin achieved not only by his oft-remarked
dominance of the bureaucracy, but also by his careful attention to questions of ideology and their relation to political power.[7#]
Not Bukharin, the party's "theorist," nor Trotsky (by far the most original mind among the Bolsheviks) but Stalin first
systematized the "foundations of Leninism"—and through constant maneuvering made sure he was recognized as Leninism's
main arbiter.[7®]

Whatever concessions or apologies Stalin continued to make at meetings of the politburo or Central Committee, as soon as
the meetings adjourned he retreated to his office atop the apparat and acted virtually as he saw fit. Yet he always made sure
that everything he did was explained and justified within what he effectively characterized as the Leninist legacy. When Stalin
mobilized the powerful class-war rhetoric of the revolution's "heroic age"—kept alive after 1921 in patterns of dress, images,
songs, festivals, names, storytelling, a new pantheon of heroes—and launched a vicious campaign against the kulaks, he had no
conceptual difficulty in presenting this, or the concurrent decisions to push forward with the forcible collectivization of agriculture
and accelerate the pace of industrialization, as a continuation of the work begun by Lenin and October.[761 He went further,
however, and, in re-revolutioning the revolution, skillfully invoked scattered remarks by Lenin on the importance of national
strength and explicitly tied the building of socialism to imperial Russian history.[77]

As masterful a political infighter as Stalin proved to be, he could scarcely

— 18 —
have succeeded in garnering the required support for such an immense mobilization without the vision of building socialism he
was able to articulate, and the genuine passions that such a bold plan for a bountiful world, remade along class lines, evoked
among many people. As the decade of the 1930s began, the great eastern country's time in the sun seemed to have truly
arrived. The terrible ordeals of the "imperialist war" Civil War, epidemics and famine had not, after all, been in vain. The Stalin
revolution seemed like the second, and potentially more lasting, dawn of a just, pure, merry, and beautiful Russia, where he who
was nothing would become everything.

The City and the Welfare State

Nowhere was the euphoric sense of the revolution's renewed possibilities in the 1930s more in evidence than at Magnetic
Mountain. Numerous other instant cities were also created, such as Komsomolsk-na Amure, Novokuznetsk (Stalinsk), and
Karaganda, while virtually all established urban centers underwent such dramatic expansion and transformation that they
became in effect new cities.[78] (Indeed, according to the January 1939 census, in the twelve years since the December 1926
census the registered urban population of the Soviet Union jumped from 26.3 to 55.9 million.) 791 Byt Magnitogorsk remained
the quintessential emblem of the grand transformation whereby the Enlightenment goal of using science to perfect society,
having been bonded to the French revolution's discovery of political mobilization and filtered through industrialization and the
attendant rise of the working class, had become a reality one could participate in firsthand. This prospect transfixed large
numbers of foreign observers, as well as many of the inhabitants of the USSR.

That Magnitogorsk, as the encapsulation of the building of socialism, appeared to embody the Enlightenment dream, once
improved, would have been reason enough for the world attention it received. At the same time, Magnitogorsk also appeared to
exemplify the unique benefits supposedly derived from the advance of urbanism. Before the revolution in Russia, cities were
feared as anomalies of development and dangerous threats to the sociopolitical order, but after 1917 they came to be viewed as
the epitomes of progress and therefore the prime bulwarks for the existing order. More than that, cities were welcomed as the
training grounds for producing the armies of model citizens whose collective activities would increase the Soviet state's
great-power potential. Even though on the eve of the war in

1941, still only one-third of the population lived in cities, the revolution in Russia was a decidedly urban-centered one.

Revolutionary Russia's embrace of the city could claim an extended genealogy in the experience of Europe, where cities had
long been celebrated as the principal agents of civilization.[8%1 Before the Enlightenment gave birth to the notion of a science of
society, a tradition of trying to imagine the ideal city arose whereby cities served as the settings for, and the objects of, analyses
of how best to organize human affairs, a goal that presupposed continual regulation by centralized authority.[81 It was this
legacy that helped make possible, and in turn came to be elaborated by, the Enlightenment (which took place more or less
simultaneously throughout the great urban centers of Europe).[82] This legacy also made feasible the programs for the state
regulation of society in the name of the commonweal, beginning in the nineteenth century with efforts to confront the special
problems of urban life and urban populations and continuing into the twentieth.

In the grand narratives of European history, the nineteenth century most often appears as the period when the twin
challenges of the French and Industrial revolutions transformed the various old regimes into modern polities with parliaments,
political parties, and universal male suffrage—in short, into what today we recognize as "democracy." Such a narrative of the
birth of "the bourgeois world" which triumphed in the Great War when all remaining old regimes collapsed, has been given
substantial support by the fact that European states, their elites, and opposition groups were themselves preoccupied with the
problem of how to respond politically to the new conditions brought about by the French and Industrial revolutions.[83

There is, however, another story, one that begins before 1789 and continues well after 1914: the formation of the welfare
state. This other, parallel development is largely one of social regulation—procedures, rules, categories, and social practices,
almost all of which arose outside the state but came to be taken over by it—as well as self-imposed normalization and
micro-level resistance. A far less visible historical drama, not of political parties and parliamentary clashes but of identities and
the clever tactics used in the invention of daily life, the formation of the welfare state was linked to the efforts at pacification in
Europe's colonies, a process that took place simultaneously and exerted a reciprocal influence on the articulation of social-control
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and welfare-related programs "at home."[841

In part a conservative response to the rise of the working class and the "dangers" it supposedly represented, especially
those of contagious disease

and political militancy, the welfare state also emerged from the variety of concerns articulated by experts pursuing such varied
goals as workplace efficiency, psychological normalization, and healthy populations.[gs] Industrialists, concerned about obtaining
a reliable, docile supply of labor, and social reformers, crusading for what they took to be the best way to minimize social costs
and maximize social benefits, shared a logic, even if their aims often appeared divergent. And because the welfare state rested
on a certain social logic and a number of transferable social practices, it was viable in a variety of political settings, including
Stalin's Russia. 6]

Rather than being viewed as a pathological case (deviating from the European norm because of the country's backwardness
or agrarian social structure, the long history of Russian authoritarianism, the experience of the Civil War, Marxist ideology, the
single-mindedness of Lenin, or the evilness of Stalin), the USSR in a narrative of the welfare state might appear as the standard
whose uncanny success challenged the rest of the world to respond. More than in any other country, Stalinism seemed to bring
together the elements of what was then the prevalent conception and experience of "progressive modernity": on the one hand,
the deployment of a coordinated, purposeful economy, within which small, supposedly inefficient producers were replaced by
larger and therefore mightier ones; and, on the other, the formation of a government of national unity that was above the
seeming paralysis of parliamentary rule and unequivocally dedicated to the advancement of the commonweal.[87]

Despite administrative and financial limitations, the Soviet social insurance system that came into being following the
revolution specified benefits (in many cases equal to total earnings) in the event of death, disability, sickness, old age,
pregnancy and childbirth, or unemployment, for working people and family members. In 1930, temporary unemployment
benefits were abolished, but this was because, incredibly, unemployment itself was eliminated. By this time, moreover, the
Soviet understanding of welfare had come to include not only a guarantee of a job for everyone, but the payment of pensions
upon retirement (a system that was made universal in 1937). The amount of benefits, particularly pensions, remained small, but
there was no denying that the Soviet state had embraced a broad conception of social welfare—extending from employment and
income to affordable housing, health care, and organized leisure—and had done so without prodding.

Not only could the USSR under Stalin plausibly assert that it had developed the programs and practices of state-guaranteed
social welfare to a

greater extent than had previously been the case anywhere, but it could do so in a way that contrasted with the fascist reaction:
by embracing fully the illustrious European heritage known as the Enlightenment. For all these reasons, the Soviet example, as
showcased at Magnitogorsk, could be said to have exerted a direct and profound influence on the rest of the world's
industrialized countries. In a word, the USSR decisively shaped part of the bedrock of the world in which we live, a bedrock that
today is coming apart everywhere.[88

The Politics of Everyday Life

The Bolshevik leadership, with its grand designs for building socialism—along with the will and wherewithal to try to realize such
a goal—set what might be called the broad agenda for what was meant to happen at Magnetic Mountain. Important as these
intentions were, they constitute only the beginning of the story. For one thing, the policies and programs enacted contained
irreconcilable aspects that surfaced during the attempts to implement them; indeed, the methods of implementation themselves
were often at odds with the stated goals of programs and policies. For another, these policies and programs formed part of the
lives of people, ordinary and higher-ups alike, and their actions and reactions, initiatives and responses, in significant ways
influenced how those programs were carried out, circumvented, and changed in unforeseen ways.

When we look closely at the USSR in the 1930s we see that the results of building socialism were not entirely what the
Bolsheviks intended (that is, what the central party decrees said should happen). This does not mean, however, that the
intentions can therefore be ignored or discounted. Although it is necessary to look beyond them, such intentions, programs, and
policies were responsible for the fields of action within which the behavior of individuals took place. It is within these fields of
action that we must look to see how the intentions were played, how the programs were implemented and what their
consequences were—to see, in short, what kinds of lives people were able to lead, and how they understood their lives. To this
end, there is no substitute for letting people speak as much as possible in their own words.[89]

As we shall see, the kinds of lives that the urban inhabitants came to lead and the identities they formed involved eager
participation in, frequent circumvention of, and resourceful, albeit localized, resistance to the terms of daily life that developed
within the crusade of building socialism. One re-

sists, without necessarily rejecting, by assessing, making tolerable, and, in some cases, even turning to one's advantage the
situation one is confronted with. An appropriate analogy is to the Japanese martial art of judo. Even when the weight of the force
against one is seemingly overwhelming, as was the case with the Soviet state, the possibility remains to sidestep and thereby
use that heavy force against itself.

Rather than the extension of Communist party control over more and more areas of life, therefore, it is possible to
see—without denying the heavy coercive force of the Communist project—a two-way struggle, however unequal the terms, over
the drawing of lines of authority, a struggle that involved continuous, if usually indirect, challenges to the perceived rules. It is
not necessary to romanticize "the people" to argue that simply by living life, the urban inhabitants discovered that power was
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pliable. At the same time, their actions also demonstrated that power was productive: power relations created effects—of
experience, identity, resistances. Concentrating on the rule articulation process in the encounters of daily life involves shifting
the focus from what the party and its programs prevented to what they made possible , intentionally and unintentionally.

In sum, the analysis employed here begins with the party's noncapitalist agenda, follows the attempts to implement that
agenda, recognizes ad hoc modifications in the agenda, particularly those occasioned by the actions of the citizenry (letting
those citizens speak as much as possible in their own words), regards as resistances many actions normally seen as passive or
"deviant" thereby adopting a widened view of the political, and is ultimately guided by the belief that the subject of inquiry
should include not only what was repressed or prohibited but what was made possible or produced. Put another way, this study
seeks to establish the varied and often unexpected effects of the identification of certain issues as problems, the attempts to
introduce programs and practices to address these problems, and the struggles that ensued, especially the terms on which they
were fought.

Such a methodology for doing social history is derived from the writings of Michel Foucault, who focused on what he called
the problem of subjectivity, or the processes by which individuals are made, and also make themselves, into subjects under the
aegis of the state. 901 Foucault singled out resistances as perhaps the most important element in the formation of modern
subjectivity, yet he never gave resistances the empirical attention they deserved; nor did he spell out the kinds of compromises
resistances forced on would-be social engineers at the top. By contrast, in this monograph the empirical investigation of
resistances will occupy a central place,

— 23 —
widening the analysis of subjectivity to include not only what Foucault designated as disciplinary techniques but also the politics
of daily life.[9%]

As Foucault has argued, studying power relations at the micro-level hardly means ignoring the state. At the same time,
however, he has repeatedly demonstrated that power is not localized in the central state apparatus.[gz] This holds true even
when there is thought to be no separation between the spheres "state" and "society" as was the case in the USSR, where
everything was formally part of the state.[°3] In the chapters ahead, mechanisms of power—such as mutual surveillance and
self-identification—will be shown to exist alongside the state machinery, on a much more ordinary level, yet to sustain the state
just as effectively as its primary institutions, including the police. In the USSR under Stalin, no less than in modern France, the
state understood that its power rested on the characteristics and behavior of the people.

Applying Foucault's work to the USSR underscores yet again the contention made by the revolutionaries themselves that
the enduring drama of the Russian revolution must not be sought in the supposed black-magic qualities of Marxism, the cunning
opportunism and pitiless determination of the Bolshevik state-builders, or the evolution of the countryside in the 1920s, but in
the historically conditioned merger of long-held geopolitical objectives with potent social concerns. National power and social
welfare drove the revolutionary process and culminated in the formation of an industrially based welfare state with an attendant
consciousness. Stalinism was not just a political system, let alone the rule of an individual. It was a set of values, a social
identity, a way of life.

When it comes to Stalinism, what needs to be explained and subjected to detailed scrutiny are the mechanisms by which
the dreams of ordinary people and those of the individuals directing the state found common ground in this Soviet version of the
welfare state. The aim of this book is to convey the nature of these partially intersecting dreams and to investigate at the level
of the habitat the intricate encounters, conflicts, and negotiations that took place in and around the strategy of state-centered
social welfare in its extreme, or socialist, incarnation. What follows, then, is an inquiry into the minutiae of urban life and how
certain ways of thinking and accompanying social practices fit into the grand strategies of Soviet state building during the
formative period of the 1930s, when the revolution came to Magnetic Mountain. The emphasis throughout is on experimentation
and discovery.

— 24 —

A Look Ahead

Reflecting the approach outlined above, this book has two parts (to orient the reader, both parts are provided with their own
brief introductions). Part 1 covers what is conventionally called Soviet industrialization and urbanization but which
contemporaries called "the building of socialism." It addresses the grand strategies pursued by the state, placing particular
emphasis on the process of implementation, as seen from the perspective of the locality.

Specifically, chapter 1 treats the establishment of the planned economy, endeavoring to recapture some of the surprise,
even wonder, that participants felt as they created such an unprecedented form of economic organization. Chapter 2 takes up
the massive movement and resettling of population, showing the existence of many sometimes underappreciated patterns within
the oft-remarked flux and foreshadowing the main theme of the struggle over daily life treated in part 2. Chapter 3 deals with
the attempts to plan and build a recognizably socialist city from scratch, as well as with the resultant urban geography, including
the dynamic role played by the urban inhabitants in the city's formation.

Part 2 offers a description and analysis of the new society that was formed as a result of the macro-processes described in
part 1, a society that contemporaries called socialism. Chapter 4, which takes up the question of housing under socialism,
represents a preliminary effort to treat the largely unexamined problem of domesticity in the Stalin years. Chapter 5 engages the
difficult and infrequently tackled questions of social identity and personal belief under socialism, in the context of the defining
role attributed to labor. Chapter 6 addresses the formation of a socialist municipal economy, that is, one without private property
and legal private trade, treating the commensurate advent of the shadow economy not in economic or moral terms but as a
question of social organization and individual initiative. Chapter 7 examines the terror as a process, describing the mechanisms
by which the terror was made possible and individuals came to participate in their own destruction. In this closing chapter, I also
put forward a revisionist characterization of the Soviet political system as a theocracy, a view that has sometimes been
suggested but never systematically laid down.
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Part 2 ought to have had a separate chapter on culture under socialism (in the sense of popular entertainment as well as
highbrow pursuits), to be placed between chapters 4 and 5. But during the course of my writing, I discovered that there was
only enough material for twenty pages. The re-
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sult, a kind of mini-chapter, was placed inside chapter 4. In the broad sense of socialist culture (meaning values and ideals),

however, all of part 2 can be said to be devoted to the problem of the culture of socialism. In this regard, it should be noted that
every chapter pays close attention to the categories of thinking employed by contemporaries.

Because a study of Magnitogorsk offers a microcosm of the USSR, it could not be limited to economics, politics, culture, or
society but unavoidably encompasses all these dimensions. This circumstance enlarged not only the size of the manuscript but
also my burden in confronting the existing literature on the USSR under Stalin. In order not to interrupt the narrative, only the
most immediate historiographical controversies impinged upon in each chapter are referred to directly in the text. The bulk of
the discussion of historiography is contained in the notes.

Finally, this book is based on primary sources, both published and unpublished, a discussion of which appears in the Note

on Sources.
— 27 —
1—
BUILDING SOCIALISM:
THE GRAND STRATEGIES OF THE STATE
— 29 —

To transform our country from an agrarian one into an industrial one capable with its own powers of producing essential machinery—that is the essence,
the basis of our general line.
Stalin, 23 December 1925011

Stretching from the Urals to the Pacific Ocean, Russia's steppe frontier through the centuries beckoned the afflicted and the
adventurous alike.[?1 For some a land of last resort, for others one of promise, the steppe was above all a symbol of the
seemingly boundless space of the country and a persistent reminder of the impotence of human beings in the face of the power
of nature. But for the Bolsheviks, supreme champions of humankind's ability to bend nature to its will, the steppe was a fortress
to be taken. And take it they did.

On the twelfth anniversary of the October revolution, Stalin, speaking for the leadership, served notice to the country and
the rest of the world that after more than a decade of recovery (vosstanovlenie ), the Bolsheviks were going on the offensive.
"We are advancing full steam ahead along the path of industrialization—to socialism, leaving behind the age-old 'Russian’
backwardness," Stalin declared. "We are becoming a country of metal, an automobilized country, a tractorized country. And
when we have put the USSR on an automobile, and the muzhik on a tractor, let the esteemed capitalists, who boast of their
‘civilization' try to overtake us. We shall see which countries may then be 'classified' as backward and which as advanced." It
was 1929, the "Year of the Great Break"—the year the party leadership turned the entire country into an internal frontier to be
mastered through what was called "the building of socialism."[3]

By socialism was meant the party's monopoly on power combined with the headlong expansion of heavy industry—carried
out in a determinedly noncapitalist way. Capitalism, notwithstanding its historically "progressive role," was said to have become
a "fetter" to further development. Because socialism entailed the replacement of the "chaos" of markets with the assurance of
planning, it would supposedly do a more effective job of industrializing Russia than capitalism (and foreign ownership) had or
could.I*) In short, socialism was a "higher" or "more advanced" stage of development, and one that promised to vault Russia
into the first rank of nations.

By industrializing in a socialist way, moreover, the USSR would not only "catch up" with Europe and the United States but
at the same time retain its supposed moral superiority. With the replacement of private property by state ownership, the
Bolsheviks claimed to be eliminating the

exploitation by the bourgeoisie in favor of the free and creative toil of workers working for themselves, as well as the
contradictions that had led to the frequent outbreak of war. Socialism represented nothing less than the full transcendence of
capitalism. There was no more potent symbol of this exalted vision than the conquest of the steppe, and no greater device for its
realization than plannin]g. Through the magic of planning the Bolsheviks promoted what they thought was a superior archetype
for a modern society.[®

The Soviet blueprint for this new society, "the Five-Year Plan for the Development of the National Economy" may have been
a calculated piece of propaganda, but much of its propaganda appeal derived from a corresponding commitment to development,
the acclaimed universal goal of civilization, and a grounding in science, the supreme language of modernity. The published
three-volume text of the Plan, with its numerous charts and graphs,[Gj proclaimed on every page the reliability of scientific
planning and the seemingly limitless possibilities afforded by modern technology, when combined with the ultimate science of
society, Marxism. Soviet industrialization could be "utopian" in other words, precisely because it was "scientific." This was one
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reason why the Plan riveted the world's attention; another was the possibility of a shift in the world strategic balance.

Strategic concerns played a crucial role in the decision by the Soviet leadership to commence a wholesale social
transformation of a new and putatively superior kind. Socialist revolution had occurred only in the USSR and—what was further
contrary to expectations—by the mid-1920s capitalism seemed to have stabilized. Consequently, as Stalin explained to the
Fourteenth Party Congress in December 1925, the world had been divided into two camps: the imperialist, led by America and
England; and the anti-imperialist, led by the USSR, which was encircled by the other camp. If the socialist motherland was to
avoid becoming an "appendage of the capitalist system" or worse, it had no choice except to change itself from an agrarian
country that exported agricultural products and imported machines to an industrial one that made the machines needed to make
machines. This was the central idea that Stalin articulated in the late 1920s and early 1930s, and to which he gave the
appellation "the general line."["1

Making concrete these considerations, the year 1927 had brought a war scare (as well as internal discussions on the
unreadiness of the Red Army to fight such a war with European powers).[s] The threat of imminent war passed, but as Stalin
pointed out, even if the capitalist powers had decided not to "intervene" militarily in the USSR, their interests and those of the
Soviet state remained inimical. "It would be stupid to think that interna-

— 31 —

tional capital will leave us in peace," he explained in April 1928. "Classes exist, international capital exists, and it cannot look
calmly on the development of a country building socialism." This formulation became the immutable premise guiding Soviet
internal developments. Building socialism seemed to be both a grand historical undertaking and a life-or-death necessity.[gl

In such a context, it was more than a little paradoxical that for the initial technology and expertise to jump start the
socialist offensive, the Soviet Union had no choice but to rely on the very advanced capitalist countries whose supposed objective
hostility made the USSR's position so vulnerable. But the acquisition of the modern technology from the capitalists was promoted
as temporary and, moreover, undertaken on terms that assured the country's sovereignty. What was therefore a compulsory
arrangement could be interpreted with a certain hopefulness as a clever ploy to have the capitalists' participate in the sowing of
their own demise. Still, that capitalist firms showed great eagerness to do business in the land of socialism could not help but
arouse enormous distrust within the USSR, given the prevalent understanding of the international situation.[1°] Deep-seated
suspicions were built into the logic of Soviet industrialization.

The Technique of Total Mobilization

Socialism was the goal, planning the method. In theory planning embodied the scientific transcendence of the contradictions of
capitalism, but in practice it resembled a sustained, albeit improvised, crash mobilization characteristic of an economy at
war.[*11 such a mode of operation was conceived in largely defensive terms, to be sure, but what stands out is less the absence
of an intention to make or foment war abroad than the adoption of a military model for industrialization at home.

That the Plan took on the tone and style of a military campaign derived in part from the country's centuries-long history as
a self-consciously militarized society, but also from the fact that Bolshevik notions of planning were essentially appropriated from
Germany's wartime experience. Notwithstanding all that had been written about socialism during the nineteenth century, this
brief interlude when the German government, in its eagerness to prosecute the war, had sought to expand state ownership of
industry and control over private production constituted the only concrete instance when something thought to approximate
socialism had been tried.[*?] During the Civil War and again during the Five-Year Plan, Soviet Russia self-consciously followed
Germany's lead, but there were crucial
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differences in how and why the technique of war mobilization was adopted in the two countries.

Whereas the German policy of "war socialism" was based on a vision of class collaboration in the public interest, for the
Bolsheviks such an "accommodation" between labor and management (the state) was dictated not by expediency but by the fact
that the country had a proletarian state. Furthermore, in the USSR the pact between labor and management involved not
reconciliation but "class struggle" against the bourgeoisie—an antagonism that persisted even after the domestic exploiting class
was liquidated, for class struggle was also international. If Soviet industrialization was not simply "development" but war, it was
not just any kind of war but class war, against real and imputed enemies, requiring every possible method, including organized
violence.

No doubt some policy of overhauling industry and the armed forces was required to bolster the country's security in the
interwar period. But by no means does this "justify" either the frenzied Stalinist bacchanalia, or even what Moshe Lewin and
others regard as the more "moderate" Leninist-Bukharinist alternative, for in any guise Bolshevik conceptions of the options
before the country were narrowed considerably by their anticapitalist mission. No international threat could be said to have
necessitated the near exclusive reliance on heavy industry, let alone the abolition of private property.[**1 Moreover, the sense of
urgency evoked by perceived strategic concerns was magnified beyond all measure, becoming the rationale for the breathless
tempo adopted in the defiant schemes chosen to meet the stratePic challenge. Gripped by insecurity, this was a party in a
self-defeating hurry, mesmerized by the elixir of heavy industry.[15]

Of course, an intoxication with the power of heavy industry—especially as manifested in large, automated plants that
pumped out mass quantities of standardized goods with semi-skilled workers—was by no means limited to the Soviet Union. Just
as Soviet images of the miraculous future based on industrialism borrowed freely from an international vocabulary, so the
message of the Five-Year Plan resonated around the world. But in the USSR the obsession with big steel and the dawn of a
"machine age" was taken much further. It became not merely a rallying point for a technologically perfected future that inspired
several decades of design and social organization but the almost exclusive basis of the country's economy.[*®1 The dizzying
upheaval that was Soviet industrialization was reduced to the proposition: build as many factories as possible, as quickly as
possible, all exclusively under state control. That was planning; that was socialism. That was the way to bring modernity to
Russia—a new Russia, a country
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of metal. Mobilization, the essential method of the Bolshevik strategy of forced-pace "modernization," served as a fitting
counterpart to militant noncapitalism, the guiding principle.

Internal Colonization: Population and Territory

The Soviet plan, with its proposals for astronomically large increases in industrial capacity, can be read as both an enraptured
paean to industrialism and a terrified acknowledgment of industrial inferiority. At the heart of this industry-envy cum
industry-worship stood iron and steel. Iron and steel became the venerated symbols of the Bolsheviks' determination and the
distinctive industrial age they were determined to bring to the USSR.I[Y71 For this reason, the most celebrated showcase of the
new, superior industrial age being realized in Soviet Russia became the Magnitogorsk Metallurgical Complex.[*8]

The building of the Magnitogorsk factory was the epitome of the Bolsheviks' commitment to massive social transformation,
their martial style of economic mobilization called planning, their understanding of industrialization as class war, their yearning
to overcome Russia's historic "backwardness" and to master the country's expanse, their obsession with out-racing time, and,
above all, their infatuation with heavy industry.[*®] "Near Magnetic Mountain," beamed one Magnitogorsk pamphleteer, "the
steppe has been turned into a battlefield, the steppe is retreating. The steppe is already no more."[2°] In its place was arising a
gigantic steel plant—a plant intended to be the equal of the best of the capitalist world, a plant directed against the capitalist
world, a plant erected by and for the working class in the international class struggle. At Magnetic Mountain the Bolsheviks were
on the march for metal.

Alongside the steel plant at Magnetic Mountain a new city was to be built that, no less than the factory, was understood as
a symbol of the new civilization. But whereas the basic design of the factory seemed obvious enough—one as good as what the
capitalists had—the design of the accompanying "socialist" city appeared far less certain, as was evident from the wide-ranging
debate toward the end of the 1920s and into the 1930s on the nature of the "socialist city" and the "socialist form of population
settlement."[21] Magnitogorsk was to be the quintessential example of the "socialist city of the future;' but what was
Magnitogorsk to look like?[221

Several of the Soviet Union's internationally renowned architects submitted proposals for the future city, but the Bolshevik
leadership looked on
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the proposals of the eminent architects with incomprehension and dismay.[?3] For the leadership, that is, the patrons, the issue
of the socialist city was only partly one of form or layout. True, the Bolsheviks no less than the German National Socialists, the
Italian fascists, or the New Deal Americans expected architecture to play an important role in glorifying their regime. But more
fundamentally, the Bolshevik leadership felt that the design of the socialist city needed to address the question of how to realize
a specifically Soviet way of life: a new economy, society, politics—in short, a new culture, broadly conceived.

Whatever form it eventually took, Magnitogorsk would house an urban population, but it would not do so "passively." Just
as the physical environment could be remade, it was thought that the social and political milieu of the city could remake
people.[?*1 The socialist city, therefore, was not simply a place where an urban population was located, but a device for
inculcating a new set of attitudes as well as new kinds of behavior in its urbanized inhabitants—in a word, an instrument for
creating socialist people. As one propagandist proclaimed, Magnitogorsk "is a future center of the Sovietization of the southern
Urals, Sovietization not formally or administratively, but deep inculcation of the new socialist way of life,"[25]

In this sense, building socialism entailed not merely an accumulation of "wealth" but also of people. As the Magnitogorsk
newspaper explained in a discussion of the 1937 census, "the socialist state considers people its most valuable asset."[?°1 To be
sure, the 1937 census was annulled, apparently because it enumerated an insufficiently large total population, but a new one
was taken in 1939, with the same goals: to measure the population and thereby establish bureaucratic influence over what the
state considered to be a vital phenomenon. In the words of the Magnitogorsk newspaper, "the population is a matter of the
utmost political importance" and "the all-union population census, a matter of huge significance for the state."[?71 And censuses
were only t:[r21e]most conspicuous instances of a policy directed at reconstituting the demographic makeup of the country, person
by person.

In addition to their roles as instruments of demographic transformation, industrial cities such as Magnitogorsk served as the
leading edge in an ambitious strategy of mastering territory.[zg] The most striking feature of Russia's geographical position had
always been its "continentality." Rather than follow the tsarist pattern of risking all for outlets to the sea, the Soviet Union tried
to adapt itself to this continentality, seeking economic self-sufficiency through the development of formidable industrial
complexes in the interior.[30] Geographically speaking twentieth-century Russia "found

itself," much like another large continental power, the United States, had done in the nineteenth century.[Sl] In contrast to the
relative youth of the U.S. transcontinental drive, however, the Bolshevik-led industrialization in the form of an internal
colonization followed a centuries-long process.[32] Nonetheless, as one contemporary Soviet geographer enthused, "the
transformation of old Russia into the USSR" was viewed as tantamount to "the discovery of a new continent."[33

In sum, city building played a crucial role in the geopolitical processes of internal territorial colonization, demographic
transformation, and the expansion of industrial and military capacity. But the city served also as a strategic device in the
micropolitical processes of creating new urban inhabitants. It was, after all, those new urban inhabitants who would operate
those machines, produce that steel, administer those factories, in short populate the cities. This circumstance was well
understood by contemporaries, who were engaged in minute but nonetheless momentous struggles in neighborhoods and homes
over how to define and organize urban life and who would make such determinations. These confrontations, which arose out of
resolute efforts to create a new civilization called socialism, formed part of what might be called "the little tactics of the habitat."
Although more properly the subject of part 2, they will of necessity crop up in part 1.

— 37 —
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1_
On the March for Metal

Metal is not produced simply for its own usage. . . . Metal draws all industry along with it, all spheres of human life, beginning with the production of
turbines, tractors, harvester combines, textiles, food, and ending with books. Metal is the basis of modern civilization.
Magnitogorsk pamphleteer[]

Following a resolution calling for industrialization issued by the Fourteenth Party Congress in December 1925, work on the
design of the Magnitogorsk Works commenced with the formation in February 1926 of the State Institute for the Design of
Metallurgical Factories (Gipromez). Gipromez managed to assemble a large staff, yet it had trouble finding qualified technical
personnel, in part because some of the country's engineers had emigrated during the October revolution and Civil War. Those
engineers who had not fled, however, were overmatched by the challenges of modern industrialization. "Although practically all
known experts in contemporary technology were in Gipromez," the official history of the organization noted, "neither in
Gipromez nor in any other design or research bureau of the USSR was it possible to find experienced specialists for a whole
range of new technical production processes."[?] To fill this vital gap, a new generation of "red" engineers was to be
trained—somehow.

In the meantime, on 19 May 1927 the Supreme Council of the National Economy (Vesenkha) engaged the services of the
accomplished Chicago engineering firm, Henry Freyn and Co. By 1928, a group of Freyn engineers had taken up residence at
Gipromez headquarters in Leningrad, turning the Soviet agency into an overseas branch of the American firm.[31 The arrival of
the Americans, who were given the task of reconstructing the Soviet Union's strategic steel industry, was later recalled by the
leading Soviet specialist on metallurgy as a watershed.[*] As for the American view, in the enthusiastic words of the company's
president, Freyn's assignment was "extraordinarily interesting" and "entailed great responsibility."[S]

Magnitogorsk loomed as a major test of Freyn's abilities, but before the American company had been brought in, Gipromez
demonstrated its own initiative by opening a number of "branch" offices, including one in the

Urals.[®] vitalii Gasselblat, chief engineer of the Urals branch and a graduate of the Petersburg Mining Academy, together with a
small team of "bourgeois specialists" wasted no time in suggesting a site for the proposed Magnitogorsk factory, alongside the
famous iron-ore outcrop.[7 In 1926, construction even began on the rail line connecting Magnetic Mountain with the rest of the
Union through the junction of Kartaly, 145 kilometers to the east. The crudeness of the preliminary drawings for the steel plant,
however, demonstrated that the problem of design was not so easily solved.[®]

Even as the Urals branch of Gipromez struggled with the formidable problem of designing the Magnitogorsk Works, yet
another kind of struggle was underway throughout 1927 inside the State Planning Commission (Gosplan) over the determination
of priorities in the pending Five-Year Plan. A group of Ukrainian economists centered in Gosplan's Ukrainian branch argued that
whereas the high quality of the ore, its location at or near the surface, and the proximity of various other important deposits
necessary for steelmaking (such as limestone and fire-brick clay) made Magnetic Mountain a particularly attractive site for a
steel plant, the lack of coking coal—the key energy source for the metallurgical process— raised doubts about the suitability of
the location. Pointing especially to the anticipated high cost of transporting coal long distances to the Urals, the Ukrainian
economists called for abandoning the new plant in the Urals in favor of greater investment in the Ukraine.[®]

At a joint meeting of the Gosplan and Vesenkha Presidiums on 16 June 1927, Valerii Mezhlauk, Vesenkha's chairman and a
candidate member of the party's Central Committee, made it clear that cost was not the most important consideration. Just as
crucial were strategic concerns: the location of the Magnitogorsk Works would make the plant impregnable to attack and serve
as a base for developing the eastern regions of the country and spreading industry more evenly throughout the Union. No less
important was the considerable propaganda value to be derived from building a colossal industrial plant in the middle of the
empty steppe.[lo] Indeed, the Magnitogorsk project's principal weakness—the need to import coking coal almost two thousand
kilometers from the Kuznetsk basin of western Siberia—was soon repackaged as the mainstay of a gigantic development scheme
encompassing all industry in the Urals and Siberia and billed as the Ural-Kuznetsk Combine.[11] By uniting a coal-producing area
with an iron-ore one and thus creating a "second metallurgical base" (on the model of the Ukraine's Donetsk basin), this scheme
promised to transform the liability of territorial expanse into an apparent economic asset.[*2]

Initially, however, these grandiose visions were not matched by com-

parable actions: the Magnitogorsk project, to say nothing of some transcontinental program, quickly became bogged down.
Although the bureaucratic tug-of-war over regional investment contributed to the delay, the problem was really the inability of
the Urals branch staff to design a modern iron and steel plant. After only forty kilometers of track were put in place, work on the
rail link to the site ceased. For the rest of 1926 and all of 1927, nothing at all happened at the site. It was at this point that the
small group of Freyn employees arrived in Leningrad with a mandate to overhaul the USSR's entire ferrous metallurgy sector.

After Freyn's arrival, the Urals branch, now renamed Magnitostroi, did not cease activities. In February 1928, fully two
years after being given the assignment, the Urals specialists finally submitted a "project" that called for construction of
Magnitogorsk to begin later that year.[*3] This design came in for immediate and severe criticism by the Leningrad office, and
even the project's authors had to concede that it had a number of "weak points."[l4] Throughout 1928 the Urals project was
purportedly being "re-worked" by the foreign experts in Leningrad, but as the year drew to a close, no revised proposal
materialized. In the words of one Soviet historian of Magnitogorsk, " 1928 was a lost year."[15]

Some sense of the unreality of the situation can be gleaned from the fact that although there was little sense of how to
design such a steel plant, a conference was convened on the time frame for completion of the factory's construction. The debate
proceeded over two alternatives, five years or seven years. Gasselblat felt that building the factory within five years would
constitute a miracle, but an official informed him that three and a half years was "all the party could afford." This pronouncement
was followed by a temporary suspension of discussion. When discussion resumed, the options had been reduced to either six
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years or three. In arguing for the six-year time frame, one participant in the debate, Professor Pavlov, reasoned that "even if we
were Americans, we could not build the factory in four years." On this ambiguous note the discussion of "tempos" ended as it
had begun: still without a viable design almost three years after Gipromez had been formed.[16]

The fourth year of the Magnitogorsk project, 1929, seemed to mark a turning point, for the Leningrad office finally
published its own project for the steel plant.[17] More than seven hundred pages, the weighty volume contained an impressive
apparatus of charts, graphs, and tables. Yet like the text of its Urals branch office, this volume appears to have been published
less as a guide to building the plant than as reassurance against the mounting doubts that a plant would in fact be built.[*8] The
publication was, in any
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case, a long way from the thousands of blueprints necessary to guide actual construction.

Whatever the technical insufficiencies of the Leningrad project, it instantly became obsolete when developments outside
Gipromez radically changed the scope of the industrialization effort. Just months after the optimistic Five-Year Plan was belatedly
adopted at the Sixteenth Party Conference in April 1929, even its "optimal" variant proved to be too modest for the country's
impatient political leadership. In 1930, the annual "target" for pig iron, which had been set at an ambitious 10 million tons in the
Five-Year Plan, was raised to 15 to 17 million tons. This jump required drastic revisions in pending steel plant designs, including
the industry's future flagship, Magnitogorsk.[zo]

This was not the first time the proposed capacity for the Magnitogorsk Works had undergone upward adjustment. The
original 1928 project for the plant envisioned an annual capacity of 656,000 tons (40 million poods) of pig iron. By the summer
of 1929 the capacity was raised on paper to 850,000 tons. Almost immediately, it was raised again, to 1.1 million tons; and then
again, to 1.6 million—a result in part of fierce lobbying by the Urals oblast authorities in the scramble for investment. When the
new national glan targets for steel were disclosed in early 1930, Magnitogorsk's capacity was raised once more, this time to 2.5
million tons.[2]

Over the course of one year, in other words, the capacity of the future factory quadrupled, making a mockery of the project
published in 1929 b{ Leningrad Gipromez, to say nothing of the lesser efforts by the Urals branch (or of the now obsolete text of
the Five-Year Plan).[?2] The most recent conception of the Magnitogorsk plant's design, moreover, called for the largest possible
capacity and also, as Bolshevik leaders were fond of saying, "the latest word in technology." In the thinking of the time, the
two—size and sophistication—went hand in hand. The desire to have such a plant, however, was not easily converted into the
capacity to erect one. To build a Magnitogorsk, it appeared that something extraordinary needed to be done.

The story of the metamorphosis of the December 1925 summons to begin industrialization into the launching by 1930 of a
delirious superindustrial drive—a tale of political struggle at the top of the party over competing policies in which Stalin won
out—remains a matter of dispute.[23] Access to Kremlin and KGB archives may well provoke some genuine rethinking on

[19]
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how policy-making was conducted within the inner circle, including the relative influence of various individuals and the extent
and nature of be-hind-the-scenes maneuvering. What is not going to change, however, is the basic picture of a very small group
deliberating momentous decisions about complicated questions with very little public input, no public scrutiny, an array of
scapegoats at the ready, and a revolutionary rhetoric and élan that closed off certain options while continually making possible
great leaps of faith despite a multitude of dubious episodes. The aim of this chapter is not to reanalyze the decisions rendered in
Moscow, however, but to examine their long-term reverberations.

When the Fourteenth Party Congress issued the resolution on industrialization in late 1925, neither the country's
administrative apparat nor its technical experts—to say nothing of the psychology of the general population-were prepared or
even aware of what was involved. Even as late as 1929, when the Plan was formally adopted and the country stood on the
threshold of an explosion of planning and management agencies paralleling the vertiginous expansion of industrial capacity,
there was scarcely more comprehension of the undertaking.[24] Industrializing on a massive scale at breakneck speed was one
means of sending a powerful signal that the situation was serious and that whoever was not prepared better somehow become
so posthaste. It was almost as if the country's apparent unreadiness to carry out a precipitous industrial transformation propelled
the political leadership to become more, rather than less, ambitious in forcing the country to do so. The consequences of
pursuing this desire for a revolutionary break (perelorn ) were far-reaching.

"Gigantism, immoderation, refusal of realism, la démesure as policy"— the rupture purposefully instigated in 1929-30
resulted, as Moshe Lewin has argued, in a state of profound disequilibrium, a circumstance that stron%Iy colored the emerging
authoritarian apparatus, which struggled with limited success to manage the flux it itself had created. 251 gyt struggle the state
economic apparatus did, pursuing a seemingly endless search for workable administrative structures through endless decrees
and multiple splits, mergers, and reorganizations of the massive bureaucracy. At the same time, party leaders fought an equally
monumental battle to assert control over the operation of the gigantic industrial-administrative complex. 26

By the middle of the 1930s, what has come to be known as the "planned economy" was taking shape—a form of economic
organization that resembled the allocation and mobilization processes of the military, characterized by hypercentralization,
extreme rigidity, and colossal waste and ineffi-
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ciency, but also by the knowing violation or circumvention of rules and procedures in the interest of "getting the job done.
This outcome was less an orderly implementation of a preordained program than an effect of the plunge into breakneck
anticapitalist industrialization and of the exigencies that followed. Planning, as R. W. Davies has emphasized, was a world to be
discovered.[?®

The paradoxical character and consequences of the USSR's vast, non-capitalist industrial improvisation were nowhere more
evident than in the construction of the Magnitogorsk Metallurgical Complex, the incarnation

of the hoped-for revolutionary breakthrough in industry.[zg] From the regime's manic obsession with speed and craving for
legitimacy to the often self-defeating operation of the ponderous bureaucratic apparatus and the ineradicable inefficiencies of a
nonmarket economy, Magnitogorsk encapsulated the novelty of socialist industrialization.

w[271
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Catch and Overtake

In the early twentieth century rapid advances in steelmaking technology had been made and incorporated in what was then the
largest integrated iron and steel plant in the world: the U.S. Steel plant in Gary, Indiana, the construction of which had begun in
1906, according to a design by Freyn.[3°] Alluding to the Magnitogorsk plant, Grigorii "Sergo" Ordzhonikidze, politburo member
and people's commissar for heavy industry, indicated that no sooner had Stalin found out about the Gary Works than he ordered
that just such a factory be built in the Soviet Union.[311 Notwithstanding the tendency in the 1930s to attribute all acceptable
ideas to Stalin, it is plausible that Stalin promoted the idea of a Soviet Gary: if the capitalists had such a steel plant, surely the
workers and peasants should have one too. In any case, the Soviet leadership was acutely aware of capitalist experience and
measured Soviet industry against it.[32]

"Catch and overtake" (dognat i peregnat ), that was the party's slogan, that was the way to handle the capitalists. "But,"
Ordzhonikidze conceded, "we are . . . a peasant country, a country of the wooden plough. You'll never catch the capitalists that
way. They have tractors and caterpillars, millions of cars, and world-class technology. How in the world could we catch them
from such a position?" Although he did not say, there was a way: if the capitalists would sell the Soviet Union their technology
and help to install it.[331 Despite deep mutual suspicions between the governments, such business-based cooperation seemed
entirely possible.

After the 1929 American stock market crash was followed by a world
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economic bust, the prospects for expanding domestic industrial capacity, in steel or any other industry, vanished. But even had
there been no Great Depression, the USSR's ambitious plans to remake itself industrially would no doubt have attracted
solicitations from foreign firms. The Soviet Union was, as any capitalist could have pointed out, a huge new market waiting to be
captured. Freyn, for one, had managed to translate this potential into a hefty contract in the strategic ferrous metallurgy sector.

For reasons that remain unclear, however, it was decided that Freyn was not to design Magnitogorsk.[34] In 1929, the
Soviet government instead advertised a Magnitogorsk "concession," a form of cooperation that promised part ownership. One of
the early responses came from the German firm Siemens-Bauunion, which had built the Berlin metro, along with various power
stations, and had worked on Dneprostroi. "[Siemens] had no experience in steelmaking factories," wrote one Soviet official
familiar with the negotiations, "but they boldly offered their services."[3%] By contrast, the other principal foreign bidder, Arthur
McKee and Co. of Cleveland, Ohio, was famous for the most advanced and largest blast furnace design to be found in the pages
of the leading "capitalist" technical journals. In the competition, McKee had the obvious edge, and on 14 March 1930, after
several months of negotiations, representatives of the Soviet government ceremoniously signed a "technical assistance" contract
with the American firm at a meeting in New York City.[3€]

Specialists in the construction of blast furnaces and oil refineries, McKee undertook to design the entire steel plant,
including all auxiliary shops and the iron-ore mine. The firm was also responsible for directing work on the site until the factory
and mine were put into operation, for consulting on equipment orders, for building an electric power station and a dam, and for
training Soviet engineers both at the site and in the United States.[37j The Soviet government agreed to pay McKee 2.5 million
gold rubles, of which 40 percent were to be delivered the first year, 30 percent the second, 15 percent the third, and the final 15
percent after the factory was put into operation. Responsibility for the wages of the McKee staff at the site, who were to be paid
partly in rubles and partly in convertible currency, fell to the Soviet side.[38]

The agreement further specified, according to William Haven, then a company vice president, that McKee was to design
everything to be as large as possible, allow for future expansion, economize on the use of materials and on fuel, avoid
unnecessary complications or specifications for unusual equipment, keep in mind the availability of construction materials in the
USSR, follow Soviet standards and norms, and prepare all designs in both

English and Russian, using the metric system. It was a tall order. To top it off, after four years of having accomplished virtually

nothing on their own, the Soviet authorities gave McKee two months to submit complete designs for the largest and most
advanced iron and steel plant outside the United States. Such were the imperatives of the policy of catch and overtake.[39]

To the Soviet authorities, even two months must have seemed like a long time to wait, for without plans or a design, the
Council of People's Commissars (Sovnarkom) and the Council of Labor and Defense (STO)—the two highest government
agencies—had already given the go-ahead for preliminary work at the construction site to begin more than a year before, on 17
January 1929.[40] Acting on this directive from above, the Urals oblast party committee (obkom ) had dispatched an urgent
telegram to the lower-level Troitsk okrug party committee (into whose jurisdiction Magnetic Mountain fell), instructing it to send
a commission in February to prepare the remote site for the upcoming spring construction season.[*! "The time for talk had
passed," one Soviet commentator explained. "The country needed metal."[44]

In May 1929, work began on a local brick factory and on the foundations for the various shops of the as yet undesigned
steel plant. Strings were stretched across the thawing earth where the shops were supposed to rise, and the ground was cleared
for foundation work to start. Construction of the rail connection from Kartaly was renewed and, with the help of the Red Army,
the final stretch of a hundred kilometers was finished by late June. More had been accomplished in a few months than in the
previous several years.[43]

But serious problems soon surfaced, on-site leadership being among the first to arise. The initial director of Magnitostroi,
Sergei Zelentsov, had gone blind and had to be replaced. His successors, E. I. Martynov and Grigorii Bessonov, turned out to be
technically incompetent and were also removed. Their successor, Vadim Smolianinov (who had worked in Sovnarkom with
Lenin), was sent to the United States as part of the Soviet delegation in Cleveland and was replaced by his deputy, Chingiz
Ildrym, a Kurd who took part in the storming of the Winter Palace and had been the first commissar of the Navy in Azerbaijan,
but who knew absolutely nothing about metallurgy. Yet another new director, Iakov Shmidt, was dispatched to the site in June
1930,[Eg]t after a few months he too was sent to Cleveland. And so the Caucasus revolutionary Ildrym served as de facto on-site
chief.

Ildrym had his hands full. In early 1930 a scandal broke out over the lack
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of any progress at the brick factory, and several people were arrested for sabotage. AlImost the entire site was beset by fires and
other manmade catastrophes. The continental summer heat and the fierce steppe winds (with their dust storms) proved too
much for many of the first workers and officials, a large number of whom simply fled.[*3] There were, in any case, no blueprints
to guide the work of those who remained.[*6] Nineteen thirty was threatening to become another "lost year," the fifth in a

row.

A deal for technical assistance had been struck with the highly touted Americans, however, and the first group of McKee
personnel dispatched to the USSR left the United States in May 1930, arriving in Moscow several weeks later. Bemused by the
Soviet insistence on the breathless time frames for a completed design of so complex an undertaking, the Americans were then
treated to a week-long train ride from Moscow to the site.[*8] just the last 145 kilometers from Kartaly took almost a full day, as
the track had been put down without ballast and, after repeated accidents, a speed limit of ten kilometers per hour had been
imposed. "From Kartaly to Magnitogorsk," one passenger recalled, "we played soccer along the tracks, then we ran to catch up
with the train, which had gone only a little way."[49]

Finally, the American team arrived at the site in early summer, only to disembark in the virtually empty steppe and
discover, in the words of one Soviet eyewitness, that "there was not a single well-built settlement [and] no roads." Indeed, there
was little of anything, including food or potable water.[501 As for the status of the future factory, a Russian engineer recalled that
the Americans "couldn't fathom how it was goin? to be possible to work without skilled workers, without complete sets of tools,
without machines or construction materials."[5%

This state of affairs was exacerbated by the primitiveness of the rail connections, upon which the improbablg solated site
was wholly dependent. The first freight shipments from Moscow were said to have taken seventy days to arrive.[>?1 There were
moderately successful efforts to speed up the movement of sorely needed supplies and equipment en route. But the weak
capacity of the trunk line connectin? Magnitogorsk with the rest of the country continued to choke the site for years (all freight
was, of course, unloaded by hand). 531 1py any case, no improvement in transport, however dramatic, could overcome the woeful
state of scarcity.[54]

Inadequate transport and chronic shortages of vital materials compounded an already difficult construction task, but even
more disorganizing was the Soviet approach to management. Much time and energy were spent on long-winded speeches to the
effect that "only we Bolsheviks could undertake such tasks," although the many bold-sounding directives were
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often no more than desperate reactions to unexpected turns of events and had little chance of being carried out. There was, in
addition, considerable intrigue, including the spreading of (falseg rumors that the iron-ore deposits, contrary to initial reports,
were not substantial enough to justify the plant's construction.[>%]

The chaotic results of such activities were predictable. Far from being able to "lead" operations, the leadership at
Magnitogorsk had its hands full just responding to each new crisis. Iakov Shmidt described the state of continual tensions with
which he and the rest of the local leadership and work force had to contend:

As soon as the phone rang, you knew it was a breakdown somewhere. The switchboard operator notified me immediately of all emergencies.
Simultaneously, on the site, in the event of a fire, warning signals on all train eng[ines were sounded, along with the siren on the electrical station. This
unusual "symphony" made disturbing impressions on all those living in Magnitka. 561

All the while, the number of administrative personnel mushroomed.[571

If the state of "permanent crisis" induced by the difficult circumstances was compounded by intrigue and bluster, a
confused organizational structure did not help matters. Magnitostroi was at first subordinated to a new agency, Novostal, whose
name was soon changed to Vostokostal, but the coke plant came under a separate administration, first called Soiuzkoks, then
Vostokokoks. Many of the smaller organizations operating on the site were subordinated to still other central trusts. The mine,
furthermore, was a separate entity, and all railroad transportation came under its own administration. Not surprisingly, this
multiplicity of responsible organizations led to a vacuum of responsibility.[ss]

To streamline operations, the many trusts on the site were organized on the American model into subcontractors with
which the parent company, Magnitostroi, contracted to perform various tasks. This arrangement, however, was undermined by
Magnitostroi's lack of experience with sub-contracting and by the subcontractors' inexperience in constructing steel plants. To
take one example, one of the largest trusts assigned to build the steel plant in Magnitogorsk was Tekstilstroi, a firm that
specialized in building textile mills; upon reassignment to Magnitogorsk, it was simply renamed Stalstroi.[59]’ "The fundamental
thing that sharply struck us," wrote the chief of open-hearth construction, "was that among those who were at the site, there
was no clue as to what a steel plant was."[601 of course, this was precisely the goal: in building a steel plant, everyone would
learn—
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and quickly. But it would be a while before a workable management system was in place.

At the time, a steel plant with a working capacity of 2.5 million tons of pig iron (expandable to 4 million) constituted a
formidable industrial venture, even for experienced foreign engineering firms. Upon completion, the Magnitogorsk Metallurgical
Complex was supposed to be able to produce almost as much steel as the entire Russian empire had done in 1913 (and as the
Soviet Union did in 1927-28).[62]1 Moreover, Magnitogorsk was to be distinguished not only by its huge scale but by its
integrated design, which was to be as automated as possible and based on the linear flow from raw materials to finished
products in which even by-products were to be fully utilized. This had been the key to the design of the Gary Works.[63]

Magnitogorsk was also to contain an army of auxiliary enterprises, as well as its own power station, and to be serviced by
its own maintenance and repair shops, many of which were to be as large as whole factories. "On account of the isolated location
of the plant and mines of Magnitogorsk, repair shops of unusually large capacity and completeness as to equipment have been
provided," wrote Haven, who added that "it is safe to say that no other steel plant in the world will be more self-contained with
regard to making repairs and replacements."[64] Magnitogorsk was not simply a steel plant but a huge
mining-energy-chemical-metallurgical complex, and one in which housing and schools, no less than the production of rails and

[61]

21 of 309 7/8/2006 8:34 PM



Magnetic Mountain http://content-backend-a.cdlib.org/xtf/view?docld=ft909nb5q7&chunk.i...

girders, were the responsibility of the plant's administration.[%]

The unusual audacity of the venture did not fail to make its impression on the Americans.[®8] But under pressure to
produce a basic design for the mammoth steel plant within a mere thirty days and still scrambling to assemble a staff, McKee
managed only a highly schematic "report," accompanied by a similar document for the mine prepared by the firm of Ogleby
Norton, with which McKee had contracted. Soviet officials claimed to be upset by what they regarded as the flimsiness of the
McKee report and, above all, surprised that McKee had had a different firm prepare the proposal for the mine.[671

McKee's next suggestion, that the highly respected firm of Koppers and Co. handle the coke plant, was taken as yet another
sign that McKee was not able by itself to handle the design of the whole factory. For McKee this was obvious enough, but the
American company's intention to subcontract the work it could not itself complete was rejected by its increasingly sophisticated
customer, which began to approach the proposed foreign subcontractors directly—a decision fraught with commercial
significance for McKee.[81 A trip to the USSR by Arthur McKee to reassert the firm's hold
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over the entire undertaking had the opposite effect. On 24 December 1930 a revision of the contract was drawn up
circumscribing the firm's responsibilities (and hence its compensation),[°] ostensibI[y because the firm had chronically failed to
meet the impractical deadlines specified in the contract for the delivery of drawings. 70]

Despite a strong mutual interest, the partnership from the start was marred by suspicion and misunderstandings, which
only worsened as time wore on.I71 From the American point of view, the Soviets were constantly making a difficult situation
more so. The chief means for Soviet engineers to demonstrate their capabilities and political allegiance, for example, was to
criticize American designs and alter them, with utter disregard for the often catastrophic consequences. Another problem was
that installations and materials sent to Magnitostroi by Soviet factories were often received in disrepair or were not at all what
had been ordered.[”?] Even equipment purchased abroad did not always correspond to specifications.[”3] Under such conditions
the Americans were charged with supervising the construction of a huge dam and power station, state-of-the-art coke batteries,
and unprecedentedly large and complicated blast furnaces, two of which were supposed to be put into operation within fifteen
months, by 1 October 1931.[741

If the Americans seemed to have had grounds for their reservations, Sovieté)ersonnel also had reasons to worry. Evidently,
the original McKee personnel sent to the site turned out to be less than stellar.[”®] And when the Americans found themselves
de facto, fully empowered chiefs on the site and soon insisted—in an obvious effort to reduce their formal responsibility for a
feared fiasco—that they were only consultants, Soviet officials took this as a sign of cowardice and ill will. In addition, the
Americans objected principally and repeatedly to one of the main Soviet goals: the speediest possible tempo. The Americans
always cited technical justifications, but for the Soviets, it was almost as if the Americans were trying to hold the USSR back,
afraid of allowing a socialist country to advance too far too rapidly.[7¢]

Pressure to hurry came from Moscow and was strongly felt at the site itself. On 1 July 1930, the first brick of the blast
furnace foundation was laid in front of an estimated fourteen thousand people, including the McKee group. To shouts of "hurrah”
and the singing of the "Internationale," Iakov Shmidt gave what two eyewitnesses deemed an inspired speech, "pointing out
that, in the event of an enemy attack on the USSR, the foreign bourgeoisie could not shell the factory." Such a precipitous action
may have seemed reckless, but local officials no doubt hoped that by laying the foundation stone they could force the issue of
the long-awaited design.[77]

— 49 —
Despite this rousing send-off complete with a nose-thumbing of the "bourgeoisie” in its very presence (represented by McKee
personnel), the construction of the Magnitogorsk furnaces begin inauspiciously. According to Konstantin Valerius, then deputy
chief of Magnitostroi, the coordinates for the location of the blast furnaces had been received by telegram from the Soviet
delegation visiting McKee headquarters in Cleveland. It was on this basis that the foundation stone had been laid. But when the
Americans finally arrived with the blueprints, it was discovered that the telegrammed coordinates were off by thirteen
meters.[781 what is more, McKee had turned the factory ninety degrees, so that the blast furnace shop was perpendicular to the
river, and had enlarged the factory area by 3.6 square kilometers, in accordance with the Soviet insistence on allowing for future
expansion. It became necessary to undo most of the preliminary work.[7°]

More problems followed, coming to the attention in January 1931 of the Central Committee, which replaced Shmidt with
Iakov Gugel.[8%1 A decorated Civil War veteran, Gugel set about making sure that everything would be ready by the party's 1
October 1931 deadline, putting his revered "mobilization" skills to work, with some effect. Midway through the year, the
ore-crushing equipment had been installed and iron ore was being mined, a dam was more or less finished, and the electric
station and first coke batteries were put into operation. But the priority job remained the blast furnaces—symbol of the whole
project—and in late August 1931 a forty-day "storm" to complete them began.[81]

Under Gugel's direction the full panoply of Bolshevik organizers campaigned furiously to "mobilize" the work force for the
task. As one participant recalled a few years later,

At that time the slogan was: "Blast Furnace By the Deadline!" You would see this slogan literally everywhere. . . . You'd go to the toilet, to take care of
your natural needs, and even there you'd see it: "The Blast Furnace By the Deadline!"... The only thing they didn't do was to write it in the heavens. [82]

Virtually every worker on the site was "thrown over" to blast furnace construction, and many people never left the structure
day or night.[83] But despite the Herculean efforts, the blast furnace was not ready by 1 October. Nor was it ready by the 7
November holiday.[84]

Rumors circulated in Moscow that the entire construction was a hopeless mess and that nothing at all might come of it, yet
work proceeded at fever pitch through the winter.[851 with the Seventeenth Party Conference

scheduled for February 1932, the leaders of the construction had a new deadline to aim for. That would mean, of course, that
the furnace would be started up under the extremely difficult conditions of the Urals winter, a decision the Americans vigorously
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protested. But Magnitostroi officials appealed directly to Ordzhonikidze, and although, in general, Moscow backed the foreign
specialists in disputes with local authorities, deadlines were another matter. Ordzhonikidze telegrammed permission.[®61 Furious
about the winter start-up (and Soviet tardiness in its payments), McKee sent a cable to Haven forbidding him to provide any
more assistance and ordering everyone to return home immediately. But the cable was read by the Soviet authorities, who
urged Haven at least to see the first furnace into operation. Having so much at stake in the work thus far, Haven agreed.[871 As
the day for the start-up of the blast furnace neared, a feeling of being involved in world-historical events pervaded the site at
Magnetic Mountain.

By late January the temperature had dropped to -30°C, but the frozen air was buzzing with excitement and suspense as the
final preparations for the start-up were being made. On 29 January, blast furnace no. 1 began to blow, but immediately,
problems with the water supply necessitated a shutdown. For forty hours the workers frantically tried to correct the problem.
"Everybody felt like he was at the front," recalled Iakov Gugel. On 31 January 1932 at 10 A.M. the workers again tried to blow in
the furnace. This time it worked. "At Magnitostroi, to which the attention of the whole country, of the whole world, was riveted,"
Gugel wrote, "life was given to blast furnace No. 1."[88]

On the next day, the first pig iron was produced. Jubilant people gathered pieces as souvenirs; busts of Lenin and Stalin
were made from it. Telegrams went off to Communist parties around the world and to the Seventeenth Party Conference.[81 In
the name of the Soviet state, Mikhail Kalinin read the triumphant message to the assembled delegates: "On 1 February [932] at
9:30 P.M. the first pig iron of Magnitogorsk blast furnace No. 1 was produced. The furnace is functioning normally." The
delegates rose to their feet and erupted into an ovation.[9°

No more than a month after this triumph, in March 1932, exactly two years after it had been signed, the contract between
McKee and the Soviet government was officially "annulled" in what appears to have been a belated recognition of a fait
accompli.[gl] Before departing the USSR, William Haven graciously offered his congratulations. "Considering the inexperience of
the Russians in construction work of this type," he told an American correspondent sympathetic to the Soviet cause, "the
magnitude of the

work accomplished at Magnitogorsk is astonishing, if the isolated location and the extreme climatic conditions are kept in
mind."[92] In truth, the construction was years behind schedule, but this hardly seemed to matter.

What did matter was that the construction was happening at all. After several years of innumerable delays and difficulties,
the "battle" seemed to have been "won": Magnitogorsk pig iron existed. All the foolhardy deadlines, all the pain and suffering
now seemed fully justified. On a visit to the site back in May 1931, Valerii Mezhlauk had told an assembly of the Magnitogorsk
faithful that the construction carried

enormous political and economic significance. Political because the construction of the Magnitogorsk factory has become a standard by which the
capitalist world, on the one hand, and the workers located abroad, on the other, evaluate the success of socialist construction in our country. Economic
because the country is suffocating from the lack of metal.

It was this attitude that undergirded the authentic sense of triumph on 1 February 1932.[93]

On the very day of triumph, however, disaster struck. No sooner had the telegrams gone off to Moscow than an accident
occurred, requiring that the Magnitogorsk blast furnace be shut down. And no sooner had that problem been corrected than an
even more serious one occurred: a chunk of the upper conal construction collapsed, injuring several workers. The cave-in, which
took more than 60 hours to fix, was followed by a 12-hour shutdown on 21 February and another one of 115 hours that began
on 3 March. Altogether, there were no fewer than 550 stoppages of the furnace in the first year alone. (In November 2933, after
only twenty-one months of operation, Magnitogorsk blast furnace no. 1 would be shut down and completely rebuilt.)[94]

The sad results were foreseeable: when the furnace was blown in, not only had many makeshift hookups been used, but
many key components were still not installed.[9%] vet, celebrating as the first pig iron was produced, the Magnitogorsk
leadership smugly chided the Americans for suggesting that longer time frames and American operating personnel were
necessary for success and for opposing the winter start-up. "Mister Haven was unquestionably a capable and knowledgeable
specialist," Iakov Gugel wrote. "But he did not understand why it was necessary to hurry. He did not understand why it was
necessar[yésto put the blast furnace into operation in winter, when it would have been so much easier to do it in summer." True
enough.

Notwithstanding the many self-inflicted setbacks, however, construc-

tion of Magnitogorsk pressed forward in 1932. On 7 June, blast furnace no. 2 was blown in, and before the year was over, a
second coke battery and the ore-crushing plant were completed. Although by this time the entire complex was supposed to have
been finished, these were definite achievements. Moreover, their import was greatly magnified by the capitalist depression. In
the United States, the world's symbol of industrial prowess, the production of raw steel had fallen from more than 60 million tons
in 1929 to around 15 million in 1932. Steel production in the U.S. would not climb above its 1929 level until 1940.[971

The social consequences of the decline in American steel output were far-reaching. As of 1931, the famed Gary Works was
operating at less than 20 percent of capacity. Unemployment in the "city of the century" was sky-high. Housing foreclosures on
the properties of the city's small middle class became epidemic, and financial panic set in. After more than a dozen banks in Gary
folded, one prominent banker committed suicide, precipitating a further bank run. To top it off, the belated efforts to confront
this litany of deep social and economic problems—what would be known as the New Deal—met with suspicion and visceral
opposition. William Wirt, a pupil and disciple of John Dewey and a man who had become the acclaimed architect of the renowned
Gary public school system, wrote a pamphlet in which he asserted that Communists had infiltrated the U.S. government and
were busy making President Roosevelt into a Kerensky.[98

With much of the capitalist world's industrial capacity idle and its societies torn by social dislocation, the Soviet government
declared the "early fulfillment" of the goals of the Five-Year Plan toward the close of 1932. Not only had the Bolsheviks built
factories while the capitalist world was mired in depression; not only had the Bolsheviks developed industry at a rate unseen
ever before in world history, they had even bested themselves and completed the brazen Five-Year Plan in four years and three
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months: "Five in Four"—this was the banner of socialist construction, the magic of "Bolshevik tempo." It was a seductive
message and one that the construction of Magnitogorsk seemed to confirm.[9°

Even as celebrations of the fulfillment of the Plan were underway,[loo] another large-scale disaster occurred at the
Magnitogorsk blast furnaces. On 28 December 1932, the city was hit by a severe blizzard. So strong were the winds and so
heavy the snowfall that several installations, including parts of the blast furnaces, collapsed. At first the workers tried to patch
the furnaces, but soon they had to shut them down. It took two months before both furnaces were back to normal.[1011 an
immediate investigation began,

as a result of which Gugel was removed in January 1933 and replaced by P. G. Myshki

Under Magnitostroi's new director (at least the eighth since 1929), a major cleanup of the blast furnace shop was carried
out, and in a short time 564 platform cars and dump-truck loads of refuse were hauled away.[*03] But at this time, serious
problems with the supply of iron ore began to threaten the operation of the repaired blast furnaces.[1041 And while the two blast
furnaces in operation worked very poorly, producing only a small amount of low-quality pig iron, construction of the open-hearth
steelmaking shop had barely even begun.[19%1 The question of design work loomed ever larger.

After McKee's departure, it had been announced that all design work would be given over to Soviet agencies.[loe] Since the
inability of these agencies to perform such work was the very reason that the Soviet government had initially gone to McKee
with billions of gold rubles in hand, the announcement was baffling.[1°7] But Soviet agencies already had a large supply of
McKee drawings, including most everything needed for the mine and blast furnace shop. German firms continued to design and
supervise construction of the rolling sho]p. And foreign designs from rolling shops built in the Ukraine were copied and sent to
Magnitogorsk for some of the mills.[108

Although foreign drawings, equipment, and expertise continued to be available,[log] the circumstances under which the
entire project was being conducted made design work extremely difficult. A multitude of agencies were involved in design,
creating much confusion. More important, in the best case design and construction went on simultaneously. Not infrequently,
construction not only preceded design but was almost always pushed forward without regard to preparation or Iogistics.[11°] But
in the minds of officials, this was just the way things had to be done, and anyone who raised questions simply did not
understand—or what was far worse— perhaps secretly wished that the party's industrial program not be carried out.11111
"Couldn't we somehow go a bit slower?" Ordzhonikidze asked, mimicking the critics of the breathless pace adopted by the party
as he dismissed them. "That was the whole question. The whole question was: What tempo was to be adopted."[*12]

The leadership's braggadocio, however, was giving way to more sober reflection.[*3] In January 1933, amid the whispers
that the first Five-Year Plan had been a debacle, the second Five-Year Plan, far more "realistic" in its targets, officially
began.[114] But if the pace of expansion was somewhat slowed, the basic impulse of catch and overtake was nonetheless
retained: there was no retreat from the goal of creating a self-sufficient, fully state-

n.[1021
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owned and state-managed industrial economy that could match in size and performance what the capitalists had.[*15] The battle

to erect Magnitogorsk and the new kind of industrial economy it embodied had been joined, and it would be waged to the end.
There was, in any case, no going back.

Planned Economy

In 1933, construction at Magnitogorsk continued apace. The third coke battery and third blast furnace were completed.[llsl And
even more important, on 8 July the first open-hearth oven began operation. Magnitogorsk finally began producing steel [117]
Three weeks later, in the presence of Ordzhonikidze himself the first blooming mill was launched, and the metallurgical
cycle—from raw material to specialized steel—was pronounced "complete." Prizes were awarded and speeches made.[118] Before
the year was out, three more open-hearth furnaces, the fourth blast furnace, and sorting mill 630 were put into operation. A
steel plant was beginning to emerge.[11°]

Ordzhonikidze visited Magnitogorsk in 1933 not just to celebrate the start-up of the blooming mill but also, like other
members of the leadership who had visited the site earlier (Molotov, Voroshilov, Mezhlauk, and others), to discover what was
going on.[1201 Ag the first Five-Year Plan yielded to the second, the task at Magnitogorsk mirrored that for the whole country:
not simply to slow things down a bit but to bring some order to what had irreversibly been set in motion by the blitz to
industrialize in a socialist, that is, noncapitalist, manner.[121

Thousands of enterprises were either being constructed from scratch or undergoing such dramatic enlargement that they
could be considered essentially new factories—and they were all under the direct supervision of the rapidly burgeoning state. The
staggering expansion posed enormous challenges of operational management, which had not been imagined during the initial
plunge into superindustrialization. Soon enough, however, the burden of assuming responsibility for the thousands upon
thousands of decisions that under capitalism were handled by entrepreneurs and the market hit home.[122

What Ordzhonikidze found at Magnitogorsk became clear in a blistering directive he issued on 29 July 1933.[123] Along with
frequent breakdowns that he said "threatened to destroy various installations and even the entire factory," the industry
commissar cited a lack of responsibility for imported equipment, a low level of productivity, excessive requests for materials and
supplies, and knowing violations of the managerial chain of command. He

called for a reorganization of industrial management to prevent the issuing of contradictory orders and for the subordination of
all organizations on the site, including those carrying out design work, to the director. He further warned that future evaluations
of management's performance would be made not simply on the basis of the materials successfully consumed (osvoeno ), the
number of installations brought to completion, or the quantity of outfut, but on the quality of that output and its costs. It was a
devastatingly frank analysis and a spirited call to resolute action.[1241

In the aftermath of Ordzhonikidze's trip, Magnitogorsk's director, Myshkin, was accused of keeping a double set of books: a
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realistic one, which he used to manage the factory, and a "cooked" one, which he had sent to Moscow in April 1933 to cast the
factory in a highly favorable light. This was an old problem in Russia, but it was given vastly new significance by the increasingly
higher stake "the center" now had in outlying regions. Just as it set the level of investment in the Magnitogorsk factory and thus
the rate at which the plant grew, Moscow arrogated to itself the right to control the allocation of the factory's entire output.
Simply put, Moscow "owned" Magnitogorsk and everythinggroduced in that location, and it exercised that proprietary interest by
appointing or removing Magnitogorsk's directors at will.[125]

In what became the fourth time since 1930 that a Magnitogorsk director was dismissed in disgrace, Myshkin was removed
in 1933 and replaced by Avraamii Zaveniagin, who had been part of Ordzhonikidze's delegation.[lzel A former chief of Gipromez
and most recently the director of a steel plant in the Ukraine, Zaveniagin was a protégé of Ordzhonikidze, to whom he professed
absolute loyalty. As a 1930 graduate of the Moscow Mining Academy (later nicknamed the "nursery of scientists and ministers"),
Zaveniagin was also the first Magnitogorsk chief who had any training in metallurgy.[127] "In those years, the names of the
leaders of metallurgical factories were known not simply to a narrow circle of economic officials, but to broad sections of the
Soviet public," one Soviet journalist recalled. "The country followed their work and their successes as in the days of war it had
followed the successes of the most visible military leaders."[128] Zaveniagin may have been the country's most famous
"metallurgist.” This gave him enormous authority and clout.[12°]

To take charge of the various shops, the fast-track Zaveniagin was supplied with a contingent of rising specialists, such as
E. Ia. Bekker and Fedor Golubitskii, who arrived in January 1935. Most of these executives were as young, or even younger,
than the thirty-two-year-old new director. All had a measure of technical education and some practical experience. 130] ngg.
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sentially our entire management staff consists of young engineers," commented Leonid Vaisberg, chief of the medium sorting
mill whcilvg]s mobilized from the Donbas to Magnitogorsk in April 1935. "These were people, as they say, of the revolutionary
epoch."

That Magnitogorsk's new director was the son of a humble railroad depot worker was in itself remarkable, but even more
noteworthy was that a proletarian child born to poor and virtually uneducated parents had been graduated from the prestigious
Moscow Mining Academy—and had been appointed head of Gipromez only two days later.[¥32] such a life history conditioned
Zaveniagin to embrace the "civilizing mission" of inculcating "industrial culture." He extolled what was championed as the second
Five-Year Plan's more "considered" approach to management, a style of industrial Ieadershiap that was better informed and
outwardly more genteel but also far more exacting and, if necessary, downright ruthless.[¥33] prior to Zaveniagin's arrival,
informal channels. of administration were often more important than formal ones.[134] Now, just as he would be answerable to
those above him, Zaveniagin would be expected to subordinate all those below him in the "chain of command."[1351

Zaveniagin personified the watchword "one-man rule" (edinonachalie ), which had been proclaimed in September 1929 as a
way to improve managerial coordination and affix responsibility, but which at Magnitogorsk had never been realized—as
Ordzhonikidze made clear in his July 1933 directive. In appointing Zaveniagin, the industry commissar's objective was not simply
to cultivate and assign the right "commanders" to the localities but also to establish a more or less functional command
structure. Accordingly, Zaveniagin's posting to Magnitogorsk coincided with a further consolidation of the economic
administration.

Back in September 1931, on the model of such giant American corporations as U.S. Steel—which in 1901 had become the
largest company relative to the size of the economy in American history—the USSR formed the Main Administration of the
Metallurgical Industry (GUMP).[136] As one of its first moves, GUMP abolished the contracting system and most of the trusts at
Magnitogorsk, leaving only three organizations on the site: Magnitostroi, Koksostroi, and the Mining Administration (GRU). Not
long thereafter, Koksostroi and the GRU were absorbed by Magnitostroi, which was divided into two departments: construction
and production. Magnitostroi was subsumed under the People's Commissariat of Heavy Industry (NKTP), which had absorbed
GUMP and superseded Vesenkha in January 1932 as the agency responsible for all industry. When Zaveniagin arrived in 1933,
the departments of Magnitostroi were united in a single entity, the

Magnitogorsk Metallurgical Complex (MMK). The vertical hierarchy was thus complete.

The establishment of a hierarchical command structure with authoritative commanders in the field did not, of course, mean
that all bureaucratic conflict had been eliminated. Quite the opposite: "turf battles" only intensified, especially those between the
industrial bureaucracy and the police and between the party and the economic administration;[137]’ but also those among the
numerous agencies of the sprawling central economic administration, between central agencies and the enterprises they
supervised, and within the enterprises themselves. When administrative jurisdictions did not nominally overlap, rivalries and
jealousies made sure that they did. The number of bureaus and departments made it hard to sort out who was responsible for
what, and, more importantly, who was not resHJonsibIe for certain matters. Appeals to settle the smallest disputes were not
infrequently made to the people's commissar.[138]

In a further complication to the tensions and rivalries fostered by the multicentered yet hierarchical command structure,
Vissarion "Beso" Lominadze, who had been the party chief for Georgia and worked high up in the Comintern before being
demoted as an "oppositionist," was sent to Magnitogorsk as city party secretary at the same time as Zaveniagin was appointed
director. Lominadze's organizational skills were vastly superior to those of his predecessors, and his arrival opened a new era in
the local political leadership. But he clashed with Zaveniagin, and the goal of one-man rule did not fully obtain in Magnitogorsk
as long as the two men were on the scene.[13°]

Even without these added complications, Soviet enterprises had trouble fully coordinating operations and disciplining their
own people, notwithstanding the beneficial effects of the administrative reorganizations of 1931-33. The Magnitogorsk plant
issued an avalanche of internal directives admonishing personnel to follow established regulations, which were themselves
frequently rewritten. Top management at the steel plant, for example, tried to control the internal distribution of raw materials
and supplies, just as Moscow did for the whole country. One stern internal factory decree expressly prohibited shop chiefs from
sending "people to various cities of the Union in connection with supply and equipment questions without receiving the
permission of the respective departments of the complex administration."[*4°1 But it was precisely management's failure to
provide each shop with adequate basic materials through regular channels that motivated the practice of foraging, and would
continue to do so.
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Indeed, one of the most surprising phenomena of the emerging planned

economy was the rise of an unlimited demand for raw materials and inputs. Never sure how much they would be allocated but
pressured to meet plan targets, large firms routinely requested far more than they thought would be necessary. Central planners
were aware of this practice but still had a difficult time judging how much was "actually" needed. In addition, what were called
"interruptions" (pereboi ) in the delivery of supplies became so regular that firms guarded against them by stocking up,
concealing their industrial "bread crusts" from the central authorities. Busy bombarding the economic bureaucracy with requests
for more of everything, enterprises were engaged in hoarding. The paradoxical result was that increases in industrial capacity,
far from satiating the hunger for metal, re-suited in perpetual shortages. Comprehensive central planning, it turned out,
produced its own forms of "anarchy" to rival the market's.[141]

Within the tentacular apparatus that was taking shape to oversee everything from the wording of inscriptions to be printed
on note pads to the precise amounts of dozens of grades and hundreds of shapes of all the structural steel to be produced by the
country in the foreseeable future, the relations between the MMK and NKTP were prototypical. Reflecting the pressures on
Moscow, Ordzhonikidze registered strong dissatisfaction with what he called the "aggrandizing" attitudes on the part of
Magnitogorsk management, which was allegedly putting in requests for construction materials well beyond what was "truly"
needed. But the steel complex, facin]g the center's tyrannical production targets, often found itself without materials essential to
meeting those marching orders.[142

To be sure, state ownership of industry did not necessarily mean centralized micromanagement, and in late 1932 a
short-lived debate took place in the pages of the Industry Commissariat's newspaper over the introduction of a kind of "socialist
market." One economist proposed that prices for industrial goods should reflect supply and demand, and that firms should deal
directly with each other, rather than place orders for equipment and supplies through the central bureaucracy. To everyone's
shock, in November 1932 Ordzhonikidze abruptly introduced just such procedures for the iron and steel industry. As R. W.
Davies has argued, this impulsive move, which was to begin on 1 January 1933, showed just how unsettled the emerging
planned economy still was.[143]

Did such "market relations" between state firms undermine the supposed superiority of planning: the determination of
priorities by science, rather than by what enterprises found it advantageous to produce? What if suppliers decided to refuse
orders for much-needed goods, preferring to produce what they decided was more expedient? Were planning and the
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market at some level compatible? In the event, no answers to these complex questions were forthcoming. The experiment,
launched precipitously and conducted amid great flux, was called off, much to the relief of the central economic apparatus. There
would be no legal "market" in industry, although one did arise anyway.

The allotments of coking coal arriving at Magnitogorsk in 1938, to take one vivid example, weighed on average 30 percent
less than when they were shipped from Kuzbas mines. Some coal was simply lost in transit, while much was pilfered en route by
"agents" of other enterprises less favored in the supply network, or by "freelancers."[144] The Magnitogorsk factory had no
choice but to recoup this shortfall, yet further requests through the central supply network would take months and in any case
were not likely to yield any more coal. The lesson for the plant was clearly to request more coal than would be necessary and to
cultivate alternative sources outside the central allocation network. Here was the "socialist market" in action, despite the abrupt
cancellation of Ordzhonikidze's experiment with firm-to-firm ties. It is even possible that the Magnitogorsk steel complex wound
up buying back, at black market rates, some of the "lost" coal that it had been allocated. Such were the unavoidable realities of
the emerging "planned economy": plans were many, as were the efforts to "correct" them.[145]

Meanwhile, the inefficiency of the centralized allocation system threatened to overwhelm the apparatus itself. With all
transactions among enterprises administered by Moscow, unremitting telegrams begging for raw materials or equipment, along
with detailed reports answering suspicious queries, competed with industrial goods as a given factory's chief "output." As early
as 18 January 1930, Ordzhonikidze lamented at a meeting of the Central Control Commission that "if we don't put a stop to the
paper flow it will drown us. We defeated Denikin and Iudenich, Wrangel and every other counterrevolutionary scum, but paper of
all things will smother us."[*#61 But as Moshe Lewin has pointed out, the efforts to combat the "flood of paper" with decrees and
investigations led only to the further proliferation of officials, and thus to more paper.[147]

Perpetual shortages, torrents of disabling paperwork, internecine battles over, and even pilfering of, raw materials were by
no means the only unanticipated yet intractable problems of the planned economy. In a long speech given in early 1934—its
publication occupied almost the entire local newspaper for three full days—Beso Lominadze delivered a stinging critique of the
state of affairs in Magnitogorsk's construction. At the time of the speech, the steel plant was officially considered 30 percent
complete,[l48]
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but looking over the whole site, Lominadze claimed to have found "not a single fully completed shop or objective." The
open-hearth shops and rolling mills were well behind schedule, while the coke plant was still without its by-products division:
valuable chemicals were being released into the air. Some shops put into operation were so incomplete that snow fell freely into
them. Even the blast furnace department, the most advanced objective, was "still far from completion." Lominadze concluded
that "not a single construction objective was without serious design defects," and that "not a single day goes by without some
kind of breakdown in the factory or transport."[14°]

Little that was built at Magnitogorsk proved reliable. In 1934, no sooner had blast furnace no. 4 been finished than the
construction team returned to no. 1, which was utterly rebuilt, after less than two years of operation. The blooming mill required
shutdown for capital repairs in 1935, after less than two years of use (rather than the customary ten), and a special
representative from the German firm Demag had to be called in to oversee the delicate work.[*>01 Mill 500, planned to operate
without extensive repairs for a minimum of ten years, was shut down for total overhaul in 1938, after less than three years.[lsl]

Nor were projects started up anywhere near on time. In 1936 the newspaper issued harangues to "mobilize" all forces to
put mill 300 no. 3, which was well behind schedule, into operation. What "forces" were to be mobilized remained unclear, but the
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newspaper revealed that the factory had not yet received crane-support girders ordered from a Donbas factory. Without the
girders the mill could not be assembled.[*®2] Two years later, when the mill had finally been assembled and was being tested
prior to being put into operation, a 6,300 volt charge was emitted. An investigation revealed numerous examples of egregious
assembly work, including bolts that were so short they had no hope of holding the structures together and electrical work so
shoddy cables frequently gave off sparks.[*53] To anyone familiar with the day-to-day details, the construction of the
Magnitogorsk Works must have seemed constantly in doubt, even as it was slowly and painfully being achieved.[154]

The secret of "success" was the all-purpose practice of "making-do." The near total absence of spare parts, for example,
frequently led to the cannibalizing of unassembled equipment so that equipment that had already been installed could be put
back in operation.[*55] This might seem short-sighted, but much of the unassembled equipment just sat around deteriorating in
what was called the "Zero Storehouse," a graveyard of imported and domestic equipment that had been misplaced.[156]
("Storehouse"

was just a euphemism, of course, for until much later there were few actual storage structures and equipment more often than
not was camped out under the open sky, gathering dust until it was "washed by the rain.") The newspaper reported that on the
site there were 1,300 unopened crates of freight, and nobody could say what was in them.[*57]

Of course, some of the difficulties at Magnitogorsk were less the result of the planned economy than inexperience and the
general low level of development.[*58] Konstantin Valerius, the chief of the resurrected independent construction trust
Magnitostroi,[159] revealed that as late as 1936 two-thirds of all earth-moving work was still being done without
mechanization.[*8%1 And the chief bookkeeper lamented that "practically all designs issued by the design bureau of the complex
suffer from one deficiency or another, including mistakes in dimensions and incorrect or even missing sections."[*611 But many
of the intractable problems of construction, particularly those involving supply, were largely the result of the normal functioning
of the planned economy, which ensured that the rhythm of work remained very irregular.

Just as construction was subject to fits and starts, so production was very uneven, one day over plan, the next well under.
The pace picked up considerably as each quarter, especially the fourth, drew to a close with the newspaper reminding workers
that "every day decides the success of the struggle to fulfill the Plan."[183] Byt the plant was never able to sustain the frenzies.
In June 1936, Ordzhonikidze sent a forceful telegram "categorically forbidding the stoppage of any equipment for repairs without
the express permission of GUMP." He also ordered that the plant telegraph him personally with a report "on what measures were
being taken in order that, finally, the production plan was fulfilled." Echoing the commissar's words, the city newspaper railed
that not a single shop was meeting its targets, and that idle time was extraordinarily high. Less than two weeks later, the
newspaper reported that blast furnace no. 1 was being shut down two days for repairs, "with GUMP's permission."[164]

Faulty construction and terrible maltreatment of equipment were major problems in the shops. Another was that
construction was not yet finished and some equipment had yet to be installed.[165] A further encumbrance derived from
persistently severe transport bottlenecks. A report in the oblast newspaper in 1935 painted a bleak picture of irregular and
unpredictable freight transfer in Magnitogorsk. "During twenty days of February, only 229 wagons of coking coal were unloaded,
against a plan of 700," the correspondent wrote, adding that "for coke you need Hoppers and open
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Table 1.
Metal Production at Magnitogorsk, 1931-1940 (in tons )

Iron Ore Coke Pig Iron Steel Rolled Steel
1931 117,800 - — — —
1932 1,343,100 437,600 361,500 — —
1933 2,039,600 801,700 570,400 85,200 57,700
1934 3,707,800 | 1,590,000 1,224,100 436,200 288,200
1935 5,399,800 | 1,733,900 1,286,200 815,500 607,600
1936 5,414,200 | 1,977,300 1,582,200 1,164,700 959,500
1937 6,574,700 | 1,937,400 1,592,700 1,402,700 1,116,700
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1938 5,832,000 | 1,620,100 1,582,800 1,490,100 1,180,300
1939 5,119,300 | 1,615,600 1,697,300 1,453,400 1,127,000
1940 5,606,400 | 1,838,700 1,756,100 1,654,700 1,213,200

SOURCE : PAChO, f. 288, op. 19, d. 14, Il. 127-29, reprinted m Eliseeva, ed., 1z istorii,
p. 215.

cars but instead they get closed or platform cars. Clearly, it's impossible to load coke in them."[166]

Deficiencies in construction, poor maintenance, and faulty transport, along with the same endemic supply shortages which
plagued construction, had even greater effects on production because of the interconnectedness of the steel plant's operation. A
lack of coking coal limited blast furnace operation and hence pig iron production, which then hindered raw steel production,
which reduced rolled steel production, and so on. In this regard, the open-hearth shop was notorious.[*671 But there were near
constant shortfalls all along the metallurgical cycle, and their effects were invariably multiplied.

Perhaps the greatest factor inhibiting improved performance was that in the planned economy all production was "planned,"
that is, regulated by quantitative output plans, or targets, assigned by Moscow. The evaluation of a factory's performance, and
thus the degree of remuneration of its employees, were determined by the percentage "fulfillment" of these quotas. Each edition
of the Magnitogorsk newspaper displayed on its front page the previous day's output in all shops. Aggregate output totals were
also displayed and celebrated by the week, month, quarter, and year.

Magnitogorsk's official output totals seemed impressive, constituting roughly 10 percent of all-Union output (see table
1).[168] What these figures

measure, however, is difficult to say, aside from the weight of the pressures on plant management to secure people's bonuses
(and perhaps their lives) by claiming production figures that were as close as possible to the assigned plan targets, and the
pressures on the regime to live up to its boasts.[*®°1 Anyway, even by the official reports, plant performance was not especially
good. Actual production achieved only 92 percent of the pig iron, 97 percent of the steel, and 99 percent of the rolled steel called
for in the production targets of the 1937 plan for the Magnitogorsk factory—and the 1937 targets had been adjusted
downward.[*791 More important, it was not clear how much of this metal actually existed. Measurements of daily production
were so "inaccurate" according to the newspaper, that warehouse and storage inventories had to be redone every month. What
this probably means is that various oversight agencies, including no doubt the security police, disputed the daily counts and
sought to compare them with stock on hand.[*71]

Gross output totals presented one story. "If one instead looks at plan fulfillment in terms of customers' orders" the
newspaper wrote, "then a different picture emerges." For the quarter January-March 1937, the paper reported that the factory
fulfilled its plan for pig iron at 91.4 percent, but the target for the highest quality grade, o, was fulfilled at only 26.1 percent, and
that for the next best, grade 1, at just 27.1 percent. Conversely, grade 2 pig iron accounted for 16.3 percent of the total
produced, against a plan that foresaw 11.4 percent. Grade 3 pig iron accounted for 13.4 percent of total production, against a
planned quantity of 1.8 percent, and grade 4, which was not anticipated by the plan, nevertheless accounted for 4.4 percent of
all pig iron produced. Taken together, the two lowest quality categories and an even lower subcategory accounted for more than
a third of all pig iron produced. At the same time, millions of rubles' worth of fuel above-plan was consumed by the blast
furnaces.[172

A similar state of affairs obtained in the open-hearth shop, where a spot check in 1936 of one smelting revealed that 60
percent of the steel had cracks. When the smelting was repeated, near identical results were observed and, according to the
newspaper report, such mishaps transpired every day. Between January and June 1936, 31,130 tons of steel, valued at more
than 6 million rubles, were found to be defective. Most of this was high-qualitB/, specialized steel, the chemical content of which
was not always subjected to laboratory analysis during smelting, as required.[*73] Meanwhile, in the rolling shop, the
acknowledged factory leader, production in tonnage reached almost 100 percent of plan in 1936 but in cus-
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tomers' orders was 83.4 percent. Most important, only a third of the orders for rolled steel of the highest quality were
delivered.[1741

Plan fulfillment in the linchpin internal factory transport department for the first nine months of 1936 was reported at 101.6
percent, but shop chief Leontii Metelskii revealed that this figure included "unplanned transfers." Metelskii added that a great
many train cars were not in workin% condition, that there was a severe shortage of rails and ties, and that recently repaired
locomotives required repairs again. 1751 Another newspaper article reported that it could take as long as two weeks for freight to
pass from one shop to the next. Destinations were written in chalk on the freight cars, and when they became wet the chalk
washed off. All the same, reported plan fulfillment stood at 101.6 percent, and everyone got their bonuses.[* 78] The rail
transport shop, like the rest of Magnitogorsk's shops and, for that matter, those at enterprises around the country, worked
feverishly toward the same goal: strive for and claim high quantity, whatever the quality. Quantity exercised a tyranny over the
economy, resulting in the indiscriminate consumption of inputs and the production of enormous wastage, called brak .

It is instructive to put evaluations of the steel plant's performance in the context of its development. In 1938 one of the
country's leading experts in metallurgy, Academic I. P. Bardin, spent twenty days in Magnitogorsk four years after he was last
there. The difference enabled him to draw comparisons. In an overview of the plant's operation published in the oblast
newspaper, Bardin wrote that "production is conducted in a far more cultured manner than in 1934." He suggested that the
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efficiency of coal and iron-ore consumption was improved, that the equipment of the coke shop looked better, that there were no
longer constant breakdowns in the blast furnace shop, and that the rolling mills were fulfilling their plans. At the same time, he
pointed out that the coke plant was still not finished, that the blast furnace shop still suffered from a lack of raw materials, and
that the equipment in the roiling mills was not in very good shape. But the biggest problems, in his opinion, were to be found in
the open-hearth shop, which he wrote looked "not four years old but twenty-four." Bardin claimed that the open-hearth design
had been seriously flawed, and that the "barbaric treatment" of the ovens exacerbated matters. In conclusion, he singled out
raising quality and lowering costs as the steel plant's main goals.[177]

Bardin's reminder of the improvements made between 1934 and 1938 needs to be kept in mind, but in the oblast
newspaper version of his assessment he omitted any consideration of the staggering amount of defective metal produced by the
plant. The city newspaper reported in another

context, however, that as of early 1937, the Magnitogorsk Works had accumulated 6.5 million rubles' worth of unusable pig iron
and 9.7 million rubles' worth of rejected rolled steel—all useless, except for when it came time to count and report total
output.[178] In addition, John Scott noted that by 1940 about eleven million tons of inferior quality iron ore had accumulated at
Magnitogorsk and was hampering the operation of mine transport.[17°]

These totals might well have been far higher except that much of the output determined to be defective by state inspectors
was shipped anyway. And despite their protests metal-starved firms had little choice but to accept it, pressured as they were to
fulfill their own production plans.[18°] So desperate were other enterprises for metal—and anything else—that they stationed
"expediters" (tolkachi ) in Magnitogorsk to facilitate the shipment of their orders, even though back in January 1933, the
Commissariat of Heavy Industry had (again) expressly forbidden this practice. The Magnitogorsk Central Hotel housed no fewer
than fifty expediters who traveled, lodged, and dined at the state's expense. In 1936 the city newspaper reported that one of
them had lost the hotel bed linen for his room in a game of cards, and that all of them looked for chances to purchase equipment
"on the left" as the saying went, offering high prices for scarce items such as railroad cars.['811 sych finagling aside, the bottom
line was that the often poor quality steel whose shipment the expediters were supposed to facilitate meant defective inputs
throughout the industrial economy.[*82

Manifest poor quality and vast waste argue for a skeptical approach to the assessment of Soviet "growth" rates, a subject
that has received more attention than any other from scholars of the Soviet economy.[183] Even that portion of Magnitogorsk's
steel output deemed acceptable does not lend itself to ready evaluation. What, for example, is the value of thick structural
shapes that must be machined by customers to thin strips before they can be used? Do we also, as the planners did, count the
sheared-off metal that ends up on a customer factory's floor as "output"? And what value does one attach to the machines made
from such metal that function poorly but are the only ones available to Soviet industrial customers in an autarchic economy?
Surely measurements of "growth rates" even nuanced ones, cannot be used to make ready international comparisons.

And yet, it would be equally misguided to dismiss all Soviet output as worthless, even if assessing the value of that output
remains highly problematic. Soviet machines may have performed less well than equivalent foreign ones, but there were far
more Soviet machines than before. Even if the Soviet economy did not treble in size, as was claimed by the regime

and confirmed by some non-Soviet scholars, in a single decade the country's industrial base was visibly transformed.
Magnitogorsk steel, for example, had not existed before the industrialization drive. By the second half of the 1930s, the new
plant helped supply what had become a substantial if wasteful heavy-industrial economy serving the Red Army, whose fighting
capacity had been decisively upgraded.

The orientation toward the military, a strategy pursued by the country's leadership as early as 1926, could not but affect
the Soviet economy. Julian Cooper has argued that "while the pursuit of rapid industrialization necessarily required that [priority
be granted to heavy industry, the extent of this bias was in practice accentuated by defense production considerations."[+85]
Calling this a "diversion of resources," Cooper suggests that "given a more favorable international environment the Soviet path
of industrialization could have been modified in a number of important respects," by which he means in directions more
beneficial to the people.[1861 Although this argument is on the mark about the social "costs" of emphasizing defense-related
industry, its assumption that such an approach was dictated exclusively, or even primarily, by the nature of the external threat,
rather than internal preferences and aims, appears questionable.

Heavy industry, especially steel and machine building, was pursued zealously by the Soviet leadership as the key to modern
civilization. The concomitant disregard, even scorn, for consumer industry, services, and other vital spheres of economic
activity—some of which were labeled "nonproductive" in official statistical compilations—cannot be laid at the door of foreign
hostility; rather, it derived from an anticapitalist view of economics. In a way, it could be argued that the orientation toward the
military "saved" production at Magnitogorsk and elsewhere from becoming production chiefly for production's sake: making steel
to make machines to make more steel to make more machines, regardless of whether anyone was in a position to use them or
to use them effectively.[187]

If the planned economy found in its all-encompassing military mission both its administrative model and its rationale, all of
this could just as readily be seen as production for employment's sake. The Magnitogorsk plant provided a source of employment
for tens of thousands of people, and the guaranteed job security instituted by the regime made that livelihood virtually
permanent. Job rights were taken seriously. In the first half of 1937, the Magnitogorsk court tried 120 "labor cases," mostly
involving alleged improper firing. In 91 of the firings the complaint was found justified, and the dismissals were reversed.[188] 1n
the planned economy there

[184]
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were neither booms nor busts, and although production rhythms fluctuated, employment remained full year-round. This was
revolutionary.

Without undermining everyone's right to work, central planners expressed a desire to use the work force more "rationally."
In 1938, the Magnitogorsk Works was cited for being 2,055 people "over plan" (the previous years' wage fund was said to have
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been exceeded by 15.5 percent). Altogether at this time the complex employed more than 27,000 people, including a bit more
than 4,000 in the key shops (blast furnace, open-hearth, rolling), another 4,000 in transport, and 4,000 more in the
Everyday-Life Administration, or KBU. (B\{ comparison, Bardin wrote that "an American factory equipped roughly the same as
Magnitka has 9,000 to 10,000 workers.") 189] 1y addition, a ?reat deal of other personnel, in places such as the mechanical
workshops, were said to be underused or not used at all.[*®°] But if "overstaffing" did periodically attract official condemnation,
it was ultimately considered unavoidable, given the dearth of mechanization and the inexperience of personnel.[lgl] Only the
growth of "bureaucracy" provoked concrete measures, but here the recurring calls for reductions seemed to have little long-term
impact.[192]

Maintaining as large a permanent work force as Magnitogorsk did was possible only because considerations of cost, and
hence profit, were not overriding. Yet costs were not ignored altogether. Magnitogorsk was isolated and thus was far from the
regions where its products were used, a situation that should have added considerably to the cost of the metal it produced (keep
in mind the near indiscriminate consumption of inputs and fuel). Only 11 percent of Magnitogorsk's beams and channels, for
example, were consumed in Cheliabinsk oblast, combined with another 10 percent in Sverdlovsk oblast. Another 8 percent went
to distant Siberia and the Far East. The rest, more than 70 percent, had to be shipped to the European part of the country,
especially the central and southern industrial regions—a costly prospect.[193] But as with the prices of fuel and raw materials, so
with freight: the planners simply lowered the rates, and so the "cost" of Magnitogorsk steel was nominally not high.[194]

The elevation of quantity over cost considerations did not preclude concerted efforts to determine each firm's "profits" (or
at least the difference between its revenues and expenditures) and to hold down expenditures through what was called
khozraschet (short for khoziastvennyi raschet : literally, "economic calculation").[*9%]1 Revenues for the Magnitogorsk Works in
1938, for example, were said to be 46.5 million rubles, against a "plan" of 83.4 million (revenues for 1937, upon which the plan
for 1938 was presumably based, had been 59 million). During the same year, costs
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rose, although a decline had been planned—a development that further magnified the import of the shortfall in "planned"

revenue. The factory, in other words, was having financial trouble even with the advantageous pricing and transport policies.
How the instability of prices, which were rising, affected these and other calculations was not addressed.[*9€]

If production at Magnitogorsk was financially behind, construction was in far worse shape. A confidential financial report
prepared by the chief bookkeeper of the Magnitogorsk complex for the Commissariat of Heavy Industry (dated 16 March 1935)
painted a picture of a financial morass: missing funds, missing supplies, missing equipment, unrecorded expenditures, plus
mistakes from previous years yet to be cleared up.[*®71 In later years, "budgets" were still mostly drawn up after the fact, if at
all, yet cost overruns became routine.[1981 1y 1936, the newspaper carried reassuring reports of how construction costs were, as
per pl[alré,g]continually being lowered—until a bitter feud broke out between bank officials and the management of the construction
trust.

"The glowing results heralded in the year-end report of [the construction trust] conceal the realities of cost overruns and
overstocking" wrote an angry Aleksandr Lopaev, the director of the Magnitogorsk Branch of the Industrial Bank. To fulfill the plan
for equipment acquisition, he disclosed, the construction trust simply ordered any equipment it could get its hands on, regardless
of its use value. Even so, the equipment acquisition plan was not fulfilled.[2°°1 And despite mandated staff cuts and strict
marching orders to improve bookkeeping, the Magnitogorsk construction trust remained a financial black hole, devouring state
credits. In 1935, Lopaev revealed, the construction department of the MMK, which owed its suppliers more than 20 million
rubles, was given a special 15 million rubles state "loan." But six months later, he reported that it owed another 20 million.[2011
And a newspaper article reported the next day that the construction organization had just received 30 million rubles to pay its
suppliers, but that it still owed 3 million more.[?°

Given this dismal picture of financial irresponsibility as outlined publicly by Lopaev and others in the Magnitogorsk
newspaper, it should come as no surprise that determining how much the steel plant cost to build is impossible. In one official
publication, a figure of 1.4 billion rubles was given for all expenditures as of late 1939.[203] By contrast, John Scott, who had
access to the factory archive (such as it was), wrote that more than 2.5 billion rubles had been spent by the early 1940s. But
Scott appears to have simply reproduced the official cost estimates as of 1934.[2041 1y fact, despite
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the insistence of GUMP, there were no meaningful construction cost profiles for the entire period 1934-38,[205]

Although it is not possible to know how much the plant cost, one thing is sure: the Magnitogorsk Metallurgical Complex cost
a fortune.[2961 But the regime had its own calculus. By the end of 1938, the Magnitogorsk Works had already produced more
than 7.5 million tons of pig iron, 5 million tons of steel, and 3 million tons of rolling stock. This was considerably less than the
plan targets, much of this total did not reflect usable steel, and the costs of production were far higher than anticipated. In the
program of "building socialism" the results were wasteful, to put it mildly. But all the same, there were results—and a sprawling
contingent of officials, as well as an even larger army of workers, to perpetuate, record, and try to live off these results, without
the threat of unemployment.

Iron, Steel, and Bolshevism

The Soviet superindustrialization drive was suffused with a radical ethos, a repudiation of the conciliation with "capitalist
elements" embodied in the New Economic Policy of the 1920s and a revival of the "heroism" of what in retrospect had come to
be known as "war communism."[2971 The Five-Year Plan went forward with "Bolshevik tempo" as the principal watchword, and a
pervading sense that time was a dangerous enemy. In Vremia, Vpered! (Time, Forward! ), Valentin Kataev's 1932 novel based
on his experiences at Magnitogorsk, a brigade of shock workers struggles to break the "work record" for pouring concrete in one
eight-hour shift. The attempt for the world record—which takes place during a violent storm, the storm of the Five-Year Plan—is
an assault on time: "Time did not wait. It raced. It had to be outdistanced." Centuries of "backwardness" were going to be made
upina decade.[208]

The industrialization held out the promise of a bold leap forward, and the realization of this promise was demonstrated by
the construction of Magnitogorsk. To begin with, there was the scale of the construction: millions upon millions of cubic meters

30 of 309 7/8/2006 8:34 PM



Magnetic Mountain http://content-backend-a.cdlib.org/xtf/view?docld=ft909nb5q7&chunk.i...

of earth moved, hundreds of thousands of cubic meters of concrete poured, tens of thousands of tons of structural steel
assembled. "It was impossible to imagine the future plant," confessed one eyewitness, who added that "even though I saw the
blueprints and some sketches, I never really understood what it was going to be like. I only knew it was going to be something
colossal."[209] Even after the plant was erected and people finally began to get a sense of what they were building, they
continued to gape in disbelief and awe. "No one could have imagined

the scale of production in mill 500," wrote the chief of the mill. "Even rolling mill operators from other parts of the USSR could
not fathom the colossal scale."[210]

Not just the scale but the power of the new technology bowled people over. Magnitogorsk contained the largest and (on
paper) most sophisticated blast furnaces in the world, the largest mechanized mining enterprise in the USSR, a coke plant that
stood on the same level with the best of Germany and the United States, one of the first large blooming mills ever in the USSR,
a whole series of technologically advanced rolling mills that stretched for miles, "auxiliary" shops that were as large as whole
factories—the complex was a revolution in Soviet industry that could be seen and admired. When Ordzhonikidze bragged in 1935

that "our factories, our mines, our mills are now equipped with . . . the latest word in world technology" everyone in
Magn[ig%)rsk possessed a concrete picture of what his words meant, even if not all the technology at the plant was brand
new.

Along with its massive scale and power, the undertaking was further distinguished by the speed of its construction under
nearly impossible conditions. As the Magnitogorsk plant rapidly began to take shape, Ordzhonikidze remarked dismissively that
"even among Us there were people, nonparty and party alike, who didn't believe, who said it was an adventure."[?12] what else
to call it | What was the whole Five-Year Plan! Bolshevism itself! A gigantic steel plant in the empty steppe in a few years—how
was it possible? It was not possible, but there it was.

As of 1 January 1937 the Magnitogorsk Works had a total of seventy-two shops, with more to come.2131 Even if the plant's
actual capacities were closer to half those set by Gipromez in 1933, Magnitogorsk was still a very large steel pIant.[214] A new
vocabulary—gigant, kombinat —was used to set off the undertaking and underscore the point that this was no ordinary factory.
Around the country and internationally, Magnitogorsk stood as a symbol of achievement and of the newfound power of the
Soviet Union, bringing IegitimacE/ to the regime. "The Magnitogorsk Works" gloated the propagandists, "is living proof of what
Bolsheviks are able to achieve."[215]

To be sure, the plant that arose at Magnitogorsk reflected the circumstances of its rushed construction (for which,
ironically, the Soviet leadership would later be credited with prophetic foresight.)[216] What is more, the plant operated within
an economic order in which it was extremely difficult to ensure quality, control expenditures, or match output to precise needs.
But even though the country's novel planning and economic management system was found by its operatives to be cumbersome
and inef-

ficient, Magnitogorsk produced steel, and that fact could not be gainsaid. "The unprejudiced visitor," one foreign convert wrote,
"may be struck by the waste, the perpetual outbreaks of anarchy; but he is still bound to recognize that the Soviets have raised
a regular industrial town here out of the ground within two years. After that, their boasts do not seem quite so ridiculous."[?171

By 1929 the October revolution had come to mean "building socialism" and building socialism had come to mean not only
the party's monopoly on power but the deployment of Soviet blast furnaces and rolling mills. With the industrialization drive, a
typical speech about "the revolution"” was taken up with the class war (both internally as expressed in intraparty struggles and
externally as expressed in German and Japanese military postures) and with tables of data on gross pig iron output and rolled
steel production. Steel, as the basis of the state's power and identity, held a kind of magic aura, a glow nhowhere more in
evidence than at the gigantic Magnitogorsk Metallurgical Complex. At once perhaps the most visible blow against the
international bourgeoisie and the party's internal enemies and the proudest trophy of the international working class and of the
toiling Soviet people, Magnitogorsk was no mere business for generating profits; it was a device for transforming the country: its
geography, its industry, and above all its people.[218] Magnitogorsk was the October revolution itself, the socialist revolution,
Stalin's revolution.

In 1934 the steel plant at Magnetic Mountain became the Stalin Magnitogorsk Metallurgical Complex. Stalin's very
name—Man of Steel—embodied both the iron rule of the Bolshevik party and the production of steel. A volume put out in 1937 to
commemorate the five-year anniversary of the Magnitogorsk plant contained little else besides statistics on production and
homages to Stalin: Stal i Stalin, Steel and Stalin.[?1°1 An oversized likeness of Stalin presided on the wide square in front of the
factory gates, greeting everyone who came and went. Long after that statue would be torn down and Stalin's name removed
from the steel plant, the Magnitogorsk Metallurgical Complex, and the civilization that arose with it, would remain an eloquent
monument to Stalin and the epoch of his rule.

2—

Peopling a Shock Construction Site
What is Magnitostroi? It is a grandiose factory for remaking people. Yesterday's peasant . . . becomes a genuine proletarian . . . fighting for the quickest
possible completion of the laying of socialism's foundation. You are an unfortunate person, my dear reader, if you have not been to Magnitostroi. I feel

sorry for you.
R. Roman, a visiting Moscow correspondent[1]
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In March 1929 the first party of settlers arrived on horseback at Magnetic Mountain to prepare the snow-covered site for the
upcoming construction season. Their immediate task was to build some barracks and a small bakery, organize a workers'
cooperative, and recruit more people.[?1 By the middle of the summer the rail link was completed, and on 30 June the first train
arrived at the site decorated with banners: "The Steel Horse Breathes Life into the Magnitogorsk Giant"; "Long live the Bolshevik
party!" If many of the several thousand people present had never before seen a train, the train had perhaps never before seen
such a wild and isolated place.[®]

Whereas the site had obvious advantages for operating a steel plant, the hinterland surrounding the site designated as
Magnitostroi lacked any of the elements necessary to sustain a large construction. There were almost no trees and neither coal
nor any other source of energy. There were few established agricultural centers; indeed, there was virtually no good
pastureland. The severe continental climate with long and bitterly cold winters exacerbated by brisk winds from the Arctic,
followed by unbearably hot and dry summers, rendered the steppe even more inhospitable. Meanwhile, there were no nearby
population clusters from which the construction site could draw its inhabitants.[*] The nearest large urban center, Cheliabinsk,
was several hundred kilometers away, and primitive connections made it seem much farther.[®]

Without sustenance from its own hinterland and far from a larger urban center that might have served as a logistical
support base, Magnitostroi was utterly dependent on long-distance rail. Everything had to be brought in: supplies, machines,
and especially people. Perhaps as few as twenty-five people were in the original party that arrived in March 1929. But by the fall
of 1932 Pravda announced that the population on the site had reached
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250,000.[6] From twenty-five people to a quarter million in three and a half years: who were these people, where did they come
from, how did they get there, and what became of them? The short-term answer is that they came and went, largely as they
pleased. The long-term one is that notwithstanding the considerable flux, they soon formed a permanent urban population.

In a memorable phrase, Moshe Lewin christened the social upheaval brought on by the first Five-Year Plan as "a quicksand
society."[”] Conversely, Sheila Fitzpatrick wrote of the same period as a time of "terror, progress, and upward mobility."[®]
These broad characterizations convey a sense of what the far-reaching social changes effected by the superindustrialization drive
looked like from on high. Both characterizations, however, fail to capture something of the view from the ground, where neither
quicksand nor terror and progress quite had the same meaning. The goal of this chapter is to offer just such a ground-level
perspective.

In analyzing the story of the peopling of Magnitostroi, it must be kept in mind that it was more than a construction site for
a colossal and technologically advanced steel plant: it was also a political device. At Magnitostroi, as the busy pamphleteers
tirelessly pointed out, "it is not only the mountain and the steppe that are being rebuilt. Man himself is being rebuilt."[®]
Accordingly, an analysis of this process must treat both the importation of a large population to a previously almost-uninhabited
location and the ultimately even more challenging task of transforming each incoming individual into a specific kind of urbanite.

In their attempts not merely to populate Magnitostroi but to populate it with people who lived and thought in new ways, the
authorities were confronted with subtle and not-so-subtle forms of resistance and with unforeseen contingencies that
necessitated reformulations in their strategies. As the new population programs unfolded, the leadership's resolve showed itself
to be greater than its abilities to control the course of events it had set in motion. The methods to which the central authorities
resorted for realizing their ambitious transformational goals remained predictable even as the results of their policies continued
to surprise.

Squeezing the Village Into the City

People came to the site Magnitostroi by one of several methods: first of all, in keeping with Bolshevik practice, people were
"mobilized" that is, or-
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dered to the site by party, government, or trade union organizations. In mid-1930 the office of the Magnitostroi trust, housed in
the cozy quarters of the grandest building in Sverdlovsk, was suddenly mobilized to the site.[10] According to one contemporary,
"many specialists did not feel like moving from the oblast center, where there were theaters, cinemas, and other cultural
activities, to the bare, wild steppe."[ll] Another member from the original group recalled that "many greeted the [relocation]
notice as a personal tragedy. It was very difficult, even pitiful, to forsake the comfort of one's own apartment in the busy and
well-known city. And for what? To settle God knows where, in the middle of some deserted mountain of the steppe."[lz]

Back in Moscow, the reaction was just as severe, if not worse. One mobilized employee from the eastern-branch steel trust
recalled seeing what he called "an interesting picture in the offices of Vostokostal." The mobilized, he explained, "were mostly
old specialists, whose wives sometimes begged tearfully not to be sent to Magnitostroi or Kuznetskstroi, and produced hundreds
of slips of paper, claiming objective reasons. Many even got away with it, but with a reluctant heart and tearful farewells the
majority . . . went into 'political exile' [ssylka ], as they said back then."[13]

Vesenkha, the agency overseeing the country's economy, sent many "specialists" from the capital to Magnitostroi on
temporary assignment (komandirovka ). Although these consultants were housed in the comparatively comfortable quarters of
the Central Hotel, they did not relish the duty. "In the hotel" recalled one contemporary, "the majority of residents were
employees from the administration who would gather at night to discuss whose assignment ended when." A favorite trick of
these people was to put in for a short "vacation" and not return.[14] "Everyone had the same thought" recalled local party official
Mordukh Dmitrii Gleizer: "what was the quickest way out of Magnitka, at any price."[*5]

Graduates of higher education institutions were looked upon as prime material for mobilizations. Vesenkha sometimes
dispatched entire classes (up to 200 people or more) of a technical or trade school immediately upon graduation.[lel In a similar
vein, some of those sent to Magnitostroi had just been "graduated" from the Red Army. When construction resumed on the rail
link in spring 1929, an entire army regiment was sent, and in 1930, almost a thousand demobilized soldiers were dispatched to
Magnitostroi.[17] Magnitostroi sent representatives as far as the Belorussian military district to gather in demobilized soldiers
before they could disperse.[18

32 of 309 7/8/2006 8:34 PM



Magnetic Mountain http://content-backend-a.cdlib.org/xtf/view?docld=ft909nb5q7&chunk.i...

In the directives for mobilization, the authorities paid particular attention to party members and skilled workers. In May
1930, for example, the

Central Committee ordered "Communists" and "skilled" workers to be sent to Magnitostroi from Dneprostroi, Turksib, and other
construction sites.[*®1 Such mobilizations were numerous and usually effected with great commotion and fanfare. One party
official sent to the site in 1931 as part of a special mobilization of twenty "leading" party activists recalled how a deputy in the
Central Committee Organization Department broke the news about their mobilization:

"Comrades, you're going to Magnitka. And do you know what Magnitka is ?"

"No, we haven't a clue."

"Unfortunately, neither do we, but you're going to Magnitka all the same."[20]

The party's whim—more precisely, the whim of functionaries within the layers of the apparat—was a force which could
strike at any moment.

Most of those mobilized, although rarely pleased with being ordered to Magnitostroi, expected upon arrival to see large
blast furnaces, steel mills, and the socialist city. Instead, what greeted them were the empty expanses of the steppe and the
primitive conditions of their new life, which could turn their trepidation into outright panic, not to say despair. "They told us,
'Well, here's Magnitogorsk' and we began to look around" one astonished contemporary recalled. "But there was nothing, just a
few barracks. So we began to press them, 'Where's the city?' but they answered: 'Here's the city, what else can we do for
you?"'[21] The lamentations over having to undergo exile contained an element of truth.

For some people the notion of exile was more than an analogy. In 1932, a skilled worker named Tomilov sent to
Magnitostroi with a group from Mariupol was accompanied by his wife, who, upon Seeing the famous "world giant" screamed:
"Where have we come, like exiles,"[22] referring to "political" exiles of the tsarist days.[ 31 1n fact, among those "mobilized,"' but
not including the Tomilovs, there were a few dozen so-called prisoner specialists, older engineers victimized in the fabricated
1930 Industrial Party trial and sentenced to banishment.[?4] It was one of the many paradoxes of the times that Magnitogorsk,
the most potent symbol of the heroic building of socialism, could also be a place of exile—and not just for "bourgeois engineers,"
as we shall see.

All local party officials were of course assigned to their posts, but given the demand everywhere for party workers, such
political mobilizations never involved large numbers. Moreover, not all of those lower-level party members and their counterparts
in the larger ranks of the Communist

Youth League (Komsomol) who were sent actually made it to the site. Despite the fact, for example, that the Moscow Komsomol
continually mobilized hundreds of Komsomols for Magnitostroi in 1930, all told only twenty or so individuals arrived on the site,
including five young girls not allowed by law to work eight hours; some of the others in the group of twenty were called up for
military service immediatelg after arrival. The Urals oblast Komsomol sent more than one hundred Komsomol activists, but only
fifteen made it to the site.[?5] Notwithstanding the mixed and often meager results, mobilizations of political workers continued
(a bit later, a handful of party members who had belonged to the various "oppositions" were exiled to Magnitostroi).[ze]

Mobilizations were often connected with the transfer of an important official, who would bring along associates. For
example, when Iakov Gugel from the Mariupol factory arrived to head Magnitostroi in January 1931, wrote one eyewitness,
"behind him stretched a string of hundreds of people."[27] But the people Gugel attempted to bring with him to Magnitostroi had
a hard time leaving Mariupol. "For a long time they didn't want to let us go" recalled the man who became the head of
open-hearth construction under Gugel. "Then came an order directly from Ordzhonikidze," which was heeded.[?8] 1n other cases,
however, even phone calls from the offices of the People's Commissariat of Heavy Industry could not "liberate" mobilized
workers and specialists from their factories.[2°]

A small but vital contingent of people "mobilized" to the site by Soviet authorities were foreigners, of which there were
essentially three groups. One consisted of political refugees from Europe who had fled east and who, upon crossing the Soviet
border, had promptly been arrested. During 1932 and 1933, some of these freedom-seekers were shipped to Magnitostroi, which
by then was being called Magnitogorsk, and placed under the surveillance of the security police (GPU). During the latter part of
the 1930s virtually all of these people were deported to camps further east.[30]

A second group of foreigners consisted of hired technical personnel. Most of the highly qualified specialists went to
Magnitogorsk on individual contracts with Amtorg or were sent by the Western firms that had contracted to design, equip, and
supervise the construction. By late 1930 Magnitogorsk contained eighty-six American engineers representing various European
and American firms.[31 Beginning already in 1931 and continuing for the next two years, however, foreign specialists were
recalled by their companies when disagreements arose between the companies and Soviet authorities, and by 1933 the number
of valiuta (foreign currency) Americans had shrunk to seven.[32

The third group of foreigners consisted of those who had come to the USSR on tourist visas but were looking for work. Upon
arrival they usually went to the offices of some construction trust or industrial enterprise, where they were gladly enlisted and
sent to sites such as Magnitogorsk. In the mid-1930s there were some two hundred skilled German workers working for rubles in
Magnitogorsk (among them the future East German party chief, Erich Honecke? a good number of them members of
communist or socialist parties who had their own understanding of socialism.[3 1 Similarly, as of 1933 there were around
seventy American workers, including thirty who were members of the Soviet Communist party (one of whom was John Scott).
Many of the American workers were returning emigrants.[34
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Altogether, despite discrepancies in the sources, it seems that the number of foreign specialists and workers in
Magnitogorsk, excluding refugees, probably did not exceed one thousand, with fewer than that at any one time.[35] In this way,
the number of foreign workers and specialists at Magnitogorsk probably matched that of the Soviet specialists and officials who
were mobilized to the site—a very small number of the total who came.

Still, mobilizations never ceased. Both the Central Committee and the People's Commissariat of Heavy Industry considered
commanding people to go wherever these authorities felt they were needed an indispensable method of administration. The
Bolshevik leadership would have decreed the whole country mobilized, if it had thought it could succeed. In a way, it did just
that, as mobilizations by command gave way to mobilizations by exhortation, or "recruitment."”

Recruitment (orgnabor ) was the sole way that ordinary Soviet citizens—those who were neither foreigners, demobilized
Red Army soldiers, party officials, nor specialists—were supposed to reach the construction site. Accordingly, industrial trusts
and construction sites were empowered to negotiate with collective farms, offering raw materials and machines in exchange for
labor power. The authorities also called for greater efforts to recruit members of workers' and white-collar employees' families,
members of artisanal cooperatives, laborers, and noncollectivized "poor" peasants. At the same time, the People's Commissariat
of Labor had local labor bureaus in each oblast and, according to a Soviet scholar, in the second half of 1931 the People's
Commissariat of Labor for the Russian Federation (RSFSR) recruited 12,655 workers from the Central Black Earth Region,
including 7,205 for Magnitostroi. The next year 22,520 people were recruited from the same region, 2,250 of whom were slated
for Magnitostroi.[36]
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Despite these impressive numbers, however, I. A. Kraval of the People's Commissariat of Labor reported on 25 January 1931
that his commissariat was not up to the task of supplying Magnitostroi and other large projects even farther east with the
mandated labor power. In response, on 27 March 1931 an important meeting was called with representatives of the All-Union
Council of Trade Unions (VTsSPS), Gosplan, the Labor Commissariat, and Vesenkha, and various measures were suggested for
redoubling recruiting efforts. Vesenkha, for example, was finally allowed to recruit labor power for its industrial and construction
centers on its own (a serious encroachment on the Labor Commissariat's turf). But the real consequences of these reports and
meetings would become apparent only later that spring.[37]

Like all large construction concerns, Magnitostroi had its own recruitment apparatus that sent representatives into officially
designated areas of the country.[38]Verbovshchiki , or recruiters, went to villages and told of the wonders of the world-historical
giant being built at the foot of the iron-ore deposits, offering free rail transportation to the site and the promise of workclothes
and a bread card upon arrival. After July 1930 they could also offer an extra month's pay to those who put in five months on the
site, and they often gave recruits "advances" to see them to the site.

Such recruitment efforts were supported by a national press campaign. Every major newspaper carried exhortations to
work on the new construction sites, Magnitostroi especially: "Tebia zovet Magnitostroi!" [Magnitostroi is calling you !%.
Documentary films and newsreel footage about the great construction were shown in factories and movie houses.[3%] Sometimes
worker-correspondents would visit factories and construction sites to stump for recruits, handing out train tickets right there.
"Evenings" or nighttime discussions, on Magnitostroi were conducted in factories and other institutions.[#®1 One former Red
Army soldier and tractor driver, F. Kadochnikov, recalled how such recruitment pitches were made:

I first heard about Magnitka in my political training classes at the Frunze Artillery School, in Odessa. The commissar explained that, near the Ural River,
they were going to build a gigantic metallur?ical factory and a large modern city. He asked: "Who wants to go to this shock construction site?" More than
ten hands shot up—all were from the Urals.[* 1

Some potential recruits were more cautious, sending "scouts" to the site to investigate the promises of adventure and good
pay and report back to the collective on what the actual conditions were.[42]

Other construction sites proved an especially good source for recruit-

ment, particularly when various short-term goals were nearing completion. Viktor Kalmykov, who was featured in a special
photographic essay on the newcomers, was one of hundreds who went to Magnitostroi after preliminary foundation work had
been finished at the Stalingrad tractor site in 1930.[43] In the enthusiasm of the moment, entire work gangs would sometimes
declare their desire to participate in the building of socialism at Magnetic Mountain. Such was the case with Khabibulla Galiullin,
a Tatar, who was recruited along with some fifty compatriots from a construction site in Moscow.[*41 In such cases the line
between recruitment and mobilization became blurred.

The press campaign and other recruitment efforts were supplemented by letter writing to friends and relatives back home,
some officially sponsored but much of it spontaneous, by those already living at the site.[*®] "At that time there was so much in
the papers about the building of the new cities, and about industrialization, and we young people were all enthusiastic about the
new cities" explained Mariia (Masha) Scott. "My sister had already gone to Magnitogorsk and she wrote me how interesting it
was, how nice, how it was something new." A student in Moscow at the time, Scott boarded a train and upon arrival took up
residence with her sister and brother-in-law.[*€]

But recruitment in all its forms met many obstacles. Industrial enterprises, compelled to enter into agreements to provide
workers for Magnitostroi, sent far fewer people than had been agreed upon, if they sent anyone at all.[4”1 Magnitostroi signed
agreements with dozens of factories to send skilled workers, but these workers were needed where they were, and usually only
those few skilled workers without small plots of land (pashnia ) were even willing to consider the offer. [481 As for the supposed
reserves of the collective farms, they supplied no more than 11 percent of all those who came to the site in 1932 and only 6
percent in 1933.14°]1 Collective farm chairmen reportedly concealed recruitment announcements from members and lied to them
about the requests being made to collective farms for supplying construction workers.[50]

The traveling recruiters were apparently not very capable or trustworthy. In the second half of 1930, for example, of the
sixty-five recruiters sent out by Ma%nitostroi, thirty-six returned without having recruited a single person, in the process
spending 200 to 2,000 rubles each. 511 And even those few people actually recruited did not always make it all the way to the

site. The recruiters "were clever; they promised the moon and brought with them brochures," recalled one recruit, "but many
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recruits disappeared be-

fore reaching Magnitostroi, some even drinking their advances, while many left just after arriva

Locally known recruiters were often the most successful,[53] but they too faced many obstacles, as the following story
about the efforts of a Novostal agent illustrates. "A recruiting [Novostal] agent for Kuznetskstroi came to our village," an
eyewitness recalled. "Two thousand people showed up at a meeting. He spoke about the details of the contract and tried to paint
a rosy picture. But we were experienced workers, and so we didn't believe him. He flopped and was powerless to recruit even a
fraction of our village." But this was not the end of the story. The narrator of this vignette had himself gotten a telegram from an
old acquaintance who now worked for Magnitostroi and who had asked him to go to the site, which he did. Not long after arrival,
he was sent back to his village to recruit, at which time he discovered the presence of the Novostal agent. "Since I was well
known and trusted," the local explained, "already on the second day my neighbors began knocking at my door."

But anyone wanting to sign up with him had somehow to bypass the spurned Novostal agent, who refused to leave the
village. A list of around two hundred names was compiled by the local and sent to Novostal headquarters, and a new agent came
with 15,000 rubles advance money to pick up the workers for Magnitostroi. Yet even this was still not the end of the story, for
most of those on the list belonged to the local trade union, which naturally refused to let its workers go. This meant that they
would be without valid travel documents and thus would have difficulty using the advance to buy the train tickets. Recruitment
was a tricky business.[®4]

In fact, the overwhelming majority of people went to Magnitostroi not through recruitment but haphazardly, by what was
called samotek . Official statistics, heavily biased to demonstrate the success of recruitment, nevertheless could not conceal its
failure. In 1931, 48 percent of all workers who came to the site were supposedly recruited; in 1932, 29 percent, and in 1933, 24
percent. These already meager humbers should be reduced still further because not everyone "recruited" made it to the site,
while even those who made it often did not stay. Even top officials recognized that the policy of organized recruitment never
amounted to much more than whistling in the dark. To central authorities doggedly committed to supervision of the country's
labor supply, a change in strategy was called for. As it happened, a solution of sorts presented itself in the form of new village
policies that accompanied the industrialization drive.

After a series of increasingly burdensome taxes and other means of harassment, on 30 January 1930 the Central
Committee adopted a resolution

|.n[52]

formally calling for the "liquidation of the kulaks as a class."[55] "Dekulakization" had already been taking place in some areas,
but now it became an officially declared policy, and persons accused of being "kulaks," kulak "henchmen," or "ideological" kulaks
had their property confiscated and were forbidden "to join" the collective farms. Many were shot or sent to camps; the rest were
"sentenced" to exile with forced labor and deported to the North, Siberia, the Urals, Kazakhstan, or remote areas of their own
regions.[5€]

A second and far larger wave of "kulak" deportations occurred following a formal decision by the leadership in February
1931—that is, right in the midst of the nervous top-level discussions on labor shortages at all the major construction sites of the
Five-Year Plan, including Magnitostroi.[57] The aforementioned 27 March 1931 panicky meeting on the shortfall in the labor
supply for Magnitostroi and other large construction sites found its resolution. The scientific authority of class analysis and the
pliability of class categories, when combined with the Bolshevik leadership's eagerness to resort to state-organized violence,
helped to make possible the deportations, which in turn facilitated the authorities' ambitious plans for the new construction sites.

Tightly packed boxcars carrying dekulakized peasants began to arrive at Magnitostroi in May 1931 and continued to do so
throughout 1931 and 1932.058] (In the month of June 1931 alone, the population at Magnetic Mountain jumped some
50,000.)[59] One Soviet eyewitness to their arrival recalled when

they began to drive the special resettlers to Magnitogorsk. An extraordinary plenipotentiary arrived. They called for me. A car came at 1 A.M. , and I
rode to them. Comrade Gugel Iakov Semenovich, the chief of the construction, was there. The plenipotentiary turned to me and asked my name. Then
he asked: "Do you [ty] know who you're speaking with?" I said, "I don't know you [vy]." He answered: "Here's how you can help me. In three days
there will be no fewer than 25,000 people. You served in the army? We need barracks built by that time." . . . They herded in not 25,000, but 40,000. It
was raining, children were crying, as you walked by, you didn't want to look.[€0

Of course, the barracks were not built in three days or even three months. Instead, the peasant exiles, who numbered
upwards of 40,000 men, women, and children, lived initially in tents. Thousands died during the winter.[61]

Concerned about the political loyalties of these people and the threat they supposedly posed, the authorities attempted to
gauge their mood by

— 82 —
monitoring conversations. One was overheard to say: "Why did they send us here to work, I'm a peasant. I don't know industry,
teaching me, an old man, 49 years old, is useless. It would be better to have stuck me in an isolation prison than to force me to
work barefoot in industrial construction." In the same conversation, someone characterized as a "kulak" reportedly remarked,
"with Soviet power there is no unemployment and no labor power, and here they need many workers. And so the best and
cheapest labor power are colonists, special resettlers. With us the Bolsheviks have less expense and trouble."[62]

This was not far off the mark. It is as hard to imagine the construction of the Magnitogorsk Works in the empty steppe
without the abundant reserve of penal labor as it would be to conceive the construction of the Gary Works in the marshes south
of Chicago without the ready supply of cheap immigrant labor from southeast Europe. But, whereas Gary drew its initial work
force after 1906 largely from the generous ranks of the urban unemployed or semiemployed,[63] the deportations from Soviet
villages to Magnitogorsk were part of a general rise in demand for labor at remote construction sites that Soviet urban
populations—recruited voraciously for construction work in established cities—could not satisfy.

During the first Five-Year Plan, urban unemployment in the Soviet Union was "liquidated."[®4] Yet while the construction
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sites helped to eliminate registered unemployment, the unemployed could not have provided the number of people needed for
the construction projects: those officially counted as unemployed disappeared like a pitcher of water poured into the sea. Rather,
the new construction sites were largely peopled by peasants driven from their villages, sometimes at gunpoint, sometimes out of
hunger and desperation, or, in many cases, leaving out of genuine enthusiasm to see the cities.

Significant movement from countryside to city had been occurring ever since the emancipation of peasants in 1861. Within
the Urals, otkhodniki , or peasant seasonal workers, traditionally left the villages for temporary work in timber, mining, or
construction. This movement, which had essentially ceased during the Civil War but was renewed during the NEP, increased
considerably during the first Five-Year Plan, when the number of otkhodniki in the Urals region was estimated to be 148,000 on
1 January 1931, 205,000 on 1 June 1931, 301,000 on 1 August 1931, and 424,800 on 1 January 1932.[651 N. Efremov, the
Soviet historian who provided these numbers, claimed that the 1932 total for otkhodniki represented more than 25 percent of all
people of working age living in the Urals at the time.

— 83 —

That Magnitostroi, a place to which obviously no otkhodnik had ever traveled before (because it did not exist), was now receiving
an influx of something resembling otkhodniki in tremendous numbers shows that with collectivization otkhod was undergoing
transformation. This is not the place to examine the complicated otkhod issue in depth.[86] Although statistics on otkhod per se
are inconclusive, reflecting the confusion which prevailed at the time and continues to baffle scholars to this day, there can be no
doubt that the number of those traveling from villages to cities and construction sites was increasing dramatically. 67

For the Bolshevik leadership, however, the point was not to increase otkhod but to render it unnecessary by the permanent
transfer of peasants to the cities. Accordingly, one of the main tasks at the new construction sites was to transform the
construction industry into a year-round activity, eliminating its seasonal character, which was determined by weather and the
rhythms of agriculture. This effort was particularly evident at Magnitostroi, where, among other things, winter concrete work was
done outdoors in bitterly cold weather. There was even a special decree (prikaz ) on work in cold weather: below -20°C, frequent
breaks and more frequent shift changes were called for, while no work was supposed to be done when the temperature reached
-41°C.[68] These guidelines, even if not always followed, indicate that construction work was indeed being conducted in winter
and that the seasonal character of construction, one of the basic structures of the otkhod system, had at least been partially
undermined. Efremov claims that of the 424,000 otkhodniki tabulated by January 1932, more than 250,000 stayed on in the
cities permanently,[591 meaning that despite his use of the contemporary designation attached to these people, technically they
were no longer otkhodniki .

Whether as temporary, seasonal workers or as one-way out-migrants, then, it was those lumped into the category of
otkhodniki who were helping to people the new construction sites most extensively. During the first Five-Year Plan the urban
population of the Urals climbed 1,172,000, from 1,635,000 (1928-29) to 2,807,000 (1932). During the same period, the village
population declined by more than 600,000.[70] Clearly, the countryside was populating the cities of the Urals, but which
countryside?

According to one Soviet scholar, 70 percent of the new urban population in the Urals came from within the region.[71] That
may have been so for the Urals as a whole, but the one year for which detailed data were available to me on the region of origin
for the population coming into Magnitostroi, 1931, shows a different picture (see table 2). As is evident from the table,
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Table 2.
Origin of Incoming Population, Magnitostroi, 1931
Plan Recruited | Samotek Total
Urals 12,930 13,022 5,156 18,178
Tatar ASSR 10,795 9,019 1,649 10,668
Bashkir ASSR — 3,646 1,306 4,952
Middle Volga Krai 12,030 5,451 2,142 7,593
Nizhnii Novgorod 7,470 2,989 514 3,503
Krai

Western oblast 16,000 7,273 582 7,855
Ivanov oblast 7,680 3,746 186 3,932
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Kazakhstan, — 10,905 6,650 17,555
Kirghizia, Central
Asia, and Central

Black Earth
Region unspecified — — 42,471 42,471
Total 56,051 60,656 116,707

SOURCE. The table is adapted (with totals corrected) from a table
reproduced, without citation, in Serzhantov, "KPSS—Vdokhnovitel"
p. 183, citing Magnitostroi , nos. 1-4, 1932, pp. 85-86. See also
RGAE, f. 4086, op 2, d. 119, I. 22, where a similar table can be
found.

the largest single category consisted of people whose region of origin was unspecified. No doubt many of these people came
from within the Urals region, but it is impossible to conclude that the mai'ority, let alone 70 percent, of all in-migrants did. In
1931 at least 55,000 out of the 116,000 did not come from the Urals.[72

Consider again the dekulakized. One Soviet source asserts that between 1930 and 1932, 15,200 "kulak" families in the
Urals were deported (how many more escaped deportation but had to flee?), although it gives no indication of their
destination.[731 some certainly were sent to Magnitostroi. But according to John Scott, the majority of dekulakized at
Magnitostroi came from Kazan and its surrounding districts, and according to a Soviet source they came from Kazan and the
Ukraine.[7#] It seems clear from the example of Magnitostroi that, both through deportations and the transformation of otkhod ,
the Urals region was experiencing an influx of population from outside, particularly from the territories to its immediate west.

That Magnitostroi was primarily peopled from villages outside the Urals, through deportation and the transformation of
otkhod , can be high-

lighted by a brief examination of the national composition of the site's population.[”®] According to a 19321 pamphlet, Russians
made up 83.7 percent of Magnitostroi's population, Ukrainians 6.8 percent (around 8,000 people), White Russians 1.6 percent,
Tatars 2.7 percent (around 3,000), Bashkirs 1.4 percent, with no other groups above 1 percent.[76] Kazakhs are not listed, but
the local newspaper revealed that some 4,000 Kazakhs "came" to the site at some time.[””1 It seems, then, that there were at
least 1,000 or so Bashkirs, 3,000 Tatars, 4,000 Kazakhs, and 8,000 Ukrainians, or a total of some 16,000 non-Russians at
Magnitostroi in 1931.[7€]

Despite the population's largely Russian character, these scattered figures indicating the presence of a sizable number of
non-Russians at Magnitostroi are suggestive, for although bordered to the west by Bashkiria and Tataria and to the south by
Kazakhstan, the Urals had had a population according to the 1926 census that was 91.21 percent Russian. In the words of one
geographer (writing just prior to the founding of Magnitostroi), the Urals region was "a Russian island surrounded by a sea of
nationalities."[7®1 In other words, by 1931 there were significantly higher proportions of non-Russians at Magnitostroi than had
been the case previously for the Urals.

The Ukrainians are a good example. Although Ukrainian peasants had been migrating eastward in large numbers since the
end of the nineteenth century, it seems that few settled in the Urals.[801 1 fact, in 1926 Ukrainians constituted less than 1
percent of the population in the Urals, a figure so small that allowances for the notorious underreporting of Ukrainian nationals
outside the Ukraine could not alter it significantly. In contrast, Ukrainians at Magnitostroi in 1931 accounted for almost 7 percent
of the total population. Many perhaps had been deported to Magnitostroi, while of those who came "freely" very few would have
been otkhodniki in the original sense of the term, given the distance involved.

In sum, the (at least) 16,000 Bashkirs, Tatars, Kazakhs, and Ukrainians present at Magnitostroi in 1931 could hardly have
been indigenous to the Urals. They came from elsewhere, as seems true of half, at the very least, of Magnitostroi's aggregate
population. Villages outside the Urals were "peopling" Magnitostroi. With mobilizations producing no more than a drop in the
ocean and recruitment a disappointing failure, central authorities, having created chaos in the countryside with the radical
policies of collectivization and dekulakization, were in effect "squeezing" people out of the village—Russians, Ukrainians, Tatars,
Kazakhs—and trying to direct them to distant destinations, such as Magnitostroi.

The Struggle for Cadres

The conductor announced that we had arrived in Magnitogorsk. From the tram a motley crowd quickly poured out. The clothes of the newly arrived were
primarily home-spun. Only a few wore jackboots or shoes. The rest wore bast sandals. Waiting until the flow of new construction workers dispersed, I
started along. Along the way horses were carrying bricks, cement, and logs. From the left could be heard incessant hammering, resembling machine-gun
fire. I caught up to the horse laden with cement. Behind the horse was walking a tall, lean, unshaven muzhik . I asked him, what was that hammering?
The muzhik answered severely: "You mean you don't know! They are building a blast furnace [domna ]. It will be bigger than all the others on the
earth!" What a blast furnace was, I didn't know, and I didn't ask.[81]

Who were the people congregated at Magnitogorsk? How were they categorized? What was expected of them?
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A countrywide sampling of members of the Metal Workers Union in 1932-33 indicated that 57.2 percent of all such workers
at Magnitogorsk were "peasants."[82] (And how many of those listed as "workers" had been peasants until rather recently?)
Another Soviet source expressed concern that as many as two-thirds of all those on the construction site had no previous
industrial experience, and very few had any "skills" beyond wielding an axe.[83] Also, in 1931, when the criteria for literacy were
not very stringent, as much as 30 percent of the Magnitogorsk work force was pronounced illiterate or semiliterate.[841 Finally,
the population at Magnitogorsk was generally young—as of 1 January 1933, almost half the workers were under twenty-four
years of age[85] —and primarily male.[86] Here, then, was the bulk of the new people who would build socialism and populate
the new city as they appeared to the agents charged with characterizing them: former villagers, young, male, unskilled, and
either illiterate or semiliterate.

Such a profile of the country's new work force—which applied, although to a lesser degree, to other cities and factories
throughout the Soviet Union®71 —caused the Bolshevik leadership considerable alarm: a proletarian revolution, it was felt,
needed a "real" proletariat, not a peasant work force. In the leadership's thinking, "consciousness" was strongly dependent on
social background. The much-feared "peasantization” of the urban work force and city population induced the leadership to
commission numerous studies and censuses of the politically vital proletariat and to issue various decrees and instructions, all of
which made clear that the authorities were inclined to take special measures to address what they perceived
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to be a critical problem. That problem was defined in a specific way, the analysis of which requires step-by-step treatment.

In its simplest form, the point was as follows: when completed, the Magnitogorsk Works was going to need a large number
of workers—19,500 workers, according to a 1931 Vesenkha calculation (up from the original projection of 14,610). Of that work
force, 7,000 were to be supplied by other factories, 2,000 would come from active recruitment by the factory, another 2,000
from the factory's training programs, and the rest, 8,500, simply from among the workers of the construction site itself.[lss] In
other words, even with the overly optimistic assessment of how much of the operating personnel would come from other
factories, the majority (8,500 plus 2,000) were to come from the population already at the site. Yet how were they going to
make skilled workers and urbanites out of the people on hand? Machines and equipment could be imported, but operating
personnel could not. As one Soviet historian wrote, "the most important problem in the construction of the factory was supplying
it with cadres."[8°]

For the authorities, creating a skilled work force for Magnitogorsk was understood as a "struggle for cadres" cadres in the
sense of qualified technicians. To begin with, the authorities reasoned that they needed some sort of mass training program for
the peasants who lacked industrial skills. To this end, they sent potential workers to nearby Verkhne-Uralsk, fifty kilometers
north of the site, where they were enrolled in "courses" that were based on the pedagogical methods of the Central Institute of
Labor.[901 1n a few weeks, these youngsters would learn, for example, how to lay bricks. But when they returned to the site,
there were no bricks to be found, a situation that led to the questioning by local authorities of sending inexperienced workers to
training schools. Not surprisingly, such mass training schools away from the site were abandoned and replaced by on-the-]ob
training supplemented by all sorts of makeshift courses, circles, technical hours, night schools, and brigade instruction.[®*] To a
great extent, the subject of the training did not matter, for trainers discovered that "workers who were in training courses, no
matter how brief, mastered the production process faster than those who were not, commanded complicated machines better,
and showed higher productivity with less idle time."[®?] It was the inculcation of new attitudes, habits, and rhythms of work that
was the key, and these could be (indeed, had to be) acquired in the "heat of construction.”

Building factory shops and creating personnel to run them went hand in hand, and in the words of the popular
contemporary expression, technicians "grew like mushrooms" on the site.[99] As a leading historian of

Magnitogorsk has written, "thousands of workers of the Magnitogorsk complex in a very short time traversed the path of
unskilled laborer, zemlekop , master, brigadier, foreman, and so on."94] It should be added that on-the-job training applied to
so-called engineers as well as laborers. In 1931 less than two-thirds of the "engineers" on the site had higher or middle-level
educations, and certainly only a handful had real engineering experience.[gs] As late as 1935, 70 percent of the 1,465
"specialists" at Magnitostroi had no technical training and were qualified as specialists solely "from experience."[%]

But acquiring technical skills formed just one element of the larger goal. "The struggle for cadres in Magnitostroi" a Soviet
scholar has written, "was a struggle for the rearing of workers coming from the village in the spirit of socialist relations to
labor."I971 The Magnitogorsk factory was not only to supply the country with metal; it would also supply it with a proletariat, and
the creation of a proletariat was not simply a question of producing skilled workers, but of skilled workers who were "socialist."
The struggle for creating skilled workers was equally a struggle for instilling political allegiance, which in turn was part of the
establishment at Magnetic Mountain of "Soviet power." At Magnitogorsk Soviet power did not arise automatically from a decree;
nor was it based solely on the party and the police. Soviet power existed through the people's belief and participation in it.

Pamphleteers, whose ranks served as a graphic manifestation of the existence of a battle for the allegiance of the people,
were finely attuned to what was at stake in such a battle, as the following conversation, which reportedly took place on the site
in the first years, shows:

"Did you catch that, old woman? A Giant is being built. There's going to be a factory here. It will make iron."
"Why are you bothering me? You're accursed. They're not going to build anything here. The Bolsheviks are only fantasizing. Agitating the people."

The old woman, who lost two sons in the Civil War and had another leave her, roared that the Bolsheviks "sit on our necks!
They suck our blood!"[®8] And it was not just old women who spoke thus (although we cannot expect the pamphleteers to give
us examples) or whose attitudes and allegiances constituted an arena of contestation. Let us, for example, examine the issue of
the associations and groupings of the workers who arrived on the site.

Many of the peasants came to the site in traditional groups of migrant villagers known as artels whose leaders were
generally older peasants, men
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who commanded absolute loyalty from the other members and brooked no incursions into their authority. One enthusiastic party
member explained what he thought was at stake here:

An artel was completely composed of fellow villagers, and people came to the site as artels. In general, we did not have the right to interfere in their
affairs. They divided the wages among themselves. Every artel had its own tradition [for dividing wages]. In the artels they had their own "masters of
the first hand" "masters of the second hand." To the master of the first hand, they gave more money, to those of the second a little less, and so on. It
did not depend on how a person worked, but only on his position. These traditions were strongly maintained. . . . We had to smash the artels. [9°]

That artels might somehow coexist with Soviet power seems not to have been considered.

Instinctively suspicious of even a hint of an alternative center of authority, the Bolshevik leadership at Magnitogorsk,
following national directives, adopted several strategies for curbing the power of the local artels. First, they introduced piece
rates, trying to tie wages to individual job performance. This policy was of course resisted by the artels and by itself would have
had no effect.[1991 Byt in addition, the authorities sought volunteers among the artel members to form "brigades" led by "new
men" in the hope that they would drown out the artels. This approach seems to have had some effect. True, "there were cases in
which old artel leaders somehow became brigade leaders" recalled one participant, "but in the majority of cases brigadiers were
"new' people."[101]

Despite certain surface resemblances between the artel and brigade forms of organization, and despite the periodic
continuities in leadership, there could be no doubt that with this tactic the local Bolshevik leadership began to make inroads into
the power of the artel leaders.[*921 But breaking the authority of the artel leaders was just the beginning. In forming brigades,
the local authorities tried not only to undermine the old allegiances but, more importantly, to create new ones. In this critical
task they were aided by the trade union organization and especially the Komsomol, which, along with the brigade, served as a
Bolshevik wedge between the powerful artel leaders and the artel members.

It was at Magnitostroi and other large construction sites that, beginning in 1930, the Komsomol became a mass
organization.[103 Entrance into the Komsomol occurred in waves. Membership in Magnitogorsk's Komsomol rose from just over
3,000 as of 1 January 1931 to 14,241 by 1 January 1932. Virtually all the new members had joined during 1931.17941 1 1930
Magnitostroi was declared the first all-union Komsomol construction site,[10>]

and a traveling brigade from the newspaper Komsomolskaia pravda set up an office there in a railroad car and in September
1930 began issuing Komsomolskaia pravda na Magnitostroe . By October the paper became Magnitogorskii komsomolets ,
purportedly the first localized regular Komsomol newspaper in the USSR.[10€]

As the Bolshevik authorities at Magnitogorsk discovered, the Komsomol could be used for everything from night watches
protecting the site to making the rounds in the barracks to fight carousing. Komsomols were particularly active in the campaigns
for the liquidation of illiteracy (and not just their own), and they also played a key role in construction work: blast furnace no. 2
was christened "Komsomolka," as virtually everyone working on it joined the Komsomol. "The Magnitogorsk Komsomol" wrote
one of the first directors of the site, Iakov Gugel, "was the most reliable and powerful organizing force of the construction."[107]

The effectiveness of the new organizational strategy centered on the Komsomol and the brigade was developed through
socialist competition and shock work. It is not possible here to examine these devices in detail. For the moment, it will suffice to
illustrate how they were used in the programs for "peopling" Magnitostroi through an example: the construction in 1930 of a
dam on the Ural River to supply the steel factory with water, celebrated as the first great event in the history of Ma?nitogorsk.
Such a construction would seem a simple and straightforward matter, yet it turned out to be anything but that.[*08

Excavation work for the dam began on 26 July 1930. At first, the work went poorly. There was virtually no mechanization,
not enough laborers to make up the difference, and in any case no one seemed to know what to do.[10°1 1y August
representatives of the Central Control Commission-Workers' and Peasants' Inspectorate (TsKK-RKI) visited the site of the future
dam and sounded the alarm: "The dam is in danger!" A new local party organization was formed that, on 21 August, issued a
special decree on the dam. Speeches were made, mobilizations were ordered, brigades were organized, shock work began:
"Everyone to the dam! Everything for the dam,"[110]

In extremely cold temperatures, work continued around the clock (one brigade reportedly remained at its "post" heroically
for thirty-six straight hours). Meals were skipped, and workers were often called back to the job for emergencies immediately
upon returning home after long shifts.[*11] There were not enough heaters to keep the cement from freezing, and sometimes,
when the electricity went down, cement was mixed by hand.[*2] "The chronicle of these days," wrote a journalist, "is a long list
of cubic me-

ters, of cement mixes, of Komsomol mobilizations, of emergency duty, and of storming nights.

In a time-honored tradition, the authorities attempted to compensate for the low skill level among the builders with the
greater motivation derived from a sense of higher purpose. Not everyone shared the same level of commitment, however,
judging by the posters that were put up: "Entrance for all absentees and shirkers is blocked!"[***1 A "black" bulletin board
carried the names of everyone who did not show up or "deserted" his or her post and thus "betrayed" the construction, and a
"penalty" brigade was formed to combat absenteeism by seeking out the deserters and slackers to embarrass and shame them
back to the job.[115]

On 3 September 1930 someone came up with the idea, inspired by the experience of the famed Dneprostroi hydroelectric
dam, of having a "socialist competition" between the left and right banks of the river: first side to reach the middle wins.[11€]
The American consultants in charge of overseeing the dam construction protested vehemently (to no avail) that there would be
serious consequences if the two sides did not meet properly. To the Americans, the socialist competition was a technically
unsound gimmick.[117] Others protested the socialist competitions for different reasons, as one Soviet partisan recalled:

w[113]

We spoke about socialist competition with the leader of an artel—a strong, tough old guy in a red calico peasant shirt, girded with a patterned sash. He
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listened to us with a reserved expression on his face. It seemed that he understood everything, and was agreed. . . . And then the old carpenter
exclaimed: "It's not your business to teach me how to work faster. With my axe I've brought forth dozens of churches and no one hurried me, nor told
me that I worked slowly."[118]

And not just old "peasants" but new men in the "brigades" resisted the socialist competitions as well.[1191 ope journalist
revealed that some of the peasants had their own competition: who could eat the most bread.[*2°] In such an atmosphere, the
dam would become, as would the construction as a whole, a highly charged field of political reckoning.

As evidence of the political significance engulfing the construction of the dam, the local leadership decided, against all
technical considerations, that it should be finished in time for the 7 November holiday. But even this was not enough, for to this
propitious date "counterplans" demonstrating greater ambition (and thus allegiance) were proposed: 1 November, then 15
October. In fact the dam, which was named in honor of the Ninth Komsomol Congress, was reportedly finished in early
October—a "record" of just 74 days (as opposed to the 120 supposedly proposed by the Ameri-

— 92 —
cans). The right bank won (by varying degrees, according to different accounts). Banners were hung, speeches were given,
"heroes" were decorated, and busts of Lenin and Stalin were made from the cement. The atmosphere was described as
"saturated" with "labor enthusiasm"[121] (although at first, as one Soviet journalist tells it, the workers had not even been able
to pronounce the word entuziast ).[*22] Aleksandr Voroshilov (no relation to the marshal) composed a poem, "Pervaia Pobeda"
(The First Victory), which is how the story of the dam was still known in Magnitogorsk fifty years later.

Did it matter that it was soon discovered that the dam was not deep enough and the water froze, so that the local
authorities had to beg Moscow to send dredging explosives?[123] Or that the water shortage became so acute that the same
authorities begged Moscow for a water specialist to be sent immediately and began to build makeshift pipelines to distant
streams? That this chronic water shortage persisted for years?[124] And what of the fact that the capacity of the factory in the
meantime had been raised considerably, so that the dam was utterly inadequate the moment it was finished, and that a whole
new dam, over five times larger, had to be begun almost immediately; that when the second dam was completed (planned for
1932, it was not finished until 1938),[125] the original dam was submerged? This all meant nothing.

What mattered instead was that the dam had been built—not only built but built ahead of schedule—and in the process
hundreds of youths had come of age as loyal partisans of the cause. The nhumber of shock workers skyrocketed during the
building of the dam from 1,635 to over 6,000 in one month.[2261 And their "enthusiasm" soared.[*271 "As at a military front,
where the will to victory decides the success of battle," wrote Iakov Gugel, "so on the construction front of Magnitka, enthusiasm
and labor upsurge became deciding forces."[128] This was not a mere dam but a gigantic crusade in which the lowest individual
could become a great hero by straining to pour an extra load of cement. In a way, experiences on the construction site, such as
building the dam, cemented Soviet power as much as the production of the steel plant itself would. "The Magnitogorsk dam,"
wrote one pamphleteer, "was a school at which people began to respect Bolshevik miracles [chudesa] "—a telling word meant to
be taken literally.[12°]

Surrounded by empty steppe as far as the eye could see, hounded by freezing cold and blizzards, with little food or warm
clothes, living in a crowded barracks and working sixteen-hour shifts moving earth in horse-drawn carts or pouring concrete in
the dead of night—Magnitostroi workers soon divided into those who believed in the dream, in the great future,

and those who did not. And allegiance was what Magnitostroi was, in a way, all about.

A group of young enthusiasts, working double shifts, whole days without rest and with little food, met to discuss the work
on blast furnace no. 2, "their" furnace, the Komsomolka. One of them opened the meeting by asking, "Does anybody have any
suggestions?" Someone else was quoted as saying, "What kind of suggestions could there be—everybody straight to the site for
a subbotnik [any time extra work was performed without compensation]." If we are to believe the credible account from which
this conversation is taken, the youths "worked until dawn."[1301 gych pathos was genuine, and it was widespread. "Everyone,
even the laborers, felt that Magnitogorsk was making history, and that he, personally, had a considerable part in it," wrote John
Scott, hi[Tésia]If deeply affected by the enthusiasm of the crusade. "This feeling was shared to some extent even by the exiled
kulaks."

But what about those who refused to be caught up in the excitement, who refused to perform all the outrageous requests
that were made of them, who voiced an alternative view, even if on a seemingly trivial matter? They were branded "class
enemies," regardless to which class they belonged (either by birth or occupation). Here, for example, are the words attributed to
Komissarov, a Donbas miner who had come to Magnitostroi: "Why are we working here? There is no bread, they pay us no
money, there are no apartments, the chow is lousy, they don't give us any work clothes. Is this living?"[*32] From these
observations it was concluded that Komissarov, thirty years a miner, was a "class enemy." In the logic of the struggle, anyone
who asked for more rations, for better work, for more pay, for anything at all, "threatened" to undermine the whole enterprise,
to bring the entire revolution to a halt. Such people were dubbed "kulaks" or "kulak henchmen," people with a "doubtful past,"
and were subjected to humiliations, expulsion from the site, and arrest.[33] Even rumors were thought to constitute a threat to
Soviet power.[134]

From the very beginning in Magnitogorsk, before the cement foundations were even poured, class enemies, right
opportunists, and counterrevolutionaries were being "unmasked."[*351 And every such "discovery" brought new exhortations to
struggle harder and achieve more.[136] The so-called struggle for cadres at Magnitostroi, where even "neutrality” could seem as
suspicious as opposition, was an intricate political encounter. What the Red Army had been for the regime in the 1920s, the new
construction sites became in the 1930s: its device for transforming and assimilating the
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Table 3.
Labor on Hand, 1931

1st of Month Total Workers Carne Left
January 18,865 3,597 3,853
February 18,609 4,398 3,402
March 19,605 8,570 5,934
April 22,241 9,391 7,166
May 24,446 17,640 9,826
June 32,280 17,292 10,825
July 38,747 10,983 12,694
August 37,006 8,693 11,447
September 34,252 10,381 9,421
October 35,162 8,003 10,072
November 33,093 10,350 10,797
December 32,666 7,440 7,835

SOURCE : Magnitostroi v tsifrakh , pp. 236-37, 242.

peasantry into the collective crusade, the building of socialism, the Five-Year Plan, "the revolution,"—in short, the new
civilization.

The Art of Managing an Artful Resource

By the end of the first Five-Year Plan, according to one source, there were 305,000 people on construction sites in the Urals,
compared with 42,000 at the beginning.[137] More than half of these would have been at Magnitostroi. It was the biggest
construction site in the Union. By the end of 1931, when the population of Magnitostroi was closing in on 200,000, the
population of Karaganda was 96,000.[138] At Novokuznetsk in 1931 there were said to be exactly 45,903 people, with another
5,862 across the river and six miles away in old Kuznetsk.[13°] Magnitostroi dwarfed the largest of the other "shock" (udarnyi ),
meaning priority, construction sites.

But Magnitostroi, the biggest shock construction site in a country that worshiped bigness, did not have enough "labor
power," even of the "unskilled" variety. In 1931, when the construction plan called for 47,105 semiskilled workers, the monthly
average, no higher than 33,000, left the site some 14,000, or 30 percent, short. In detail, the breakdown for labor on hand by
month in 1931 is provided in table 3. The planned targets of labor power were not met even during the peak months. The chief

cause of
the labor "shortfall" at Magnitostroi was not insufficient arrivals but excessive departures—a problem that attracted considerable
attention.

What the authorities called labor fluidity (tekuchest , literally "leakage") existed in the Urals before the establishment of
Magnitostroi.[14°] Indeed, the authorities probably hoped that Magnitostroi would become a magnet that could draw in and
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retain the large roaming population. And crammed trains did come to Magnitostroi regularly, even if there was as yet no train
station there, as expressed in this ditty from the barracks:

Ekh mne Milka napisala— My arriving Mila wrote to me—

Vstrechai, milii, u vokzala. Let's meet, honey, at the station.

Telegrammu Milke dal: I sent Mila a telegram:

Privozi s soboi vokzal, Bring the station with you.[%4%]

No matter: an incoming train approaching the site would simply come to a halt where a sigh—"Magnitogorskaia"—had been
placed on an uncoupled boxcar that sat on a siding, and unload its human cargo, or labor power.

The construction sites themselves had become "recruiters." Arrivals were greeted, asked a series of questions about their
point of origin, social status, skill-levels, and so on and signed up for work on the spot. "Thousands would get off," wrote Zinovii
Chagan, an essayist for Rabochaia gazeta stationed at Magnitostroi. "[They] were carrying homemade knapsacks [and] would
ask: 'Are there felt boots? work pants? Is there butter? How is it with eggs? Can one find milk? Are people joining trade unions?'
" As an enticement, Chagan claimed that officials dispensed "bread and makhorka, some herring."[142]

But if people were streaming into Magnitostroi, they were also streaming out. Vissarion "Beso" Lominadze, for a while city
party secretary, presented figures for the number of those workers who had come and gone from Magnitostroi (see table
4).1143] gince the average number of workers on the site was around thirty thousand, by early 1934 almost ten times as many
workers had passed through the site than were at hand. Indeed, who had not been to Magnitostroi!

You tell someone you're going to Magnitostroi, and everywhere you hear: "Magnitka, I'm going there," or "I just came from there." Somebody says he
has a brother there, somebody else is waiting for a letter from his son. You get the impression that the whole country either was there already or is
going there.[144]

Many people in fact came and left several times in the course of a single year.[l45]

Table 4.
Workers Arriving and Departing Magnitostroi, 1930-1933
Came Left
1930 67,0007 45,000
1931 111,000 97,000
1932 62,000 70,000
1933 53,000 53,000
Total 293,000 265,000

SOURCE : Magnito rabochu , 15 and 20 January 1934.

@ It is possible that the figure of 67,000 for 1930 is a typographical
error and should have read 57,000.

People were coming and going by the tens of thousands, and in between, they were not staying very long. Of the 116,703
who left during 1931, 30,756 registered their exit, and of those Who complied with the mandatory exit registration, fully 27,649
people (90 percent) had been at the site less than six months; 16,031 (over 50 percent) had been there less than three,[146]
According to another official source, in 1931 the average length of stay for a worker was 82 calendar days.[147] And it was not
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only the workers who were leaving. In 1931 almost three thousand white-collar employees (sluzhashchie —there were around
six thousand on hand in March 1931) left the site. The average length of stay for employees was 186 days; for engineering and
technical personnel, 221 days.[l48] Only the handful of top-level administrative personnel, the one thousand or so highly skilled
workers, and the forty thousand dekulakized exiles behind barbed wire were not fleeing the famed construction site.

Some departures were to be expected. A few hundred youth, for example, were called up for service in the Red Army.[149]
Even more workers left after having completed the terms of their contracts. Out of desperation to entice workers to the site,
six-month and even three-month contracts were offered to workers, who were then free to leave, as some apparently did.[*501
Of the 30,756 who registered their departure in 1931, 6,130 (20 percent) did so after having completed the terms of their
contracts.[*51] Many young construction workers considered production as a supplementary income to their basic earnings in
agriculture.[lsz] Some were probably returning to the villages to take part in the land redistribution and to look into reports of
hard times or trouble. In short, given the high demand for labor and the woeful inadequacy of the recruitment apparatus,
Magnitostroi had

no choice but to accept all comers, however long or short a time they agreed to stay, and many agreed to stay only briefly.

Others, however, were leaving out of dissatisfaction, for even by the standards of the day, living conditions on the site were
harsh. Most workers lived in filthy, overcrowded barracks (see chapter 4). There was a severe shortage of warm work clothes,
little to do besides work, and the food and service in the public dining halls was generally despised. Moreover, by the fall of 1931
(well before the onset of the famine), food shortages began, and getting even bread became a problem.[

To be sure, some people stayed despite the wretched living conditions. D. D. Lushenko, sent from Moscow in 1931, recalled
a few years later that

there were forty of us sent. All the others have gone back. Back then it's true, living conditions were not so hot. My group tried to get me to leave
Magnitka and go back, but I said that there's no defender of Soviet power who is afraid to endure all difficulties. I am going to stay the length of my
mobilization period, and then I'll return. I worked my year, and I then stayed on to work. And look, I'm working in Magnitogorsk three years.[154]

But many more fled. Even the vaunted Komsomols were bolting.[*5%1 If as of 1 January 1933 there were 11,000
Komsomols, one year later there were only 5,400. Some 800 had been kicked out, another 1,000 were known to have quit and
were taken off the rolls, and the rest just evaporated.[156] Some of those "voting with their feet," as if in confirmation of Lenin's
apt phrase, literally left on foot, just setting out for the Ural mountains in the distance.[157]

Magnitostroi became a revolving door, a literal "labor exchange" in the form of a railroad junction. The train, that ally of the
Bolshevik leadership and its bureaucrats and planners, was being used against them: construction workers were using the trains
to tour the country.[158] As one Soviet historian has written:

Such workers knew everything: what kind of lunch they served at Stalingrad, what kind of industrial goods they had at the distribution points of
Dneprostroi, what kind of wages were paid at Magnitka. In one season they succeeded in visiting all the huge construction sites of the Union— havin
seen that everywhere there were recruiters who paid for trains without asking you for birthplace or social origin, but only that you take up work. [159

In 1931 alone, the bacchanalian fluidity was said to have cost the Magnitostroi trust seven million rubles in transportation
outlays and another two million in lost work clothes.[16°]

At least initially, the creation of new construction sites such as Magni-

tostroi had not resulted in the establishment of stationary working populations but instead further fueled the fluidity. The
Bolshevik leadership concluded not that people were taking advantage of the confused situation and traveling perhaps in part out
of a sense of genuine adventure but that the harsh living conditions were understandably driving workers from the new
construction sites. This state of affairs was called a "disease" of the construction sites and a "blight" on the Five-Year Plan.

And how deeply it seemed to be embedded: in a speech delivered before a select audience in Magnitogorsk in 1933, for
example, Sergo Ordzhonikidze went so far as to decry the "suitcase mood" (chemodannye nostroeniia ) among even the
comparatively privileged leading personnel. If in Magnitogorsk the stalwart leaders "felt as if on a temporary business trip"
(komandirovka ), how were the humbler to feel?[1611 Byt little would change, central authorities reasoned, until concrete steps
were taken to improve living conditions.

In fact, local authorities tried to combat the dread fluidity in several ways. They declared mandatory registration for anyone
leaving the site and deployed worker watch groups (zaslony ) to enforce the decree. But given the conditions at the site, such a
policy was unenforceable. Beyond restrictions, however, there were various incentives for those who agreed to stay, such as
advances for workers to bring their families to Magnitogorsk or preferential supply allotments for those who had stayed at the
site for a certain period: a little extra bread, maybe some more sugar—at least that was what was stamped on the paper, though
the supply depot often found it impossible to comply.[*621 Another popular approach was to allow the workers to cultivate small
plots o[flléﬂsnd, on which they could grow potatoes and other vegetables. According to one party official, this had the desired
effect.

Beyond the enticement of extra supplies and an allotment of land, considerable moral pressure was brought to bear. The
authorities launched much-publicized campaigns to get the workers to sign contracts to stay until the end of construction, or at
least the end of the Five-Year Plan. But these proved to be no more enforceable than the system of mandatory exit registration.
"Thousands signed up," one Soviet eyewitness remarked of the solemn pledges, but "then most left anyway." 164]

Ordinary people seemed to be holding all the cards. Here is how one petty official at Magnitostroi characterized his attempts
to battle the labor fluidity: "They called me on the phone and told me that the Dnepropetrovtsy were leaving. . . . A scandal! I
had to go straight to the barrack. What's the matter? They said they had been cheated, they get sent to work
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where they can fall and kill themselves, and so on. I spoke with them for two hours, and they stayed."[*6°] Not everyone could

be talked out of leaving, and in any case a situation which required them to beg workers to stay was one the authorities would
tolerate only so long.

It is against this background that we can begin to understand the reintroduction of the tsarist internal passport system,
announced by Sovnarkom on 28 December 1932. The immediate cause for the "passportization" of the urban population might
well have been the fear that famine conditions in the countryside would drive the peasants en masse into the cities in search of
food. But there can be no doubt that the Bolshevik leadership was also trying to bring some order to the construction sites. Seen
from the vantage point of the peopling of Magnitostroi, the passport campaign appears not as the culmination of a premeditated
policy designed to establish total control over the populace but rather as a typically heavy-handed Bolshevik improvisation to
combat a problem their policies had done so much to create. Still, what stands out is the leadership's willingness to employ any
means necessary to advance its aims, and to express all such radical measures in the sanctifying language of defending "the
revolution."

In Magnitogorsk the passport campaign was announced on 10 February 1933, and individuals were required to present
valid documents at their place of work beginning immediately. From 15 February until 25 April, all those in charge of the various
construction objectives were to turn in lists of their workers containing name, year of birth, place of origin, current residence,
and job title. Beginning 1 March, all hiring was to be done strictly upon the presentation of a valid passport. A brigade was sent
from Moscow to ensure that the passport campaign was taken seriously by enterprise bosses (normally more preoccupied with
industrial tasks) and that no passports "fell into the hands of the class enemy."[+6€]

True to the political quality that came to envelop every aspect of human activity, the first internal passports were given out
with much fanfare at a meeting in the dining hall of the elite rolling mill construction group. There were speeches on the building
of socialism, on the building of new cities, and on cleansing Magnitogorsk of "parasitic" elements. "The class enemy is stretching
out its hand to snatch a passport!" the newspaper warned. "We must strike that hand jn[1671 By April it was reported that the
the passport campaign was practically complete, but unfortunately the number of passports issued was not made public.[168] On
the other hand, it seems that some two thousand people had their outstretched hands struck, so to speak, and were banished
from the city, while another eighteen thousand did not even try to stretch out their hands but just fled.[16°
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But registering the entire population tested the endurance and skills of the local authorities, who, though not afraid to exercise
their wide powers, were numerically overmatched.[17°1 During the passport campaign, on a normal day at a small neighborhood
militia station hundreds of people would come to request immediate signatures or documents, to air complaints, or to comply
with demands to provide further information.[711 The staff was too small to handle the volume, slip-ups occurred, and some
cases deemed suspicious could not be fully investigated, while others escaped investigation altogether.[172] Some people
survived for decades under a false identitg with bogus documents. Some even survived entirely without documents, hired by
enterprises desperate for labor power.[173]

Not surprisingly, documents became particularly valuable objects, among the first things stolen from an apartment by a
thief. Escapees from the corrective labor colony mugged the first people they encountered for their documents.[1741 And it
seems that documents were being "lost" all the time. If the loss of a particular document was duly reported in the newspaper,
the person was entitled to obtain a replacement. During 1936, for example, there were many days when there were lists of
twenty or more lost and no longer valid documents. Where did those lost documents go? A market in documents arose.

In 1936, during what seems to have been an unannounced campaign to root out bogus documents (for which today's
researcher can be grateful), the newspaper reported on what it called the case of the "factory for bogus documents." One Popik
decided to change his social position from middle to poor peasant. He made his own official seal to stamp the forged documents.
Seeing how easy it was, he evidently decided to make a business of his newly discovered craft. He stole blank trade union
booklets and membership cards' and was able to write them up as necessary, applying the official seals in his possession. When
he was arrested, the authorities found blank forms and seals at his place of residence. For his counterfeiting operation, the
extent or duration of which is not recorded, he was given three years' "loss of freedom."[175]

Such activity as practiced by Popik was facilitated by the absence, until 1938, of photographs in passports.[176] People
could and sometimes did try to rework some of the details on their passports.[1771 But such an approach could be dangerous. It
was better to "play it safe," taking advantage of the underground market in the kinds of documents one needed to obtain a
passport, making sure that the passport itself would not need homemade "emendations."” One case was reported in the local
newspaper of a person
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who for twenty-five rubles bought documents with a new family name to be used in obtaining a passport.[178]

Everyone knew that one could buy or obtain important documents, if only from newspaper accounts intended to expose the
practice. One pickpocket, when apprehended, turned out to have four different passports, which he probably would have sold for
the right price.[17°1 Meanwhile, some people simply created their own documents.[*81 particularly popular seems to have been
the technique of forging letters from officials, detailing invented positions a person supposedly held to obtain work (and thus
new, unimpeachable documents).[181]

Those who plied the documents market evinced an awareness of the importance of having not simply valid documents but
ones that described activities that were valued. If one of the effects of the passport campaign was to generate a proliferation of
illegal activities involving documents, another was to demonstrate—at the margins of legality, in the forged and phony
documents—the outlines of the new boundaries of social and political life, the new rules of the game, of who one should or
should not claim to be (a theme explored further in part 2).

Internal passports were but one element of the new approach to population management. Back on 13 October 1932, just
prior to the announcement of the passport campaign in Magnitogorsk, there was a city soviet decree, following a directive from
central authorities, to establish mandatory registration of local residence (propiska ) at the militia stations for all Magnitogorsk
citizens over sixteen years of age. The registration was to be enforced by the individual in charge of a given residential building
(kommendant, starshii, zavobshchezhitiem ). Foreigners, too, were required to register.
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Through the rationing system then in force (see chapter 6), supply officials were instructed to give out products only when
shown a receipt proving local registration, and all outstanding wages were to be dispensed only upon registration. Particular
attention was to be paid to the fulfillment of military obligations. The documents acceptable for registration included birth or
marriage certificates, a note from the place of employment, military service papers, a trade union membership card, or school or
student identification. Those without valid documents could obtain a three-month temporary registration. Submission of false
documents would be penalized.

The registration system was the necessary complement to passports; within the city, passports meant little without such a
system. In turn, registration was predicated on "control" over places of residence. Such a
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watchdog system was partially undermined by both lack of staff and the nature of the housing and urban geography of
Magnitogorsk, which was spread out over twenty kilometers (see chapter 3). Up to a point, the less than strict registration
system provided a measure of slack in the operation of the city's passport control. And yet the registration system could be quite
troublesome for residents,[182]

Despite the give and take, the document shuffle was a tricky and dangerous game. There were periodic "exchanges" of
documents, and not just of party cards but also of Komsomol and trade union cards, even driver's licenses.['831 The newspaper
reported that in 1936, 9,390 expired passports were exchanged.[184] Such document exchanges could be harrowing, the least
suspicion—not to mention the anonymous affidavits from peers or neighbors—setting off an investigation. Although the militia
and other authorities were not very organized or efficient, all the registrations, re-registrations, questionnaires, document
exchanges, and anonymous informing and denunciations meant exposure could occur at any time. Many of those arrested for
petty criminal activity turned out to have phony passports, or none at all.

The continuous registration of the entire population was a major operation requiring considerable effort and resources that
often overtaxed the local officials. Indeed, authorities were still battling the hiring of workers without propiskas , with only
temporary propiskas , or with phony documents as late as 1938.[185] gyt by this time the document battle was heavily weighted
in the authorities' favor. Some people continued to live and work under their adopted identities, and the document market never
entirely disappeared. But the penalties became greater and the police net wider, as trains into and out of the city began to be
patrolled systematically and local cinemas and other public places were subjected to spot document inspections.

Migration into and out of Magnitogorsk continued after the passport system went into effect.[*861 But as Raphael Khitarov,
Lominadze's successor as city party secretary, proclaimed on New Year's Day, 1936, "the days when being sent to Magnitogorsk
was considered a painful ordeal and when the majority of workers felt like temporary visitors are over. Gone are the days when
the construction site resembled a revolving door,"[187 By this time, managing the movement of the population had become
"reqgularized," and Ma%nitogorsk's population movement came to resemble what were deemed "normal" migration patterns for
established cities.[188

The resolute actions undertaken to manage the labor supply, important as an indication of the authorities' worldview and of
what some forms of
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state coercion amounted to in everyday terms, no doubt had some effect in slowing down people's movements. In the end,
however, it was less the deployment of restrictive measures that "settled" the population at Magnitostroi than the fact that a
viable urban settlement, the city of Magnitogorsk, and new way of life had arisen there. Far more than a process of "upward
mobility," this entailed the creation of a new society. What began at the Magnitogorsk dam and was known initially as "the
struggle for cadres" became much more involved, as we shall see.

The Politics of Demography

Soviet authorities understood the notion of "population" as a problem of the supply of labor and, ultimately, of the strength of
the state. Of course, securing and managing a sufficient supply of "labor power" are critical goals in any industrial undertaking.
Such, for example, has always been the explicit purpose of the so-called company town, a nineteenth-century response to labor
unions and worker unrest that was intended to "attract, hold, and control labor."[*891 But according to a survey by the U.S.
National Resources Committee, in 1938 only about 2 million people (out of a population of 130 million) lived in what could be
classified as company towns.[1991 1 the USSR, virtually all towns had become company towns.

In the USSR, moreover, beyond the unstated goal of containing possible worker unrest, there was the additional
consideration that a "free" labor market on which individuals sold their labor power to the highest bidder was thought to be
characteristic of capitalism and thus inimical to socialism. The central allocation of labor power—meaning, the regulation of
population movement—was viewed as an integral part of central planning. In the event, "planning” labor allocation over so large
a country proved to be a formidable task but one that the Bolshevik leadership did not shrink from even after the enormity of
this proposition began to sink in. Nowhere were these ambitions and their repercussions more in evidence than at Magnetic
Mountain.

The peopling of Magnitostroi can be read as a case study in the Bolshevik leadership's crude methods of administrative rule,
and in the resourcefulness of individuals when confronted with difficult choices. Much of the country's peasantry was confined to
the new collective and state farms, but millions of rural inhabitants were offered a chance to out-migrate permanently. For some
this "offer" came in the form of deportation, while others could and often did turn the enormous demand for labor to their own
advantage, touring the country. When during the famine these mobile peas-
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ants were joined by those desperately in search of food, the regime adopted strong measures to deter the whirlwind "labor
fluidity" and settle the peas-ants-cum-construction workers at the new construction sites permanently with the passport and
propiska systems.

Such draconian measures proved easier to declare than to enforce. Neither the size and efficiency of the regular police nor
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the level of document technique permitted the full realization of the passport system. And these built-in limitations, in the face of
the uncompromising inflexibility of the system's goals and rules, made likely the adoption of tactics for the circumvention of the
new restrictions. Several methods for falsifying documents or for getting by without them—even a market in illegal documents—
arose. It was a game of unequal risk for the two sides; nevertheless, it was a two-sided game. Many people were forced to play
the dangerous game, yet the authorities were compelled to expend considerable efforts putting it into play.

At the same time, the goal of populating the construction site at Magnetic Mountain had been reached, albeit at greater
cost than had been anticipated. The authorities' unwavering insistence on the right to command individuals' relocation and,
above all, their readiness to use force against "class aliens" certainly made the daunting task less difficult. In a word, the
horrendous situation created in the village contributed mightily to the Bolshevik leadership's efforts to create a large permanent
population at Magnitostroi. The people streaming into Magnitostroi resembled refugees, and their large numbers and the
circumstances that impelled them on their journeys gave the impression that war was raging outside the territory of
Magnitostroi, as, in a sense, it was.

Still, from the authorities' point of view, populating Magnitostroi, along with the many other large new construction sites,
was a remarkable achievement. In the chaos and dislocation of the 1930s—admittedly engendered by their own policies of
compulsory collectivization and forced-pace industrialization—the authorities nevertheless managed to "bring in" and maintain
some 200,000 people at an isolated location under harsh and difficult conditions. No amount of coercion by itself is sufficient to
achieve such an outcome, except at an exclusively Gulag-controlled site. Although Magnitogorsk did have its share of people
transported and held there against their will, the majority of people were not prisoners but the inhabitants of what they rightly
viewed as a new society coming into being, and one where they were able to find a niche for themselves: a job, a place to live,
perhaps a family and some sense of self-worth.

Had the daunting feat of gathering an urban population been all the au-
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thorities sought to accomplish, the story of peopling Magnitostroi would have been dramatic enough. But in addition to settling a
very large contingent of people at an isolated site in a brief period, the authorities endeavored to re-create these people. The
goal was to teach them to work and think of themselves in specific ways, to imbue the new urbanites with a sense of historical
mission: the building of a socialist world. The effects of these efforts, in the context of the new society that emerged, have only
been touched upon here. This story will be taken up in part 2. Before that, however, we must examine the patterns of
Magnitogorsk's urban geography for what they tell us about the nature and parameters of the new world being built.
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3—
The ldiocy of Urban Life

But what was this? A village? Of course not. A small town? No. An encampment? A workers' settlement? A burg? No, officially this huge populated place
was called a city. But was it a city?
Valentin Kataev, Vremia, Vpered! (Time, Forward !)[1]

What was this place, Magnitogorsk? In truth, it was not easy to say, even if, like the novelist Valentin Kataev, you had visited it.
And it was no easier for the permanent urban inhabitants, or the city's leaders. Simply locating Magnitogorsk presented
difficulties, since it did not yet appear on any map. But you could buy a train ticket to Magnitogorsk or, more precisely, to a
destination of that name. In the first years, a train ride to Magnitogorsk from Moscow required five changes and routinely lasted
more than a week, even when everything went smoothly, which it rarely did. After one eight-day ride from Moscow in 1930, the
train came to its usual abrupt halt in the middle of the open steppe. Passengers looked out the window and, seeing nothing,
assumed there had been yet another breakdown. But then the conductor bellowed, "Magnitogorsk!" Could this barren,
windswept wasteland be the famous World Giant? The colorful journalist Semen Nariniani disembarked from the train, looked
around, turned to the station man, and asked, "Is it far to the city? "Two years," the man answered.[?]

As it happened, the station man was doubly wrong. It would be far more than two years to the completion of the fabled
"socialist city of the future." But it would be far less than two before the emergence of the actual city, which was growing that
very minute in front of the station man's eyes. The train station, or rather the site of the future train station (it too was a few
years away), formed the gates to the emerging urban territory:

Every day when the train arrived a panic broke out. Another four hundred workers! It was of course known beforehand that workers were coming, that
they would come every day. But all the same, every day their arrival posed an unpleasant dilemma. . . . In a forty-person barracks up to one hundred
fifty people would be squeezed. Of course they figured it was only
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for a day or two, but on the very next day, a new trainload arrived and they forgot about those from yesterday.[3]

In such apparently haphazard fashion did Magnitogorsk come into being.

Of course, Magnitogorsk was supposed to be the modern world's first completely planned city, the real-life laboratory that
planners worldwide believed would demonstrate for all time the advantages of urban planning.[4] In a sense, Magnitogorsk was
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"planned." Various sketches were made of the future city, and some of these schemas did guide part of the city's construction.
Soviet town planning, however, turned out to resemble after-the-fact "bootstrapping" as much as the coordinated realization of a
prior vision of the eventual form and function of a city—even in the case of Magnitogorsk, where there at least were some
preliminary conceptions for a modern industrial city.[ 1 paradoxical as it sounds, then, Magnitogorsk was a planned city that
arose largely in spite of the plans.

And yet, despite the generally chaotic conditions under which the city's main residential sections took shape and the
corresponding emergency nature of Soviet town planning, Magnitogorsk's urban geography coalesced into a distinct, if not
immediately obvious, pattern. In its own way, Magnitogorsk ended up faithfully reflecting the circumstances of its conception and
construction as the urban form for a new world founded on heavy industry. For this reason, the maligned planners, however
much they may have been offended by the outcome, could not completely disown the urban milieu they had a part in creating.
Their designs and the apparently spontaneous urban configurations that resulted turned out to have much in common.[®]

Urbanization in the early Stalin period has been discussed largely in general terms, without reference to the experience of
actual cities, and almost always only in the context of industrialization. Moshe Lewin, for example, has written of the large-scale
"ruralization" (okrestianivanie ) of Soviet cities during the industrialization drive, arguing that the movement of millions of
"backward" peasants into urban areas transformed Soviet urban society for the worse, ultimately paving the way, in combination
with the characteristics of the growing bureaucracy, for the deepening of political authoritarianism. Between Bolshevik
modernizers and the great mass of peasant muzhiks Lewin sees a clash "of almost two nations or two civilizations" whose
outcome turned out to be tragic for both.[”
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In Magnitogorsk, however, such "ruralization"—if that is the appropriate term—appears to have been largely beneficial, both
materially and in terms of social cohesion, given that the "peasant" urbanites helped prevent the rest of the town from starving
and showed remarkable abilities to cope in what proved to be a difficult, even dangerous, urban environment. In this chapter,
though, we are less concerned with the supposed consequences of the movement of peasants to cities than with the particular
vision of urban modernity that guided the rebuilding of existing cities and the construction of new ones.

As in the formation of an industrial economy so in town planning, the transcendence of capitalism was the vague but grand
goal. And once again, something less than transcendence became the unexpected result, although in the case of the city, the
failure to meet what were towering expectations proved far more disappointing. Yet no less than with the construction of the
modern factory, the uncommon opportunity to participate in and witness the building of what was supposed to be a new kind of
urban formation inspired extraordinary efforts and emotions.

Socialist City of the Future

As a socialist city, Magnitogorsk was to be the very opposite of a capitalist city—more accurately, the opposite of the capitalist
city as vilified by contemporaries. Rather than narrow, dark alleys and desolate slums, Magnitogorsk would be composed of wide,
bright streets, where the workers would live in shiny superblocks. A socialist city would not be founded on ignorance or
superstition but on education and science. And it would not be rampant with alcoholism but overflowing with "culture." In short,
Magnitogorsk was to be a place of hope and progress.[®] But who knew how to design such a city, or what form it should take?

In January 1930 the government of the Russian republic, Sovharkom RSFSR, announced a contest for the design of
Magnitogorsk, with a projected population of forty thousand.[®1 A bit earlier (December 1929), a parallel competition was
announced for a new kind of domicile.[*1 The deadline for receipt of proposals for the contests was March 1930. "To create a
city and new type of domicile, different from all existing ones that had been built thus far, in three months—as the conditions of
the competition demanded—was truly quite difficult," wrote Ignatiem Vernshtein, in an unpublished essay on the history of the
design of Magnitogorsk which he signed I. Ivich.[111 Byt during the Five-Year Plan time was considered of the essence—in this
specific case even more so, for there were already more
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than the projected forty thousand people at work building the factory on the cityless site.

Of the at least nineteen projects submitted in the 1930 city-design competition, the one submitted by Professor Chernyshev
was declared the winner.[*2] In keeping with the limits imposed by economy and a preference for a vaguely defined "socialized"
organization of city life, Chernyshev's plan called for public dining halls, baths, and reading rooms. But according to Ivich,

there were no great innovations in it: symmetrical superblocks [kvartaly ] of apartment buildings distributed along a central axis of the city from north to
south. On the main street were the public buildings. Every apartment building would contain . . . 1,500 people and would be square with an inner
courtyard.

Perhaps because it was altogether a less frightening and more conventional project than what some of the famous
architects were proposing in the country's leading architectural journals, Chernyshev's conception met favor with the State
Institute for the Planning of Cities (Giprogor), the agency initially charged with designing the new city.[13] Be that as it may,
Giprogor decided, in Ivich's words, to add a few details of "socialist settlement patterns."[14] These, however, were still to be
worked out. All anyone knew was that socialist settlements patterns were to be different from capitalist ones, whatever those
were.

Simultaneously, an agency of the Soviet government other than Giprogor sought to import the services of Ernst May from
capitalist Germany to design the vaguely understood noncapitalist city. May had won international acclaim at the International
Congress of Modern Architecture in 1929 for his workers housing settlements in Frankfurt.[15] There, he created a series of
semi-independent, compact, but not densely populated, settlements (Siedlungen ) equipped with extensive public facilities, such
as day-care centers, common washing areas, playgrounds, schools, and theaters. As for the housing itself, May—a functionalist
who paid due attention to sanitary and health considerations and an egalitarian who planned for equal access of all to sunlight,
air, and municipal services—used standardized, prefabricated housing, right down to the kitchens and furniture, to minimize
costs and construction time. In the first year, against a plan for 1,200, 2,200 new dwelling units had been built. In the second
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year, 3,000 more were built.[*®] Intrigued, the Soviet government sent a commission to Frankfurt in 1929 and invited May to
come to the USSR to plan not just large housing developments but whole cities.[17]
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For his part, May was very enthusiastic about the possibilities of urban planning in the Soviet context. In his position as chief
architect of Frankfurt, he had enjoyed wide powers in zoning, financing, and building instruction. Now, it seemed he would have
even greater powers. Accompanied by virtually his entire Frankfurt staff and a few non-German architects,[ls] May arrived in the
Soviet Union in 1930 with, in his words, a "free hand to solve the problems of the contemporary city."[19] "No one can predict
whether, what is the greatest national experiment of all times, is going to succeed," he wrote, "but it is infinitely more important
for me to take part in this immense task than to worry about the security of my private existence."[?%1 1t was a promising
collaboration.[#1]

Even before May had set foot in the USSR, however, "from Magnitogorsk came telegram after telegram: it's time to build!"
Although under severe pressure to work quickly, May, when asked to critique Chernyshev's existing plan, decided instead to
offer his own alternative.[?2] patterned after one of his settlements in Frankfurt, May's proposal for Magnitogorsk was billed as a
"linear city." First developed by Arturo Soria y Mata in the nineteenth century, the "linear city" held sway over the imaginations
of many celebrated architects. It called for an elongated stretch of uniform rows of superblock neighborhood units running
parallel to the industrial zone (minimizing transportation to and from work) that was protected by a green belt wedged between
the |I\[/I2r;3 and production zones. According to his biographer, May worked on the Magnitogorsk linear city sketch for an entire
year.

But after being whisked to the site in late October 1930 as part of an unwieldy commission made up of representatives
from Tsekombank, Giprogor, and several other or?anizations, May discovered that a linear city alongside the steel plant could
not be accommodated to the local topography.[24 Much the same had happened several months earlier to the less elaborate
plan of Cherng/shev, who "looking over the future site of Magnitogorsk" was said to have "rejected his own project" as
unsuitable.[25] May had not been forewarned.

Even more surprising, when he arrived at the site May found that the city he had been asked to design was already under
construction. On 5 July 1930, three months ahead of the German architect's arrival but just in time for the opening of the
Sixteenth Party Congress, the local authorities in Magnitogorsk organized a ceremonial laying of the foundation stone for the first
apartment building on what was named Pioneer street. This was done even though Chernyshev had just repudiated his own
design, and a proposal from May had not yet been received. The ceremony, conducted
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with the usual fanfare and in the presence of fourteen thousand peozple, marked the commencement of work on the first part of
the city, whose configuration and positioning were still unresolved.[?€]

For the city's location there were two very different choices: build either on the left bank, or eastern side, of the Ural River,
where the factory and mine were situated and where temporary settlements had sprung up; or on the right bank, that is, on the
other side of the industrial lake, at a distance of several kilometers from the industrial zone and the existing settlements (see
maps 1 and 2). Given the necessity, with the right-bank variant, of building what loomed as a costly and logistically complicated
bridge and mass transit system across the lake—to say nothing of difficulties of carrying out construction work on the right bank,
far away from the economic base provided by the factory—the left-bank option seemed the more feasible. Above all, the
Ieft-ba[r21I7<]variant promised far more finished housing by the time the steel plant was to be put into operation, supposedly in
1932.

When the left-bank site was indeed chosen by government authorities in 1930, assurances were made that the prevailing
wind direction would carry the smoke and harmful emissions from the future factory to the southwest and not toward the
southeastern city. But on the site, it was immediately discovered during construction that all of the harmful smoke and fumes
blew directly southeast.[?8] Instead of shifting to the right bank, however, the solution adopted was to move the proposed
left-bank city a distance of at least two kilometers from the factory. (Remarkably, Chernyshev's proposal for the left-bank city
had called for building the city directly adjacent to the factory gates, and construction of the city center was well underway,
despite his repudiation.)[?°1 It was at this point, after the city had been placed on the left bank but shoved back a bit, that May
had arrived at Magnetic Mountain to discover that he had been betrayed by the undulating terrain on the eastern side of the
river and by the premature start of construction,[30]

Ultimately, it was not the lay of the land that hemmed May in but the siting of the factory, which meant that the only area
remaining on the left bank within reasonable proximity of the factory turned out to be hilly. Obviously, the mountain containing
the iron ore could not be moved, but because it was out in the middle of the wide open steppe, there was plenty of space. Yet
once the site was chosen for the factory (adjacent to the mine, east of the river), and once the first dam on the Ural River was
completed and the plain flooded (producing a huge artificial lake some fourteen kilometers long and more than one kilometer
wide), the territory around the
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Map 1.
Ernst May, Left-bank variant for Magnitogorsk, 1933.
Adapted from Sovetskaia arkhitektura, 1933, no. 3.
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Map 2.
Ernst May, Right-bank variant for Magnitogorsk, 1933.
Adapted from Sovetskaia arkhitektura, 1933, no. 3.

iron-ore deposits was all of a sudden sharply redefined. Well before Ernst May, or anyone else, was invited to design the
new city, the left-bank siting of the factory had been settled, and, although virtually none of the actual drawings and blueprints
for the factory was at hand, construction on the plant had begun, making the decision as immutable as the iron-ore mountain
itself.

May returned to the site in February 1931, along with the on-site operational team director, the Dutchman Mart Stam, and
the rest of his "German" brigade.[31] Parallel development of the production and living spheres, May's quintessential idea, had
been summarily rendered out of the ques-

— 114 —
tion, but the need to minimize the distance between home and workplace persisted. This would of necessity involve coming up
with some kind of plan for the territory east of the factory and south of the mine. In this space, the presence of three smaller
hills—which did not contain iron ore— meant that almost all the remaining flat territory on the left bank that was not as far away
from the factory as the right bank had already been accounted for—except for a small triangle stretching from the factory gates
to a knoll called Karadyrka (black hill, in Kazakh). In what became willynilly a modification of Chernyshev's design radiating out
of the factory, May adapted himself as best as he could to this geography, shoehorning a "socialist city" into the triangle.

The hilly and difficult terrain in this area limited the size of the city that the triangular site could accommodate. Moreover,
the projected dimensions for the factory had been vastly increased, taking into account probable future expansion. And the
apparently unavoidable relocation of the left-bank city into that triangle placed it very close to the mine and the cleansing lakes
of the ore-enriching plant. Not only would the space required for these lakes further diminish the land available for the city, the
lakes' release of sulphurous gases posed a potential health hazard. With the location of the factory and its water supply (the
industrial lake) shoving him into an ever-smaller triangle harassed by the poisonous gases of the mine and the noxious fumes
from the steel plant, May could very well have felt that he and his left-bank city were characters in a Greek tragedy: doomed by
the contrivance of circumstances to fail, yet destined to struggle to the end.

It was impossible not to see the advantage, even the necessity, of building the city on the right bank. But indecision, rather
than forceful measures to address the problems, characterized the government's response. With debate over the location of the
city taking place at various levels of the Soviet bureaucracy and different decisions being taken by different authorities, the
proposed location of Magnitogorsk flopped back and forth between the left bank and the right.[32 In the words of one popular

ditty,
Nalevo li? Napravo li? To the left? To the right?
Sotsgorod, budesh gde Socialist City, where will you be?
ty?
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Tvoi proekty plavali Your designs have been drifting

Dva goda bez otveta. Two years without an answer.[33]

So it would be until after the war.

Given the conflicting instructions he received, May was compelled to draw up plans for both a left-bank and a right-bank
city. For the former, he
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modified his already once-revised plan to include a northern satellite city above the factory, located some distance from the
southeastern triangle. As could have been expected from May, the northern satellite was to be built as an independent city, with
its own city center, cultural facilities—in short with everything the southeastern city would have. Thus, despite the undesirable
separation of its two parts, May's modified left-bank city with a northern satellite seemed sensible because the factory could be
expected to expand in precisely a northerly direction. In any case, short of moving the city farther from the factory, beyond
Karadyrka, thereby defeating the purpose of a left-bank city (proximity to work), it is difficult to see what else May could have
suggested for the left bank.

By contrast, the right bank offered May the freedom in design that he had originally counted on. In May's project, the right
bank formed a single residential zone, while the left bank, with the factory and mine, formed a unified production zone. Only the
distance between the residential and industrial zones could evoke criticism, but this also had its positive aspect, for the industrial
lake could serve as a "green belt" neatly separating the two zones and shielding the city from the harmful emissions of the steel
plant. Upon completion of the right-bank city, all residential sections on the left bank were to be removed. In short, with the
right bank variant the "linear city" was revived.

In early 1932, May's two proposals were under consideration by the scientific and technical council of the People's
Commissariat of Municipal Economy (Narkomkhoz), which seems to have reendorsed the left-bank variant.[34] Despite the
obvious superiority of a right-bank city from so many points of view, it is not difficult to comprehend the council's decision, for at
the time there were more than 100,000 people living on the construction site in temporary installations that were all on the left
bank. Furthermore, construction of the permanent city on the left bank was already underway. In effect, a decision for the left
bank was not necessary, while one for the right bank did not seem practical. Yet the very same council that ruled for the left
bank ordered that investigatory work on the suitability of the right bank begin . This could inspire little confidence in the
long-delayed and evidently reluctant decision in favor of the left bank.

At the site, construction on the left-bank city (without the northern satellite) continued, independently of all
decision-making bodies, according to May's drawings.[35] For the triangular Magnitogorsk tract, May designed parallel rows of
five-story equidistant apartment buildings positioned to allow each inhabitant generous access to light and air. The buildings
were divided into single-room sleeping "cells" joined by a corridor. They had no
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kitchens, not even communal ones, as the city plan called for an extensive network of public dining halls. Buildings were grouped
into superblocks, which contained housing and public facilities for eight thousand to ten thousand people. May's egalitarian plan
of identical, equidistant structures also called for highly sim]plified design and construction work, so that the settlement could be
put up in something approaching assembly-line fashion.[3¢

Such a "communalist" design followed the mandate issued by Sovharkom RSFSR in its 11 November 1929 decree calling for
the construction of a "socialist" city with "maximum socialization of everyday life."[371 Uniformity was also an explicit objective.
In the words of one governmental report issued in the early 1930s, "life in every superblock will be the same. . . . There will be
no reason to go to a different one." For solving the problem of how a resident could tell in which identical superblock he or she
actually lived, the author of this official report hit upon the obvious solution: "paint each superblock a different color."[38]

On the site, meanwhile, when it became clear what kind of buildings were being built, a protest meeting was called to voice
concern. "Engineer [Mart] Stam proved that he was building exactly what had been designed by the architect May," Ivich wrote.
"With this no one could argue, but people pleaded that what was being designed by May was not at all what a Soviet worker
needed." Instead of having the communalist design altered, however, the stormy meeting ended with "its initiators being booted
from the trade union" for "'engaging in the discrediting of German specialists.'" "The criticism," Ivich concluded, "was
smothered," at least for the time being.[3°]

In truth, what May sketched on paper was often altered during construction through no fault of his "brigade." Two German
engineers who went to check on the woodworking factory, for example, reported being horrified at the quality of work being
done.[*°] similarly, although May's design specified a central heating system for the buildings, allowance for which had duly
been made, there were no radiators (and no kitchen stoves to compensate for the absence of central heating). Likewise, his
design called for indoor toilets and space had been set aside for them, but there was no equipment to install and, in any case, no
sewage system in the city to hook the pipes up to.

Of all the deficiencies, the sewage problem was perhaps the most regrettable. "When the buildings were about to be
occupied, work on the sewage system had only gone so far as to dig a dozen trenches in different places," Ivich wrote. "At night,
in the dark, passersby would fall into them.
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The trenches were not filled in, and neither were pipes laid in them." He added that "along the street across from the buildings
they built a number of outhouse-like temporary toilets. In the wintertime at 40° below, people had to climb down from the
fourth floor and dash across the street in order to go to the toilet." More than inconvenience was at issue, however, for the
outhouses proved to be highly unsanitary.[41]
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Many of the problems plaguing May's left-bank city, and residential construction generally, stemmed from local officials’
fixation on industrial construction, an obsession that can be illustrated by the story of the building of the movie theater, Magnit.
According to Ivich:

At the beginning of 1932 the equipment for a sound cinema was sent to the construction site. Funds for the construction of a building were appropriated.
Comrade Molotov sent a telegram, inquiring how the construction was proceeding. The city party bureau gathered, summoning the chief of industrial
construction for a report on the construction of the cinema. There wasn't much to report. The cinema was not being built. Ten days later came a
telegram from Comrade Postyshev: "How is the cinema construction?" Again the city party bureau; again a report. But they began to see that this was a
serious matter. They couldn't escape with words alone. So they had some construction materials brought in, sent over a few dozen workers, and began
to build a bit. Ten days later—another telegram from Molotov: "How's the cinema?" City party bureau; report. Some more materials were brought in, the
number of workers was doubled. A few more telegrams and the cinema was completed.[42

This did not, of course, prevent propagandists from enveloping the opening of the cinema in the usual avalanche of
sloganeering. A newspaper article, neglecting to mention any problems with the cinema's construction, called the opening[ an
event of "enormous political significance" and "a great achievement in the struggle for the creation of a socialist culture."” 43]

In fairness to local authorities, not only were their necks on the line for the pace of factory construction, which was
constantly lagging, but every amendment to the city design, no matter how apparently trivial, required approval from
Moscow.[#41 Although local leaders did fail to take the initiative on certain projects, after which they invariably scrambled to
cover their tracks, it is clear that Moscow did not trust its representatives on the spot to make even elementary decisions. Be
that as it may, the larger point remains: construction of the steel plant, at the same time as it haunted the location of the city,
gutted residential construction.

"The construction of the city," Ivich wrote, "was a sort of reserve storehouse for the construction of the factory.
Lazarev, the on-site representative of Giprogor, reported that of the 8 million rubles allocated for hous-

w[45]
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ing construction in 1931, only 1.5 million were actually spent on housing, the rest having been diverted to the factory and
related enterprises. As a result, Lazarev pointed out in the spring of 1931, "right now on the left bank, aside from two unfinished
apartment buildings, there is nothing built." Of course, the higher authorities were still deliberating upon which bank of the Ural
River to place the city. In the opinion of Lazarev, the right bank was clearly superior, but he was overseeing left-bank
construction, admittedly without great success.[*®

More than a year later, little improvement had been made. During an era in which anything less than 100 percent
fulfillment of targets was potential cause for a criminal investigation, the 1932 plan for housing construction was being fulfilled at
10 percent.[47] Recall that one of the chief reasons for locating the city on the left bank had been that housing for steel workers
would be ready when the plant began operation. This illusion was shattered. Moscow, in the words of Ivich, "was shocked by this
incomprehensible situation," which reached the agenda of the country's highest governmental commission, the Council of Labor
and Defense (STO).

In August 1932, STO ordered the formation in Magnitogorsk of a separate residential construction agency, with its own
money, materials, and workers. Furthermore, STO decreed that all the unfinished buildings (forty-six of them) be brought to
completion, and that a definitive city plan, which had yet to materialize in one and a half years, be ready in four months.[48] 1t
was quite a mystery, however, from which hat local officials would pull a residential construction agency, complete with building
materials, tools, and skilled workers.[*91 A "new" detailed city plan did not materialize until March 1933, when the government
newspaper simply republished May's left-bank design With the northern satellite, even though this idea had been rejected.[50]
From the point of view of Magnitogorsk officials, meeting STO's strictures may have seemed desirable yet scarcely feasible. In
the event, the directives of the country's highest government commission were destined to be unheeded.

Painfully aware that the construction of brick apartment buildings was not keeping pace with factory construction, local
authorities obtained permission to build 225 two-story shchitovye , or lattice-wood, buildings with twelve apartments each.[51]
But even these easy-to-build structures, which outnumbered brick apartment buildings until well after the war, were put
together shabbily.[ 2] Residential construction was one of the Soviet Union's most backward industries, and in Magnitogorsk,
where most energies, materials, personnel, and money were riding on industrial construction, res-
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idential construction Iag?ed, swallowing up not a few people in those years, including the internationally acclaimed German
architect, Ernst May.[®

Removed from the Magnitogorsk job in November 1932, May departed the USSR in 1933 a frustrated, bitter, and
disappointed man.[541 That year public criticism of his Magnitogorsk superblock was renewed and shifted from the remote site to
the central press. In a leading Soviet architectural journal, May was taken to task for failing to adopt a sufficiently "Leninist"
approach in his design work. No mention was made of the string of obstacles to a viable design he had encountered, or even
what was meant by the formulaic condemnation of his work.[55 Ivich, writing some two years later, however, was more
specific. Describing May's buildings as "box-like structures without the least attempt to embellish their military barracks
[kazarmennyi ] facade," he concluded that they "could elicit enthusiasm only among lovers of prison architecture."[56]

Yet were not May's buildings merely the expression in stone of the standardized communal life that Soviet pamphleteers
had championed? Should not radical communalization itself have been on trial? That is, in effect, what was happening, although
May was absorbing all the blame. To be sure, May was a supreme champion of communalization, but this was one of the reasons
he had been hired. Another important factor, however, was at work here. For May, there was no need to adorn a building with
flourishes that could not be justified functionally. But for the Soviet authorities, no less than many ordinary people, their
buildings had to "look like something;' had to make one feel proud, make one see that the proletariat (not literally) would have
its attractive buildings. May chose neither to conceal the disciplinary quality of modern living nor to stylize it with the
socialist-realist aesthetic.

What further bothered the Soviets about May's design was that the buildings were not arranged so as to form inner
courtyards. Given that his project provided for communal facilities to be evenly distributed throughout the city, May had
reasoned that a physical sense of community would arise naturally and need not be planned into the orientation of the
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apartment buildings. Moreover, optimal accessibility for each and everyone to sun and light was by definition impossible if
enclosed inner courtyards were designed. But in Magnitogorsk, there was a long and severe winter. Rather than sun and air, it
was for the snow and wind that an architect should have oriented the buildings, shielding the people as much as possible. What
in theory looked like equality, and might have been in a different climate, in the USSR turned out to be exposure. May's
superblock resembled a wide open "passageway" (prokhodnoi dvor ). Failing to take
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into account the conditions in which his egalitarian planning ideas would be given expression, the great German architect had
blundered.[571

May's failures, only partly his fault, were shocking, for when he first arrived in the USSR everything had pointed toward
success. The architect himself had spoken wide-eyed of the "free hand" he would have in the Soviet Union for planning cities,
given the absence of private property. But as it turned out, May had to contend with constraints far more powerful than private
ownership, including working without a real building industry and within the Soviet bureaucracy. It was, however, something
more fundamental that had cornered May right from the start, and from which he could never escape. One of his earliest articles
in a local Magnitogorsk publication explaining the socialist city was accompanied bg a single illustration. It was not of a
residence, a boulevard, a park, a school house, or a laundry but a blast furnace.[58]

By the time of May's departure, construction on only one of his proposed superblocks had been started. When Sergo
Ordzhonikidze visited Magnitogorsk in July 1933 to inquire about the steel plant, he also hoped to take stock of this "socialist
city." He was evidently shocked. In a speech delivered locally on 27 July 1933, a furious Ordzhonikidze fumed that in general
local officials only knew how to beg central authorities for help, instead of tackling matters on their own, and that the chief of
city construction, Khrashchevskii, at first had not wanted to show him anything. No wonder. Upon approaching the single
superblock, "the scent of the outhouses whacked him in the nose," Ivich wrote, adding that "those who knew comrade
Ordzhonikidze well remarked that he rarely was in such a foul mood."[5°]

Ordzhonikidze issued an avalanche of impatient decrees calling for improvements in living conditions. Instead of the lofty
designation "socialist city" he ordered the use of the mundane "urban raion ," or district (later named the Kirov district in honor
of Sergei Kirov, the Leningrad party secretary assassinated in December 1934). "When referring to your socialist city it is wrong
to speak about a 'socialist city," the industry commissar remarked during his speech. "This is a direct insult to socialism. One
ought not to use the word socialist when it is inappropriate to do so. You have named some manure a socialist city. A 'socialist
city'—and it's impossible to live in it."[601 On the spot, Ordzhonikidze scrapped the idea of a left-bank city altogether, ruling that
after the completion of the work underway, further construction of permanent housing on the left bank was to stop. Back in
Moscow, a 23 November 1933 decree of STO once again shifted the socialist city to the right bank.[61]
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Maybe they could get it right the second time: a fresh start, a totally new socialist city, just like that, by decree! Construction
was to commence right away, since not a few years had already been wasted with what Was now viewed as the escapade on the
left bank. But a detailed plan was still years off.[62] Meanwhile, a preliminary conception of the new right-bank city was severely
criticized in January 1934 by Magnitogorsk party secretary Beso Lominadze, who revealed that of the eight thousand workers
engaged in residential construction, all were busy repairing what had been done so far. Lominadze warned that on the right
bank, "we are in for the exact same mess [kasha ] that we currently have on the left bank."[63]

When the year 1934 brought no progress toward a right-bank city, the date for "beginning" construction was moved to
1935 (another fresh start). That year the city launched an experiment which had been inspired by May to build prefabricated
housing made of large concrete panels. A visiting correspondent for the oblast newspaper, who called these buildings "the most
interesting part of the construction," said they "resembled the little houses that children build out of blocks." "This is the future,"
he wrote with clairvoyance. But in 1935 that future was some time away. Only two such panel buildings were completed, both
near the Magnit cinema.[64]

After the new start for the right-bank socialist city had been declared in 1935, not a word was heard until 1937. That year,
the newspaper reported the following grim news:

The construction was begun in 1935. Last year [1936], the walls of four buildings were erected. Now the only thing they are doing is building a single
school. There is a night watchman on the site, but in the daytime, construction materials are carried off by whoever bothers to take the trouble.

When pressed in May 1937 to explain the unpromising situation, Vikentii Zverev, the new chief of residential construction,
promised that "we'll be conducting the work when it gets warmer." He admitted, however, that "for us, it is still unclear what we
are to build there."[65]

In 1938, Aleksandr Semenov, Magnitogorsk's new city party secretary (the third in the brief four-year history of the
right-bank city), reported that as of the first of the year, there should have been 150,000 square meters of living space in
well-built, permanent buildings on the right bank sufficient for 30,000 people. As of late 1938, however, there was not a single
square meter of space in a completed permanent building. On the right bank, in place of Magnitogorsk's (second) fabled socialist
city, there were
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just a few lattice-wood "carcass" buildings, some primitive makeshift shelters, and a labor colony (whose existence was omitted
from the subsequently published version of Semenov's report).[66]

Back on the woebegone left bank, with May's departure Soviet architects had taken over the design of what was designated
the second super-block, where by 1936 two outwardly impressive apartment houses with spacious apartments arranged around
an inner courtyard were completed. Also, May's first superblock was redone: communal kitchens were installed inside the
buildings and many of the one-room apartments were consolidated, forming larger spaces. In size, appearance, and interior
design, the second superblock buildings were far more generous than May's, even in the latter's redesigned form. But the
Soviet-designed buildings suffered from almost as many problems connected with faulty construction, ranging from profusely
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leaking faucets and toilets that did not flush to windows that for want of glass had to be covered with boards and stuffed with
rags.

There had been so much trouble that when another large apartment building, the third of superblock number two, was
finished in the spring of 1937, no one was allowed to move in: heaters were leaking, bathtubs had yet to be installed, and there
were no wall sockets. Such nedodelki ("things not completed") were the bane of Soviet construction. Just as frustrating was the
fact that so much of what was built had to be redone. "The residential construction trust builds badly and expensively," the

newspaper wrote in 1937. "The same work is done and redone several times."[671 The dream socialist city was built on both
banks, but really on neither.[68]

From the start there had been little comprehension of the task of building a complete new city, of whatever design.[6°] In
the original competition guidelines, for example, the projected size of the future city had been estimated at only forty thousand
people. This measly figure was arrived at by taking the number of workers necessary to operate the metallurgical plant
(estimated at twenty thousand) and then multiplying it by the average number of people per family (four), giving a result of
eighty thousand. This number was reduced by half because it was assumed that women were to be "released" from the drudgery
of housework and cooking, thanks to the proposed system of communal dining halls and laundries, and thus made available for
"productive" work. There would be no "waste" of unproductive labor, that hallmark of the antiquated bourgeois family, but
instead, a superior economy of people.[70]

In the event, however, not many women were "released" for "productive" work, and the projected number of a mere
40,000 inhabitants had to be raised. And what about the people who would not be employed in met-
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allurgy, such as barbers, launderers, teachers, shoemakers, dining hall servers and cooks, members of the city soviet and the
party apparat? None of them, indeed no one not directly employed in ferrous metallurgy, had been included in the calculations,
for socialist cites were devoted to industrial production, not to "non-productive" services. When this "oversight" finally forced its
way into the planners' heads, it became necessary to forego the anticipated "economy of people." By an August 1932 STO
decree, the target urban population of Magnitogorsk became 200,000, which was nothing but a guess as to how many
inhabitants were already there.

How was it possible to plan for a city without planning for the people necessary to make it function? At bottom the
Bolsheviks understood the city as a place to settle their factory and that factory's skilled workers. In all the dozens of pamphlets
written about Magnitogorsk during the 1930s, there was never one issued that was devoted exclusively to the city. Discussion of
the city, if it was included at all, came as the last chapter, after each of the industrial shops had been enumerated. In the apt
words of the ubiquitous journalist Semen Nariniani, the city was the factory's "every-day-life shop" (kulturno-bytovoi tsekh ).[711
Originally, such an everyday-life shop was to be no more than a simple "workers' settlement." OnIEl when the proposed
dimensions of the factory grew did the idea of a socialist city displace that of a factory settlement. 721 Byt the two were really
one and the same.

Before Ernst May had been called in, before the first competition for the new city had been announced, Gipromez published
an artist's conception of the future city in its 1929 volume on the design of the factory (see map 3). As can be seen from the
drawing, the city emerges wholly out of the factory, with the streets emanating radially out of the factory gates.[73] This
pictorial fantasy starkly revealed the nature of the Bolshevik conception of the world. The Bolsheviks thought that once the steel
plant had been established, everything else would flow naturally: build a steel plant and civilization will follow; more exactly,
build a steel plant, and that is civilization. In a way, this is precisely how things turned out.

Domains of the Privileged

The 1932 plan fulfillment rate for residential construction of 10 percent was a lowpoint, but in subsequent years results remained
well below 50 percent.[74] Yet even these lowly figures indicate that if not a radiant city, at least something was built. That
something was the Kirov district, still known colloquially as Socialist City, which in 1938 John Scott, like most
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Map 3.
Artist's rendering of the factory and city, 1929. From Pavel Egorov,
The Magnitogorsky (Magnetic Mountain) Metallurgical Works (Moscow, 1929).

people who remembered it in worse days, thought was "something to be seen,"[75]

Providing a clue to the identity of the Kirov district's inhabitants, Scott related that "it was 1933 before the first buildings in
the Socialist City were occupied" and that "some 200 non-valiuta foreigners were the first to occupy these apartment buildings.
Most were German-speaking skilled workers." Scott and his family also lived there, as did many other people of relative
advantage. Simply put, the Kirov district was not a place in which one obtained living quarters without having earned the favor
of the authorities.

In praising Socialist City, Scott seems to have had in mind only the first superblock, which by 1938 boasted a pedestrian
mall graced with fountains and tenderly nurtured saplings, as well as most of the city's decent stores. By contrast, the second
superblock—whose three main buildings and many other carcass buildings housed more than three thousand people— still had
no streets, sidewalks, or shops, and no one could say when they
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would have them.[”71 But the coveted second superblock's generous-sized apartments were perhaps even more exclusive than
the first's, judging by a quasi-sociological survey of the inhabitants of one building in the second superblock published in the city
newspaper.

What was known as building no. 11 in the second superblock was said to consist of fifty apartments in which one hundred
wage-earners lived, along with their dependents. The tenants' average monthly earnings were given as 554 rubles (the city
average was approximately 300). Thirty of the inhabitants of building no. 11 were said to have a higher education and
thirty-eight more to have completed middle school (impressive by Soviet standards). A remarkable fifty-seven had been to a
resort that year. Fuller responses, including photographs, were published for fourteen people, among whom were a senior
economist, the head of the factory's auxiliary smithing shop, five distinguished skilled workers, a shift foreman, a high-level
bureaucrat, a school director, a professor, an employee of the chemical Iaborator¥, and a youth official (the latter two being
women). The happy message—deserved success—was exhibited for all to see.[78

Taken together, the handful of brick and numerous carcass buildings of the Kirov district's two superblocks housed
approximately 15 percent of Magnitogorsk's population, along with the city's best schools, children's nurseries, and other
facilities. This made them a place for the relatively better off, professionals and skilled workers—what might loosely be called the
Soviet equivalent of middle and lower-middle classes, as long as we bear in mind their extraordinary degree of dependency on
the authorities.[”®] Privileged as it was, however, the Kirov district was not the domain of the most privileged. That distinction
was reserved for another part of town, whose formation spoke volumes about the emerging society.

In 1930, the top leadership on the site was suddenly informed by the authorities in Moscow that American specialists were
coming and that suitable housing for them should be completed before they arrived. The order stipulated that the foreigners
were to be afforded living conditions approximating those to which they were accustomed—this at a remote, virtually barren
construction site. Despite the constraints, Moscow's order was carried out to the letter.

For the new "American town" (Amerikanka), the local leadership chose the only wooded area anywhere near the site: a
small birch grove to the north of the factory and across the far side of the hills from the mine.[8%1 Here they built some
individual homes and a few larger multi-occupancy, two-story stucco bungalows with separate sleeping quarters, a common
living room, a kitchen with a wood-burning stove, indoor toilets, and bath-
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rooms with water heaters. One structure functioned as a communal dining facility, which provided waitress service and where, as
one Magnitogorsk inhabitant tellingly remembered, the Americans were supplied with "their own silverware."[81] On the grounds
the authorities also installed volleyball and tennis courts for summer recreation.[82] One Soviet official recalled that the
Americanstsv%m were said to be no strangers to Russian vodka, "managed to dance the foxtrot to the accompaniment of a
balalaika."

At first, the on-site director, Iakov Shmidt, stipulated that only foreigners were to be quartered in Amerikanka, but with the
arrival in January 1931 of Iakov Gugel, Shmidt's edict restricting the enclave to foreigners was forgotten. "The local secretary of
the party was the first to get in, as did the chief of the GPU," wrote Raymond Stuck, one of the American specialists stationed at
Magnitogorsk. "From then on it was a stampede." The free-for-all, which included incidents of squatting in partially completed
structures and forced evictions, continued until Gugel proclaimed that as far as Soviet citizens were concerned, only higher-ups
were to be permitted. Gugel "promptly installed himself in the best house in the American village and completely refurnished it
with fine furnishings," wrote Stuck, who added that the Soviet Civil War veteran maintained a retinue of servants, two cars, the
finest local team of horses, and the best carriage and sleigh.[84]

By the time the last Americans and other foreign specialists sent by the big firms had left in 1932, only Soviet officials
remained. To reflect the new situation, the name of the enclave was changed from Amerikanka to Berezka (birch tree). Viktor
Kizenko, Gugel's chief of blast furnace construction who moved into the renamed Berezka in February 1931, later remembered it
as "something of an oasis."[8%] At the time, Kizenko and the other chiefs of construction for each future shop under Gugel
appear to have been known as the "appanage princes."[86

With the arrival of Magnitogorsk Director Avraamii Zaveniagin in mid-1933, Berezka really came into its own. Zaveniagin
had a dozen large individual houses built for himself and his closest associates that according to John Scott were "copied almost
exactly from American architectural catalogues" with a result "very much approaching Mount Vernon."[871 Along with the factory
director on the new street lived the city party secretary, the chief of the Magnitogorsk security police (as of 1934, the NKVD),
the factory's chief engineer (Zaveniagin's deputy), the chiefs of various shops, the chief engineer of the mine, and the factory's
chief electrician (the latter two were valued "prisoner" specialists in exile).

Predictably, Zaveniagin's own house was the largest: a three-story,
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fourteen-room stuccoed brick structure that contained individual bedrooms and a playroom for his two children, a music room, a
large study, and a billiard room. This mini-estate, enclosed by a high brick wall complete with steel gates and an armed guard,
boasted a luxurious garden. "My garden at Magnitka," Zaveniagin proudly recalled many years later, "was, if not the first and
only, surely one of the very, very few gardens in the Urals."[88] 30hn Scott, who had access to the Magnitogorsk archives, wrote
that Zaveniagin's house cost a quarter of a million rubles. All expenses, from the construction materials to the labor to the
ongoing maintenance, were ascribed to the factory budget.[89]

Other "cottages," as they were called, may have been less impressive than the big boss's—altogether in Berezka there were
about 150 buildings, not all of them single-family—but each far exceeded in comfort any accommodations outside this walled
community. Moreover, along with relatively luxurious accommodations in a garden setting, the inhabitants of Magnitogorsk's
elite enclave also enjoyed the services of well-stocked, restricted-access stores, chauffeur-driven Ford automobiles, expense
accounts, and the steel plant's lakeside resort, built about forty kilometers away in the Ural mountains at Bannoe ozero. Here
they and their families could swim, fish, and hunt in the mountainous outdoors, staying over, if they wished, in a cabin.[®0]

As could have been expected, the local elite's takeover and transformation of Amerikanka was not publicly chronicled, but
rather remarkably, the emergence of a kind of "high society" centered in Berezka was. Toward the latter part of the decade, for
example, the newspaper was filled with stories of a new specialty perfume shop, Téjé, which was a smashing success, its sales
being "way above plan" according to gushing reports accompanied by photographs of women in fashionable attire.[glj Besides
the eau de cologne "Carmen," Téjé had its customers wild over the latest scent, "Caucasus Riviera."[92]

The city newspaper also noted that on May Day in 1936, Magnitogorsk began a tradition of masquerade balls. Held in the
Engineers' and Technicians' Club (DITR), the first ball was organized by the so-called Council of Engineers' Wives—in effect, the
successor to the Zhenotdel or women's department of the party, and the clientele who picked the shelves bare in Téjé (no less a
personage than Mariia Zaveniagin, the wife of the steel plant director, was elected council president).[93] The ball, like the
perfume shop, was by invitation only. As it happened, however, the organizers had to issue a second set of tickets, canceling the
first (apparently, "undesirable elements" had managed to get hold of some tickets, threatening to undermine
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the event's exclusivity). According to the city newspaper, the revelers danced until 3 A.M .—the factory worked around the
clock—but the costume contest was a major disappointment. No first prize was awarded. "The majority of costumes did not shine
with special creativity and originality," sniffed the newspaper, which bore the name "The Magnitogorsk Worker."[94]

To be sure, privilege had from the beginning been an integral part of life in Magnitogorsk. The authorities made
conspicuous efforts to reward the loyal and the industrious. There were special dining halls for "shock workers," engineers and
technical personnel, as well as special housing.[95] The "survey" of the inhabitants of building no. 11 in Socialist City deliberately
conveyed as much. But the privileges of party and other officials—whose principal ethic was supposed to be one of sacrifice and
service to the people—were for the most part strenuously concealed, with the striking exception of the newspaper accounts of
the shopping and after-hours exploits of Berezka society.[96]

Magnitogorsk's "high society" did not compare with Moscow's, where the party, police, and military elite lived in far greater
luxury than had the well-off nobles before the revolution, but the inhabitants of Berezka aspired to an upper-class lifestyle in
what was supposed to be a proletarian town. Echoing the writings of Vera Dunham, Sheila Fitzpatrick has argued that the
embourgeoisement of the Soviet political elite—much denounced at the time by some diehard revolutionaries—was nothing more
than the "natural consequence" of the rise of people with working-class backgrounds.[97] Whatever the origins of the elite's
predilection for a glamorous lifestyle, its appearance could not help but jar public sensitivities.

John Scott, who wrote that "Berezka was a little world in itself," believed that "most of the Magnitogorsk workers had no
idea who lived there or how."[98] The writer Nina Kondratkovskaia who lived in Magnitogorsk during the same period as Scott
took a different view. "In the early 1930s everybody lived essentially the same," she recalled in an interview in 1987. "There
were differences at the extremes, but for everyone tough conditions were the rule. By the second half of the 1930s, however,
there appeared a conspicuous group who lived better and enjoyed definite privileges." She added that "they were an elite,
considered themselves such, and were viewed by the people as such. And they lived in Berezka." Indeed, despite the enclave's
exclusivity, word-of-mouth reports from cleaning and other service personnel helped spread stories of high living throughout the
rest of town.[9°]

In 1937 the Magnitogorsk elite again greeted the New Year with a mas-
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querade ball, along with the outpourings of gratitude to the "most humble Leader of All Peoples” for all the joy he had brought
them that year and would presumably bring in the new one. But this turned out to be the year Stalin began his own special
masquerade for the members of high society. In Magnitogorsk, the NKVD's Black Marias, on their nightly rounds to collect
"enemies of the people," headed to Berezka and the Kirov district. Even the terror had its specific—although by no means
exclusive—urban geography, a subject addressed in detail in chapter 7. Here we can note that the celebrated birch trees of
Berezka began to disappear mysteriously not long after the assassination of Sergei Kirov in December 1934: by 1938, 60
percent of the grove had dried up and died, and local specialists were at a loss to forestall the disaster.[1901 That year the
traditi&%f]f New Year's Eve masked balls accompanied by jazz concerts was temporarily interrupted, but it resumed in
1939.

Temporary City of the Present

Without the option of apartment buildings in the Kirov district or cottages in Berezka, the overwhelming majority of
Magnitogorsk's inhabitants took up residence in tents and waited their turn to move into one of the hundreds of barracks being
built according to the short-term settlement strategy. Such stopgap lodgings were supposed to be replaced after two or three
years by permanent structures. But given the numerous setbacks in building the socialist city of the future, the planned
"temporary" barracks became the dominant form of shelter in the greater urban agglomeration.

Logically, the first barracks were located around the initial priority construction objects: to the north, where the brick
factory was being built; in the central area, at the iron-ore mine and the factory administration building; and to the south, at the
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limestone quarry near the village of Agapovka.[*%2]1 The perhaps not completely foreseen result of this seemingly sensible
location policy, however, was that less than two years after the first settlers arrived, the embryonic urban territory stretched for
more than twenty kilometers from north to south. These far reaches became the boundaries of Magnitogorsk, so that in 1938 the
newspaper could write that "the first impression of the city one gets upon arrival is its spread out quality [razbrosannost ]."[103]

What spread the city out, of course, was the layout of the steel plant and its many attendant enterprises. As the newspaper
aptly stated, "Magnitogorsk grows very fast," springing up "wherever shops and enterprises are located."[1041 5o strongly did
industry define the urban territory that most of
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Table 5.
Population by Selected Area, 1939

Fifth Sector 20,925
Ezhovka 3,017
Sredne-Uralsk 6,995
Fourteenth Sector 4,817
Blast Furnace Town 4,532
Fertilizer Settlement 4,072
Berezka 1,868

RIS 838

Miners' Settlement 1,911
Twelfth Sector 2,229

Socialist City

First superblock 8,447
Second superblock 3,053
Lattice-Wood Town 7,282

Right Bank 541
Total 70,527

SOURCE : MFGAChO, f. 16, op. 1, d. 104, 1. 40.
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NOTE : Total population in 1939 for the city proper, not
including the surrounding raion, was officially given as
145,900.

the earliest settlements were named for factory shops, such as Rolling Mill Town, Blast Furnace Town, Miners' Settlement. The
rest were simply called by numbers assigned to the various industrial construction sectors (uchastki ), such as the Seventh
Sector (the central electric station), or the Sixth Sector (the coke and chemical plant).

Sometimes the settlements were named for auxiliary shops or enterprises, such as the settlement Ore-Enriching Station
(RIS) to the east or the Fertilizer Settlement in the north. Many of these "auxiliary" settlements were small—at the RIS there
were fewer than a thousand people— but others contained several thousand people (see table 5). Whatever their size, these
parts of the city owed their origin to an industrial installation, on whose territory they arose and whose soot and gas fumes they
received in generous doses.

Having divided the urban territory into sectors by shop or enterprise, the local authorities, unencumbered by considerations
of private ownership, sought to house each sector's work force in the sector's barracks.[*5]1 Byt given the sheer humber of
arrivals and departures, as well as the myr-
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iad number of organizations, such coordination proved impossible. Even when, in 1931, the construction of "temporary" housing
was made the responsibility of the heads of each industrial sector, the disorganized patterns continued to dominate. "No matter
how manef times the city party committee tried to carry out a population transfer," grieved one low-level official, "it never
worked."[106]

Because of the size of the factory and the dispersal of its many auxiliary shops and enterprises, and because of the
difficulties in coordinating residences with workplaces, distances between work and home for many people reached eight or ten
kilometers.[197] This was the very dreaded "irrationality” that urban planning had been expected to overcome. To be sure,
distance is a relative concept, dependent on the modes of transport. Such was the nature of transport in Magnitogorsk, however,
that the connections between various parts of the city could seem very great indeed.

The impediments to efficient movement began with the local road system, or rather with the lack of one. Magnitogorsk's
only paved thoroughfare was the Central Chaussée, which wound for over fifteen kilometers from the train station, along the
front of the factory, down to and around the NKVD building, and up toward the Kirov district, beyond which it changed its name
to Club Prospect, finally becoming a dirt path called Karadyr Prospect on its way another five kilometers to the aerodrome.[108]
Aside from this artery there was a proto-road system on the factory grounds and a few paved roads connecting the factory and
the mine.[19°1 Byt the rest of the city "streets," despite such imposing names as Soviet Power, Radiant Future, Red Partisans,
Ordzho[rlnlk(;%lze, Ernst Thalman, and Sacco and Vanzetti, were just downtrodden paths largely incapable of carrying vehicular
traffic.

But much of road system's inadequacy was beside the point, for on the whole site there were only about five hundred
vehicles. Almost a tenth of these were regularly out of service, and all but a handful were the exclusive property of the factory
and used for industrial purposes. The most important shops and enterprises acquired buses to circle the city and round up or
drop off their workers, regardless of where they lived. But these nhonmunicipal buses had small capacities and were subject to
frequent breakdowns. The lack of spare parts, not to mention gasoline, often kept them from running.[*11

As for the city, in 1933 it was served by only three buses, which were slow and almost always late, when they ran at
al.[112 True, by the end of the decade the humber of city buses had increased to eight, but only three of them worked
regularly, and their hours were limited.[*13] Service between
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the Kirov district and the settlements of the north, for example, stopped at ten in the evening. This mattered little for the nearly

four thousand inhabitants of the Twelfth Sector, also known as the Settlement of Railroad Workers, whose community lay more
than two kilometers beyond the last bus stop, which was located at the Grain Elevator Settlement.[114]

For certain areas of the city the transportation situation improved dramatically in January 1935, when the first streetcar
was ceremoniously put into operation, bearing a portrait of Stalin. With its speed limit set at ten kilometers per hour, the heavy
single-car tram rumbled from the top of the Kirov district past the central market to the main factory gates (and then slightly
beyond to a secondary entrance), carrying the denizens of the first and second superblocks to and from work and many others
on shopping expeditions for only 20 kopecks per ride.[*151 Unequivocal testimony to the tram's utility was provided b{ the fact
that it was almost always packed full, making it difficult for the passengers to close the hand-operated wooden doors. 116]

In what was a further demonstration of the authorities' salutary commitment to public transportation, the tram line was
extended northwards by 1938 to the Thirteenth Sector. But problems with a poorly built bridge (over the piping from the mine to
the steel works) necessitated closing the extension for what turned out to be a lengthy period.[117] In any case, most ordinary
people still lived far from the tram route. The streetcar was a welcome addition to life in the city, but with the exception of the
handful of vehicles and a sizable number of horses (plus a few camels) intended for official purposes, getting about Magnitogorsk
in the 1930s more often than not meant going on foot.[118]

The streetcar received considerable publicity as an emblem of the city's "modernity."[llg] Beyond symbolism, however, the
need for adequate public transportation remained a crucial issue in Magnitogorsk, given the city's sprawl. The Kirov district was
situated as if it were a satellite of the steel plant, and the streetcar link solidified that relationship. But the rest of the residential
sections, outside the tram network and poorly served by buses, took on the character of "outskirts" (okrainy )—isolated from the
city's center of gravity and in most cases, from each other. It was this situation that imparted to Magnitogorsk its peculiar
physiognomy, mak